
Public Schools as Partners 

Why Local Governments and School Districts Need to Collaborate 

Introduction 

More and more cities, in their growing awareness that the school district is not an island — 
either physically or administratively — are developing school plans which become a part of the 
comprehensive plan. – Planning Advisory Service, Planning Information Report 36 – Planning for 
School Capacities and Locations, American Society of Planning Officials, March 1952 

As  two  of the main pillars of every community, school districts and local governments have many 
shared interests and mutual objectives.  Both institutions are  often the main employers in a community 
and both promote social and civic  fabric.  The success of any community is often tied to the success of 
both of these institutions. With these shared interests, how often do school districts and local 
governments  collaborate with each other to create better results for the entire community?  

APA Policies and Research  

A new focus for community planning is suggested - the educational center.  Associated with it 
might well be public recreation, museums, and musical and literary facilities…Let the growth 
that comes from education have the life impact possible through giving education its rightful 
place in community planning. - N.L. Engelhardt, Engelhardt, Legget, and Cornell Educational 
Consultants, New York, at 1959 National Planning Conference. 

According to the U.S. Department of Education, there are 98,277 elementary and secondary public 
schools in the country, including 6,855 charter schools and 3,237 magnet schools.  As shown in Appendix 
A, public schools are organized into 16,025 school districts.  Understanding the role schools play in our 
communities is crucial for planners, local government officials, and school district administrators since a 
school is more than just a building on a piece of land. Instead, a school facility intersects numerous areas 
planners work in every day such as transportation, land use, economic development, housing, and 
neighborhoods, to name a few. Just as roads play a significant role in shaping community development 
patterns, a school building and an entire school district has the ability to do the same. For many reasons, 
community planners often do not understand the importance of schools as anchors for community 
development and community sustainability.  

Planners who’ve attended a national or state planning conference, for example,  might have heard 
schools mentioned during their sessions either in passing or in greater detail. Reviewing past planning 
conference programs even show a conference school-related session or a mobile workshop. Sessions on 
school planning were included in the 1953 and 1959 National Planning Conferences.  But there are no 
school specific tracks or broader discussions surrounding school/local government issues at the National 
level very often. APA does not have an adopted policy guide specifically related to schools although 
several Policy Guides do recognize the critical role of public schools.  The  Neighborhood Collaborative 
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Policy Guide (1998) does call for local government collaboration in terms of including funding for them 
among many other neighborhood services as stated below: 

Policy 19: City government should be encouraged to coordinate the resources of the city according to 
approved neighborhood plans. This includes funds for transportation, community policing, solid 
waste services, housing and community development, school and library funding, and economic 
development and tourism among others.  

The APA Smart Growth Policy Guide (2012) also mentions schools in the context of their inclusion as part 
of mixed use development. The APA Policy Guide on Housing (2006) includes several policies related to 
public schools.  

There are no APA Planning Advisory Service (PAS)  reports in the past 50 years devoted to the topic of 
school planning or collaboration, however, this was not always the case. There were four reports in the 
16 years prior. In 1952, the American Society of Planning Officials (ASPO) published PAS Report 36, 
Planning for School Capacities and Location, which looked at demographics and school siting. In 1968, 
the organization published PAS Report 235,  New Physical Forms for City Schools, which looked at 
innovations in campus planning in the context of their urban settings. Other PAS reports with a focus on 
schools include PAS Report 210, School Enrollment and Housing Type,  published in 1966 and PAS Report 
175, School Site Selection, published in 1963. Clearly, this topic of schools was of concern to one of APA’s 
precursor organizations.  

Table 1 provides  a chronology of APA information reports and publications related to public schools. 

Table 1 

APA Information Reports and Publications Related to Public Schools 

1952 ASPO Information Report 36 – Planning for Public School Capacities and Locations 

1953 Planning for Schools Sessions at National Planning Conference 

1959 School Planning Sessions at National Planning Conference 

1963 ASPO Report 175 – School Site Selection 

1966 ASPO PAS Report 210 – School Enrollment and Housing Type 

1968 ASPO PAS Report 235 – New Physical Forms for City Schools 

1994 

Urban Education: Issues, Reforms, and the Role of Planners is published as a 
chapter in APA’s Planning and Community Equity book.  Jerome Kaufman, AICP and 
Kenneth C. Newman argued that city planners needed to become “more active in 
the urban education arena.” 

