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ABOUT THE COVER

BUILDING A LOGO CONTEST – 2025
In 2024, the Massachusetts School Building Authority (“MSBA”) 
reached its 20-year milestone. MSBA staff reflected on the 
Authority’s accomplishments to date and launched a Logo Contest 
for an updated image to reflect the MSBA’s mission. The MSBA’s 
Building a Logo Contest was geared towards connecting high 
school students with the work accomplished by the MSBA and 
inviting our most important clients, the students, to assist the 
MSBA in reimagining a new authority logo.

After 10 weeks of being open, the Building a Logo Contest closed 
in November 2024 with 157 submissions from 10th, 11th, and 12th 
grade students representing 56 Massachusetts cities and towns.

Entries moved through a three-phase scoring and selection 
process, which included the contest team, MSBA senior team, 
MSBA Board of Directors, MSBA all-staff, and Treasurer Goldberg.

The 1st place winner was Jax Greenwald, an 11th grade student at 
Joseph P. Keefe Regional Technical High School.
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Essay by Jax Greenwald
“My main goal with the design was to represent both the education and construction aspects of the MSBA. I did this by including objects 
in the design that are easily recognizable as being linked to these two topics. The base of the design is a simple schoolhouse, with part of 
it being made up of three windows and a door, but it is mostly made up of a pencil, which is used in education, a level, which is used in 
construction, and a triangular ruler, which can be used in both. I additionally designed my logo to be simple so it can be shown on both a 
large and small scale, allowing it to be used for many different purposes. This simplicity also allows for quick and easy recognition from a 
wide range of distances.”
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PURPOSE
The Massachusetts School Building Authority (“MSBA”) is a 
quasi-independent government authority created in 2004 by the 
Legislature to reform the process of funding and implementing 
capital improvement projects in the Commonwealth’s public 
schools. Under the guidance and oversight of the MSBA Board of 
Directors, chaired by the State Treasurer, and with strong legislative 
support, the MSBA strives to work with local communities to 
create affordable, sustainable, and energy efficient schools across 
Massachusetts. The MSBA’s grant program is a non-entitlement, 
competitive program. The grants are distributed by the MSBA 
Board of Directors based on need and urgency, as expressed by the 
district and validated by the MSBA.

Through its grant program, the MSBA has invited over 1,100 
projects into its pipeline and made grant payments totaling $8.3 
billion for school construction projects through FY25. In FY24, the 
MSBA also made the final payments on inherited projects, which 
completed the work associated with approximately $9.7 billion 
in project obligations from 1,146 outstanding final audits related 
to the previous School Building Assistance program. The MSBA, 
which has a dedicated revenue stream of one penny of the state’s 
6.25 percent sales tax, has made approximately $18.0 billion in 
reimbursements to cities, towns, and regional school districts for 
school construction since 2004.

While proud of these achievements, the MSBA understands there is 
still much to accomplish. To better understand the school building 
needs of districts across the Commonwealth, the MSBA conducts 

periodic statewide School Surveys to assess and benchmark the 
physical condition, general academic environment, and capacity 
utilization of public-school buildings across the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts. The findings of these studies are used to assess the 
magnitude of capital investments that might be required statewide 
and the relative needs of all public schools across the state. Along 
with the findings and other factors, the study informs responsible, 
fair, and equitable capital funding allocations.

With previous studies conducted in 2006, 2010, and 2016, the 
2025 School Survey marks the fourth such statewide assessment. 
Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, efforts to complete a statewide 
assessment in or around 2021 were paused while districts adjusted 
to the return of in-person learning. The 2025 School Survey 
continues a legacy of evolution to keep up with emerging trends 
in public education and design standards while improving the 
strategic value of the data collected.

FINDINGS AND STRATEGIC TAKEAWAYS
Findings from the 2025 School Survey reveal four key measurable 
trends:

1.Improvements in School Environments
The results from the 2025 School Survey indicate continued progress 
in school environments. Excluding the 121 schools in the MSBA grant 
program pending major renovation or replacement as of December 
2024, 89% of Massachusetts schools eligible for MSBA funding 
received a Building Condition Rating of 1 or 2 and 98% received a 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
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General Environment rating of 1 or 2, meaning 
that the site and building conditions are in 
good to excellent condition and provide a 
positive physical environment in which to teach 
and learn.

Between 2017 and 2024, the MSBA funded 95 
Core Program projects. Within the 95 projects, 
28 projects included consolidations resulting 
in an additional 34 schools being taken 
off-line. The result is that 129 schools were 
renovated, replaced or taken off-line. Further 
analysis includes:

	» The number of schools with a Building 
Condition Rating of 1 has increased from 848 
schools to 1,048 schools or from 50.2% to 67.4%.

	» The number of schools with a Building 
Condition of 2 has decreased from 540 schools 
to 341 schools or from 32.0% to 21.9% of schools.

	» The number of schools with a Building 
Condition Rating of 3 has decreased from 
247 schools to 148 schools or from 14.7% to 
9.5%.

	» The number of schools with a Building 
Condition Rating of 4 has slightly decreased 
with 21 schools in 2016 and 19 schools in 2025 
representing 1.2% of the schools.

Figure 1 - Building Rating Summary
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Table 1  shows the relationships between 2016 School Survey 
findings and 2025 School Survey findings for Building Condition 
ratings. There are 1,818 DESE-recognized public schools, operated 
by 323 districts and 73 charter organizations, in the Commonwealth 
and 1,556 Schools were assessed in the 2025 survey.

Facilities have measurably improved in an increasingly larger 
proportion of schools since the 2010 and 2016 assessments, 
according to performance metrics consistent with the 2025 School 
Survey. Figure 1  shows the comparison of the 2025 School Survey 
findings to 2010 and 2016. Meanwhile, a larger proportion of 
schools are underutilized due to declining enrollments.

This sustained progress is due in large part to the responsible 
stewardship and ongoing financial commitment of school districts 
and the Commonwealth in the form of strategic system upgrades, 
comprehensive renovations, and the retiring of old, educationally 
outdated facilities with new state-of-the-art buildings.

While much progress has been made, there is still work to be done. 
167 schools or 10.7% of the schools assessed received a Building 
Condition Rating of 3 or 4, meaning they require moderate to 
extensive renovation or are in condition that may require replacement.

Looking closer at the schools with Building Condition Ratings of 3 
and 4, findings include:

	» The overall number of poor condition schools has decreased 
from 267 to 167.

	» There are multiple reasons for this decrease including school 
closures (128), MSBA Core Program projects (53), MSBA 
Accelerated Repair Program projects (79), district improvements, 
and minor changes in rating methodology from 2016.

	» Since 2016, 59 schools that were with Building Condition Ratings 
of 3 and 4 remain as 3 and 4 ratings in 2025.

	» An additional 109 schools are newly identified as transitioning to 
Building Condition Rating 3 or 4 in 2025.

Table 1 - Building Condition Rating 2016 and 2025 Relationship

*68 schools rated a 1 in 2016 were assigned the rating based on 
their position in the MSBA pipeline at the time of the Survey or 
because of the criteria described in the 2016 report regarding 
recently completed projects (see page 12 of 2016 Report).

Building 
Condition 

Rating 
(Year)

1 
(2025)

2 
(2025)

3 
(2025)

4 
(2025)

Not Assessed 2025 
- MSBA Pipeline 

Projects Pending 
Major Renov. or 

Repl.

Not 
Assessed 

2025 - 
Charter

1* (2016) 656 121 27 2 36 2
2 (2016) 247 126 66 6 45 4
3 (2016) 59 79 49 7 28 4
4 (2016) 6 1 2 1 7 0

Not 
Assessed 
2016 - No 

Rating

80 14 4 3 5 131

Grand 
Total 1,048 341 148 19 121 141

Figure 2 - Condition Rating 2010, 2016, 2025
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2. Widespread Demographic Change, 
Growing Capacity Surplus, and Data-Informed 
Facility-Use Decisions
Statewide, Massachusetts public schools have experienced a 
prolonged period of steady enrollment decline. Compared to 
20 years ago, there are 88,000  fewer students enrolled in non-
charter public schools. This represents a nine percent decline in 
enrollment. While some districts are experiencing growth, many 
districts are losing one to three percent of students each year, 
particularly in some of the rural western Massachusetts districts 
and in certain areas in and around metro-Boston.

