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October 31, 2012 

 

Mr. Peter Ruddell 

Wiener Associates 

721 North Capitol Avenue, Suite 1 

Lansing, MI 48906-5198 

 

Dear Mr. Ruddell: 

 

On behalf of Healthy Kids, Healthy Michigan (HKHM), we are writing with regard to the draft 

of the Michigan Education Finance Act of 2013. Healthy Kids, Healthy Michigan is a coalition 

dedicated to reducing childhood obesity in Michigan through strategic policy initiatives while 

working with state government leaders. HKHM is comprised of executive-level decision 

makers from more than 150 organizations statewide dedicated to addressing childhood obesity 

and improving the health of Michigan’s youngest residents. These organizations represent 

government, public and private sectors, school districts, health care and non-profit 

organizations. 

 

HKHM advances policy solutions to address childhood obesity, including priority work on 

school siting and its impact on physical activity for students. While the link between childhood 

obesity and school aid financing may appear indirect, infrastructure and a student’s ability to 

walk or bike to school can have a significant impact on his or her long-term health and 

certainly impact the childhood obesity epidemic.  

 

Michigan is one of only eight states that have never taken up the issue of school infrastructure. 

Effective siting could result in reduced transportation costs that would help school districts 

more effectively use their funds toward student achievement. We therefore urge you to 

consider the impact of infrastructure within your recommendations. Please note that we define 

school siting as policies and activities that include not only new construction, but school 

closure, consolidation, preservation, and/or renovation.  

Effecting policy that results in schools being “sited” within walkable/bikeable distances of a 

student community and that addresses student safety has a positive impact on the following 

childhood obesity and related health issues. 

 

 Physical activity is recognized as one of the most efficient and powerful tools for 

preventing chronic diseases and for promoting health and well-being. 

 Students have better cardiorespiratory fitness. 

 Walking and biking to school translates to the development of life-long physical 

activity habits, setting our students up to become healthy adults. 

 

In addition to the positive impact on childhood obesity, other student and community impacts 

include: 

 

 Improved school attendance rates. 
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 Academic achievement and behavior: physical activity, such as walking to school, is linked 

to improved academic achievement, greater focus and concentration, and fewer behavior 

referrals. 

 Siting schools in walkable areas can reduce long-term infrastructure costs by releasing 

communities and the state from the burden of extending and maintaining utilities and 

roadways in less developed areas. 

 School siting policies and activities that enable active commuting by students, staff, and 

volunteers may also ease traffic congestion around schools during peak commute times. This 

may also lessen wear and tear on roadways and subsequent maintenance. 

 Active transportation also positively impacts air quality around the schools due to the 

decrease in vehicles. 

 

We believe that addressing school siting is also within the Governor’s stated policy platform: 

 

 The Administration’s emphasis on the importance of efficiency, innovation, responsiveness, 

and flexibility, coupled with place-making and creating vibrant communities that invite 

investment, attract and retain talent of all ages can be furthered by reasonable school siting 

practices. 

 Governor Snyder has already progressively established the importance of school facilities by 

drafting legislation that allows for the redeployment of unused public school buildings.  

 Sound school siting policy complements the Governor’s intent for Michigan’s educational 

system to be flexible for different learning models and styles by keeping schools located 

within a community and making them accessible to local business leaders and professionals, 

which the administration intends to tap to support innovation in our schools. 

 

We ask that the committee consider broadening its recommendations to include discussions of 

school facilities. HKHM has spent the last several years drafting its position paper and carefully 

considering potential policy solutions. We have attached the position paper for your review and use, 

and also offer our support for future discussions around school facility issues. 