 

Schools are important to planners even if the topic may not get the attention it merits. The 2014 APA 
National Policy Poll results reinforces this idea. Two-thirds of all respondents and 74% of millennials 

Public Schools as Partners - Draft May 7, 2018 Page 2 



 

answered that investing in schools, transportation choices, and walkable communities represented the 
best way to grow their local economy. This shows planners believe that schools are among the primary 
pillars of the community. 

Why Collaboration is Imperative 

Recently a midwestern suburban school district had a $4 million investment wiped out because 
the land on which a new high school was built could not support the building.  Another school 
district suffered a serious financial loss when a freeway bisected one of its elementary school 
sites, resulting in a restricted area for future expansion and a solid barricade which blocked out 
half the school population.  These are only two of many examples showing that poor school sites 
are still being selected. - From School Site Selection, ASPO Information Report No. 175, August 
1963. 

Imagine the following scenario. A school district serving multiple communities, including a portion of the 
city you plan for, acquires Agriculturally zoned land with the intention of building a school.  Local 
government planners did not anticipate growth in this area and there are no plans for services 
extensions to the area.  The city must figure out how to not just extend city services (streets, water, 
sanitary sewer, public safety services, etc.) to serve this  school but also must plan how to address 
growth pressures of families wanting to live by the school with city services, that was not intended for 
development. This scenario became reality in the San Jose, California area  and magnifies the 

1

consequences when there is a lack of collaboration between school districts and their local government 
planners. 

In June 2017, the Planning for Pre-K -12 School Infrastructure National Initiative released a report 
entitled Adequate & Equitable US Pre-K-12 Infrastructure: Priority Action for Systematic Reform.  The 
report stated that next to transportation, school buildings represented the 2nd largest public 
infrastructure investment . Just as roads influence how our communities develop, school buildings also 

2

play a critical role in our community development but they don’t always receive the same attention, nor 
does collaboration take place often enough.  

School districts and school buildings impact our communities in numerous ways. Consider the following 
interrelated examples:  

New Schools and Land Use: As the scenario in the opening paragraph demonstrates, new school 
siting can produce many concerns for planners and regional/local government. A new school site 
can alter development patterns, destabilize neighborhoods, strain public infrastructure 
financing, and dictate the transportation mode a student uses to arrive and depart school.  

Existing Schools and Neighborhoods: Schools are neighborhood anchors. When fully operating, 
they stabilize the neighborhood, increase property values, and allow for a certain confidence in 
the neighborhood. What happens when a district closes a neighborhood school and replaces it 
with a new facility outside the neighborhood? Unless the district repurposes the building, there 

1 Beaumont Constance and Elizabeth Pianca, 2002. Why Johnny Can’t Walk to School: Historic Neighborhood 
Schools in the Age of Sprawl. Washington D.C. National Trust for Historic Preservation 
2 Filardo, Mary and Jeffrey Vincent, 2017. Adequate & Equitable US PK-12 Infrastructure: Priority Actions for 
Systematic Reform. Washington D.C. 21st Century School Fund, Center for Cities + Schools, National Council on 
School Facilities, and Center for Green Schools.  
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can be a significant destabilization of the neighborhood. If the district is financially strapped, it 
might be unable to adequately maintain the now shuttered building leading to nuisances like 
weeds and graffiti. Even for districts that do have the financial resources, playing the role of 
landlord over property may be an unknown skill for district staff.  

Schools and Housing: Housing costs are influenced by public perceptions of school quality. 
Since most districts assign students to schools based on proximity, many families will pay higher 
housing prices to live in a particular school district or particular school attendance zone.  

Schools and Transportation: School districts impact our local and regional transportation 
systems.  From being transit agencies themselves to the increase of vehicle miles traveled when 
the car is the primary mode of arrival to school, traffic and pollution increase during the school 
year.  

Schools and Economic Development: Economic development specialists promote a region or 
city’s schools in an attempt to attract new industry. In many small and rural communities, the 
school district is the largest employer and purchaser of local services while being under constant 
threat of declining enrollments and funding.  