The declining enrollment results in inefficient use of facility 
and personnel, undermining the districts’ ability to provide 
students with high-quality education. Half of assessed schools 
are underutilized, operating below the recommended 80 to 125 
percent of capacity, with approximately 275,000 extra seats in 
under-enrolled schools; many in older, energy-inefficient buildings.

Amid financial pressures resulting from demographic and 
enrollment changes, public school leaders are making strategic 

and cost-driven decisions regarding programming and facility 
use.  Driven by the imperative of providing students with 
fulfilling educational opportunities, districts across the state are 
implementing high-demand educational offerings, including 
Career and Technical Education  pathways, multilingual learners 
programs, and expanding Pre-K programs.

Districts are also engaging with their communities in decisions 
about the use of limited resources, including difficult changes such 
as program consolidation, grade reconfiguration, and repurposing 
school facilities. Since the 2016 study there are 45  fewer schools as a 
result of mergers and closures. Over a 20-year window there are 88 
fewer schools. Signs of sustained future enrollment decline may justify 
further concentration of capital and operational resources into fewer 
facilities.

Of the 308 districts surveyed, approximately 120 reported having 
a Facilities Master Plan developed to help make these types of 
decisions. Of those 120 districts, 25 indicated that their Facilities Master 
Plan recommended consolidations or grade reconfiguration, 14 
reported that they were studying regional consolidation with another 
district and three were in discussions about district separations.

Figure 3 - School 
Openings and 
Closures 2004-24
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3. Strategies for Energy Efficient, Healthy, 
and Sustainable Schools
Another noteworthy element of MSBA-funded school construction 
projects is the heightened focus on sustainability and energy 
efficiency through proactive policy and financial incentives. The 
MSBA monitors the effectiveness of its sustainable policies in 
comparison to building codes, updates policies regularly, and 
makes recommendations for improvement. An emphasis on 
energy and cost savings results in direct operational savings for 
school districts while also contributing to healthier schools and the 
overall environment.

To facilitate existing schools moving toward Massachusetts’ goal 
for net-zero carbon emissions by 2050, the MSBA introduced heat 
pump conversion projects to its Accelerated Repair Program in 
2025. This programmatic change will bring enhanced heating, 
cooling, and ventilation options to school buildings, particularly 
their classrooms, while helping districts continue the shift away 
from traditional fossil fuel heating systems.

Industry advancements over the last decade have supported the 
efforts of districts and designers  to strive for increasingly higher 
levels of energy efficiency toward goals of net zero. The MSBA’s 
Green Schools Program provides additional reimbursement 
incentive points to districts in the Core Program to increase the 
energy efficiency and sustainability for new construction and major 
renovation/addition projects, by exceeding Massachusetts energy 
base code requirements. As of October 2025, the Core Program 
has 35 projects through design or construction phases with 
geothermal systems. These projects include 28 pursuing all-electric 
buildings and a subset of 12 pursuing net-zero.

To make data-informed and prioritized funding decisions, the 
2025 School Survey was expanded to more than 375 data points 
from about 210 data points in 2016. The additional data included 
expanded information on HVAC systems and components, energy 
use, use of alternative energy, and additional data on non-classroom 
program spaces. Figure 4 presents a sample of these findings.

Figure 4 - Sustainable Building Certifications & Building Strategies
Note: does not include schools reporting N/A
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4. Need for Continued Investment
While the vast majority of schools are in measurably good 
condition, 167 of the 1, 556 schools assessed remain in buildings 
with a Building Condition Rating of 3 or 4, meaning that the site 
and building conditions require moderate to extensive near-term 
renovation or consideration for possible replacement . In addition, 
without continued district capital investment and maintenance, 
the normal facility degradation associated with the aging of 
buildings and systems will affect Massachusetts schools currently 
receiving a Building Condition Rating of 1 or 2.

While significant progress has been made since 2004, the 
MSBA continues to receive Statements of Interests (“SOI”) each 
calendar year for Core Program and Accelerated Repair Program 
(“ARP”) projects. As of September 2025, the MSBA pipeline has 
163 Core Program projects and 175 ARP projects. These projects 
are proceeding through the various phases of their respective 
programs. In October 2025, an additional 93 ARP projects, 
including 25 heat pump replacement projects, received invitations 
to the grant program.

In 2025 and 2026, the Core Program includes 30 forecasted projects 
bidding for construction. These projects approach $4 billion dollars 
and are designed for enrollments for over 20,000 students.

Based on its grant approval cap and continuous construction 
cost escalation, the MSBA anticipates inviting approximately 15 
to 18 Core Program projects annually, some of which may impact 
additional schools through consolidations. By maintaining this 
rate of replacement, 150 to 200 schools could be fully renovated or 
replaced with the MSBA’s participation over the next 10 years.

With approximately 1,800 public schools, the MSBA is aware of the 
challenge. To reach every school in the next 50 years, the MSBA would 
need to help fund the renovation or replacement of 36 schools per 
year. Such a high rate of replacement emphasizes the importance of 
local capital investment and maintenance for the Commonwealth’s 
existing schools. Appropriately extending the useful life of each school 
reduces the rate of replacement across Massachusetts.

The Legislature, through its continued support, has increased the 
MSBA’s annual cap twice from the $500 million established in 
2004, first to $800 million in 2020, and then to $1.2 billion in 2023.  
The last increase also allows the MSBA to commit grant dollars 
outside its cap for the ARP, including the introduction of heat 
pump projects. These ARP projects, along with other non-MSBA 
funded upgrades,  are vital to extending the life-cycle of schools, 
by keeping existing schools open in good condition while helping 
districts with their short-term and long-term maintenance costs.

With authorized ARP grants no longer taking a portion of its 
annual cap, the MSBA has increased its construction funding limit 
for Core Program projects by 50% over the last three years while 
increasing its Green School Program incentives to further support 
State’s net-zero greenhouse gas emission goals. Meanwhile, other 
staff recommendations have been approved for the benefit of 
districts including an amendment to the reimbursement rate 
policy to ensure a district’s base reimbursement rate does not 
decrease during the life of the project.

As this School Survey Report shows, Massachusetts and its 
school districts continue to face a wide array of challenges from 
underutilized buildings over a century old to worn building 
systems not meeting today’s green performance standards. The 
MSBA remains committed to seeking ways to maximize the 
impact of its funding, in accordance with its statute, to partner 
with Massachusetts communities to support the design and 
construction of educationally appropriate, flexible, sustainable, and 
cost-effective public-school facilities.
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MSBA HISTORY AND MISSION
The MSBA is a quasi-independent government authority created 
in 2004 by the Legislature to reform the process of funding capital 
improvement projects in the Commonwealth’s public schools. 
With a dedicated revenue stream of one penny of the state’s 6.25 
percent sales tax, the MSBA’s grant program is a non-entitlement, 
competitive program. The grants are distributed by the MSBA 
Board of Directors based on need and urgency, as expressed by 
the district and validated by the MSBA. The MSBA’s mission is to 
partner with Massachusetts communities to support the design 
and construction of educationally appropriate, flexible, sustainable, 
and cost-effective public-school facilities.

From inception of the MSBA through FY25, the MSBA has invited 
over 1,100 projects into its pipeline and made grant payments 
totaling $8.3 billion for school construction projects. Additionally, 
the MSBA has completed the work associated with $9.7 billion in 
project obligations from 1,146 outstanding final audits inherited 
from the previous School Building Assistance program.

MSBA PROGRAMS
To address the varying needs of school districts, the MSBA has 
worked to provide several programs and opportunities. Districts 
receive invitations to the Core Program and Accelerated Repair 
Program while Commissioning, Post Occupancy Evaluation, Green 
Schools Program, and Model School Program further enhance the 
MSBA’s positive impact.