 

Please do not hesitate to contact the HKHM CPAT co-chairs, Holly Madill at 

hmadill@planningmi.org or Sarah Panken at slpanken@michiganfitness.org if you have any 

questions.  We thank you not only for your time and consideration of this issue, which is important 

to us and the health of our children, but for your service to the State through your guidance, counsel, 

and time to the committee. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 
 

Katherine Knoll 

Healthy Kids, Healthy Michigan Steering Committee Chair 

Regional Vice President of Advocacy, American Heart Association  

mailto:hmadill@planningmi.org
mailto:slpanken@michiganfitness.org
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Healthy Kids, Healthy Michigan Community Policy Action Team 
 

 
SCHOOL SITING POSITION PAPER 

 
Healthy Kids, Healthy Michigan (HKHM) is a coalition dedicated to reducing childhood obesity 

in Michigan through strategic policy initiatives while working with state and local government 

leaders. HKHM is comprised of more than 120 organizations statewide, including government 

officials, public and private sectors, school districts, health care and non-profit organizations, and 

others to advance policies that improve public health.  

 

One area of focus for HKHM is that of policies that make it easier and more convenient to 

integrate physical activity into daily routines. Specifically, HKHM supports: 

1. Establishing and strengthening stakeholder relationships to develop and deploy strategies 

to address health impacts of school siting decisions. 

2. Improving processes for collaboration between local governments and school districts 

when planning for school facility changes. 

3. Re-examining school siting guidelines to allow for more flexibility and ensuring that they 

encourage siting options that provide opportunities for walking and biking to/from 

school. 

4. Revising the application guidelines of the State Bond Finance Authority to require 

consideration of the impacts on health and infrastructure and other services provided by 

state and local government to better understand the actual cost imposed by decisions 

about school siting on the surrounding community. 

5. Encouraging communities and school districts to preserve, renew, and/or rebuild schools 

on existing sites, preferably in walkable/bikeable neighborhood locations. 

 

Michigan’s Childhood Obesity Epidemic 
Over the past 30 years, obesity rates have continued to increase rapidly across all age groups. 

Among children ages 6-11, the national rate of childhood obesity has quadrupled. More than 30 

percent of Michigan children are overweight. Michigan’s childhood obesity rate ranks 26
th

 in the 

U.S. If such trends continue, Michigan’s children may be the first generation to have a shorter 

life expectancy than their parents. 

 

Michigan’s childhood obesity epidemic is alarming because obesity is associated with other 

adverse consequences, including increased risk of cardiovascular disease, diabetes, some types of 

cancer, gastro-intestinal disease, and early puberty. Additionally, social and emotional concerns 

are associated with obesity, including poor academic performance, peer stigmatization, 

discrimination and bullying. Sadly, obesity levels even affect our Armed Forces and the potential 

of our youth to meet their goals. Currently, three out of four American teens ages 17 to 24 will 

not qualify for military service because they are physically unfit, failed to finish high school, or 

have criminal records. 
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In addition to jeopardizing the health of Michigan’s future, obesity also weighs heavily on the 

health care system, through both a growing demand on health care services and an increase in 

health care expenditures. The United States health care system spends more than $147 billion 

annually in obesity-related health care. Michigan alone spends approximately $3.2 billion in 

obesity-related health care. Employers in the United States are faced with more than $220 billion 

annually in medical care costs and lost productivity due to the three most common diseases 

linked to obesity (diabetes, arthritis, and heart disease). It is projected that by 2020, more than 40 

percent of both men and women will be obese. If projections are correct, the U.S. will spend 

nearly $344 billion directly on obesity-related health care costs.  

 
The Link Between Obesity, the Built Environment, and Safe Routes to 
School (SRTS) 
Many factors contribute to Michigan’s childhood obesity rates, including lifestyle choices that go 

well beyond simply encouraging children to select healthy food or to move more. Studies show 

that the built environment (the overall combination of roads, sidewalks, buildings and how 

they’re planned and laid out) can significantly impact physical activity levels. In the latter half of 

the 20th Century, the ways in which communities were designed and built became increasingly 

auto-dependent, largely as a result of zoning regulations that maintain strict land use separations, 

the advent of the Interstate Highway System, and a society that values low-density living and the 

private automobile. As a result, communities today either lack pedestrian and bicycle 

infrastructure or safe, direct connections between activity nodes, which has resulted in fewer 

opportunities for adults and children to integrate physical activity into their daily routine by 

walking or biking to work, school, when running errands or shopping. According to the Institute 

of Medicine (2004), the dramatic rise in childhood obesity rates is associated with these 

changing land use patterns and lifestyle choices because they decrease physical activity 

opportunities, such as walking and biking to/from school. 

