
Exhibit A







Exhibit B







Exhibit C







Exhibit D











Exhibit E









Exhibit F















Exhibit G





Exhibit H











Exhibit I





Inflation Analysis 



INFLATION CALCULATIONS FOR PROPOSED SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDING 
HISD 2012 BOND PROGRAM 

September 30, 2015 
 
Following is a brief outline of the process used to determine the impact of inflation on the 2012 Bond Program. 
The results indicated a need for supplemental funding in the amount of $211.2 million. 
 
Original construction budgets for the 2012 Bond Program were established in July 2012 and were stated in 
terms of 2012 dollars. Based primarily on data from previous and current HISD projects, a base amount of $160 
per square foot was used for new construction calculations. HISD projects opened in 2011 and 2012 were in a 
cost range of $121 - $151 per square foot. Square foot estimates for specialty schools such as Debakey High 
School, HSPVA, and Jordan High School were calculated at a higher cost per square foot due to the cost of 
specialized facilities. Renovation cost estimates, where applicable, were calculated on a project-by-project basis 
with major renovations calculated at $100 per square foot. The original construction budgets, in 2012 dollars, 
are in column “B” of the Proposed Supplemental Funding spreadsheet. The total program original construction 
budget estimates are $988,430,963. 
 
Additional considerations: 
 

• 2012 Bond Program budgets included separate line items for Inflation and Project Reserves. Inflation 
was anticipated at an annual rate of 5%. Project Reserves (Owners Contingency) were included at 5% of 
the construction budget as a potential source of funding to address unforeseen market conditions. The 
total amount of Inflation and Project Reserve funds available for each project are listed in column “C” of 
the Proposed Supplemental Funding spreadsheet. The Bond Program total allocation for Inflation and 
Project Reserves is $197,870,715. 

• Inflation and Project Reserves funding included in the original project budgets allow for an average 
increase in the Construction Budget of 20% (Column “C”/Column “B” = 20.0186%). This means we have 
funds in the original Total Project Budgets to increase the Construction Budget by an average of $32 per 
square foot for a total of $192 per square foot (20% of $160 = $32 increase for a total of $192). 

 
Actual and projected inflation impact: 
 

• In early 2014 some of the first Bond Project to be bid were coming in below $192 per square foot. 
However, by the end of 2014 HISD was seeing design estimates and bids in the range of $210 per square 
foot. At this point in time industry analysists were reporting higher than anticipated costs in 
construction materials and labor as well as higher markups by contractors. As further confirmation of 
the $210 per square foot number for new construction, the Annual School Construction Report from 
School Planning & Management magazine, published in February 2015, listed the 2014 Median cost for 
high school construction in Region 9 (AR, LA, OK, and TX) as $209.84 per square foot. (Page 32 of the 
report) This represented an increase of $18 per square foot above the amount available in the 2012 
Bond Program. ($210 - $192 = $18) 

• By mid-2015, commercial construction in the Houston area was reported to be increasing at a rate of 
5.69% for labor and 5.71% for materials (As a general rule labor is 45% of the total cost and materials 
are 55% of the total). This was based on a survey of Houston area contractors conducted and reported 
by AGC Houston. Based on this information we used 5.7% as the inflation rate for 2015. Therefore if you 
increase the 2014 cost of $210 per square foot by 5.7% the 2015 cost would be $222 per square foot. 
($210 X 5.7% = an increase of $11.97 per square foot) $210 + $12 = $222. 



• For 2016 cost projections we again used 5.7% as the inflation rate. This was based on market conditions 
that indicate the rate going forward will be about the same as for 2015. Therefore if you increase the 
2015 rate of $222 per square foot by 5.7% the 2016 projection would be $235 per square foot. ($222 X 
5.7% = an increase of $12.65 per square foot) $222 + $13 = $235 per square foot. 

• The next step was to calculate the total inflation impact on each project. For this exercise it was 
assumed that all Group 1 and Group 2 projects would fall within the 2015 square foot average cost of 
$222 and that all Group 3 and Group 4 projects would fall within the 2016 projected cost of $235 per 
square foot. The 2015 cost of $222 per square foot represents an increase of 38.75% over the original 
Construction Budget of $160 per square foot. (38.75% X $160 = an increase of $62) The projected 2016 
cost of $235 per square foot represents an increase of 46.88% over the original Construction Budget. 
(46.88% X $160 = an increase of $75 per square foot) Therefore the total inflation impact from 2012 to 
2015 for projects in Group 1 and Group 2 was calculated at 38.75%. The total inflation impact from 2012 
to 2016 for projects in Group 3 and Group 4 was 46.88%. That means the total inflation impact for 
projects in Groups 1 & 2 is $261,116,000 and for projects in Groups 3 & 4 the total is $147,460,885. 
Therefor the total inflation impact for the 2012 Bond Program from 2012 to 2016 will be $408,576,885. 

• To determine the difference between the actual inflation projection ($408,576,885) and the budgeted 
amount for Inflation and Project Reserves ($197,870,715) we deducted the budgeted amount from the 
projected amount on each project. This gave us the Delta between actual inflation and budgeted 
Inflation/Reserves. The total Delta calculation is $408,576,885 - $197,870,715 = $210,706,170. However, 
when making the calculation on each individual project, one project (Eastwood Academy) showed a 
negative difference of ($463,350) when we deducted the budgeted Inflation/Reserves from the 
projected inflation amount. This would indicate that enough money had already been budgeted in this 
project to cover the projected inflation with a reserve of $463,350. Since it would not be prudent to take 
this amount away from the Eastwood project to distribute among other projects we adjusted the 
calculation to a Delta of $0 meaning we needed to add this amount back to the total Delta of 
$210,706,170. Therefore $210,706,170 + $463,350 = $211,169,520. We rounded this amount to 
$211,200,000. 

• If the Supplemental Funding is approved, the distribution among all projects is proposed to be on a 
proportional basis calculated on the Original Construction Budget. For example: If the Original 
Construction Budget is 5% of the total of all Construction Budgets then the project would receive 5% of 
the total Supplemental Funding. Actual example: Debakey High School Original Construction Budget of 
$41,483,501/$988,430,963 (total of all const. budgets) = 4.19690424% X $211,200,000 = $8,863,862. 
The proposed Proportional Funding Distribution, based on this calculation, is shown in Column “D” of 
the Proposed Supplemental Funding – 2012 Bond Program spreadsheet. 

• The Proposed Revised Construction Budget is shown in Column “E” and is the Sum of amounts in 
Columns “B”, “C”, and “D”. 

• The Proposed Revised Total Project Budget is shown in Column “F” and is the Sum of amounts in 
Columns “A” and “D”. 



BASIC BUDGET PROCESS 

Determine Scope 
 

• Proposed Capacity 
• Square Feet per Student Allocation (i.e.: 116 for Elementary; 140 for MS & HS) 
• Proposed Square Feet of New Construction 
• Proposed Square Feet of Renovated Area 

 
Example:  
Elementary School: 750 student capacity x 116 sq. ft. = 87,000 gross sq. ft. 
High School: 2,000 student capacity x 140 sq. ft. = 280,000 gross sq. ft. 

 
Determine Construction Cost for New and Renovated Space 
 

• Establish cost per square foot for new construction based on market conditions 
• Establish cost per square foot for renovation based on condition of space to be renovated 

 
Example: 
Elementary School: 87,000 square feet x $160 per sq. ft. = $13,920,000 
High School: 280,000 square feet x $160 per sq. ft. = $44,800,000 
Renovated Areas: 50,000 sq. ft. x $100 per sq. ft. = $5,000,000 

 
Establish Construction Contingency Allowance (Basically for Unforeseen Conditions) 
 

• Based on HISD and industry experience, contingency for new construction is typically 4% of construction 
cost. 

• Based on HISD and industry experience, contingency for renovation is typically 10% of construction cost. 
 

Example: 
Elementary School: $13,920,000 x 4% = $556,800 
High School: $44,800,000 x 4% = $1,792,000 
Renovation: $5,000,000 x 10% = $500,000 

 
Design and Engineering Costs 
 

• Total cost for Design and Engineering on new construction is typically 8% of construction cost. 
• Total cost for Design and Engineering on renovation is typically 10% of construction cost. 

 
Example: 
Elementary School: $13,920,000 x 8% = $1,113,600 
High School: $44,800,000 x 8% = $3,584,000 
Renovation: $5,000,000 x 10% = $500,000 

 
Project Management Costs 
 

• Salary and Overhead for all HISD employees involved in the program 



• Cost of contracted services such as Project Managers 
• Based on HISD experience and industry standards, management costs will typically be 8% of 

construction cost. 
 

Example:  
Elementary School: $13,920,000 x 8% = $1,113,600 
High School: $44,800,000 x 8% = $3,584,000 
Renovation: $5,000,000 x 8% = $400,000 

 
Owners Miscellaneous Project Costs/Soft Costs 
 

• Costs incurred by the Owner for site surveys, materials testing, environmental surveys and other 
miscellaneous costs. 

• Based on HISD experience and industry standards, Soft Costs will typically be approximately 10% of 
construction costs. 

 
Example: 
Elementary School: $13,920,000 x 10% = $1,392,000 
High School: $44,800,000 x 10% = $4,480,000 
Renovation: $5,000,000 x 10% = $500,000 

 
Logistics and Swing Space Expenses 
 

• Costs typically incurred when building on an existing school site or renovating an existing building 
• Costs can include temporary housing for students either onsite or offsite 
• Replacement of site components that are impacted by construction such as playing fields and parking 

areas 
• Cost is estimated on a per-site basis taking into consideration specific issues related to that site. 

 
Project Reserves/Owners Contingency 
 

• A fund set aside in each project to address unanticipated scope issues that may arise during design. 
• A source of funding to address unanticipated market conditions affecting project costs 
• Based on HISD experience, Project Reserves are established at 5% of construction costs 

 
Example: 
Elementary School: $13,920,000 x 5% = $696,000 
High School: $44,800,000 x 5% = $2,240,000 
Renovation: $5,000,000 x 5% = $250,000 

 
Furniture, Furnishings and Equipment 
 

• Cost to provide furniture, furnishings and equipment for all new construction 
• Cost to provide for partial replacement of FF&E in renovated areas 
• Based on HISD experience, an allocation of 9% - 10% of construction/renovation cost is included for 

FF&E 
 



Example: 
Elementary School: $13,920,000 x 10% = $1,392,000 
High School: $44,800,000 x 10% = $4,480,000 
Renovated Area: $5,000,000 x 10% = $500,000 

 
Media Center Books and Materials 
 

• Cost for providing Media Center books and materials to meet current accreditation standards 
• Cost of providing additional Media Center books and materials when the capacity of a school is 

increased 
• Cost of providing Media Center books and materials is currently calculated at $200 per student for new 

schools and increased capacity in existing schools. 
• Renovated schools would receive funding for partial replacement of existing books and materials 
 
Example: 
Elementary School: 750 students x $200 = $150,000 
High School: 2,000 students x $200 = $400,000 

 
Technology Equipment 
 

• Cost for providing a technology network including file servers, network switches, data terminals, 
wireless hubs, etc. 