To enter the MSBA pipeline, districts must submit a SOI for their 
school for Core Program or Accelerated Repair Program. The SOI 
is the critical first step in the MSBA’s program for school building 
construction, addition, and/or renovation or repair grants. The SOI 
process is conducted annually and allows districts to inform the 
MSBA about deficiencies that may exist in a local school facility 
and how those deficiencies inhibit the delivery of the educational 
program. Each year the MSBA receives more SOIs than there are 
available funds. The MSBA completes an extensive review of available 
information for all submitted SOIs for the Core Program and the 
Accelerated Repair Program. The grants are distributed by the 
MSBA Board of Directors based on need and urgency, as expressed 
by districts and validated by the MSBA. Once the MSBA Board of 
Directors invites a district to participate in the MSBA’s grant program, 
the district and the MSBA work together, in a collaborative process.

Core Program
The MSBA Core Program is the vehicle for renovation, expansion, or 
replacement of school facilities. The Core Program focuses on major 
projects that upgrade or replace major building components, as well 
as update educational programs and potentially increase capacity. 
Districts apply for a Core Program project through the SOI process 
and the MSBA evaluates and recommends potential invitations to 
the Board of Directors to enter the MSBA program. Following an 
invitation, districts follow prepared and detailed modules which 
outline the process and policies for each step shown in Figure 5  . 
Note that Feasibility Study and a potential Post Occupancy Evaluation 
are specific to the Core Program. Otherwise, Core Program and 
Accelerate Repair Program follow a similar overarching process.

BACKGROUND
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Accelerated Repair Program
The MSBA initiated the Accelerated Repair Program (“ARP”)  as part 
of its ongoing repair grant process. The ARP has been primarily 
used for the replacement of roofs, windows/doors, and/or boilers in 
school buildings otherwise found to be appropriate for educational 
use. The MSBA built the ARP process to create a streamlined, 
efficient means for the districts to most quickly address their needs 
for roofs and windows. To support Massachusetts’ goal of achieving 
net-zero carbon emissions by 2050, the MSBA introduced heat 
pump conversion projects in place of boiler replacement for the 
2025 SOI process.

The ARP focuses on the preservation of existing assets through 
energy-efficient and cost-saving upgrades, which provide direct 
operational and cost-savings to school districts. To maximize the 
program’s effectiveness, districts are required to use pre-selected 
consultants with standardized contracts and appropriate local 
funding quickly to accelerate the project schedule.

Commissioning
Building commissioning is a quality-focused process to verify 
all building systems, subsystems, and envelopes through an 
independent third party. The MSBA requires and covers 100 
percent of the costs for commissioning all MSBA-funded 
projects. MSBA-commissioned buildings undergo an intensive 
quality assurance process that begins during design and 
continues through construction, occupancy, and initial operation. 
Commissioning ensures that the impacted building systems 
operate as planned and designed, meeting the owner intent.

Commissioning also prepares the building staff to operate and 
maintain building systems and equipment by ensuring that district 
personnel receive appropriate training along with operations 
and maintenance manuals from equipment manufacturers and 
installation contractors.

Benefits of commissioning for districts include:

	» Improved coordination between design, construction, and 
occupancy

	» Fewer system deficiencies at building turnover
	» Enhanced system and equipment function
	» Improved building operation and maintenance
	» Lower utility bills through energy savings
	» Improved indoor environmental quality and occupant comfort

Post Occupancy Evaluation
Post Occupancy Evaluation (“POE”) is a process by which the 
MSBA re-visits completed projects after an initial period of 
operation to evaluate outcomes. It measures user satisfaction 
for the administration, educators, facility operators, and student 
families. The POE includes written surveys, technical data collection, 
interviews, and an on-site visit to observe conditions and operations. 
The value of the POE process is the cumulative data it gathers and 
the trends it compiles. The data and feedback collected enables 
the MSBA, school districts, and the consultant community to apply 
lessons learned to future school building projects.

Figure 5- MSBA Building Process for Core Program

Eligibility 
Period

DISTRICTS CONSTRUCTION PROFESSIONALS
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Project Team
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Green Schools
The MSBA’s Green Schools Program provides additional 
reimbursement incentive points to districts in the Core Program 
to increase the energy efficiency and sustainability for new 
construction and major renovation/addition projects, by exceeding 
Massachusetts Energy base code requirements. In accordance 
with the June 2023 Green School Program policies update, all 
projects are required to achieve LEED “Silver”, achieve specific 
minimum “indoor air quality” points in LEED, and meet the MA 
“Stretch” energy code. To achieve an additional reimbursement of 
4% of eligible costs, a project must also meet the MA “Specialized” 
energy code (3%) and meet additional indoor air quality points in 
LEED (1%). The MSBA monitors the effectiveness of its sustainable 
policies in comparison to building codes, updates policies regularly, 
and makes recommendations for improvement. An emphasis on 
energy and cost savings results in direct operational savings for 
school districts.

As of October, 2025, 249 Core Program projects have registered 
with either the Collaborative for High Performance Schools or 
United States Green Building Council, with 189 of the 249 projects 
completing certification. The total additional reimbursement from 
the MSBA through this program to date is approximately $357 
million, averaging over $1.7 million dollars per project. Although 
the MSBA’s sustainable design policy emphasizes increased 
energy efficiencies, it also supports more efficient transportation 
costs, lower water consumption, reduced use of materials, and 
encourages a high-quality educational indoor environment.

Model School Program
The Model School Program seeks to effectively adapt and re-use 
the design of successful, recently constructed Pre-K through 12th 
grade schools. Model schools are efficient in design and easy 
to maintain, contain optimal classroom and science lab space, 
accommodate a range of higher or lower enrollments, incorporate 
sustainable design elements, and support flexible educational 
programming spaces while encouraging community use.

East Veterans School Interior Space, Gloucester
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View looking out the window of Peck Middle School toward the courtyard, Holyoke

Benefits of the Model School Program include:

	» Increased value of existing, proven school designs and best 
practices

	» Compressed project schedules and accelerated construction 
start times, reducing inflation uncertainty in construction and 
project cost.

	» Lower design fees because of short and streamlined design 
process.

	» Enhanced predictability of project costs and performance.
	» Flexible for multiple and/or future uses.
	» Opportunity for districts to experience the design in advance 
before making a final selection.
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SUMMARY
The following section highlights enrollment trends since the 
2016 School Survey. Between 2016 and 2025, enrollment in 
Massachusetts K–12 public schools, not including Commonwealth 
Charter Schools, declined by more than 5%, with the sharpest 
losses occurring during the pandemic. Western Massachusetts and 
the Southern Boston Metro area experienced the most significant 
declines. In contrast, several suburban and more rural communities 
saw modest increases. While most large districts lost students over 
this period, a few—including Fall River, Lynn, Arlington, Haverhill, 
and Framingham—experienced enrollment growth.

STATEWIDE TRENDS
As of the 2016 School Survey, Massachusetts K–12 public school 
enrollment had declined by 1.6% since the 2009–10 school year, 
falling from 897,408 to 883,281 students. Between the 2015-16 and 
2024–25 school years, enrollment declined by an additional 5.7%, 
bringing the statewide total to 832,601 students.

Enrollment trends varied by district type between the 2015–16 and 
2024–25 school years. Local school districts, representing a single 
municipality, serve the majority of students in Massachusetts. 
These districts saw a 5.9% decline in enrollment. Regional districts 
experienced a steeper decline of 9.9%. In contrast, vocational and 
agricultural districts were the only category to see growth, with a 
9.7% increase in admissions over the same period. These trends 
are summarized in Table 2, followed by a statewide enrollment 
comparison across three School Survey years: 2009–10, 2015–16, and 
2024–25 in Figure  6.