Schools and Community Joint Use Facilities: Many schools have numerous recreational 
amenities, from gyms to playing fields to weight rooms.  However, these facilities often sit 
unused when school is not in session or in the summer, when they could benefit the community 
by providing needed exercise space. Can the school and local government share these facilities 
for the benefit of the entire community, even those that the school is not serving directly? Or, if 
a district needs a new school, can the new school locate next to an existing community center or 
park to use those facilities, in order to save costs from duplicating services?  In many 
communities, city recreational leagues do have access to schools for their activities but this 
arrangement requires carefully crafted memorandums of understanding detailing responsibility 
for supplies, staffing, maintenance, and repairs. 

Schools and Public Health: The planning field’s emphasis on public health over the past decade 
presents another compelling reason for school district/local government collaboration. 
According to the Centers for Disease Control, obesity rates in children have more than tripled 
between 1971 and 2011, making obesity the number one health concern among medical 
professionals treating our kids. While diet plays a factor, the trend of siting schools away from 
neighborhoods means kids  can no longer walk or bike to school. In 1969, 50% of school children 
walked to school and this activity  supplied most of the recommended exercise for school aged 
children. Today, that number is just shy of 15%.  Automobiles now represent the primary mode 
of arrival/departure for students. Additionally, for students who may not get balanced meals at 
home, schools give them the opportunity for a healthy breakfast and lunch.  

Schools represent a complex issue and touch upon physical, social, economic aspects of our rural, urban, 
and regional communities. The list above only touches a few areas but schools play a role in a 
community’s resiliency efforts, historic preservation, infrastructure provision, and other areas planners 
are actively involved in their day to day work. This is why engaging with a school district in crafting our 
planning strategies and policies is paramount for sound community planning.  
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Obstacles to Collaboration 

The critical problem in the separation of school facility planning from municipal land use 
planning is that there is often no institutional framework that even creates a space for these 
planning entities to plan together. – Planning Advisory Service, Planning Information Report 36 – 
Planning for School Capacities and Locations, American Society of Planning Officials, March 1952  

This section outlines some of the obstacles which prevent collaboration between school districts and 
local governments. 

Despite the importance city/schools district relationships have in our our communities, not much 
literature exists on the city planning side and even less on school administration side.  There is some 
writing about siting schools.  One of the most cited works being Clarence Perry’s concept of 
neighborhood units, with the elementary school the center with families in a ½ mile radius around it. 
There are writings about the size of schools (both land area and students).  Within this paper there are 
several examples of the lack of communication between school districts and cities.  This lack of 
school/city collaboration extends to college programs educating our future planners and school 
administrators.  

The relationship between cities and school districts can take many forms.  The most common form is to 
have separate independently elected boards for the city (city council or commission) and school district 
(board of education).  Usually the boundaries for the two entities are not identical either.  While cities 
have the power to change their boundaries through annexations, school district boundaries are fairly 
static since the districts are  created by state legislatures.  Given the absence of an “institutional 
framework” that requires or encourages regular dialogue, communication is dependent on these 
separate bodies reaching out to each other.  

Another relationship that has occurred over the last three decades is the mayoral takeover of the local 
school district.  According to the National League of Cities website (in 2016), 24 cities have this structure 
including:  New York, Chicago, Boston, Philadelphia, and Baltimore.  

For this document, the city and school district relationship will be looked at through the lens of either a 
pro-active relationship or a reactive relationship.  Cities and school districts have a pro-active 
relationship when they inform each other of plans (changing enrollments, new schools, bond issues, 
etc.).  One example is when a school is located in accordance with a city’s comprehensive plan and the 

city has been aware of the school and sized infrastructure accordingly.  A re-active relationship is just 
the opposite.  Organizations that operate completely independent of each other unaware of what the 
other is doing.   An example of this occurred in Dayton, OH in 2016.  In the summer of 2016 the Dayton 
Public School District proposed a property tax increase to be placed on the November ballot to fund 
pre-school programs.  At that same time, the city council proposed an income tax increase to be placed 
on the same November ballot with the pre-school programs.  Neither entity was aware of the actions of 
each other.  After much discussion the school district pulled their proposal and the income tax increase 
passed.  However, the incident cast both entities in a poor light and further fractured a poor school 
district/city relationship.  