• Budget cost for basic system components is calculated at $600,000 per new school 
• Budget cost for classroom data terminals, remote data closets, wireless hubs, etc. is calculated at $5 per 

square foot of building area. 
 
Example: 
Elementary School: $600,000 + $5 x 87,000 = $600,000 + $435,000 = $1,035,000 
High School: $600,000 + $5 x 280,000 = $600,000 + $1,400,000 = $2,000,000 

 
Inflation 
 

• The base budget is calculated using current market conditions and costs 
• Anticipated inflation costs are established using historical trends and market forecasts 
• Inflation is calculated on the estimated inflation percentage rate multiplied by the estimated number of 

months from start of design to award of construction contracts. 
• The number of inflation months will vary depending on the size of the project and the anticipated 

schedule 
• The 2012 Bond Program used .42% per inflation month (5% annual rate) 

 
Example: 
Elementary School: $13,920,000 x .42% x 20 months = $1,169,280 
High School: $44,800,000 x .42% x 24 months = $4,515,840 
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Historical Cost Indexes
The table below lists both the RSMeans� historical cost index based on
Jan. 1, 1993 = 100 as well as the computed value of an index based on
Jan. 1, 2015 costs. Since the Jan. 1, 2015 figure is estimated, space is left
to write in the actual index figures as they become available through
either the quarterly RSMeans Construction Cost Indexes or as printed in

the Engineering News-Record. To compute the actual index based on Jan. 1,
2015 = 100, divide the historical cost index for a particular year by the actual
Jan. 1, 2015 construction cost index. Space has been left to advance
the index figures as the year progresses.

Historical Current Index Historical Current Index Historical Current Index
Cost Index Based on Cost Index Based on Cost Index Based on

Year Jan. 1, 1993 = 100 Jan. 1, 2015 = 100 Year Jan. 1, 1993 = 100 Jan. 1, 2015 = 100 Year Jan. 1, 1993 = 100 Jan. 1, 2015 = 100
Est. Actual Est. Actual Actual Est. Actual Actual Est. Actual

Oct 2015* July 2000 120.9 58.5 July 1982 76.1 36.8
July 2015* 1999 117.6 56.9 1981 70.0 33.9
April 2015* 1998 115.1 55.7 1980 62.9 30.4
Jan 2015* 206.7 100.0 100.0 1997 112.8 54.6 1979 57.8 28.0
July 2014 204.9 99.1 1996 110.2 53.3 1978 53.5 25.9

2013 201.2 97.3 1995 107.6 52.1 1977 49.5 23.9
2012 194.6 94.1 1994 104.4 50.5 1976 46.9 22.7
2011 191.2 92.5 1993 101.7 49.2 1975 44.8 21.7
2010 183.5 88.8 1992 99.4 48.1 1974 41.4 20.0
2009 180.1 87.1 1991 96.8 46.8 1973 37.7 18.2
2008 180.4 87.3 1990 94.3 45.6 1972 34.8 16.8
2007 169.4 82.0 1989 92.1 44.6 1971 32.1 15.5
2006 162.0 78.4 1988 89.9 43.5 1970 28.7 13.9
2005 151.6 73.3 1987 87.7 42.4 1969 26.9 13.0
2004 143.7 69.5 1986 84.2 40.7 1968 24.9 12.0
2003 132.0 63.9 1985 82.6 40.0 1967 23.5 11.4
2002 128.7 62.3 1984 82.0 39.7 1966 22.7 11.0

� 2001 125.1 60.5 � 1983 80.2 38.8 � 1965 21.7 10.5

Adjustments to Costs
The ″Historical Cost Index″ can be used to convert national average building
costs at a particular time to the approximate building costs for some other time.

Example:
Estimate and compare construction costs for different years in the same city.
To estimate the national average construction cost of a building in 1970,
knowing that it cost $900,000 in 2015:
INDEX in 1970 = 28.7
INDEX in 2015 = 206.7

Note: The city cost indexes for Canada can be used to convert
U.S. national averages to local costs in Canadian dollars.

Time Adjustment Using the Historical Cost Indexes:

Index for Year A

Index for Year B
× Cost in Year B = Cost in Year A

INDEX 1970

INDEX 2015
× Cost 2015 = Cost 1970

28.7

206.7
× $900,000 = .139 × $900,000 = $125,100

The construction cost of the building in 1970 is $125,100.

Example:
To estimate and compare the cost of a building in Toronto, ON in 2015 with the
known cost of $600,000 (US$) in New York, NY in 2015:
INDEX Toronto = 110.9
INDEX New York = 131.8

INDEX Toronto

INDEX New York
× Cost New York = Cost Toronto

110.9

131.8
× $600,000 = .841 × $600,000 = $504,600

The construction cost of the building in Toronto is $504,600 (CN$).

*Historical Cost Index updates and other resources are provided on the following website.
http://info.thegordiangroup.com/RSMeans.html

747
For customer support on your Building Construction Cost Data, call 877.784.5289.

RLT
Rectangle



ENR Historical Cost Indexes



subscribe contact us advertise industry jobs events FAQ Welcome Richard   |  Your Account   |  logout »

share: more »  print  email

View all Historical Indices » 

Text size: A A

 comment

Building Cost Index History - As of October 2015

HOW ENR BUILDS THE INDEX: 68.38 hours of skilled labor at the 20-city average of bricklayers, carpenters and 
structural ironworkers rates, plus 25 cwt of standard structural steel shapes at the mill price prior to 1996 and the 
fabricated 20-city price from 1996, plus 1.128 tons of portland cement at the 20-city price, plus 1,088 board ft of 2 x 4 
lumber at the 20-city price. 

ENR'S BUILDING COST INDEX HISTORY (1915-2015)

YEAR JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC AVG.

2015 5497 5488 5487 5501 5494 5507 5510

2014 5324 5321 5336 5357 5370 5375 5383 5390 5409 5442 5468 5480 5387

2013 5226 5246 5249 5257 5272 5286 5281 5277 5285 5308 5317 5326 5278

2012 5120 5122 5144 5150 5167 5170 5184 5204 5195 5204 5213 5210 5174

2011 4969 5007 5010 5028 5035 5059 5074 5091 5098 5104 5113 5115 5058

2010 4800 4812 4811 4817 4858 4888 4910 4905 4910 4947 4968 4970 4883

2009 4782 4765 4767 4761 4773 4771 4762 4768 4764 4762 4757 4795 4769

2008 4557 4556 4571 4574 4599 4640 4723 4733 4827 4867 4847 4797 4691

2007 4432 4432 4411 4416 4475 4471 4493 4512 4533 4535 4558 4556 4485

2006 4335 4337 4330 4335 4331 4340 4356 4359 4375 4431 4462 4441 4369

2005 4112 4116 4127 4168 4189 4195 4197 4210 4242 4265 4312 4329 4205

2004 3767 3802 3859 3908 3956 3996 4013 4027 4102 4129 4128 4123 3984

2003 3648 3655 3649 3652 3660 3677 3683 3712 3717 3745 3765 3757 3693

2002 3581 3581 3597 3583 3612 3624 3652 3648 3655 3651 3654 3640 3623

2001 3545 3536 3541 3541 3547 3572 3625 3605 3597 3602 3596 3577 3574

2000 3503 3523 3536 3534 3558 3553 3545 3546 3539 3547 3541 3548 3539

1999 3425 3417 3411 3421 3422 3433 3460 3474 3504 3505 3498 3497 3456

1998 3363 3372 3368 3375 3374 3379 3382 3391 3414 3423 3424 3419 3391

1997 3332 3333 3323 3364 3377 3396 3392 3385 3378 3372 3350 3370 3364

1996 3127 3131 3135 3148 3161 3178 3190 3223 3246 3284 3304 3311 3203

1995 3112 3111 3103 3100 3096 3095 3114 3121 3109 3117 3131 3128 3112

1994 3071 3106 3116 3127 3125 3115 3107 3109 3116 3116 3109 3110 3111

1993 2886 2886 2915 2976 3071 3066 3038 3014 3009 3016 3029 3046 2996

1992 2784 2775 2799 2809 2828 2838 2845 2854 2857 2867 2873 2875 2834

1991 2720 2716 2715 2709 2723 2733 2757 2792 2785 2786 2791 2784 2751

1990 2664 2668 2673 2676 2691 2715 2716 2716 2730 2728 2730 2720 2702

SOURCE FOR THE DATA HERE  

ANNUAL AVERAGE

YEAR AVG YEAR AVG YEAR AVG YEAR AVG

1989 2634 1988 2598 1987 2541 1986 2483

1985 2428 1984 2417 1983 2384 1982 2234

1981 2097 1980 1941 1979 1919 1978 1654
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Texas Comptroller Report on Public School 
Construction Costs



Susan Combs
Texas Comptroller 
of Public Accounts

Public School  
Construction Costs 

Examining what  
building schools costs 
the Texas taxpayers

www.texastransparency.org/Special_Features/Reports/School_Construction/



W H Y  FA S T  M AT T E R S

Since 2010, the Comptroller’s Financial Allocation 

Study for Texas (FAST) has produced ratings of one 

to five stars for Texas school districts and campuses. 

Created in response to 2009 legislation, we base these 

ratings on operational expenditures (the input) and 

academic progress (the output).

For its spending component, FAST uses 

operational expenditures — funded in large part by a 

district’s maintenance and operations (M&O) tax —  

which is spending directly related to teaching students.

Many school districts also levy an interest and 

sinking (I&S) tax to pay off debt issued for capital 

purchases (primarily school facilities). This construction 

survey is an effort to provide Texas school districts  

and their taxpayers an opportunity to compare  

side-by-side new school construction costs over a 

multi-year sample.

www.FASTexas.org

Each district and charter operator reported new 

school construction data in response to a public 

information request from the Comptroller’s office. 