CHANGING ENROLLMENT LANDSCAPE

Type 2015-16 
Enrollment

2024-25 
Enrollment

Percent 
Change

Local 771,723 726,366 -5.88%
Regional 82,287 74,114 -9.93%
Vocational Agricultural 29,271 32,121 9.74%
Grand Total 883,281 832,601 -5.74%

Figure 6 - Enrollment by Region 2009 - Present
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PANDEMIC IMPACT
While enrollment in Massachusetts public schools had been 
declining gradually for over a decade, the COVID-19 pandemic 
marked a major disruption. Between the 2019–20 and 2020–21 
school years, enrollment dropped sharply—from 867,947 to 
838,784—a loss of over 29,000 students or 3.4% in a single year. 
This was the steepest annual decline in the 15-year period shown. 
Although enrollment has started to slowly rebound over the 
past two years since the post-pandemic low point in  2022-23, it 
remains well below pre-pandemic levels. The following line graph 
in Figure 7 shows the long-term enrollment trend, with the sharp 
pandemic-era decline clearly visible.

REGIONAL TRENDS
Map 1  on the following page shows the six regions that the MSBA 
utilizes to define geographic groups of districts. The regions are 
defined as follows:

Region 1: Encompasses the entirety of Western Massachusetts, 
including major cities such as Springfield, Pittsfield, Holyoke, 
Northampton, Greenfield, Westfield, Amherst, and Chicopee, 
as well as a broad range of surrounding rural and small town 
communities.

Region 2: Includes the heart of central Massachusetts, with a 
concentration in Worcester County and extending into parts of 
north-central Middlesex County.

Region 3: Composed of densely urban and suburban districts 
located along Massachusetts’ northeastern coastline and 
throughout the Merrimack Valley corridor.

Region 4: Consists of Boston’s western and northwestern suburban 
communities, representing the core of the MetroWest region.

Region 5: Covers Boston, along with its southern and nearby 
suburban communities, extending across the South Shore.

Region 6: Extends beyond the South Shore into Southeastern 
Massachusetts, encompassing coastal districts as well as Cape Cod, 
Martha’s Vineyard, and Nantucket.

K–12 enrollment declines since 2016 have varied significantly across 
Massachusetts. Map 1 provides the changes in enrollment between 
2015-16 and 2024-25 by region. The steepest losses occurred in 
Western Massachusetts (Region 1), where enrollment fell nearly 12%, 
a drop of 13,346 students. The Southern Boston Metro area (Region 
5) also experienced a substantial decline of nearly 10%, losing 
14,609 students over the same period. All other regions across the 
state saw more moderate declines, with no region showing overall 
growth during this timeframe.Figure 7 - Annual Statewide Enrollment 2009-2025
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1
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Map 1 - Region Enrollment Map

Region 2
143, 417 Students
-6,078 compared to 2016
A change of -4.1%

Region 1
98,777 Students
-13,346 compared to 2016
A change of -11.9%

Region 5
153,499 Students
-14,609 compared to 2016
A change of -8.7%

Region 3
152,607 Students
-5,332 compared to 2016
A change of -3.4%

Region 4
153,445 Students
-3,553 compared to 2016
A change of -2.3%

Region 6
130,856 Students
-7,786 compared to 2016
A change of -5.6%
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DISTRICT-LEVEL HIGHLIGHTS
Table 3 lists the largest Massachusetts school districts, each with 
5,000 or more K–12 students in the 2024–25 school year. Districts 
are ranked by current enrollment and compared to their 2015–16 
levels, highlighting changes in rank, student population, and 
percent change over time.

Boston remains the largest district in Massachusetts, though it 
experienced the largest enrollment decline since 2015–16, losing 
over 7,400 students (–15%). Relative to the statewide enrollment, 
Boston’s 43,338 students represent 5.2% of the Commonwealth’s 
enrollment (832,601). Worcester surpassed Springfield to become 
the second-largest district (23,721, 2.8%), having had little change 
in enrollment. Meanwhile, Springfield’s enrollment (21,640, 2.6%) 
declined by approximately 2,600 students (-11%).

Arlington jumped 13 spots in rank—more than any other 
district—due to a 15% increase in enrollment. Lynn, Framingham, 
Cambridge, and Waltham also saw notable growth between 8-9%. 
In contrast, districts like Weymouth, Chicopee, Wachusett, and 
Andover saw double-digit percentage declines, each dropping 
significantly in rank. Overall, while some urban and suburban 
districts grew, most districts with over 5,000 students experienced 
moderate declines in student population over the past decade.

Map 2 displays relative student enrollment for each Massachusetts 
school district. Districts with over 10,000 students are shown in the 
darkest red, while districts with fewer than 300 students are shown 
in the lightest red.

Interior view of Westfield River Elementary School media center/library, Westfield

Map 2 - District Enrollment Map
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Figure 8 displays the 20 local and regional districts 
with the highest percentage increase in K–12 
enrollment between the 2015–16 and 2024–25 
school years, excluding districts with fewer than 300 
students. Bar color indicates enrollment size in 2025, 
with darker shades representing larger districts.

Hopkinton and Arlington stand out for combining 
substantial enrollment growth of 15% or greater  with 
already sizable student populations (over 4,000 and 
6,000 in 2024-25, respectively). Several smaller districts 
experienced double-digit growth, including Norfolk, 
Holbrook, Athol-Royalston, and Abington. Growth 
was not limited to suburban districts, however, as 
urban districts such as Cambridge, Waltham, Lynn, 
Framingham, and Fall River also posted increases 
between 7% and 9%.

Table 3 - Enrollment for the Largest Districts in 2016 and 2025

2025 
Rank

2016 
Rank District Name 2024-25 

Enrollment
2015-16 

Enrollment Difference Percent 
Difference

1 1 Boston 43,388 50,808 -7,420 -15%
2 3 Worcester 23,721 23,812 -91 0%
3 2 Springfield 21,640 24,263 -2,623 -11%
4 5 Lynn 16,004 14,287 1,717 12%
5 4 Brockton 14,752 16,841 -2,089 -12%
6 6 Lowell 13,882 13,580 302 2%
7 7 Lawrence 12,875 13,213 -338 -3%
8 9 New Bedford 12,027 12,138 -111 -1%
9 8 Newton 11,459 12,482 -1,023 -8%
10 10 Fall River 10,674 9,954 720 7%
11 11 Quincy 9,462 8,893 569 6%
12 12 Framingham 8,970 8,219 751 9%
13 13 Taunton 7,970 7,760 210 3%
14 18 Haverhill 7,604 7,125 479 7%
15 19 Revere 6,950 6,950 0 0%
16 22 Everett 6,934 6,617 317 5%
17 16 Brookline 6,764 7,411 -647 -9%
18 14 Plymouth 6,731 7,465 -734 -10%
19 21 Lexington 6,678 6,849 -171 -2%
20 25 Cambridge 6,625 6,090 535 9%
21 17 Wachusett 6,430 7,209 -779 -11%
22 15 Chicopee 6,426 7,423 -997 -13%
23 20 Methuen 6,319 6,875 -556 -8%
24 24 Malden 6,116 6,282 -166 -3%
25 28 Leominster 6,032 5,899 133 2%
26 39 Arlington 6,013 5,248 765 15%
27 30 Attleboro 5,995 5,735 260 4%
28 32 Chelsea 5,819 6,043 -224 -4%
29 29 Shrewsbury 5,763 5,806 -43 -1%
30 40 Waltham 5,664 5,217 447 9%
31 41 Bridgewater-R. 5,553 5,166 387 7%
32 31 Peabody 5,522 5,651 -129 -2%
33 34 Needham 5,420 5,542 -122 -2%
34 23 Weymouth 5,408 6,340 -932 -15%
35 27 Andover 5,329 6,007 -678 -11%
36 33 Natick 5,173 5,807 -634 -11%
37 31 Braintree 5,093 5,651 -558 -10%
38 44 Fitchburg 5,073 5,013 60 1%Figure 8 - Percent Change by District for the 20 Largest Growth Districts
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Figure 9 identifies the 20 school districts with the greatest percentage 
decline in K–12 enrollment between the 2015–16 and 2024–25 school 
years, excluding districts with fewer than 300 students. Darker bar 
color indicates larger districts.