 

To address walking and biking infrastructure deficiencies, attitudes and beliefs about walking 

and biking as viable transportation options, as well as student travel behavior/choices, the SRTS 

Program is an international movement that makes it safe, convenient, and fun for children to 

walk or bike to/from school. This program encourages and educates children and parents about 

the benefits of walking or biking to school. It also helps to facilitate the planning, development, 

and implementation of initiatives that will improve the routes children travel to get to school. 

Instilling the values of an active lifestyle from an early age builds lifelong healthy habits. 

 

The SRTS movement has gained the attention of policy makers at the national level as a 

promising practice to increase physical activity, improve health, and reduce childhood obesity 

rates. States and local governments across the nation have issued calls to action to adopt policies 

and legislation, integrate disciplines, and create tools and techniques to achieve better outcomes. 

All levels of government have discovered that this is not a partisan issue, but an urgent matter 

affecting everyone. 

 

As Michigan moves forward to address childhood obesity, Complete Streets policies and SRTS 

can coalesce to become a compelling combination of policy and practice to increase physical 

activity in children and adults. Consider these statistics: 
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 In 1969, 48% of children between the ages of 5 and 14 walked or biked to school. By 2009, 

that number was 13%.  

 In 1969, 41% of children in grades K-8 lived within one mile of schools. Eighty-eight 

percent walked or biked to school. By 2009, about 31% of children in grades K-8 lived 

within one miles of school. Only 38% of them walk or bike to school (The National Center 

for Safe Routes to School and the Safe Routes to School National Partnership (2010); U.S. 

Department of Transportation (1972)). 

 Schools participating in Safe Routes to School Programs reported an increase in school trips 

made by walking (64%), biking (114%), and carpooling (91%), and a decrease in trips by 

private vehicles carrying only one student (39%) (American Journal of Public Health, 2003).  

 Physical activity is recognized as one of the most efficient and powerful tools for preventing 

chronic diseases and for promoting health and well-being (AJHP, 2007). 

 People who report having access to sidewalks are 28% more likely to be physically active. 

 Transportation networks that include sidewalks and bike lanes can increase the number of 

people who walk or bike by 30%. 

 In places where non-motorized access routes were improved, a 15% increase in the number 

of students who walk or bike to school was observed. This can add up to 24 minutes of 

physical activity a day for children (Active Living Research, RWJF 2007). 

 Studies have shown that the amount of time children spend outside is the most powerful 

correlate of their physical activity level; however, it is greatly hindered by vehicular traffic, 

lack of sidewalks and open spaces, and community design guided exclusively by motorized 

transportation systems (Institute of Medicine, 2005). 

 People who report having access to walking/jogging trails are 55% more likely to be 

physically active. 

 

The History of School Siting 
The rate of walking and biking to school declined in part because of school siting policies. Up 

until the 1950s-60s, public schools were typically built and operated within the neighborhoods of 

the families that they served. This was consistent with traditional neighborhood designs, which 

promoted well-connected streets and blocks, ample public space, and walkable distances 

between stores, schools and other services. During the 1950-60s, however, at least three factors 

have been identified that facilitated the common assumption that schools needed larger sites. 