For comparison purposes, the Comptroller’s office 

adjusted the reported construction costs for 

inflation and for regional differences in the price 

of materials and labor. Each source district and 

charter operator was given the opportunity to verify 

or correct its reported data prior to publication. 

Reported campus data were not independently 

verified by the Comptroller’s office.

P U B L I C  S C H O O L  C O N S T R U C T I O N  C O S T S

Ladies and Gentlemen:

We have a lot of young minds to educate and an economy that 

relies upon skilled and educated workers. We need some school 

construction. Buildings wear down. Enrollment grows. Needs 

change. Technology improves. That’s understandable. But in this 

era of ballooning public spending, it is important to shine a light 

on such spending. In this report on public school construction 

costs, we take a look at new schools built since 2007 — some 873 

campuses opened in 369 districts and charter operators. We 

found construction costs that ranged from $76 per square foot 

for an elementary school in the Laredo (United ISD) community to 

$260 per square foot for an elementary school in Port Arthur.

Unfortunately, we also encountered plenty of obstacles in our 

efforts to collect consistent, comparable school construction data. 

We sent thousands of emails, mailed thousands of letters and 

made hundreds of phone calls. And though some districts replied 

promptly, 111 days passed before we had responses from every district 

in Texas. Imagine trying to track this information down on your own.

Instead, we decided to share our results. This report accompanies 

an online toolkit that allows you to make an array of in-depth cost 

comparisons (adjusted to account for inflation and regional cost 

variation). We also make policy recommendations that would allow 

us to better monitor construction efficiency, build a more 

robust inventory of existing facilities and let you, the local 

taxpayer, easily compare construction costs across districts.

We hope you find this report and the accompanying web  

tools useful.

Susan Combs

Texas Comptroller
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INTRODUCTION

This report is an effort to provide Texas school districts and the property 

taxpayers who fund them an opportunity to see and analyze, side-by-side, 

construction costs for newly built campuses that opened between 2007 and 2013. 

A classroom in Cibolo Green Elementary School, North East ISD.

The Comptroller’s office collected these cost data by sending open records 

requests to all public school districts and charter school operators in Texas — 

more than 1,200 entities. 

It wasn’t easy to collect and analyze these data. In fact, several districts  
put up significant resistance toward our efforts. The entire process took  

seven months, thousands of emails and hundreds of phone calls. 

We took on this challenge for two primary reasons: 

•	 School districts hold more than half of all the tax-supported debt  

local Texas governments issue. Many districts levy property taxes to  

repay debt for school construction and renovations.

•	 These data were not previously compiled in a single, publicly available 

database. The online school construction cost data tool is sortable and 

searchable, making it easy for districts and taxpayers to see where  

schools stand.

www.texastransparency.org/Special_Features/
Reports/School_Construction/

GO>

The data in this report are 

compared by campus type.

ELEMENTARY: Generally  

serves students at 6th grade  

or below.

MIDDLE: Generally serves  

post-elementary students  

no higher than 8th grade.  

This category also may include  

schools called intermediate  

or junior high. 

SECONDARY: Generally 

serves post-elementary 

students up to 12th grade. 

More than 80 percent of 

secondary campuses in this 

dataset are high schools  

with students in 9th through  

12th grade.

PRE-K: Generally serves 

students pre-K age or  

younger. Some campuses in 

this survey may also serve 

students in kindergarten or 

early education.

MIXED: Generally serves  

two or more of the  

elementary, middle or 

secondary grade spans. 

EXPLANATION OF 
CAMPUS TYPES

S U S A N  C O M B S :  T E X A S  C O M P T R O L L E R  O F  P U B L I C  A C C O U N T S
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M E T H O D O L O G Y

SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION DATA REQUESTS: RESPONSE TIMES

•	 October 2013: We sent our initial email request and followed up with a letter. 

•	 November 2013: We had received information from 62 percent of the districts and sent follow-up emails to those that had not responded. 

•	 Mid-December 2013 - January 2014: Another 31 percent had responded, and Comptroller staff called the remaining 89 districts. 

•	 February 2014: Every district had responded, and we began contacting districts to verify their data met the requirements. 

The lack of uniform data 
collection and reporting 
requirements for school districts 
makes it extremely difficult to 
gather data taxpayers should 
have to understand whether their 
school districts’ facilities costs and 
sizes are reasonable. Our data 
collection and verification process 
was extensive, but the resulting 
data set remains dependent on 
the accuracy of data reported to 
us by school districts, reflecting 
the importance of implementing 
standardized, centralized 
reporting requirements for 
school construction costs across 
the state.

KEY F INDING
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Based on the initial findings of an  

informal 2012 sample survey of 

school districts, the Comptroller’s 

office launched a more compre- 

hensive effort in 2013 to gather public 

school construction data.

On October 17, 2013, the Comptroller 

sent an open records request to 

all 1,241 public school districts and 

charter operators in Texas, asking 

for information on the cost of new 

schools built since 2007. A total of 

438 districts and charter operators 

reported more than a thousand 

facilities built since 2007.

Some districts and charter operators 

responded quickly and thoroughly, 

while others only responded after 

repeated requests. The chart below 

shows the number of districts by 

the number of days it took them to 

respond. 

A Comprehensive  
Look at Public School 
Construction Data  
in Texas —

Challenges Gathering 
the Data

  A review of the data and significant findings will be presented in a special 

report from the Comptroller’s office in spring 2014. Sign up for email updates 

at www.TexasTransparency.org for the latest details. 

School Construction Data Requests: Response Times

Publication# 98-985 • Printed February 2014

OCT. 17  
InITIal 

InformaTIon 
requesT emaIled.

OCT. 22 
InITIal InformaTIon 
requesT leTTer senT.

NOv. 22   
follow up  

InformaTIon  
requesT emaIled.

FEB. 6   
fInal Campus 

submIssIon 
reCeIved.

NOv. 26  
follow up  
InformaTIon 
requesT leTTer senT.

DEC. 16 
began CallIng all  
non-responders.

To find out when a  

specific district responded,  

view the RESPONSE 
TIMELINE TOOL at  

www.texastransparency.org/ 

Special_Features/Reports/ 

School_Construction/ 

Methodology.php.

GO>

Source: Texas Comptroller of Public Accounts 

VERIFICATION PROCESS 
Our verification process was a multi-faceted effort involving 

emails and phone calls.

•	 February 2014: We asked respondents to confirm their 
submitted information covered only new campuses  
(not building renovations or extensions). We provided  
average cost information so school officials could compare  
their data to those submitted by their peers.

•	 April 2014: We published the data for 877 campuses on  
our website and invited districts to review them alongside 
statewide averages. 

•	 May 15, 2014: We asked districts to submit any changes by  
this deadline.

Districts did not make it easy for us to acquire these data. 
During the verification process and after the data were made 
public, some districts changed their previously submitted data. 

For example: 

•	 At least 10 school districts did not acknowledge that their 
projects were for additions until the Comptroller’s office 
questioned the data. 

•	 During the pre-publication verification process in February, 
districts submitted 128 campus changes; they reported  
58 more changes during the May 2014 review period.

•	 Over the course of the Comptroller’s 2012 and 2013 school 
construction surveys, one school district changed its reported 
data on one campus five times. 

•	 Staff turnover at school districts often meant those submitting 
the data were not in place when new campuses were built and 
they could not locate building records, making it difficult to 
accurately verify costs.

4
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R E S U L T S

Once the adjusted data had been verified, we had detailed information on 834 new campuses (excluding charter operators) — $15.4 billion 
in combined adjusted construction costs. Cost per square foot was our key comparison metric, but we also looked at cost per student 
at capacity and square feet per student for additional context. We also grouped facilities using categories like metro areas and school 
types, and calculated comparison statistics for each group.

After Comptroller staff adjusted for inflation and for local labor and materials price variations within Texas, we analyzed the results 
to gauge the cost of constructing a new campus in Texas. 

This process is detailed on our website: www.texastransparency.org/Special_Features/Reports/School_Construction/ 
Methodology.php.

WHAT ARE THE KEY RESULTS OF OUR SURVEY?

COST DIFFERENCES AMONG CAMPUS TYPES

Adjusted cost per square foot

The construction 

costs adjusted for 

inflation and regional 

cost variations show  

a range of $76 to 

$260 per square foot.
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Total schools: 157
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Adjusted cost per square foot

Total schools: 499
ELEMENTARY

MIDDLE

SECONDARY

Sources: Texas Comptroller of Public Accounts, RS Means, data reported by school districts. 

 S U S A N  C O M B S :  T E X A S  C O M P T R O L L E R  O F  P U B L I C  A C C O U N T S
5



R E S U L T S

School districts reported construction costs for schools opened between 2007 and 2013. To compare construction project costs across time, 
Comptroller staff:

•  converted all costs to 2013 dollars by applying the monthly All Urban Consumers CPI for the month in which each campus opened; 

• adjusted for local labor and materials price variations within Texas by applying the RS Means Texas Cost Index; and 

•  analyzed the resulting data to gauge the cost of building a new campus in Texas. 

WHAT ARE THE KEY RESULTS OF OUR SURVEY?

Cost per square foot was our key metric, but we also 
examined cost per student at capacity for additional context. 

• Of the reported schools (excluding charters) built between 
2007 and 2013, 60 percent were elementary schools,  
19 percent middle schools, 16 percent secondary schools, 
3 percent mixed grade and 2 percent pre-K.

• Middle and elementary schools were the least expensive 
to build at $149 per square foot. Secondary campuses 
and pre-K schools were the most expensive, averaging 
$163 per square foot.* 

• Secondary schools had the highest cost, at more than 
$26,500 per student at capacity. Middle schools averaged 
almost $21,500 per student at capacity and elementary 
schools almost $17,500. (See note on p. 7 explaining cost 
per student at capacity.)

Construction Cost Averages by Campus Type

New  Adjusted*  Square  
Campuses  Share of Adjusted* Cost Per  Footage

Opened Campuses Cost Per  Student at Per Student
Campus Type 2007-2013 Built Foot Capacity at Capacity

Pre-K 17 2% $163 $17,993 111

Elementary 499 60% $149 $17,461 117

Middle 157 19% $149 $21,473 145

Secondary 137 16% $163 $26,711 164

Mixed 24 3% $162 $23,214 143

Overall 834 100% $154 $20,769 135

Sources: Texas Comptroller of Public Accounts, RS Means, data reported by school districts.

Note: Charter school data are not included in these averages. 

*Costs are adjusted for inflation and regional price differences. 

* Due to the small sample size of pre-K schools (17 campuses), we cannot draw firm conclusions about their costs.