Several small and mid-sized districts across the state have 
experienced steep enrollment declines over the past decade. 
Pioneer Valley, Ralph C. Mahar (grades 7-12 serving New Salem, 
Orange, Wendell, and Petersham), and Rockport stand out with 
losses exceeding 35%, while numerous other districts—including 
Hoosac Valley Regional, North Brookfield, and Hull—lost nearly 
one-third of their student populations. The most substantial 
percentage declines are concentrated in smaller rural 
communities, though some larger districts like Pembroke, 
Sandwich, and Wareham also saw significant decreases of 25%. 
These patterns may reflect demographic shifts, declining birth 
rates, out-migration, or school consolidations in certain areas.

Exterior view of Shay Elementary School, Amesbury
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Essex North Shore Agricultural and Technical School District
Bristol County Agricultural

Greater Lawrence Regional Vocational Technical
South Middlesex Regional Vocational Technical
Franklin County Regional Vocational Technical

Northampton-Smith Vocational Agricultural
Upper Cape Cod Regional Vocational Technical

Southeastern Regional Vocational Technical
Norfolk County Agricultural

Cape Cod Regional Vocational Technical
Northeast Metropolitan Regional Vocational Technical

Greater Lowell Regional Vocational Technical
South Shore Regional Vocational Technical
Minuteman Regional Vocational Technical

Southern Worcester County Regional Vocational School District
Northern Berkshire Regional Vocational Technical

Pathfinder Regional Vocational Technical
Assabet Valley Regional Vocational Technical

Nashoba Valley Regional Vocational Technical
Greater Fall River Regional Vocational Technical
Blackstone Valley Regional Vocational Technical

Blue Hills Regional Vocational Technical
Bristol-Plymouth Regional Vocational Technical

Old Colony Regional Vocational Technical
Tri-County Regional Vocational Technical

Greater New Bedford Regional Vocational Technical
Montachusett Regional Vocational Technical

Whittier Regional Vocational Technical
Shawsheen Valley Regional Vocational Technical

Figure 10 displays the change in admissions for vocational and 
agricultural schools in Massachusetts between the 2015-16 school 
year and the 2024-25 school year. Darker bar color indicates larger 
districts. Agricultural districts posted the steepest increases. 
Supported by MSBA-funded campus expansions, Essex North Shore 
Agricultural and Technical grew by 50%, Bristol County Agricultural 
by 35%, and Norfolk County Agricultural by 14%, reflecting strong 
demand for agricultural education.

Vocational districts showed a more varied pattern. Several districts 
experienced significant increases—Greater Lawrence (31%). 
South Middlesex (28%), and Franklin County (27%)—while others 
maintained steady growth in the 5–15% range. At the same time, 
some vocational districts declined in enrollment, with Shawsheen 
(-5%) and Whittier (-4%) among those posting decreases. Each of 
these five schools, but for Greater Lawrence, are currently in the 
early phases of the MSBA’s Core Program.

0% 30%15% 45% 55%-5% 25%10% 40% 50%-10% 20%5% 35%

Figure  10 - Percent Change by District for Vocational and Agricultural Districts
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Map 3 shows percentage change in K–12 enrollment by district across 
Massachusetts. Districts shaded in darker blue experienced greater 
increases, while those in darker orange experienced greater declines.

Despite an overall statewide enrollment decline, growth is evident 
in several areas:

	» MetroWest and Southwest suburbs, including Hopkinton, Norfolk, 
and Milford.

	» Inner Metro Boston communities, including Arlington, Lynn, and 
Watertown.

	» Some Southeastern and Island areas, including Kingston, 
Abington, Fall River, and Nantucket.

	» Rural districts in Central and Western MA, including Worthington, 
Rowe, and Farmington River.

	» Conversely, sharp enrollment declines are most common in:
	» Cape Cod, including Sandwich, Orleans, Wellfleet, Wareham, and 
Truro.

	» Small Western districts, such as Hawlemont, Hatfield, Hoosac 
Valley, Westhampton, and Williamsburg.

	» South Central communities like Wales, North Brookfield, Douglas, 
and Northbridge.

	» North Shore districts, including Marblehead, Amesbury, Rockport, 
Manchester-Essex, and Triton.

GATEWAY CITIES AND BOSTON
Enrollment changes in Massachusetts’ Gateway Cities and 
Boston show a mixed picture. See Table 4 and Figure 11 on the 
following page. Collectively, these 27 districts represent 33% of the 
Commonwealth’s enrollment.

Several Gateway districts saw notable increases in student 
enrollment, with Lynn growing by 8%, and Fall River and Haverhill 
growing by 7% respectively. Other districts such as Quincy (+6%), 
Everett (+5%), and Attleboro (+5%) experienced more moderate 
gains. Each of these districts have benefitted from at least one Core 
Program project invitation since the 2016 School Survey.

Map 3 - District Enrollment Map
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However, more than half of Gateway Cities faced enrollment 
declines. The most significant decreases occurred in Westfield 
(–16%), Pittsfield (–14%), Chicopee (–  13%), Holyoke (–13%), and 
Brockton (–12%). Boston also saw a steep enrollment reduction of 
15%, marking one of the largest declines in the state. Despite the 
declines, building needs remain and, similar to the growing districts 
listed previously, most of these declining districts has benefitted 
from at least one Core Program project invitation since 2016.

Table 4 - Enrollment in Gateway Cities and Boston in 2016 and 2025

District Name 2024-25 
Enrollment

2015-16 
Enrollment Difference Percent 

Difference

Attleboro 5,995 5,735 260 5%

Barnstable 4,530 4,812 -282 -6%

Boston 43,388 50,808 -7,420 -15%

Brockton 14,752 16,841 -2,089 -12%

Chelsea 5,819 6,043 -224 -4%

Chicopee 6,426 7,423 -997 -13%

Everett 6,934 6,617 317 5%

Fall River 10,674 9,954 720 7%

Fitchburg 5,073 5,013 60 1%

Haverhill 7,604 7,125 479 7%

Holyoke 4,468 5,153 -685 -13%

Lawrence 12,875 13,213 -338 -3%

Leominister 6,032 5,899 133 2%

Lowell 13,882 13,580 302 2%

Lynn 16,004 14,821 1,183 8%

Malden 6,116 6,282 -166 -3%

Methuen 6,319 6,875 -556 -8%

New Bedford 12,027 12,138 -111 -1%

Peabody 5,522 5,651 -129 -2%

Pittsfield 4,693 5,458 -765 -14%

Quincy 9,462 8,893 569 6%

Revere 7,102 6,950 152 2%

Salem 3,640 3,703 -63 -2%

Springfield 21,640 24,263 -2,623 -11%

Taunton 7,970 7,760 210 3%

Westfield 4,550 5,394 -844 -16%

Worcester 23,721 23,812 -91 0%Figure 11 - Percent Change for Gateway Cities and Boston (2016-2025)
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HISTORIC ENROLLMENTS
Based on Figure 12, it is reasonable to expect the overall decline of public school enrollment experienced since the 2016 School Survey will 
continue for the next 5-10 years due to the recent graduation of historically large cohorts as well as the future graduation of current high 
school cohorts (each over 70,000 students in 2024-25), who will be replaced by smaller cohorts of students in lower grades as illustrated in 
the grade/year color heatmap  matrix. Unlike prior tables and figures, Figure 12 also includes Pre-K enrollments.

Figure 12 - Enrollment by Year and Grade Heatmap Matrix
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SCHOOL ENROLLMENT SIZE
Since 2004, there is a measurable downward 
trend in average school enrollment sizes at most 
grade levels across the state, with variable trends 
by district size and geographical locale. This is 
attributable to maintaining a similar number of 
schools during a period of enrollment decline.

Exceptions include Vocational and Agricultural 
High Schools that have seen growth with 
heightened interest in Chapter 74 Career 
Technical Education (“CTE”) programs.

Of note is that the average enrollment of 
elementary schools has remained stable over this 
timeframe, with approximately 75 fewer schools 
(797 versus 722) due to closures or consolidations. 
31 were as the result of an MSBA project.

Figure 13 illustrates the average enrollment by 
school type within each district when grouping 
all schools into one of five school types. As 
expected, high schools, which are most often the 
singular school supporting all district students in 
grades 9-12, show the most variation in size and 
have the largest individual school enrollments in 
the Commonwealth.

Figure  13 - Enrollment size at grade level, average by district.