School districts may sometimes view local governments and their development  policies and regulations 
(comprehensive plans, zoning, adequate public facility ordinances) as obstacles to their education 
mission.  On the other hand, local governments  may view school districts as just another private 
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developer wanting to invest as little as possible into good planning decisions and siting  their facilities in 
poor locations, leaving the city to deal with the problems that are created.  

Table 2 describes many of the obstacles which make it difficult for local governments and school district 
to work together. 

Table 2 
Obstacles to Collaboration 

Obstacle Explanation 

No Communication Process ➢ Unclear point of contact between cities and schools  
➢ No sharing of goals and opportunities between entities to 

ensure planning efforts are not contradictory  

Different Governmental 
Structures 

➢ Unless a State has authorized a mayoral takeover of a school 
district, school districts are independent of local government 

Different Jurisdictional Boundaries ➢ School district boundaries are usually different from city or 
county boundaries.  In only a few states are school district 
boundaries identical to county boundaries (e.g. Maryland, 
Nevada, West Virginia).   A city or county may have multiple 
school districts serving its residents. 

Lack of internal planning by school 
districts 

➢ Lack of planning staff, particularly in small or rural school 
districts  

➢ School districts are mostly concerned with the current, or 
upcoming school year  

School District Priorities ➢ Competing priorities within a school district (i.e. Walking to 
School - transportation staff don't like to promote walking to 
school b/c of the potential safety concerns while Physical 
Education and Wellness folks do) OR (School Boundary Areas 
- neighborhood schools serving students close by the school 
vs community schools that pull students throughout the 
district that equalize diversity within district schools). 

Weak state planning laws 
regarding Comprehensive Plan 
Elements and public schools 

➢ Most state planning laws regarding Master Plans Elements 
only mention public schools in relation to the Public Facilities 
Element.  

Limited analysis or identification 
of issues related to Public Schools 
in Comprehensive Plan 
 

➢ Lack of recognition of the significant impact of public schools 
as drivers of community investment or disinvestment 

➢ Schools not viewed as anchor institutions or as centers of 
neighborhoods 

➢ No inclusion of school outcomes/metrics in plans 

Conflicts related to local 
development regulations 

➢ School Districts may challenge the authority of local 
governments to require conformity with the Master Plan as 
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well as zoning and subdivision regulations. 

Lack of Coordination between 
Local Government Capital 
Improvement Plan and School 
District Facility Master Plan 

➢ There is no effort to coordinate capital improvements, such 
as new sidewalks or bike lanes with school improvements. 

Competing Funding Priorities ➢ Local government ballot measures are not coordinated with 
school property tax or sales tax ballot measures 

No policies regarding land 
dedication or siting for new 
schools 

➢ Land dedication for new schools may only happen through 
development agreements 

No land banking or incentives for 
joint-use of facilities 

➢ No planning to acquire land for potential school sites in 
advance of school needs or to identify potential locations for 
new schools. 

 

Collaboration Examples 

School districts and other local governments typically do not collaborate, even on matters 
obviously related to both education and land use, such as making school siting choices, school 
renovation and expansion decisions, changes to residential school attendance boundaries, 
coordinating school transportation services, and linking zoning for new housing developments to 
planning for school capacity requirements. This lack of collaboration, often referred to as the silo 
planning phenomenon, is largely a function of state policy or, in most cases, the lack of state 
policy, that would create incentives for collaboration, support cross-agency accountability, or 
mandate that planning and educational entities work together. (Sustainable Communities Need 
Opportunity-Rich Schools: A Smart Growth Imperative,Smart Growth Network, February 2013, 
 Jeffrey M. Vincent, Ph.D. and Deborah L. McKoy, Ph.D. ) 

 
The benefits of collaboration between school districts and local governments are numerous and have 
been addressed earlier in this paper.  Although collaboration often focuses on school facility siting and 
financing  issues (the where and when new schools will be needed and how to pay for the new schools), 
collaboration can address other issues that are  just as important: neighborhood conditions, housing 
needs, transportation access, health needs, re-use of school properties after closure, poverty, and 
segregation.  
 
While there are examples of collaboration between school districts and local planning departments 
around the country, this is the exception, not the rule.  As documented in the Obstacles to Collaboration 
section of this paper, there are many reasons why collaboration does not occur on a more frequent 
basis.  Despite the obstacles, there are several types of collaboration taking place around the country, 
such as interlocal agreements, policy documents to promote better planning, and Comprehensive Plan 
Public School Facility Elements.  Some examples of these different types of collaboration are illustrated 
in  Table 3. 