CONSTRUCTION COSTS FLUCTUATE FROM YEAR TO YEAR
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The most expensive schools were opened in  
2009 and 2010, meaning they likely were 
initiated during the building boom prior to 
the recession. School districts reported project 
bids obtained during the recession were more 
favorable than immediately prior.

KEY F INDING

The information in 
this report provides  
a clearer picture of 
what kinds of schools 
were built during our 
survey period and  
the adjusted cost to 
build them.

Sources: Texas Comptroller of Public Accounts, RS Means, data reported by school districts.  
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R E S U L T S

Enrollment growth is a key driver for additional school facilities. Texas’ under-18 population is 
expanding 6.5 times faster than the U.S. average. Our data show newly built schools (both new 
campuses in growing districts and replacement facilities) house almost 740,000 students — about 
15 percent of Texas public school enrollment (this percentage is based on Texas Education Agency 
enrollment figures).  	

ROLE OF ENROLLMENT

McFee Elementary School, Cypress-Fairbanks ISD, opened in 2007.

Since fast-growing 
districts are building 
schools at a rapid 
pace, they need to 
build them efficiently 
to minimize the 
burden on taxpayers. 
Districts could use 
comparable data to 
find efficiencies for 
their new projects.

KEY F INDING

Cost per student at capacity 

shows how much each district 

paid to provide student space 

if enrollment is at maximum 

capacity. Note that these data 

do not attempt to quantify 

the cost of that space over the 

building’s life or estimate the 

cost per student if a school is 

not at full enrollment. 

Assuming each student 

requires a certain amount  

of educational square footage, 

campus construction and 

square footage should 

roughly, though not perfectly, 

correspond with enrollment 

trends. 

NEW SCHOOL ADJUSTED AVERAGE CONSTRUCTION COST  
PER SQUARE FOOT IN LARGE METRO AREAS
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$135HOUSTON

$166SAN ANTONIO

Adjusted Construction Cost per Square Foot

Source: Texas Comptroller of Public Accounts

Sources: Texas Comptroller of Public Accounts, RS Means, data reported by school districts.		

Over the six-year period, the 
Houston area’s 169 campuses 
were by far the least expensive 
in adjusted average cost per 
square foot at $135. The Dallas-
Fort Worth metro area had the 
most campuses (200) averaging 
$161 per square foot, behind 
the San Antonio area’s  $166 per 
square foot for 68 campuses.

S U S A N  C O M B S :  T E X A S  C O M P T R O L L E R  O F  P U B L I C  A C C O U N T S
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Why did we exclude 
charter schools from the 
analysis? 

A. W. Brown Academy, Dallas

Although charter schools are 
public schools, their operators 
have no local property taxing 
authority and do not issue debt for 
construction that is supported by 
local property taxes. 

Charter schools often lease 
commercial building space or 
renovate other existing structures. 
Just 39 new purpose-built 
charter school campuses, less 
than 5 percent of all new schools 
reported to us, opened between 
2007 and 2013.

Between two and 11 newly 
built charter campuses were 
opened each year of the survey, 
and charter school construction 
costs varied significantly from year 
to year. This small number of new 
builds means that charter schools 
have very little effect on overall 
construction averages. Because 
of these factors, charters were 
excluded from all analysis in this 
report.

Individual charter school 
submissions are included 
in the Comptroller’s online 
school construction cost 
data tool available at www.
texastransparency.org/Special_
Features/Reports/School_
Construction/Lookup_Tool.php.

R E S U L T S

ROLE OF ENROLLMENT

Growth is often the driving force in new school construction, but it doesn’t have to 
result in a higher cost per square foot or with high square footage per student. Schools 
can be built efficiently and less expensively, but districts do not always choose to do so. And 
it is important to note that new facilities are sometimes constructed for reasons other than 
enrollment growth. Districts may choose to build new facilities to replace older ones. 

Districts also may build facilities to address rising enrollment in one part of a district instead 
of redrawing school attendance zones, sometimes leaving enrollment in campuses in 
another part of the district below capacity. 

•	 New school construction is consistent 
with enrollment growth in the El Paso 
area, the Rio Grande Valley and the 
San Antonio area. 

•	 School districts in the Houston 
area had 30 percent of statewide 
enrollment growth, but only  
20 percent of the campuses built 
from 2007 through 2013. 

•	 In the areas outside the six largest 
metropolitan statistical areas,  
35 percent of districts experienced 
a net student loss. Despite this, the 
group accounts for 9 percent of 
enrollment growth, nearly a quarter 
of all new capacity and 31 percent  
of all new campuses. 

•	 The average metro school has 
127,000 square feet and holds  
948 students, compared with  
77,000 square feet and  
546 students in rural schools.

The state does not 
require districts to 
report the capacity 
of existing facilities; 
interested taxpayers 
must acquire such 
information directly 
from school districts.

KEY F INDING
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Take a closer look 
at school districts 
with the highest 
and lowest aver-
age construction 
costs, by adjusted 
cost per square 
foot, for five 
campus types. 
More than just a 
listing, this section 
highlights specific 
campuses and a 
few of the factors 
that school district 
officials report 
affect costs.

A  C L O S E R  L O O K

  HIGH COST – ELEMENTARY CAMPUSES

Port Arthur ISD – Adams Elementary School and Washington  
Elementary School  Site improvements helped make these two schools the most 
expensive in Texas on a cost per square foot basis. Adams was designed with a raised 
floor and windows seven feet above the ground to reduce hurricane damage potential, 
according to district officials. The school also required an expensive sanitary sewer 
lift station. Washington Elementary School has similar needs, requiring floodplain 
protection. The district also indicates location-based security concerns prompted school 
officials to construct eight-foot steel palisade fences around the structure for protection.

North East ISD – Cibolo Green Elementary School  At almost 123,000 square 
feet, Cibolo Green is the biggest elementary school in its district. District officials 
attribute its high costs to its design as an energy-efficient “green school” and its “21st 

century learning environments.”   District officials say the school consumed almost a third 
less energy per square foot than the average elementary school (in the 12-month period 
ending in February 2014), saving electricity, natural gas and water due to its design.

DISTRICT CAMPUS
OPENING 

DATE
CONSTRUCTION 

COST
SQUARE 

FEET
STUDENT 
CAPACITY

SQUARE FEET 
PER STUDENT

ADJUSTED*
CONSTRUCTION 

COST

 ADJUSTED* 
COST PER 

SQUARE FOOT

ADJUSTED* 
COST PER 

STUDENT AT 
CAPACITY

PORT ARTHUR ISD ADAMS ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 7/2010 $20,954,693  85,000  582 146 $22,102,750 $260 $37,977

PORT ARTHUR ISD WASHINGTON ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 7/2010 $21,049,353  88,000  600 147 $22,202,594 $252 $37,004

NORTH EAST ISD CIBOLO GREEN ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 8/2010 $27,252,943  122,756  1,036 118 $28,110,236 $229 $27,133

JUDSON ISD CONVERSE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 5/2009 $24,038,381  113,000  858 132 $25,339,488 $224 $29,533

HIDALGO ISD HIDALGO ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 7/2007 $17,491,032  91,552  625 146 $20,472,750 $224 $32,756

CROCKETT CO. CISD OZONA ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 9/2010 $13,803,906  69,000  600 115 $15,365,022 $223 $25,608

ROBSTOWN ISD SAN PEDRO ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 3/2010 $7,750,000  37,400  500 75 $8,343,459 $223 $16,687

ROBSTOWN ISD LOTSPEICH ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 3/2010 $7,750,000  37,400  500 75 $8,343,459 $223 $16,687

  LOW COST – ELEMENTARY CAMPUSES

United ISD – Killam Elementary School At an adjusted cost of $76 per square foot,  
Killam is the least expensive school in the Comptroller’s 2007-13 survey by a significant amount. 
Opened in 2008, the district got a 2003 price for the school because it was the last to open as part  
of a six-school guaranteed price contract with the construction company. The six campuses  
shared an architectural prototype. Change orders for sidewalks and sprinkler systems actually 
reduced the cost because the district used its own staff during summer lulls instead of the contractor, 
officials said.

Cypress-Fairbanks ISD – McFee Elementary School The district achieved efficiencies in 
this elementary project, one of three Cy-Fair schools opened in fall 2007, in several ways, including 
employing an existing architectural prototype and receiving favorable prices by giving a few 
contractors repeat business. School officials say changes in the construction market mean schools 
being built for less than $100 per square foot are a thing of the past, but the district still expects to 
build future schools as efficiently as possible. 

DISTRICT CAMPUS
OPENING 

DATE
CONSTRUCTION 

COST
SQUARE 

FEET
STUDENT 
CAPACITY

SQUARE FEET 
PER STUDENT

ADJUSTED*
CONSTRUCTION 

COST

 ADJUSTED* 
COST PER 

SQUARE FOOT

ADJUSTED* 
COST PER 

STUDENT AT 
CAPACITY

UNITED ISD KILLAM ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 8/2008 $6,500,294  92,880  1,168 80 $7,052,141 $76 $6,038

CY-FAIR ISD MCFEE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 8/2007 $9,361,596  102,924  1,144 90 $9,684,207 $94 $8,465

CY-FAIR ISD WARNER ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 8/2007 $9,024,742  98,169  1,144 86 $9,335,745 $95 $8,161

CY-FAIR ISD RENNELL ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 8/2010 $11,025,292  114,579  1,144 100 $11,033,326 $96 $9,645

LAREDO ISD HEIGHTS ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 6/2007 $5,845,155  68,500  418 164 $6,697,641 $98 $16,023

EAGLE PASS ISD ARMANDO CERNA ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 8/2010 $5,602,000  62,734  725 87 $6,298,849 $100 $8,688

LAREDO ISD DON GALLEGO ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 8/2007 $8,151,549  92,305  638 145 $9,340,411 $101 $14,640

KILLEEN ISD HAYNES ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 8/2011 $11,456,851  121,531  974 125 $12,303,941 $101 $12,632

*Adjusted for inflation and regional price differences.
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  HIGH COST – MIDDLE SCHOOL CAMPUSES

Rice ciSD – Rice JunioR HigH ScHool  Rurally located in Rice CISD, the junior high 
school was built next to the existing 40-year-old Rice High School and 15 miles from each of 
the district’s three elementary schools. The school initially housed seventh and eighth grade 
students, and could potentially add sixth grade students. The district already owned the land.  
All construction workers, however, had to travel significant distances, which district officials say 
raised the construction costs. 