Massachusetts public school districts operate a wide range of school sizes at each grade 
level. Each mark on this distribution chart represents a single district’s average school 
enrollment at each grade level, the higher the mark, the larger its schools. The size of the 
mark is scaled to the number of the district’s schools at each grade level. The statewide 
average is indicated with a dotted line.
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SCHOOL CONSOLIDATION
Driven by the need to respond to financial pressures resulting from demographic and enrollment changes, public school district leaders 
across the country are making strategic program and facility use decisions that shape educational infrastructure.

Consistent with national trends, Massachusetts has experienced school closures and consolidations steadily since 2004. Signals of ongoing 
enrollment decline will likely justify further concentration of capital and operational resources into fewer school facilities.

Of the 308 districts surveyed, 110 reported having a Facilities Master Plan, of which 39 indicated that they are considering consolidations, 
grade reconfigurations, or both.   Districts reporting they were studying regional consolidation with another district totaled 14; three were 
in discussions about district separations.

Figure 14 - School Openings and Closures
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DISTRICT REGIONALIZATION, 
MERGERS, AND SEPARATION
Not only have districts  consolidated individual schools within 
their portfolios, but entire districts in rural communities have also 
merged their governance authority and operational responsibilities 
to focus their fiscal resources on teaching and programs while 
enhancing their educational opportunities for students.

District regionalization has taken multiple forms, including distinct 
municipal districts at the elementary school level that feed into 
shared regional secondary school districts, as well as unified Pre-K-
12 regional school districts.

Recent cases  in Massachusetts are outlined below:

	» Historical Enrollment Data from DESE
	» 2019 – Berlin (1 elementary school) and Boylston (1 elementary 
school) joined to form the Berlin-Boylston Regional School 
District.

	» 2018 – Lanesborough (1 elementary school) and Williamstown (1 
elementary school) joined the Mount Greylock Regional School 
District.

	» 2014 - Essex Agricultural Technical and North Shore Regional 
Vocational Technical combined to form the new Essex North 
Shore Agricultural and Technical School District.

	» 2014 – Acton (5 elementary schools) and Boxborough (1 
elementary school) joined the Acton-Boxborough Regional 
District 

	» 2012 - Chatham and Harwich combined to form the new 
Monomoy Regional School District.

	» 2012 – Granville joined the Southwick-Tolland Regional School 
District, which was renamed the Southwick-Tolland-Granville 
Regional School District.

	» 2011 – Ayer and Shirley combined to form the new Ayer Shirley 
Regional School District.

	» 2011 – Freetown (1 elementary school) and Lakeville (2 elementary 
schools) joined the Freetown-Lakeville Regional District. Exterior view of Westfield River Elementary School, Westfield
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Exterior view of Pine Hill Elementary School, Westwood
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EXPANDING THE MSBA’S 
BASE OF KNOWLEDGE
The 2025 School Survey advances the MSBA’s effort to 
strengthen its understanding of public-school facilities across the 
Commonwealth. Building on the successes of prior assessments 
in 2006, 2010, and 2016, the 2025 School Survey effort expands the 
scope and depth of information compiled, growing the number of 
data points to more than 375 and expanding data integration with 
other available data.

This expanded approach is designed to enhance the utility and 
relevance of the data collected. The additional data points include 
more information on mechanical systems, energy utilization, 
and non-classroom educational spaces. These support the goals 
of the MSBA and the Commonwealth for climate action and 
educationally appropriate and flexible spaces.

Schools renovated and rebuilt in partnership with the MSBA 
demonstrate an evolution toward a new generation of future-ready 
school designs, with inclusive spaces that facilitate collaborative 
team instruction, small group project-based learning for students 
with diverse learning styles, flexible floorplans, and modern 
information technology. Among enhancements developed for the 
2025 School Survey are the inventory of these flexible spaces as well 
as any small break-out resource room not previously captured.

DATA CONVENTIONS
The 2025 School Survey marks a pivot in data architecture and level 
of detail that more closely aligns with the MSBA’s role of funding 
and administering capital projects and better models the complex 
‘many-to-many’ relationship of school organizations (identified 
by unique 8-digit DESE codes to which enrollments are assigned) 
with school campus locations (physical address) and school 
buildings (discrete freestanding facilities). Of the total number 
of schools assessed (1,556) 90% are located on their own campus. 
There are approximately 100 cases of campuses with more than 
one school, and a few cases with schools operating on separate 
sites (split campus).

A key data management enhancement for 2025 is that data are 
now collected by district, campus, and building, as opposed to the 
previous protocol of collecting redundant and parsed out data 
by DESE school organization. District and school organizations 
are now linked to their corresponding campuses and buildings 
in the database, enabling discrete DESE school organization level 
reporting of associated aggregated campus-level metrics for 
condition, general environment sufficiency, and capacity utilization. 

In addition to reducing redundancy to minimize human error and 
duplicate counting, this refinement also enables the MSBA to 
maintain current and flexible data where school organizations may 
change locations but associated ratings remain with the campus 
and building.

METHODOLOGY
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PROCESS
To maintain unbiased objectivity, the MSBA conducted this work 
with the support of third-party experts in educational facility 
design and building assessments. Data collection was conducted 
in two modes: virtual interviews and on-site assessments. The 
project was carried out by a team of five virtual and 25 on-site 
assessors, with their findings integrated into a comprehensive 
evaluation of facility conditions. See Figure 15.

Planning Phase
From July through October 2024, STV and CannonDesign led a 
series of collaborative work sessions with the MSBA to design and 
document the methodology for gathering and reporting data for 
the 2025 School Survey. These meetings focused on three key areas:

	» School list – a hierarchical breakdown of approximately 323 total 
districts and approximately 1,600 school sites, buildings, and 
organizations within the scope of the project, as well as a defined 
strategy for multi-school campuses.

	» Survey design – the definition of more than 375 datapoints to 
be collected and reported as part of the 2025 School Survey, 
balancing level of detail and usefulness with the feasibility of 
consistently acquiring district-reported and assessor-observed 
data within allotted time allowances.

	» Technology coordination – evaluation of the assessment tool, 
discovery of existing MSBA enterprise system data and relational 
indexes, and development of a strategy for cross-walking and 
transferring data upon project completion.

These work sessions were structured to allow subcommittees of 
MSBA and STV subject-matter experts to analyze and edit each 
question, one at a time, from a list of approximately 375 survey 
questions. Each change was documented to capture updates 
in wording and allowable values, assign data points to most 
effectively associate each to portfolio tiers, and capture the status 
and date of approval by the MSBA for each question, using a 
master tracking spreadsheet.

STV and CannonDesign configured the selected FOScore software 
to house the school list and survey questions. The MSBA reviewed 
and approved the setup before conducting a pilot assessment of 
six pilot school campuses to test the survey process and results. 
Based on the pilot, final edits to School Survey 2025 questions were 
implemented prior to assessor training sessions and initiating the 
Survey Phase.

Analysis of the pilot survey led to a two-step survey model, shifting 
approximately 125 factual questions from on-site to an advance 
virtual interview followed by shorter on-site assessments. This 
adjustment improved the efficiency and likelihood of gathering all 
data in the expanded survey.

Tool 
Development Pilots, Pre-Site 

Visit-letters and 
Questionnaire

Data
Analysis

2025 School 
Survey Report

Virtual
Interview

School 
Visits

Schedule Surveys
(Virtual + Site Visit)

Data
Collection

FOScore
Application

Data
Collection QA/QC

Figure 15 - Assessment 
process flowchart
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Survey Phase
The data collection team worked across six regional planning areas 
to divide the 323 total districts, and 308 districts assessed, into 
manageable groups (some one-school districts have schools in 
the pipeline and are not part of the assessment number). A team 
of schedulers contacted districts in advance to coordinate survey 
schedules, review the set of questions, and establish points of contact.

In 2016, data was collected and recorded using a tablet device and 
later synced to the data base. For the 2025 School Survey, data 
was recorded using a web base application via a smart phone 
or tablet device; the data collection was configured for live input 
directly to the FOScore software system, by the assessor. FOScore’s 
configuration allowed for flexible field definitions and storage in a 
pivoted data structure that supports greater consistency.