School facility planners (1) foresaw campuses providing a wide range of vocational and 

recreational activities (e.g. construction, agriculture, building model villages, and recreation) that 

required large amounts of land; (2) saw the school as providing education to the entire 

community as a way to justify the enormous expenditure of public funds, and (3) needed to 

accommodate the influx of the baby boom. These precepts were enabled by the Council of 

Educational Facility Planners International (CEFPI) guidelines, which recommended a 10-acre 

minimum lot size for elementary schools, at least 20 acres for middle schools, and at least 30 

acres for high schools—with an additional one acre per 100 additional students. These principles 

were rescinded in 2004, but their effects are still seen today (Planning Practice & Research, Vol 

20 (2): 147-162. Schlossberg et al., 2005). These guidelines were chiefly responsible for ―school 

sprawl‖—or the siting of schools on the urban periphery, where land is less expensive, ―cleaner‖ 

and more abundant. Additionally, site sizes were not sensitive to local planning contexts and 

large campuses typically could only be accommodated at the edge of developed areas in many 

communities. 
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During the mid-1980s and 1990s, many school districts began to favor replacing outdated 

buildings with new facilities at the edge of a community. Replacing schools was thought to be 

favorable over renovation if the cost to renovate was more than half the cost of building anew 

(Governing, March. Gurwitt, 2004). But the increased site size requirements and practice of 

siting schools in less populated areas have: 

1. Prevented schools from locating in neighborhoods, leading to low rates of walking/biking 

to school 

2. Justified the closing of existing neighborhood schools because they do not meet size 

requirements  

3. Facilitated new housing development siting near greenfield (vacant, undeveloped land) 

school sites (Journal of the American Planning Association. MacDonald, 76: 2, 184-198, 

2010,). 

 

In 2007, there was some dialogue with the school community around policy change in the area of 

coordinated planning (Michigan Planner 11: 9, 7-13, April 2007) but since that time, there have 

been few attempts to address this policy area in recent history. This dialogue is being reopened 

not only to address childhood obesity and other chronic illnesses, but to also recognize the 

potential of new local, regional, and state initiatives that have the potential to shape and reshape 

Michigan’s built environment, and thus, affect the health and well-being of the state’s residents. 

As the Governor and several state agencies pursue ―placemaking‖—or the principle that sound 

place-based strategies improve quality of life through holistic planning approaches—opportunity 

abounds for reconnecting schools and neighborhoods.  

 

The Case for Stronger Connections between Schools and 
Communities 
There are several economic and community benefits associated with strengthening relationships 

between schools and their host communities. Research and experience has shown that sense of 

place and sense of community are important factors that influence a family or individual’s 

decision to move into, or out of, a community. Communities that have high-quality schools that 

are well-connected to home and work offer several desirable benefits to residents, benefits 

related to health, the economy, society, and the environment. Establishing strong support for 

communities and their local schools can be accomplished through regionally coordinated 

planning (school siting, transportation and infrastructure) and inter-governmental collaboration, 

which have been emphasized as priorities of the Snyder Administration. Many state agencies, 

such as the Michigan Economic Development Corporation (MEDC), the Michigan State Housing 

Development Authority (MSHDA), and the Michigan Departments of Community Health 

(MDCH), Education (MDE), and Transportation (MDOT) support these collaborative 

approaches to planning and development strategies, recognizing the need for effective use of 

resources and the inter-relatedness of actions across and between communities. One policy 

priority of HKHM is the establishment and maintenance of Coordinated School Health Teams 

(CSHTs) in every school district in order to foster and reap the benefits of such connections 

between schools and communities. 

 

No matter how strong State support is for coordinated planning and efficiency, there must be 

local buy-in and support. To embolden healthy communities with a strong sense of place among 
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its residents, local units of government and local school boards must better coordinate efforts to 

make schools the vital community anchors they once were. There cannot be strong—and 

especially prosperous—communities without strong schools. The future of Michigan’s 

communities, and thus, its economy, depend on this connection. This reality is especially true in 

Michigan’s metropolitan areas. 

 

Millennials (or Generation Y, born between mid-1970s and late 1980s) are increasingly choosing 

to live in metropolitan environments, many of which are walkable communities where they are 

close to their jobs, schools and favorite restaurants, parks and hangouts. If communities in 

Michigan are going to retain and attract this vital population cohort—one larger than the Baby 

Boomers—and remain economically competitive, having high-quality schools in urban 

environments will be of utmost importance. In other words, in a world with increasing national 

and global competition for resources, talent and ideas, maintaining a well-educated workforce in 

environments they want to live and raise children in is imperative. Strong neighborhood schools 

are but one of the keys of achieving greater economic competitiveness and superior social 

capital. 