Plano iSD – otto MiDDle ScHool  This project was initiated at the height of the construction 
boom, which is one reason for the school’s high cost. Based on its design capacity (calculated by 
the district using Texas Education Agency’s minimum design standards), Otto Middle School’s  
100 square feet per student is significantly lower than the state average of 144. The district 
says the compact footprint could explain why the cost per square foot is higher than the state 
average. District policy determines a higher functional capacity, however, so Plano students are 
unlikely to encounter such tight facilities as this average square footage at capacity suggests.

DISTRICT CAMPUS

ADJUSTED* 
ADJUSTED*  ADJUSTED* COST PER 

OPENING CONSTRUCTION SQUARE STUDENT SQUARE FEET CONSTRUCTION COST PER STUDENT AT 
DATE COST FEET CAPACITY PER STUDENT COST SQUARE FOOT CAPACITY

RICE CISD RICE JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL 8/2009 $16,787,783  85,500  320 267 $18,449,098 $216 $57,653

PLANO ISD OTTO MIDDLE SCHOOL 10/2010 $28,669,324  154,121  1,538 100 $32,638,192 $212 $21,221

NORTHSIDE ISD DOLPH BRISCOE MIDDLE SCHOOL 8/2010 $38,516,732  190,175  1,342 142 $39,728,348 $209 $29,604

PAMPA ISD PAMPA JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL 6/2010 $25,260,189  128,822  900 143 $26,549,314 $206 $29,499

NORTHSIDE ISD DR. HECTOR P. GARCIA MIDDLE SCHOOL 8/2009 $37,854,139  192,725  1,483  130 $39,469,312 $205 $26,615

VALLEY VIEW ISD EARLY COLLEGE CAMPUS 8/2010 $23,648,849  133,229  968 138 $26,489,746 $199 $27,365

LINDALE ISD LINDALE JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL 11/2010 $26,000,000  138,400 750 185 $26,836,690 $194 $35,782

FRISCO ISD COBB MIDDLE SCHOOL 7/2010 $25,580,471  143,160  1,000  143 $27,505,883 $192 $27,506

  LOW COST – MIDDLE SCHOOL CAMPUSES

JoSHua iSD - R.c. loflin MiDDle ScHool  At the time the school was built, the district 
had its own construction department of skilled professionals who handled some aspects of this 
project’s construction. According to district officials, this strategy helped reduce construction 
costs. Additionally, the district used funds from a bond to buy building materials in bulk, which 
helped keep the costs low. The materials purchased were used for several other projects, including 
renovations at other campuses and buildings. 

Rio gRanDe city iSD – VeteRanS MiDDle ScHool  School officials say their approach 
to building projects is to be as conservative as possible when deciding what to build and what 
they can afford. There was a degree of good timing when the middle school went out for bid — 
officials report there was not a lot of comparable construction going on in the area, enabling the 
district to build the school at a very favorable price. 

DISTRICT CAMPUS

ADJUSTED* 
ADJUSTED*  ADJUSTED* COST PER 

OPENING CONSTRUCTION SQUARE STUDENT SQUARE FEET CONSTRUCTION COST PER STUDENT AT 
DATE COST FEET CAPACITY PER STUDENT COST SQUARE FOOT CAPACITY

JOSHUA ISD R.C. LOFLIN MIDDLE SCHOOL 3/2010 $15,710,000  170,447  1,000 170 $16,129,082 $95 $16,129

RIO GRANDE CITY CISD VETERANS MIDDLE SCHOOL 8/2007 $13,547,306  166,000  1,000 166 $15,856,731 $96 $15,857

CY-FAIR ISD HOPPER MIDDLE SCHOOL 8/2007 $21,637,770  229,698  1,475 156 $22,637,790 $99 $15,348

CHANNELVIEW ISD ANTHONY AGUIRRE JR. HIGH 8/2012 $19,342,230  181,000  1,520 119 $18,171,244 $100 $11,955

ALVIN ISD MANVEL JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL AT 
RODEO PALMS 8/2012 $18,552,295  172,163  1,000 172 $17,807,160 $103 $17,807

HEARNE ISD HEARNE JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL 7/2008 $2,500,000  24,898  225 111 $2,634,002 $106 $11,707

SOCORRO ISD SPC. RAFAEL HERNANDO III 
MIDDLE SCHOOL 7/2007 $10,898,577  118,553  900 132 $12,692,286 $107 $14,103

PASADENA ISD CARTER LOMAX MIDDLE SCHOOL 1/2008 $12,908,782  120,450  1,000 120 $12,938,578 $107 $12,939

*Adjusted for inflation and regional price differences.
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  HIGH COST – SECONDARY CAMPUSES

Paris ISD – Paris High School  Problems  
with the architect at the start of the project and 
weather delays at the end resulted in a compressed 
timeline and additional costs for Paris’ replacement 
high school project, according to school officials. In 
fact, the 2010-11 school year was actually delayed 
by two weeks because of these issues. 

School officials say the district changed architects 
because the first architect’s fees were deemed 
excessive. Late in the construction phase, wet 
weather made it difficult for contractors to access 
and work on the site, according to the district. The 
resulting compressed timeline meant higher labor 
costs due to overtime.

DISTRICT CAMPUS
OPENING 

DATE
CONSTRUCTION 

COST
SQUARE 

FEET
STUDENT 
CAPACITY

SQUARE FEET 
PER STUDENT

ADJUSTED*
CONSTRUCTION 

COST

 ADJUSTED* 
COST PER 

SQUARE FOOT

ADJUSTED* 
COST PER 

STUDENT AT 
CAPACITY

PARIS ISD PARIS HIGH SCHOOL 9/2010 $38,094,202  187,925  1,000 188 $43,834,136 $233 $43,834

JUDSON ISD JUDSON HIGH SCHOOL 10/2010 $95,180,824  441,632  3,150 140 $97,130,504 $220 $30,835

PORT ARTHUR ISD MEMORIAL HIGH SCHOOL 7/2009 $69,882,932  339,230  2,930 116 $74,512,856 $220 $25,431

CELESTE ISD CELESTE HIGH SCHOOL 8/2009 $9,804,803  53,816  350 154 $11,404,796 $212 $32,585

ROUND ROCK ISD CEDAR RIDGE HIGH SCHOOL 8/2010 $74,908,188  374,221  2,400 156 $78,918,272 $211 $32,883

SUNNYVALE ISD SUNNYVALE HIGH SCHOOL 7/2009 $22,229,528  107,630  550 196 $22,624,914 $210 $41,136

BRADY ISD BRADY HIGH SCHOOL 1/2010 $19,174,949  102,721  500 205 $21,424,234 $209 $42,848

LA JOYA ISD BENITO JUAREZ-ABRAHAM 
LINCOLN HIGH SCHOOL 11/2010 $62,021,978  330,204  2,200 150 $68,733,504 $208 $31,243

  LOW COST – SECONDARY CAMPUSES

Cypress-Fairbanks ISD – Cypress Ranch 
High School  Using an existing high school’s 
plans and modifying it to comply with updated 
Texas Education Agency space requirements,  
Cypress Ranch is co-located with another campus 
on a 130-acre site. The school came in $162,000 
less than the original budget. 

DISTRICT CAMPUS
OPENING 

DATE
CONSTRUCTION 

COST
SQUARE 

FEET
STUDENT 
CAPACITY

SQUARE FEET 
PER STUDENT

ADJUSTED*
CONSTRUCTION 

COST

 ADJUSTED* 
COST PER 

SQUARE FOOT

ADJUSTED* 
COST PER 

STUDENT AT 
CAPACITY

CY-FAIR ISD CYPRESS RANCH HIGH SCHOOL 8/2008 $54,525,495  523,330  3,325 157 $53,404,264 $102 $16,061

CHANNELVIEW ISD L.W. KOLARIK 9TH GRADE CENTER 1/2008 $14,896,700  146,000  950 154 $15,071,375 $103 $15,865

MANSFIELD ISD LAKE RIDGE HIGH SCHOOL 5/2012 $47,260,546  422,425  2,500 169 $46,045,700 $109 $18,418

CY-FAIR ISD CYPRESS LAKES HIGH SCHOOL 8/2008 $57,164,296  508,390  3,225 158 $55,988,804 $110 $17,361

ROSCOE COLLEGIATE ISD ROSCOE COLLEGIATE HIGH SCHOOL 12/2010 $2,273,350  22,073  350 63 $2,445,165 $111 $6,986

DALHART ISD DALHART HIGH SCHOOL 9/2008 $13,125,961  120,559  850 142 $13,649,065 $113 $16,058

FLORESVILLE ISD FLORESVILLE HIGH SCHOOL 1/2010 $44,560,085  389,013  1,500 259 $44,567,336 $115 $29,712

MANSFIELD ISD LEGACY HIGH SCHOOL 6/2007 $45,287,387  422,420  2,500 169 $48,585,164 $115 $19,434

*Adjusted for inflation and regional price differences.
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  PRE- K CAMPUSES

A small number of pre-K schools (17 campuses) were built for a wide range of construction costs during the survey period, making it difficult 
to draw firm conclusions about pre-K campus costs. Adjusted for inflation and labor and materials price variations, the average cost per  
square foot was $163; however, eight of these campuses came in at less than $140 and six at $190 or higher. Looking at the cost per square 
foot metric is inconclusive in this small sample — the adjusted cost per student at capacity ranged from about $9,000 at Houston-area districts  
Klein and Channelview, to almost $39,000 per student at Austin ISD’s Anita Uphaus Early Childhood Center and almost $45,000 at  
Ysleta ISD’s Pre-K Center.