Table 3 
Types of Collaboration 
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Type of Collaboration Examples 

Interlocal or Intergovernmental 
Agreements to Manage Growth 

➢ Florida:  Interlocal agreements between school districts and 
local governments were mandated in Florida to address 
concurrency, sharing of demographic information, etc. 

Creating Consistent School 
Development Standards Across 
Jurisdictions 

➢ Charlotte-Mecklenburg Schools and Charlotte-Mecklenburg 
Planning (2006) 

➢ Nevada Legislation for Washoe County School District - NRS 
278.0211 requires Washoe County, Reno, and Sparks to 
develop consistent regulations with the Washoe County 
School District relating to height, setbacks, landscaping, and 
parking (2013). 

Land Banks, Joint-Use 
Agreements & Multi-Use Campus 

➢ Baltimore County Public Schools Site Bank Inventory 
➢ Saddlebrook Elementary 
➢ Emeryville, CA Life Center 
➢ On-Site Health Clinics 

Policy Documents to Foster 
Collaboration and Manage 
Growth 

➢ Maryland Models & Guidelines # 27, Smart Growth, 
Community Planning, and School Construction 

➢ Planning for Schools and Livable Communities: The Oregon 
School Siting Handbook 

➢ King County, WA School Siting Task Force (2012) 
➢ City of Portland City/School Policy (1979) 

Master Plan Education or Public 
School Facility Elements 

➢ Florida jurisdictions were required to create Public School 
Facility Elements  

School Facility Financing  ➢ School Impact Fee Programs 

Expanding Membership of 
Appointed Boards 

➢ In Florida, Planning Commissions are required to include a 
representative of the school district who serves as a 
nonvoting member of the Planning Commission. 

Meeting Housing Needs ➢ Providing Affordable Housing for Teachers 

Improving Neighborhood 
Conditions Around Schools 

➢ City of Baltimore INSPIRE (Investing in Neighborhoods and 
Schools to Promote Improvement, Revitalization, and 
Excellence) 

➢ Buffalo, NY Better Schools, Better Neighborhoods (Buffalo 
Public Schools and Office of Strategic Planning) 

➢ Safe Routes to Schools 
➢ HUD Promise Neighborhoods 

Community Schools 
 
 

➢ Harlem Children’s Zone 
➢ The 37th Street Elementary School, Milwaukee, Wisconsin 
➢ John A Johnson Achievement Plus Elementary School, St. 
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Paul, Minnesota 
➢ Moore Square Museums Magnet Middle School, Raleigh, 

North Carolina  
➢ Littleton High School, Littleton High School, Littleton, New 

Hampshire 
➢ St. Helena Elementary School, St. Helena, California 
➢ Neptune Community School, Neptune, New Jersey 
➢ Inderkum High School, Sacramento, California 
➢ Westerly Creek Elementary School and Odyssey Charter 

School, Denver, Colorado 
➢ Noble High School , North Berwick, Maine 
 

 

Conclusion 

"The schools should be centers of ....neighborhoods and take advantage of library bonds, recreation and 
park bonds, and health dollars to serve kids in more efficient and productive ways for the twenty-first 
century. -David Abel, Manage Director, New Schools/ Better Neighborhoods, Los Angeles California 

This document represents an attempt to bring the issues of school and local government collaboration 
to the forefront of the planning discussion. While experts, academics, and planners have written about 
the impacts school districts have on our communities, people already aware of the issue or those 
directly involved in school planning seem to be the primary audience or consumers of such information. 
This document hopes to demonstrate to district administrators, planners and the American Planning 
Association that public schools contribute to the vibrancy of our neighborhoods, cities, and regions and 
must be part of our regular planning discussions. Planners need to engage school districts when 
working on comprehensive plans, seek their input on development proposals that might compromise 
their capacity, and share demographic and socioeconomic data. School districts need to be aware of 
how their decisions might impact the community as a whole, be it closing a traditional neighborhood 
school or opening a school on the edge of the community; their decisions go beyond the school walls 
and campus site.  