 

School districts and municipalities (and their local units of government) are inextricably linked 

through their location, communities, economy and planning. However, since school districts are 

immune (except for high schools in townships) from following local zoning statutes, the 

placement and construction of a school facility can be considerably influenced by the school 

board, and in some cases, the general public (See Charter Township of Northville v. Northville 

Public Schools). Evidence shows that when school districts do not consider and choose locations 

that are optimal for walking and biking to school, the resulting campuses that are built on the 

periphery of town tend to add to traffic, cause congestion at certain times during the day, 

contribute to removal or closure of neighborhood ―anchor‖ schools, and oftentimes attract 

sprawling low-density development, which further promotes unfriendly walkable and bikable 

environments (The Michigan Land Use Institute. 2004. Hard Lessons: Causes and Consequences 

of Michigan School Construction Boom).  

 

Local units of government routinely employ planners and/or planning consultants to develop, 

implement, and evaluate planning documents, such as master plans, zoning ordinances, site 

plans, transportation studies and non-motorized transportation systems. The development of 

these planning tools is founded on a variety of data (e.g. demographic, environmental, housing, 

transportation, etc.). When considering school facility changes, particularly siting or renovation, 

school districts also use similar types of information to inform their decisions. If school districts 

and communities would pool their resources, they could eliminate duplication, improve decision 

processes and outcomes, and increase efficiency by working collaboratively to develop and 

interpret data for their own processes. This may be particularly salient for school districts that 

span multiple jurisdictions and it could also be a catalyst for fostering regional collaboration 

among communities. 

 

Finally, there is tremendous economic development opportunity in buildings and sites that 

already exist. Much of a community’s character is defined by its historic housing and public 

buildings. Renovating historic buildings, including schools, can also be a catalyst for economic 

development and job creation, not to mention preserving community anchors that are typically 
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already sited in walkable, neighborhood-oriented areas. According to the Michigan Historic 

Preservation Network, rehabilitation activities in Michigan since 1971 have created jobs, 

enhanced the local economic climate, and increased revenues for state and local governments.  

 

 Expenditures directly associated with a rehabilitation project include construction labor and 

purchases of building materials and tools, while expenditures associated indirectly include 

industrial goods and services by firms that provide rehabilitation materials and purchases of 

raw materials such as clay, glass, and gravel. By using multipliers, it was determined that 

$819.9 million in direct rehabilitation expenditures generated an additional $933.2 million in 

indirect impacts, for a total of $1.7 billion attributable to rehabilitation activities throughout 

Michigan.  

 Rehabilitation activities in Michigan have directly created 9,394 jobs and indirectly created 

an additional 10,858 jobs, for a total of 20,252 jobs. Historic rehabilitation activities have 

directly generated $313.5 million in household earnings and indirectly generated an 

additional $275.5 million, for a combined total of $589.0 million. 

 Rehabilitation in Michigan has accounted for approximately $1.7 million in state business 

income taxes, $11.3 million in state personal income taxes, and $40.4 million in Michigan 

sales taxes. Property taxes have been increased by at least $31.9 million as a result of 

rehabilitation activities. 

 

School Siting Policy Recommendations 1  to Address Childhood 
Obesity and Support Stronger, Healthier Communities 
 

GOAL 1: Improve processes for communication and collaboration between local governments 

and school districts when planning for school facility changes. 

 

Policy Rationale: In Michigan, school districts are immune to local zoning regulation, with the 

exception of high schools located in townships. As a result, school districts seldom coordinate 

planning, design, and construction with local units of government and local units of government 

hardly consider school facilities within their plans and zoning policies. But, both school districts 

and governments could benefit from collaboration. Local units of government can offer planning 

expertise that districts might have to otherwise pay for when considering school facility changes. 