DISTRICT

ADJUSTED* 
ADJUSTED*  ADJUSTED* COST PER 

OPENING CONSTRUCTION SQUARE STUDENT SQUARE FEET CONSTRUCTION COST PER STUDENT AT 
CAMPUS DATE COST FEET CAPACITY PER STUDENT COST SQUARE FOOT CAPACITY

DENTON ISD GONZALEZ SCHOOL FOR YOUNG CHILDREN 8/2010 $12,881,170 60,391 616 98 $14,284,096 $237 $23,188

ENNIS ISD CARVER EARLY CHILDHOOD CENTER 8/2009 $13,322,779 65,222 400 163 $14,463,728 $222 $36,159

YSLETA ISD YSLETA PRE-K CENTER 8/2010 $12,068,450 68,300 300 228 $13,450,196 $197 $44,834

PLANO ISD ISAACS EARLY CHILDHOOD SCHOOL 10/2009 $10,613,312 62,236 553 113 $12,212,497 $196 $22,084

AUSTIN ISD UPHAUS EARLY CHILDHOOD CENTER 8/2012 $14,315,470 73,690 367 201 $14,312,343 $194 $38,998

FRISCO ISD EARLY CHILDHOOD SCHOOL 7/2009 $17,764,691 101,784 1,100 93 $19,309,446 $190 $17,554

MCKINNEY ISD LAWSON EARLY CHILDHOOD CENTER 8/2009 $13,607,476 90,225 850 106 $15,828,008 $175 $18,621

ROYAL ISD ROYAL EARLY CHILDHOOD CENTER 5/2009 $12,465,158 85,618 682 126 $13,714,619 $160 $20,109

HENDERSON ISD MONNIE MEYER WYLIE PRIMARY 8/2009 $8,879,715  71,238  448  159 $10,464,653 $147 $23,359

ALDINE ISD GARCIA-LEZA EARLY CHILDHOOD/ 
PRE-K CENTER 8/2009 $9,485,195 68,242 645 106 $9,492,106 $139 $14,716

LEVELLAND ISD LEVELLAND ABC 1/2007 $7,097,744 58,399 572 102 $8,031,614 $138 $14,041

KELLER ISD KELLER EARLY LEARNING CENTER  
AND ANNEX FACILITY 8/2010 $11,496,332 95,000 600 158 $13,008,936 $137 $21,682

KLEIN ISD GRACE ENGLAND EARLY CHILDHOOD/ 
PRE-K CENTER 8/2012 $9,511,000 66,500 1,000 67 $8,935,200 $134 $8,935

ALDINE ISD JONES EARLY CHILDHOOD/PRE-K CENTER 8/2008 $8,451,708 64,243 707 91 $8,277,913 $129 $11,709

ALDINE ISD KUJAWA EARLY CHILDHOOD/PRE-K CENTER 8/2008 $8,448,348 64,243 711 90 $8,274,621 $129 $11,638

CHANNELVIEW ISD BARRETT-LEE EARLY CHILDHOOD CENTER 3/2012 $8,385,290 61,754 860 72 $7,877,641 $128 $9,160

LA FERIA ISD SAM HOUSTON ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 8/2010 $7,530,000 75,000 725 103 $8,434,566 $112 $11,634

  HIGH COST – MIXED CAMPUSES

Del VAlle ISD – OppOrtunIty Center  The Opportunity Center campus at Del Valle has the science labs, classrooms and library needed 
by students focused solely on graduating rather than the traditional high school experience. However, the school does not have many of the other 
core facilities such as a gym or even a full kitchen for the cafeteria. District officials said that unlike the other Del Valle schools built in recent years, 
co-locating the Opportunity Center with existing middle and elementary schools meant installing costly 35-foot concrete piers so the two-story 
building’s foundation could withstand the shifts in the expansive red clay beneath it. 

DISTRICT CAMPUS

ADJUSTED* 
ADJUSTED*  ADJUSTED* COST PER 

OPENING CONSTRUCTION SQUARE STUDENT SQUARE FEET CONSTRUCTION COST PER STUDENT AT 
DATE COST FEET CAPACITY PER STUDENT COST SQUARE FOOT CAPACITY

DEL VALLE ISD DEL VALLE OPPORTUNITY CENTER 8/2009 $12,075,834  61,318  500 123 $12,860,579 $210 $25,721

OVERTON ISD OVERTON HIGH SCHOOL 10/2007 $3,260,400  19,653  400 49 $3,971,865 $202 $9,930

WACO ISD UNIVERSITY HIGH SCHOOL 7/2011 $68,146,774  350,000  2,000 175 $68,749,086 $196 $34,375

  LOW COST – MIXED CAMPUSES

HermleIgH ISD – HermleIgH SCHOOl  Good timing played a significant role in Hermleigh School’s construction project in 2010 to replace 
three 60- to 75-year-old buildings with the brand-new campus. School officials say the bonds were sold when interest rates were low. When the 
bids for the pre-K-12th grade campus went out, the lull in the construction sector at that time meant bids were very favorable for the school district, 
even with contractors traveling a long way.

DISTRICT CAMPUS

ADJUSTED* 
ADJUSTED*  ADJUSTED* COST PER 

OPENING CONSTRUCTION SQUARE STUDENT SQUARE FEET CONSTRUCTION COST PER STUDENT AT 
DATE COST FEET CAPACITY PER STUDENT COST SQUARE FOOT CAPACITY

HERMLEIGH ISD HERMLEIGH SCHOOL 8/2011 $8,021,972  80,627  300 269 $8,361,400 $104 $27,871

ABBOTT ISD ABBOTT SCHOOL 8/2008 $3,316,484  33,657  400 84 $3,523,898 $105 $8,810

LORAINE ISD LORAINE SCHOOL 8/2013 $8,100,000  70,538  450 157 $8,189,448 $116 $18,199

*Adjusted for inflation and regional price differences.
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BIG PICTURE ISSUES FACING CAMPUS CONSTRUCTION

R E S U L T S

Nearly every Texas school construction project 
faces site-specific challenges. There is no one-size 
fits-all solution when it comes to building schools, 
but districts have several options to choose from 
when planning new campuses. 

Prototypes

Architectural prototypes (using a consistent 
design) for multiple campuses can mean savings 
in the design phase, on architectural fees and 
on purchasing (because the same design and 
materials are used, less time is needed to plan 
subsequent projects). Local zoning restrictions 
or building regulations, however, could result in 
changes to prototypes, reducing potential savings.

•	 Round Rock ISD uses architectural prototypes 
for elementary facilities and can build an 
elementary school in an average of 14 months, 
compared to the average build time of  
18 months.  

•	 Cypress-Fairbanks ISD extends savings by 
using architectural prototypes and the same 
builders and contracts on multiple projects. 
The district has implemented different 
prototypes based on site variations. 

Renovate or Build?
According to the Texas Association of School 
Boards, renovations cost 50-70 percent of a new 
building’s cost and can often meet the goals of a 
new structure. School districts with older facilities 
or slower student growth can couple historic and 
civic considerations with the economic benefits of 
renovating existing schools or other facilities. 

•	 For Austin ISD’s Jaime Padron Elementary 
School, scheduled to open in August 2014, 
school leaders bought and refitted an existing 
143,000-square-foot warehouse, projected 
to save about 20 percent compared to another 
Austin ISD elementary school that opened in 
2013. The school will accommodate more than 
1,000 students and is being retrofitted to 
achieve a three-star rating from Austin Energy’s 
Green Building program. 

Building on an empty site offers an 
opportunity to build a durable, energy-efficient 
school that suits the district’s educational needs. 
Conversely, it could result in potentially expensive 
infrastructure costs. 

•	 Fast-growth district Frisco ISD built more 
than 20 new schools in the Comptroller’s 
survey period and projects 30 to 50 percent 
savings over conventional HVAC systems 
by implementing geothermal pumps that 
use renewable energy both to heat and cool 
buildings, installing energy recovery ventilation 
systems to improve air quality and adding 
spray foam insulation. 

Site-specific factors 
can vary significantly 
from one construction 
site to another. Districts 
and taxpayers must 
determine whether 
costs are justified.

KEY F INDING

Austin ISD’s Jaime Padron Elementary School is being built in the shell of a 
former 143,000-square-foot warehouse and will cost significantly less per 

square foot than a nearby school opened in 2013.
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C A S E  S T U D Y

How do school districts 

meet the challenges 

involved in building a new 

school? The case studies 

in this report provide an 

in-depth look at how some 

districts are facing these 

challenges such as:

•	 how the construction 

market affects costs; 

•	 how districts juggle 

issues associated with 

rapid growth; and 

•	 how local goals 

and government 

regulations can 

contribute to building 

decisions.

School district officials 

provided the information 

reported in these case 

studies.

CY-FAIR ARCHITECTURAL PROTOTYPES  
SAVE TIME, MONEY

Fast-growing suburban Houston school district 
Cypress-Fairbanks ISD is the state’s third largest. 
Since 2007, 18,000 additional students filled spots in 
14 new campuses.

With average building costs of $107 per square 
foot (adjusted for inflation and regional variations 
in the cost of labor and materials), the district ties 
for the least expensive construction costs among 
districts that built and opened at least two new 
campuses between 2007 and 2013. Paying  
30 percent less than the average adjusted cost 
 per square foot, the biggest question is, what is  
Cy-Fair’s secret?

Construction Practice Saves Money  
on New Schools  

• Cy-Fair officials say the district can build and open 
a high school in 32 months from start to finish, 
compared with the industry average of four years.

• Multiple architectural prototypes suit 
elementary, middle or high schools, saving months 
of construction time and hundreds of thousands 
of dollars. 

• Key decisions, such as materials and building 
layout, are already made. 

• Different prototypes speed adjustments to site 
variables, such as soil, drainage, utilities and 
access to roads. 

• Time is saved by using the same architects, 
builders and contractors in both the bidding 
process and design phases of multiple projects.

The Future: Educational Village  
and 2014 Bond 
In May 2014, Cy-Fair voters approved $1.2 billion 
in new bond debt, including $197 million for new 
construction and $666 million for renovation. 
Cy-Fair is moving forward with new concepts that 
district officials say will provide “21st century 
learning” flexibility for teaching in smaller groups, 
even on a campus for thousands of students. 

• An educational village concept with a shared 
site and economies of scale will offer savings. The 
district’s 11th high school will be co-located with 
an elementary and middle school, so operational 
infrastructure, such as a single cooling plant for 
the entire site, can be shared. Events like concerts 
will benefit from proximity to large parking lots 
and an auditorium. 

• Cy-Fair’s demographer projects enrollment will 
increase by 25,000 students in the next six years, 
requiring more schools. District officials predict 
new campuses will cost more as the construction 
industry has recovered from recession and labor 
and material costs are increasing. Cy-Fair’s most 
recently completed elementary school will cost an 
estimated $123 per square foot, but they expect 
the next one — initiated in 2014 — could cost 
$155-$160 per square foot.

Cypress Ranch High School opened in 2008.