Another reason this document matters is because it shows that collaboration does exist and is possible. 
There are several case studies and local policies that do mandate and/or encourage collaboration. By 
identifying other cases of collaboration, this document can be the first step in creating a blueprint of a 
national APA policy adaptable at the local level.  The Collaboration Checklist (Appendix B) can be used to 

foster collaboration between local government planners and school districts.  
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APPENDIX A 

 

 

United States Public School Districts Fast Facts 

State 
2010 State 

Population 

Number of 

Students 

Number of 

Teachers 

Number of 

Districts 

Number of 

Schools 

Number of 

Counties 

Alabama 4,779,736 743,789 40,766 132 1,637 67 

Alaska 710,231 132,477 7,832 55 509 27 

Arizona 6,392,017 1,109,040 47,944 565 2,267 15 

Arkansas 2,915,918 492,132 35,804 315 1,102 75 

California 37,253,956 6,305,347 263,475 1,059 10,315 58 

Colorado 5,029,196 899,112 51,798 181 1,825 64 

Connecticut 3,574,097 537,933 43,772 190 1,148 8 

Delaware 897,934 134,847 8,962 32 224 3 

District of Columbia 601,723 84,024 6,789 38 230 8 

Florida 18,801,310 2,792,234 182,586 74 4,319 67 

Georgia 9,687,653 1,757,237 113,031 181 2,387 159 

Hawaii 1,360,301 181,995 11,747 1 286 5 

Idaho 1,567,582 292,277 15,656 115 719 44 

Illinois 12,830,632 2,041,779 129,948 970 4,266 102 

Indiana 6,483,802 1,046,757 57,675 314 1,925 92 

Iowa 3,046,355 508,014 35,687 369 1,390 99 

Kansas 2,853,118 495,884 40,035 308 1,351 105 

Kentucky 4,339,367 686,598 41,902 176 1,568 120 

Louisiana 4,533,372 718,711 58,469 85 1,407 64 

Maine 1,328,361 181,613 14,857 227 617 16 

Maryland 5,773,552 879,601 59,414 24 1,449 24 

Massachusetts 6,547,629 964,026 71,969 380 1,854 14 

Michigan 9,883,640 1,536,231 84,181 801 3,550 83 

Minnesota 5,303,925 864,384 55,985 465 2,403 87 

Mississippi 2,967,297 487,200 32,175 163 1,063 82 

Missouri 5,988,927 919,234 67,635 527 2,406 115 

Montana 989,415 145,319 10,412 440 824 56 

Nebraska 1,826,341 316,014 23,308 508 1,090 93 

Nevada 2,700,551 467,527 22,702 17 664 17 
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United States Public School Districts Fast Facts 

State 
2010 State 

Population 

Number of 

Students 

Number of 

Teachers 

Number of 

Districts 

Number of 

Schools 

Number of 

Counties 

New Hampshire 1,316,470 182,425 14,770 164 481 10 

New Jersey 8,791,894 1,408,845 114,969 639 2,598 21 

New Mexico 2,059,179 335,694 21,722 89 877 33 

New York 19,378,102 2,711,626 206,086 811 4,822 62 

North Carolina 9,535,483 1,544,934 99,355 212 2,557 100 

North Dakota 672,591 108,644 9,195 213 517 53 

Ohio 11,536,504 1,716,585 101,742 778 3,685 88 

Oklahoma 3,751,351 692,878 42,452 544 1,784 77 

Oregon 3,831,074 608,825 29,086 204 1,251 36 

Pennsylvania 12,702,379 1,717,414 120,893 631 3,127 67 

Rhode Island 1,052,567 142,014 10,631 47 304 5 

South Carolina 4,625,364 763,533 50,237 89 1,239 46 

South Dakota 814,180 134,253 9,638 176 697 66 

Tennessee 6,346,105 1,001,235 66,488 136 1,817 95 

Texas 25,145,561 5,301,477 347,329 1,241 8,731 254 

Utah 2,763,885 647,870 28,348 60 995 29 

Vermont 625,741 87,866 8,338 285 318 14 

Virginia 8,001,024 1,283,590 90,255 135 2,182 134 

Washington 6,724,540 1,087,030 57,942 301 2,370 39 

West Virginia 1,852,994 277,452 19,664 57 755 55 

Wisconsin 5,686,986 867,800 58,185 442 2,238 72 

Wyoming 563,626 94,717 7,653 59 36 23 

Totals 308,745,538 50,438,043 3,151,497 16,025 98,176 3,148 
Sources: IES National Center for Educational Statistics, United States Census Bureau,  