Local units of government could use the information regarding decisions that districts make 

about school placement, construction, etc. that impact the community at-large to plan and 

mitigate negative impacts. Collaboration and communication would be ideal, and could lead to 

reduced service provision and infrastructure costs and mitigate traffic congestion. 

 

MCL 380.1263(3) has been determined through Supreme Court case law (Charter Township of 

Northville v. Northville Public Schools, 2005) that school districts are granted sole and exclusive 

jurisdiction over local school district construction and site plans, and as a result, immunizes 

school districts from local zoning regulations that affect those functions. In other words, school 

districts are not subject to local planning regulations, thus making it difficult for municipalities to 

                                                 
1
 Please note that HKHM broadly defines school siting as policies and activities that include not only new 

construction, but school closure, consolidation, preservation, and/or renovation. 
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plan for and accommodate school infrastructure and its impacts within and upon the surrounding 

community. 

 

In 2006, Act 451 of 1976 was amended to allow townships the ability to review and comment on 

high school site plans that proposed new high schools or the expansion of high schools whose 

square footage would increase by 20%. While it was progress, it only applied to townships, not 

all municipalities; only high schools, not school districts; only under certain circumstances, not 

all; and only allows for review and comment, not conformance with local code. 

 

To achieve this goal and advance a more sound policy, the following strategies are 

recommended. 
1. Create consistency among local zoning regulations by standardizing the requirements for 

school districts and townships to work together for high school siting review and 

comment, to apply to all communities and schools (Act 451 of 1976 MCL 380.1263(3)). 

2. Require collaboration between municipalities and school districts (Michigan Planning 

and Zoning Enabling Acts, Act 451 of 1976, MCL 380.1263(3)). This can happen in any 

number of ways including 

a. Requiring a notice and a publicly-recorded, pre-site plan development meeting 

between school district officials/planners, and local officials/planners and other 

interested parties (e.g. MDOT, road commissions, transit agencies, utilities, 

emergency planners, etc.). 

b. Expanding the high school/township exception for administrative review to all 

buildings in a school district and all municipalities. 

3. Educate municipalities as to how to include a section on schools in their master plans 

(Michigan Planning and Zoning Enabling Acts, Act 451 of 1976, MCL 380.1263(3)). 

4. Educate school boards and Department of Education leadership as to how to consider 

local zoning and master plans in their school siting decisions. 

5. Educate municipal and school officials about the costs and impacts from school siting 

decisions on infrastructure, service provision, and health care. 

 

GOAL 2: Re-examine school siting guidelines to allow for more flexibility and ensure that they 

encourage siting options that provide opportunities for walking and biking to/from school. 

 

Policy Rationale: There is little local oversight of school construction and renovation, and 

little guidance provided to school districts seeking renovation or construction of school 

buildings. School districts are required to comply with the School Building Law (P.A. 306 of 

1937), the 1999 school fire safety rules promulgated under the authority of P.A. 207 of 1941, and 

the state construction code, but none of those address the relationship of the school building to 

other school structures or the surrounding community. They only address the actual structure of 

the school building in question. The Bureau of Construction Codes within the Michigan 

Department of Licensing and Regulatory Affairs is responsible for reviewing construction plans 

and final inspections. Turnarounds for review are 2-4 weeks and inspections require four weeks 

lead time. The Michigan Department of Education offers recommendations regarding site 

planning only. 

 

To achieve this goal and advance the policy, the following strategies are recommended. 
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1. Strongly encourage school districts to consider the relationship of the school building to the 

surrounding community (School Building Law, P.A. 306 of 1937), in conjunction with 

Strategies 5 and 6. 

2. Work with the Department of Licensing and Regulatory Affairs, Bureau of Construction 

Codes to revise school site plan requirements, application, and reference guide to include 

provisions for non-motorized transportation (e.g. bike racks at multiple, safe entrances, 

sidewalks, crossings, trails, etc.) with connectivity between facilities and schools buildings 

and emphasize the importance of the ability to walk or bike to/from school. This may include 

requiring the use of Health Impact Assessments (HIAs) or similar tools during the siting, 

budgeting, and facility planning process of a school district to evaluate the impact of its 

decisions on the health of its constituents and mitigate any negative effects. 