The 2025 School Survey capitalized on advances in mobile 
technologies, resulting in increased productivity, reduced human 
error, and faster data validation. Tablet and web app interfaces 
were optimized for efficient data capture.

The mobile collection tool benefits include:

	» Built-in basic data validation logic in the assessment software to 
prevent skipped or illogical entries.

	» Elimination of paper forms, reducing transcription errors.
	» In-built photo capture and tagging capability.

A team of five virtual interviewers and 25 on-site assessors 
carried out the data collection. These assessors were design 
and engineering professionals with diverse backgrounds and 
experience in facility design, construction, and building condition 
assessment. To ensure consistent and accurate data collection, 
assessors underwent a week-long training program comprised of 
classroom work and field training. The classroom portion of the 
assessor training included several workshops covering the data 
collection tool, survey protocols, technical instruction, and data 
recording standards. Assessor field training was conducted at two 
schools . Field training included group assessments and supervised Exterior of Welch Elementary School, Peabody
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individual assessments to confirm that assessors were prepared 
and functioning at a consistent level.

A new aspect of the 2025 School Survey was the addition of 
virtual interviews with district and facility personnel. Conducted 
via desktop using the same software, these interviews collected 
district, campus, and building level information prior to site visits. 
Each school survey began with a 1-to-2-hour virtual interview 
gathering data on district operations, school information, energy 
use, and mechanical systems. Site visits began with a 30-minute 
interview with the principal and facilities personnel to confirm or 
supplement the virtual interview data. During this portion of the 
assessment, assessors used a floor plan provided by the school 
to document the current use of each classroom space to record 
classroom counts and utilization of spaces within the building.

Assessors then conducted comprehensive facility walkthroughs with 
district representatives, observing the use and condition of all major 
spaces and systems on each floor, including classrooms, science labs, 
gyms, libraries, cafeterias, boiler rooms, and other support spaces. 
The survey included an assessment of site exteriors, including 
observation of the building facade and general site conditions.

Throughout the process, senior discipline specialists conducted 
spot-checks and field observations. Fridays were reserved for QA/
QC reviews, project status calls, and preparations for the next week. 
In addition to the ongoing quality control process, the districted-
provided draft findings for each of the schools were made available 
to districts for review and input prior to the publication of the report.

SCORING METHODOLOGY
Consistent with prior surveys, the 2025 School Survey employs a 
detailed scoring methodology to calculate comparative ratings for 
each school across three categories: building condition, general 
environment, and capacity utilization. The 2025 survey expands 
upon previous surveys by increasing the granularity of the data 
while maintaining comparability with prior surveys. The Building 
Condition Score is a useful benchmark of the relative physical 
condition of facilities among buildings, campuses, and districts 

and indication of the extent of repairs, renovations, and possible 
replacement that may need to be considered by the district.

The 2025 School Survey is designed to be congruent with previous 
assessments for comparisons while adding certain data points 
to update measures to be relevant to school operations and 
educational programs. Similar to the 2016 School Survey, this 
assessment uses weighted scoring rubrics to compute scores 
for overall school ratings, sub-categories, and Key Performance 
Indicators (“KPI”s), allowing comparative benchmarking of schools 
in terms of relative need.

Ratings used in the 2025 survey include:

Building Condition - an overall rating for the general conditions of 
a school facility’s major systems, such as roofing, HVAC, windows, 
flooring, and site utilities. The building systems conditions were 
rated on a scale of 1 or 4, with a rating of 1 indicating the best 
conditions and a 4 indicating the poorest.

General Environment - an overall rating that reflects the school 
building’s Learning Environment, Building Safety, Universal 
Accessibility, Academic Sufficiency, Program Sufficiency, and 
Instructional Technology. The school’s general environment was 
rated on a scale of 1 or 4, with a rating of 1 indicating the best 
environment and a 4 indicating the poorest.

Capacity Utilization - an overall rating that reflects the school 
building’s capacity utilization based on comparisons to statewide 
norms on a scale of over utilization, average utilization and 
underutilization. Average capacity utilization ranges between 
80 percent and 125 percent. Utilization below 80 percent is 
underutilized and over 125 percent is overutilized. Additional review 
of schools with a rating of underutilization may indicate additional 
capacity is available and a rating of over utilization may indicate 
that a school is experiencing crowding.
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Building Condition Scores and Ratings
Building Condition Scores are calculated using a multi-tiered 
weighted scoring rubric that applies a score for each site element 
and building system based on the technical assessor’s 5-level 
rating determined through visual observation and consistent 
application of established business rules.

There are discrete site and component system elements for each 
building, each bearing a score based on the assessor’s rating, and 
multiplied times a proportion of 100% weight:

	» General Maintenance Only (GMO) – 0.00 score
	» Minor Repairs (Min) – 0.20 score
	» Moderate Repairs (Mod) – 0.50 score
	» Major Repairs (Maj) – 0.90 score
	» Replace (Rep) – 1.10 score

The Building Condition Score is calculated as the sum of all 
weighted system scores for each building. These are aggregated at 
the campus level and district level as a weighted average by square 
foot (i.e. the campus condition score will be closer to that of its 
larger buildings versus smaller ones).

Lower Building Condition Scores indicate better facility condition. 
The assessment framework is based on weights assigned based 
on relative criticality and importance to the operation of the school 
and modeled system degradation, and not the relative cost of 
repairs. Because of this, while often similar in relativity, the Building 
Condition Score diverges from cost-based metrics such as Facility 
Condition Index, a common measure of the cost of repair divided 
by the cost of replacement.

Each campus is also assigned a Building Condition Rating of 1-4 
based on the Building Condition as follows:

	» Condition Rating 1: Building Condition > 0 and ≤ 0.245
	» Condition Rating 2: Building Condition > 0.245 and ≤ 0.395
	» Condition Rating 3: Building Condition > 0.395 and ≤ 0.595
	» Condition Rating 4: Building Condition > 0.595

While the level of data collection expanded in this generation of 
the School Survey, the scoring framework and higher-level system 
weights and business rules are consistent with those used in 2016, 
enabling longitudinal comparative analysis.

General Environment Scores and Ratings
General Environment Scores are calculated using a multi-tiered 
weighted scoring rubric that applies a score for 58 aspects of the 
facility that contribute to the functional adequacy and overall 
quality of the learning environment.

A General Environment Score (1.00 scale, lower better) is calculated 
in aggregate for the overall quality of the learning environment. 
There are six categorical and 15 sub-categorical scores.

The primary categories of the General Environment Score are:

	» Learning Environment
	» Building Safety
	» Universal Accessibility
	» Capacity
	» Program Sufficiency
	» Instructional Technology

Each campus is also assigned a General Environment Rating of 
1-4 based on the General Environment as follows:

	» Condition Rating 1: General Environment > 0 and ≤ 0.245
	» Condition Rating 2: General Environment > 0.245 and ≤0.395
	» Condition Rating 3: General Environment > 0.395 and ≤0.595
	» Condition Rating 4: General Environment > 0.595

While the measures and level of granularity expanded in this 
2025 School Survey, the scoring framework and higher-level 
system weights are consistent with those used in 2016 to enable 
longitudinal comparative analysis.
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Capacity Utilization and Rating
School capacity, the number of students that a school can 
reasonably accommodate based on the facility’s spaces and 
educational program, provides a useful basis of comparison versus 
enrollment, or number of students served, to identify potential 
crowding and need for new space, as well as underutilization 
and opportunities for repurposing surplus spaces or facilities for 
alternate use.

Determination of school capacity is a matter of local policy, 
educational programs, and funding structures and varies 
widely from district to district.  In the interest of consistently 
benchmarking relative need of space across the state, the 2025 
School Survey calculates a ‘normalized’ MSBA Capacity for all 
schools similar to 2016 to enable longitudinal comparative analysis.  
The MSBA’s Capacity is based on standard formulas aligned 
with the MSBA’s building standards for students per scheduled 
instructional space with allowances for the school’s grade level and 
scheduling factors that model normal school operations.