CYPRESS-FAIRBANKS ISD

NEW CAMPUSES
NUMBER

OF CAMPUSES
AVERAGE 

SQUARE FEET

AVERAGE 
STUDENT
CAPACITY

SQUARE FEET
PER STUDENT

AVERAGE ADJUSTED*
CONSTRUCTION 

COST

 ADJUSTED* COST 
PER SQUARE 

FOOT

ADJUSTED* 
COST PER 
STUDENT

ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS 8  103,830  1,144  91  $10,882,362  $105  $9,513

MIDDLE SCHOOLS 3  234,072  1,475  159  $25,452,447  $109  $17,256

SECONDARY SCHOOLS 2  515,860  3,275  158  $54,696,534  $106  $16,711

MIXED SCHOOL 1  53,170  200  266  $7,741,989  $146  $38,710   

*Adjusted for inflation and regional price differences.
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C A S E  S T U D Y

LEANDER ISD JUGGLES FAST GROWTH, MULTIPLE NEW SCHOOLS, 
COMPLICATED FINANCING

Fast-growing school districts face the ongoing 
challenge of predicting how many students they’ll 
need space for each year. Leander ISD, northwest 
of Austin, has grown by 41 percent, from 24,000 
to 34,000 students, since 2007 and opened nine 
schools in that period. 

Bringing new schools online so rapidly comes 
with challenges. Leonard Reed Elementary School 
was built in 2011, but was not opened to students for 

three years. The first classes 
are scheduled to begin in 
fall 2014 with an anticipated 
enrollment of 700. District 
officials cite state funding 
cuts as the reason for 
keeping the school closed, a 
decision that saved $600,000 
in annual operating costs, 
but required students to be 
placed at other campuses, 
some in portable buildings.

Efficient, Flexible Design

• All nine Leander schools in the Comptroller’s 2007-
2013 new school construction survey come in at a 
well below-average cost per square foot. 

• Efficient building techniques, such as tilt-up 
concrete walls and well-thought design standards, 
contribute to low costs. 

• LISD elementary schools share science labs 
among classrooms, minimizing preparation and 
transit time for hands-on lessons and saving on 
square footage. 

Capital Appreciation Bonds

Below-average construction costs may be more 
expensive in the long run due to the district’s use 
of Capital Appreciation Bonds (CABs). CABs are 
structured so that interest is not repaid until the 
loans mature. Leander defends this approach as 
necessary to build the schools it needs now by 
limiting its current debt repayments to a level it can 
afford within the state’s $0.50 per $100 value cap  
on the tax rate levied for debt service. However, 
due to interest compounding throughout the life of 
bond — regardless of interest rates — the final cost 
is more than a loan where principal and interest are 
paid throughout.

Westside Elementary School opened in 2008.

Interior of Westside Elementary School.

 LEANDER ISD

NEW CAMPUSES OPENING DATE GRADE LEVEL SQUARE FEET
STUDENT PER 

CAPACITY

ADJUSTED*
CONSTRUCTION 

COST

 ADJUSTED* COST 
PER SQUARE 

FOOT

ADJUSTED* 
COST PER 
STUDENT

WESTSIDE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 8/2008 ELEMENTARY 112,270 821 $13,110,001 $117 $15,968

RIVER PLACE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 8/2007 ELEMENTARY 95,425 848 $11,469,642 $120 $13,526 

REAGAN ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 6/2009 ELEMENTARY 112,270 871 $14,155,803 $126 $16,252

PARKSIDE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 8/2008 ELEMENTARY 108,852 871 $14,558,904 $134 $16,715

RIVER RIDGE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 7/2009 ELEMENTARY 110,965 871 $16,184,675 $146 $18,582

STILES MIDDLE SCHOOL 6/2012 MIDDLE 177,767 1,358 $19,725,352 $111 $14,525

FOUR POINTS MIDDLE SCHOOL 6/2009 MIDDLE 175,276 1,358 $22,310,684 $127 $16,429

VANDEGRIFT HIGH SCHOOL 6/2010 SECONDARY 399,220 1,800 $50,784,048 $127 $28,213

ROUSE HIGH SCHOOL 7/2008 SECONDARY 410,372 2,400 $54,185,568 $132 $22,577

*Adjusted for inflation and regional price differences.
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C A S E  S T U D Y

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES PROMPT SOME  
CONSTRUCTION DECISIONS

With 23 campuses opened between 2007 and 
2013, only one Texas school district built more 
campuses than Northside Independent School 
District in San Antonio. Northside’s adjusted cost 
per square foot for new campuses ranged from 
average to expensive in the Comptroller’s survey.
Each school is designed to accommodate site 
variables related to the district’s location on the 
Balcones Escarpment and the Edwards Aquifer 
recharge zone, according to district officials. Some 
sites are flat and easy to build on, while others 
have required substantial ground preparation to 
remediate elevation changes of up to 60 feet, 
officials say. 

Recharge Zone and Endangered 
Species 

• Retention and water quality ponds were built  
to facilitate construction over the Edwards Aquifer 
recharge zone — one school required both for  
a total cost of approximately $425,000. 

• To comply with local tree and landscape 
ordinances, Northside had to buy larger sites  
for recent projects: 16-acre lots used to be 
sufficient for an elementary campus, but newer 
schools are built on 18- to 20-acre lots.

• Federal endangered species regulations  
have resulted in higher building costs in 
the district’s western portion, where nine 
endangered species have been identified.  
(To date, no species have been found on a  
building site and stopped a project.)

• Karst features (caves that may be habitat for  
some of these species) were discovered during 
recent projects, adding costs for exploration  
and investigation.

B


















Local tree preservation rules required Northside ISD to move trees 
during construction at the Los Reyes Elementary School.

NORTHSIDE ISD

NEW CAMPUSES
NUMBER

OF CAMPUSES
AVERAGE 

SQUARE FEET

AVERAGE 
STUDENT
CAPACITY

SQUARE FEET
PER STUDENT

AVERAGE ADJUSTED*
CONSTRUCTION 

COST

 ADJUSTED* COST 
PER SQUARE 

FOOT

ADJUSTED* 
COST PER 
STUDENT

ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS 16  100,923  802  127  $17,588,361  $174  $22,116 

MIDDLE SCHOOLS 5  191,921  1,433  134  $35,134,334  $184  $24,644

SECONDARY SCHOOLS 2  447,334  2,768  162  $79,584,468  $178  $28,688 

*Adjusted for inflation and regional price differences.
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C A S E  S T U D Y

RURAL CONTRASTS: TIMING, SCOPE AND  
LOCATION AFFECT COSTS

Separated by 50 miles, Blackwell CISD and 
Hermleigh ISD both built schools for lower-than-
average adjusted cost per square foot to serve  
their small K-12 student bodies in rural West Texas. 
But on another measure, adjusted cost per student 
at capacity, both schools were above average — in 
fact, Blackwell was more than twice the average.

Hermleigh School 

• Opening in 2011 on a new site, Hermleigh  
School replaced three buildings built in 1936,  
1942 and 1950.

• The school was built for an adjusted $104 per 
square foot, one of the least expensive schools 
in the state, thanks to the timing of the district’s 
bond sale when interest rates had declined and 
the timing of seeking construction bids, according 
to school officials. 

• All aspects, such as concrete, electrical and air 
conditioning, were bid separately, and even 
though the closest pool of likely contractors 
was at least 70 miles away, the scarcity of new 
construction work at that time resulted in 
favorable bids. 

• The district built for the long term, focusing 
spending on durable construction. 

• Some 100 of Hermleigh’s 240 students  
(capacity 300) are transfers from other districts. 
Transfer places can be reduced if more spaces are 
needed for in-district students.

Blackwell School 

• The new Blackwell School opened in 2009 next to 
the old school, most of which was subsequently 
demolished. 

• Dirt was brought in to level the site for the new 
building, adding to construction costs. 

• The Texas construction market was strong and 
interest rates were higher when the project was 
bid. Although building costs seem low at an 
adjusted $135 per square foot, Blackwell’s  
small capacity — and enrollment — spread over 
13 grade levels equates to an expensive cost per 
student at capacity compared to the average. 

For rural districts like 
Hermleigh and Blackwell, 
building a new school is 
unlikely to happen for 
another couple of 
generations, so building a 
solid facility that will serve 
their rural communities 
now and in the future is 
imperative. With few local 
residents to pay for it, 
getting the right design  
for an acceptable price  
is essential.

KEY F INDING

Blackwell School opened in 2009.

Hermleigh School opened in 2011.

BLACKWELL CISD  

DISTRICT

& HERMLEIGH ISD

  CAMPUS COUNTY 
OPENING

DATE
CAMPUS

TYPE
CONSTRUCTION

COST

 
SQUARE 

FEET

 
STUDENT
CAPACITY

SQUARE 
FEET PER 
STUDENT

ADJUSTED*
CONSTRUCTION 

COST

 ADJUSTED* 
COST PER 

SQUARE FOOT

ADJUSTED* COST 
PER STUDENT
AT CAPACITY

BLACKWELL CISD   BLACKWELL SCHOOL NOLAN 8/2009 MIXED $9,200,000  74,777  200  374 $10,110,429 $135 $50,552

HERMLEIGH ISD   HERMLEIGH SCHOOL SCURRY 8/2011 MIXED $8,021,972  80,627  300  269 $8,361,400 $104 $27,871

*Adjusted for inflation and regional price differences.
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K E Y  T A K E A W A Y S

HOW CAN THIS SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION COST REPORT  
HELP SCHOOLS AND DECISION MAKERS?

Texas law gives operational control and 
authority to local public school districts. 
Subject to statewide standards for academic 
performance, they have the authority and 
responsibility to fund and manage suitable 
facilities. Decisions about the design, builders, 
architects and budget lie with local school officials 
and their associated communities.

For the campuses included in this report, 
school districts and communities can see  
how their construction costs match up 
to projects in the same region, with similar 
enrollment, by campus type or by campus size. 
Using the Comptroller’s school construction data 
to create these comparisons makes it easy for 
school districts and stakeholders to see what 

they are doing well and how they can make 
improvements in the future. 

Those same comparisons can also help  
school districts planning new construction 
projects. But beyond that, this report offers case 
studies that look at the choices specific school 
districts made — information from which new 
projects can benefit. 

For example:

•	 Building on an empty site offers an opportunity 
to implement energy-efficient systems, but 
may also require new infrastructure.

•	 Districts need to weigh the benefits of 
retrofitting an existing building versus  
using an architectural prototype. 

We believe this single 

source of data will help 

school districts and 

decision makers monitor 

construction efficiency 

and keep an eye on costs. 

But it is important that, in 

the future, data on school 

facilities be reported in 

a standard, comparable 

manner so that taxpayers 

can see if their money is 

being wisely spent.

Cypress Ranch High School, Cypress-Fairbanks ISD, opened in 2008.

We hope this report will 
help school decision 
makers — whether they 
have recently built a new 
campus or have school 
construction projects on 
the horizon.