3. Work with the Department of Education to update the 1975 School Plant Planning Handbook 

to address issues related to site selection and opportunities for walking and biking to/from 

school. 

 

GOAL 3: Revise the application guidelines of the State Bond Finance Authority (Department of 

Treasury) to require consideration of school siting impact on the surrounding community, such 

as require feasibility studies that include cost comparisons between the siting options or locations 

considered, costs for infrastructure, utilities, provision of other municipal services, and health 

care costs or health impact assessments to better understand the actual cost imposed by decisions 

about school siting on the surrounding community. 

 

Policy Rationale: In lieu of a dedicated funding source for schools to tap into for construction 

and renovation projects, school districts are allowed to leverage the state’s credit rating to access 

bonds and loans for school facility costs. The School Bond Qualification and Loan program was 

established by the Michigan Constitution of 1963 and amended by Public Act 92 of 2005 to 

provide a state credit enhancement and loan mechanism for school district bond issues. The 

bonds must be qualified by the State Treasurer and the bond proceeds must be used for capital 

expenditure purposes. 

 

To achieve this goal and advance the policy, the following strategies are recommended. 
1. Work with the Department of Treasury to revise bond requirements, applications, and loan 

rules to include considerations of the ability to walk or bike to/from school. This may include 

a. Enabling the use of Health Impact Assessments (HIAs), feasibility studies, or similar 

tools during the siting, budgeting, and facility process of a school district to evaluate 

the impact of its decisions on the health of its constituents and mitigate any negative 

effects. 

b. Encouraging schools to prioritize the consolidation of schools into those 

walkable/bikable districts that currently exist over those with poor access. 

c. Ensuring that Michigan does not have school construction funding formulas that 

favor new construction over renovation. Such formulas typically establish a limit on 

what a district may spend to renovate rather than build new, usually a specific 

percentage of the cost of new construction. Or, additional factors should be 

introduced into the formula that account for health, infrastructure, utility, other 

municipal services, fuel and travel time costs when locating/siting schools outside the 

community or developed area. 
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GOAL 4: Support communities and school districts to preserve, renew, and/or rebuild schools 

on existing sites, preferably in walkable/bikeable, neighborhood locations. 

Policy Rationale: Improving the processes for collaboration between local governments and 

school districts through policy change may provide additional opportunities outside of those 

outlined above in Goal 2. Amending legislation to encourage or require local jurisdictional 

partnerships in the school siting and planning processes may also facilitate greater opportunity 

for school districts to access more diverse funding mechanisms to implement their capital 

improvements. These funding sources may provide an incentive for school districts to utilize 

existing sites or facilities that otherwise might be functionally obsolete or not financially feasible 

to substantially rehabilitate. These funding sources could make pedestrian and bicycle friendly 

sites more desirable than greenfield development or other less accessible urban sites. 

Furthermore, local government planners and community development professionals may be 

more likely to assist in the redevelopment of an existing school site if it is considered an anchor 

institution for a neighborhood ready for revitalization. 

To achieve this goal and advance the policy, the following strategies are recommended. 

1. Identify financial sources available to schools and local communities to support good 

school form and code. 

2. Develop training materials on tools and resources for school districts (and associated 

consultants hired to assist with the process) to utilize when making facility decisions. 

3. Develop examples or case studies, demonstrating calculations of all costs for at least two 

alternate sites, to facilitate educating and encouraging citizens and officials to count all 

costs when the time for a siting decision comes. Such examples should include formulas, 

factors, and sample calculations for considering infrastructure, municipal services, 

utilities, health care – both annually and over longer periods of time (10, 20, 30 years, 

etc.). They should include guidance on how to perform simple calculations and how to 

seek assistance when desiring more comprehensive technical analysis. 
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