Number of Students Source: Digest of Education Statistics (2017), Table 203.40 (Fall 2015 figures) 

Number of Teachers Source: Digest of Education Statistics (2017), Table 208.40 (Fall 2015 figures) 

Number of Districts Source:: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, The NCES Common Core of Data (CCD) 

survey, "Local Education Agency Universe Survey," 2003-04. 
Notes: This is a complete list of the 3,142 counties and county equivalents of the United States as of July 1, 2013. Instead of counties, 

Louisiana is divided into 64 parishes which are functionally similar to counties. Alaska is divided into 19 organized boroughs and a single 

Unorganized Borough. The United States Census Bureau has divided the Unorganized Borough of Alaska into 10 census areas for federal 

census and planning purposes. The Census Bureau and the Office of Management and Budget consider the 64 parishes, 19 organized 

boroughs, 10 census areas, 41 independent cities, and the District of Columbia, though not the Unorganized Borough, to be equivalent to 

counties for statistical purposes. 
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https://ballotpedia.org/West_Virginia
https://ballotpedia.org/Wisconsin
https://ballotpedia.org/Wyoming


 

APPENDIX B 
Collaboration Checklists for School Districts and Local Governments 

 

SCHOOL DISTRICT CHECKLIST 

 NO YES 

COMMUNICATION   

1. Does the School District  and  Planning Department have a Point of Contact for each 

other? 
  

2. Does the School Board meet with Local Government Elected Officials on a regular basis?   

3. Does the School District have a representative on the local Planning Commission?   

4. Was the School District involved in the development of the Comprehensive Plan?   

5. Does the School District inform the Planning Department of issues such as potential 

school locations, capacity in existing schools, bus routes, and attendance zone changes? 
  

6. Do staff members of the city know and meet with their counterpart (ie City Park and 

Recreation Director with District Athletic Director) with the school district at least 

annually? 

  

7. Is there a school district representation on any staff committee that looks at 

infrastructure needs of new development? 
  

PLANNING CAPACITY   

8. Does the School District employ or contract with a community planner whose 

responsibilities include preparing enrollment projections and identifying  potential 

impacts of land use, housing, and transportation changes? 

  

9. If there is no community planner, does the School District engage the local planning 

department for this type of work? 
  

10. Is the School District a member of a Council of Governments or other Regional Planning 

Organization?  
  

11. Does the city or county  regularly (at least once a decade) update its comprehensive plan?    

SCHOOL SITING   

12. Does the School District obtain GIS files/mapping showing location of proposed or new 

developments? 
  

13. Does the School District  identify potential school sites or district-owned land on a map or 

planning document? 
  

14. Is there agreement on what triggers response to capacity thresholds (Functional vs 

Maximum Capacity)? 
  

15. Does the School District have any criteria for when a new school on a new site is needed   
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versus improvements to existing  facilities? 

16. Does the School District share school siting needs with local Planning Department prior to 

purchasing the land? 
  

SCHOOL CLOSURES   

17. Does the School DIstrict have any criteria for when a school closure is needed or what 

schools should be closed? 
  

18. Does the School District inform the planning department of potential school closures?   

19. Does the School District work with the planning department to mitigate the impacts of 

potential school closures on the neighborhood? 
  

20. Does the School District have a disposal plan for the closed school (i.e. sale, dedication, 

re-purpose, demolition) 
  

21.  If keeping, does the School District have a maintenance plan for keeping the vacant 

building and site free of nuisances such as weeds and vandalism?  
  

22.  Do any potential school closures impact historically significant schools and has the 

District engaged the Local Preservation Office?  
  

OTHER   

23. Does the School District have any sort of Capital Improvement or Facilities Master Plan?   

24. Does the School District include the local Planning Department in the development of the 

School Facilities Master Plan? 
  

25. Does the School District include the Planning Department in the development of its 

Strategic Plan? 
  

26. Does the School District allow outside organizations use of school facilities outside of 

school district hours? 
  

27. Is there a Crisis Management Plan with scheduled drills to practice implementing the plan 

that involves city departments? 
  