KEY F INDING
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R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S

BUT THIS IS JUST THE FIRST STEP

We collected this information simply because people need to know it. It should be available in a standardized way and presented in 
context. This kind of transparency can help ensure taxpayer dollars are spent efficiently and bring about greater accountability by 
school districts.

Based on what we have learned in collecting and analyzing these data, we have developed several policy recommendations. While  
it is our understanding that the Texas Education Agency (TEA) has authority to collect data, it may need additional resources to 
implement these recommendations.

current enrollment (for instructional facilities) and anticipated 
replacement date.

When TEA’s data system is complete, the agency should 
report regional cost averages so that districts and their 
taxpayers can compare projected construction projects with 
other districts.

The Texas Legislature should require all public and charter 
school districts and campuses to provide a direct, readily 
accessible link to TEA’s school facilities data on their websites.

1

2

The commissioner of education should establish data 
collection and reporting standards concerning school 
construction costs to be reported through the Texas Student 
Data System or a successor data management system 
managed by TEA. These measures should include total 
construction cost, cost per square foot and per student, total 
square footage and total student capacity.

The commissioner of education should direct each Texas 
school district and charter school operator to prepare an 
inventory of all of its existing facilities for inclusion in TEA’s data 
system. This inventory should include age, purpose, capacity, 

3

4

Texas Comptroller of Public Accounts, Bureau of Labor Statistics, RS Means and data reported by school districts and charter operators.
Sample image taken from the School Construction lookup tool.

Where can I get more  
detailed information?
The full school construction lookup table 
is searchable and sortable by district, 
campus name, total cost, square footage 
and more.

The school construction campus 
map features multiple layers, so you can 
view data by school type, location and 
population change. 

We encourage Texas taxpayers and 
school leaders to find out how their 
district compares.

GO> www.texastransparency.org/
Special_Features/Reports/School_
Construction/Lookup_Tool.php.
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This document can be found on the Web:

www.texastransparency.org/ 
Special_Features/Reports/School_Construction/

Texas Comptroller of Public Accounts 
Data Services Division 

P.O. Box 13528 
Austin, Texas 78711-3528
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Additional Information



The Houston Picture in 2014 

Looking Back 

• Houston was a major job creator once more in 2013, adding 86,000 new jobs.
• Houston again had population growth of approximately 125,000 people.
• There was positive absorption in all major commercial market segments (office, light industrial,

retail and multifamily) again, with the vacancy rate for Class A office space remaining well under
10%. Rental rates continued to increase in all segments as well.  Single family new home
contracts increased by 20+ percent; spec houses were selling at custom prices.

• Non-residential new contract awards should exceed $4 Billion, (as they did in 2012) when
McGraw- Hill adjusts their numbers.

• The K-12 and medical markets began to awaken as the year ended.

Looking Ahead 

The International Picture – Changes are brewing 

• Global GDP growth is projected to be 3.6%. Asia will be the leading region (5.7%).
• BRIC (Brazil (2.5%), Russia (3.3%), India (6.1%) and China (7.3%)) will experience slower growth

in 2014.
• Western Europe will be better (1.1%), above 1% for the first time in years, but still rather

anemic.
• Double digit GDP growth will occur in South Sudan (35%); Mongolia (15.3%); Macau (13.6%) and

Sierra Leone (11.2 %).

The National Picture- The modest rate of recovery will continue 

• US GDP growth is projected to be 2.6%, although some forecasters project as high as 3.5%.
• The unemployment rate will continue easing down from the year-end 7% to 6.3% (per the

Federal Reserve)
• Political battles loom on key financial issues, but hopefully the pending mid-term elections and

recent bite-size compromise on the budget will help avoid any disruptive economic impact.
• It will be the end of the first quarter before the trajectory of the plague-ridden Affordable Care

Act is known further.



Texas and Houston- all metrics are positive 

• Most Texas cities are experiencing both population and employment growth. Time magazine say 
four of the top seven job creating cities in the US in 2014 are in Texas (McAllen, Austin, Houston 
and Fort Worth. Unemployment rates in Texas are well below the US rate (Texas 5.8%, Houston 
5.6%, Dallas 5.6% and Austin 4.7%). 
 

• The shale boom, while moderating because of more efficient drilling and production methods, 
will continue for several more years.  This is driving office, light industrial, infrastructure, and 
power plant and manufacturing facility construction.  Shale exploration, anywhere in the world 
benefits Houston companies. 
 

• The Port’s continuing expansion, the exciting plans at the Texas Medical Center and its member 
institutions and the expanding residential developments’ needs for retail and educational 
facilities all portend construction, too. 

What Will Drive Construction in Houston in 2014 

• The Greater Houston Partnership (GHP) is forecasting another 125,000 residents and the 
creation of 69,800 new jobs this year. Additionally, the GHP feels the “new normal” for Houston 
going forward is 125,000 new people and 65,000 jobs per year! 

• Favorable metrics (vacancy, occupancy, rental rates, absorption) 
in all markets segments and a measureable pulse-beat again in 
K-12 and medical. 

• Financing is available at favorable rates for the right project.  
Equity requirements are in the 30-35% range (down slightly); 
personal guarantees or corporate loans with heavy covenants as 
to balance sheet minimums or pre-leasing are still required.  The 
interest is in the LIBOR plus 2.75 - 3.5% range. Experienced, 
quality project sponsors are the most determining factor.  

• The Energy Information Agency (EIA) pricing forecasts are favorable to continuing high levels of 
exploration and drilling. West Texas Intermediate (WTI) crude is projected to average $95 per 
barrel in 2014, and the natural gas (Henry Hub) price is expected to average $3.78 per MMBtu in 
2014. 

• The war for talent, specifically the need to attract the Science Technology, Engineering, Arts and 
Math (STEAM) millennial generation graduates, will drive both new facilities and revisions to 
existing facilities. They want top-flight space with smaller individual offices and larger 
collaborative areas and many amenities (gyms, food options, yoga classes and childcare). 

• Architects, serving all market segments, are continuing to hire. 
 
 
 



Sector and Segment Highlights 

• Residential will be a very strong sector again this year - an additional 30,000 single family 
dwellings and 12,000 multi-family units are projected. 

• The heavy industrial sector will also be extremely strong. This is the market place that is 
benefiting from the cheaper energy provided by shale gas. There will be new construction, 
expansion and conversion projects in the chemical, power and manufacturing segments in 
particular. This sector is estimated at $200 Billion over the next 3-5 years from Corpus Christi, 
Texas to Pensacola, Florida $ 70 Billion in Texas in 2014. This surge is projected to require 
additional 35-50,000 craft workers in Louisiana, alone. 

• The highway/civil sector will once again be driven by TXDOT, which will have over $900 million 
in the 6 counties around Houston.  When you add in all the city and county budgets, this will be 
a healthy marketplace again in 2014. 

• The commercial and light industrial sectors will experience growth in all segments with the rate 
moderating slightly in some. Office may ease from its torrid pace of the past two years, but the 
metrics are positive - vacancy for Class A space is 7.3% and rental rates are rising.  Light 
commercial may see only a slightly slower pace as the vacancy rate is 5.3% and rental rates 
continue to rise, and the Port continues to grow as do the oilfield service companies.  Retail has 
a vacancy of 7.4%, which ought to promote construction at the 2013 level (2 million sf) or 
greater. Higher education, hospitality and entertainment, churches and public building works 
will all see similar or expanded growth to 2014. Two market segments, medical and K-12, will 
begin to thrive again.  All major health care systems have significant work, and the Texas 
Medical Center has some exciting plans for future years. The K-12 market will climb steadily in 
2014, with 2015 and 2016 looking even stronger. 

• New non-residential construction contract awards should be in the $4.3 -$4.7 billion range again 
in 2014. 

Industry Issues Remain 

• The looming shortage of skilled craft workers trumps every other issue.  It is critical that we get 
immigration reform and the Career Construction Collaborative (C-3) principles specified on as 
many jobs as possible. 

• The war for talent is escalating. Competent people in all positions are in great demand. 
• Labor shortages will lead to innovation and modularization. 
• Margins remain unrealistically low.  Working capital issues can still cause job problems and 

losses.  “Know your project partners” remains a wise mantra. 
 
 

 

 



 

UBS Access: Expert Access  

 
 

UBS: The Houston/Texas non-residential construction 
outlook 
 
Host: 
Steven Fisher, UBS US Machinery, Engineering & Construction, Industrial analyst 
 
Guests: 
Mr. Pat Kiley, Co-founder, Kiley Advisors 
Ms. Candace Hernandez, Co-founder, Kiley Advisors 
 
About: Mr. Pat Kiley  
Pat Kiley co-founded Kiley Advisors in 2004 to serve construction firms and associations. He conducts strategic 
planning and leadership retreats for executive teams and boards, and contributes to the annual publication of the 
Houston Commercial Construction Market Forecast. Pat served for 21 years with the Houston Chapter, Associated 
General Contractors (AGC), a large trade association serving general contractors, specialty contractors, suppliers 
and service firms in the commercial construction industry. 
 
About: Ms. Candace Hernandez  
Candace Hernandez co-founded Kiley Advisors in 2004. She assists in conducting strategic planning and leadership 
retreats for executive teams and boards, and contributes to the annual publication of the Houston Commercial 
Construction Market Forecast. Candace served for 4 years with the Houston Chapter, Associated General 
Contractors (AGC). 
 
Topics of Discussion: 

• What trends have we seen in the Houston commercial construction market in the last few years? 
• How are lower oil prices impacting Houston and greater Texas construction markets? 
• What are the areas of strength and weakness heading into 2016? 
• To what extent has labor availability and inflation been an issue? 
• What are the upside and downside risks to the 2016 outlook? 

 
Date & Time: Tuesday, October, 13th @ 2:00 PM ET 
 
Participant Dial In: 
Toll Free: 800 686 0852 
Toll: +1 312 281 2959 
Passcode: 21779857 
 
Replay Information: 
Toll Free: 800 633 8284 
Toll: +1 402 977 9140 
Passcode: 21779857 
 

 Access more research on the sector through the UBS client portal. If you do not have a password please contact your UBS Sales 

http://clientportal.ibb.ubs.com/portal/index.jsp?page=eqrschstockrschanalyst&targetsearch=EquitiesAndFI&displayListForOneFIResult=true&lang=en&Console=%2Fcommon%2Fconsole%2Fdyn_xml%2Fequities.xml&author=o%27connor


 
Representative. 
 

© UBS 2012. All rights reserved. The key symbol and UBS are registered and unregistered trademark of UBS 

UBS Access. Opening the right doors. 
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