28. Do the city and the school district collaborate on purchasing projects?   
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LOCAL GOVERNMENT CHECKLIST 

 

NO 

 

YES 

COMPREHENSIVE PLANS & DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS   

1. Is the School District involved in the preparation of new Comprehensive  Plans or 

Comprehensive  Plan Updates? 
  

2. Is there an Education Element in the Comprehensive Plan?   

3. Are potential school sites indicated on the future land use maps?  Is there  criteria 

for when a new school is necessary as part of the Future Goals and Policy section? 
  

4. Does the Comprehensive Plan incorporate the School District Facilities Plan and 

the School District Strategic Plan? 
  

5. Is the Capital Improvement Plan coordinated with the School District Facilities 

Plan? 
  

6. Does the Comprehensive Plan include specific actions to address on-site and 

off-site public school needs (housing, transportation, neighborhood conditions)? 
  

7. Are there consistent development regulations for schools across jurisdictions (if 

there is more than one local government in the school district)? 
  

8. Does the Planning Department notify the School District of all Comprehensive Plan 

Amendments, Zoning Amendments and Special Use Permits? Building Permits? 
  

9.  Does the School District review development, subdivision, platting approvals or 

zone changes to ensure school district has capacity to absorb new growth? 
  

10. Does the School District have dedicated revenue sources to address capital needs 

(expansion or renovations)? 
  

11.  Is there a policy to handle inadequate capacity?   

12. Is there a regular review of School Attendance Boundaries?   

HOUSING   

13. What are the housing needs for the school district (e.g., number of homeless 

students, lack of affordable housing for teachers)? 
  

14. Is affordable housing available throughout the school district?   

NEIGHBORHOOD CONDITIONS   

15. Does the Comprehensive Plan (or Neighborhood Plan) identify neighborhood 

conditions surrounding schools? Where are there higher crime rates or properties 

that have become nuisances?   
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TRANSPORTATION   

16. If the Local Government offers transit services, does the transit agency 

communicate with the School District regarding bus routes?  
  

17. Does the city share with the School district its Capital Improvement Plan and its 

Future Street Plan? 
  

18. Do the City and School District work together to create Safe Routes to School?   
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APPENDIX C  

 Resources  

APA Policy Guides 
APA Policy Guide on Neighborhood Collaborative Planning (1998). See Policy # 19. 
APA Policy Guide on Housing (2006). See General Policy Position # 4 
APA Policy Guide on Smart Growth (2012). See Section E, Social Equity and Community Building 
Declarations. 
 
Sessions at National Planning Conferences 
1953 National Planning Conference. Planning for Schools Session  
1959 National Planning Conference. School Planning Session.  
2012 Los Angeles Conference: Comprehensive Reuse Planning for Closed Schools; School Infrastructure 
for the Next Generation 
2016 National Conference in Phoenix, AZ.  
 
Planning 
Why Schools Need Planners 
Reading, Writing, and Real Estate 
 
New Partners for Smart Growth 
2009 8th Annual New Partners for Smart Growth: Safe Routes to School: Changing the Habits of an 
Entire Generation; School and Local Government Collaboration: Achieve More Together; The Impact of 
Higher Fuel Costs and School Bus Cuts: New Transportation Opportunities at Our Schools; Planning 
Ahead: School Closings, New Schools, and Demographic Change; The Power and Potential of School 
District and Local Government Joint-Use Partnerships; Green Schools for Green Communities;  
 
Sessions at State Chapters 
APA New York State Upstate Chapter.  Planners and School Superintendents - New BFFs (June, 2015). 
 
ASPO Reports on Public Schools 
ASPO Information Report No. 35.  Planning for School Capacities (1952). 
ASPO Information Report No. 175. School Site Selection (1963). 
ASPO PAS Report No. 210. School Enrollment and Housing Type (1966). 
ASPO PAS Report No. 235.  New Physical Forms for Schools (1968). 
 
Other Resources 
Policy Framework for Joint Use. Enabling and Supporting Community Use of K-12 Public School Facilities 
21st Century School Fund (February 2014) 
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention Healthy Schools - Obesity Facts 
https://www.cdc.gov/healthyschools/obesity/facts.htm 
 
Safe Routes to Schools - Healthy Communities 
https://www.saferoutespartnership.org/healthy-communities/101/about 
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