By comparing DESE’s official 2024-25 enrollment for grades Pre-K-12 
against the MSBA Capacity, the School Survey calculates a Capacity 
Utilization (percent, how ‘full’ the facility is), and Capacity Surplus/
Shortage (difference, i.e. how many ‘seats’ are extra or needed).

Consistent with previous assessments, a Capacity Rating is 
determined based on the Capacity Utilization as follows: 

	» Over Utilization: Capacity Utilization > 125%
	» Average: Capacity Utilization ≥ 80% and ≤ 125% 
	» Under Utilization: Capacity Utilization < 80% 

In the interest of facilitating comprehensive site planning and 
resiliency against fluid space assignments from year to year in shared 
campuses, the 2025 School Survey collects room inventory data 
and calculates MSBA Capacity at the campus level without parsing 
between co-located school organizations.  Capacity Utilization is 
computed by aggregating the baseline enrollment of all schools on 
each campus, yielding a blended average measure of utilization.

Interior view of breakout classroom space with wall 
graphics above, Crocker Elementary School, Fitchburg
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SCOPE OF THE SURVEY:
Districts, Campuses, Buildings, 
and Schools
Schools Evaluated
In school year 2024-25, there were about 
916,000 Pre-K through 12th grade students 
and special education students beyond 12th 
grade in the Commonwealth enrolled in 1,818 
DESE-recognized public schools, operated by 
323 districts and 73 charter organizations.

In the 1,677 MSBA funding eligible schools, the 
enrollment totals about 832,000 students.

The scope of the 2025 School Survey 
includes 1,556 school assessments of the 
total 1,818 public schools. See Figure 16. 
Schools not evaluated for this report are:

	» Those occupied exclusively by schools not 
eligible for MSBA capital funding, such as 
standalone Pre-K-only centers, institutional 
schools, virtual programs, and non-Horace 
Mann Commonwealth charter schools. 
(Note: Campuses and buildings hosting 
such schools in addition to schools eligible 
for MSBA funding were included in the study in their entirety 
without excluding portions assigned to non-eligible schools).

FINDINGS

Figure 16 - 2025 Assessment Scope & School Counts
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	» Those currently in the MSBA Core Program, whose facilities are 
currently or will soon undergo alterations that would render 
assessment findings obsolete.

	» Closed school campuses no longer used for daily school 
operations.

This represents a significant increase in the number of schools 
assessed in 2025 compared to the 2016 School Survey, during which 
1,419 schools were surveyed. The increase in the number of schools 
assessed is largely attributable to the MSBA’s intentional inclusion 
of recently constructed buildings that were not included in the 2016 
School Survey to gain a comprehensive baseline for statewide data 
benchmarking. In 2016, MSBA School Assessors did not visit schools 
that had received funding for new construction since 2007 and were 
either substantially complete or were in the MSBA’s grant process.

School Types
With no fewer than 72 distinct grade band configurations in 2024-
25 compounded by various distinguishing educational programs, 
it is challenging to draw clear lines of distinction when classifying 
school types as a basis of trend analysis and comparisons. 

The 2025 School Survey builds on previous assessments and 
enhances the consistency and precision of terminology and 
defining criteria for school type categories based on beginning and 
ending grade levels and associated programs.    

Along with separate classifications for common narrower grade 
bands of Lower and Intermediate (Upper) Elementary Schools, 
there are different classes of High Schools based on DESE’s online 
organization directory search filter for “Chapter 74 Career/Voc Tech 
Education”, revealing Regional Vocational Technical High Schools 
and Agricultural High Schools as well as Comprehensive High 
Schools, which are counted separately  from General High Schools 
and Middle-High Schools which may offer CTE programs. General 
High Schools and Middle-High Schools which may offer CTE 
programs are not included in DESE’s Chapter 74 directory.

For the 2025 School Survey, the grade configuration ranges used 
to define school types ignore small cohorts of grade levels that 
fall outside of the primary grade band of the school. Example: 
a 1,500 student 9-12 Comprehensive Senior High School with 15 
Pre-K students enrolled in a co-located Early Childhood program 
tied to an educational CTE pathway is classified as HS-C, and not 
ES-MS-HS.

Exterior of Coburn Elementary School, West Springfield
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Campuses, Buildings, Square 
Footage, and Facility Age
The 1,556 school organizations 
evaluated are located on 1,446 
distinct school campuses 
comprising about 73.2 thousand 
acres of land. Of these, 1,340 (over 
85%) are single-school sites, and 
104 are campuses hosting multiple 
schools on the same site. There are 
also five schools with buildings on 
separated sites.

The 1,446 campuses evaluated under 
the scope of this study incorporate 
1,548 permanent school buildings 
in current use, totaling more than 162 
million gross square feet (“GSF”). This 
category represents the largest public 
building footprint in Massachusetts.

In addition, there are 312 temporary 
modular buildings on 142 sites 
with approximately 461 classrooms 
recorded. While commonly used 
to address rapid enrollment 
growth, modulars are intended for 
temporary capacity relief and as 
such are not included in capacity 
calculations.

In Figure 17, the school buildings span 
decades of original construction, 
dating back to the 1848 Carlisle School  
(renovated in 2012), with 148 school 
buildings over 100 years of age still in 
use today. The average renovation age 
is 35 years (weighted by square feet).

Figure 17 - School Building Construction Timeline
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Of note in the timeline graph (Figure 17), over one-quarter of schools 
by square feet has been either built new or fully renovated since the 
MSBA’s inception in 2004. This measure doesn’t include the more than 
100 schools currently in the Core Program  that were intentionally not 
assessed in this School Survey, nor the positive impact from targeted 

roof, window, and/or boiler replacement projects through the MSBA’s 
Accelerated Repair Program.

For further illustration of relative building age by geography, see 
Figure 18.

Figure 18 - Location of Buildings by Construction Era
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School Rating Summary 
– Improvement in School 
Conditions
Ratings used in the 2025 survey include:

Building condition - an overall rating 
for the general conditions of a school  
facility’s major systems, such as roofing, 
HVAC, windows, flooring, and site 
utilities. The building systems conditions 
were rated on a scale of 1 to 4, with a 
rating of 1 indicating the best conditions 
and a 4 indicating the poorest.

General environment - an overall 
rating that reflects the school building’s 
Learning Environment, Building Safety, 
Universal Accessibility, Academic 
Sufficiency, Program Sufficiency, and 
Instructional Technology. The school’s 
general environment was rated on 
a scale of 1 or 4, with a rating of 1 
indicating the best environment and a 
4 indicating the poorest.

Capacity Utilization - an overall rating 
that reflects the school building’s 
capacity utilization was determined 
at each individual school based on 
comparisons to statewide norms on 
a scale of over utilization, average 
utilization and underutilization.

Shay Elementary School Classroom, Amesbury
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Building Condition
Schools in Massachusetts are in generally good 
condition, as illustrated in the assessment results 
in Figure 19.

89% of Massachusetts schools received a building 
condition rating of 1 or 2, meaning that their 
site and building systems are in generally good 
condition, with few building systems that may 
need attention.

1.2% of schools in the Commonwealth, or 19 
schools, received a building condition rating of 
4, meaning that they are in poor condition in 
need of major renovation, discontinued use, or 
replacement. 148 or 9.5% of schools received an 
overall building conditions rating of 3, meaning 
they may require moderate to extensive 
renovation to address the physical deficiencies at 
those facilities.

Although the data indicates that schools are in 
generally good condition, without continued capital 
expenditures, building conditions and systems 
degrade over time - even with proper maintenance 
– due to wear and tear associated with routine 
building use and general aging of the facility.

Building Condition Scores can be expected to 
increase by about 1-2% per year, meaning that 
a new school could drop from a 1 rating to a 2 
within 12-15 years with general maintenance and 
without capital improvements, and by the 20th 
year a building not undergoing replacement 
of major building systems could fall to a 3 
condition rating, demonstrating the importance 
of continued capital investments. For example, 
there are 18 schools with a high 2 rating that are 
approaching a rating of 3.

Figure 19 - Building Condition Rating and Score
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The 2025 School Survey breaks 
down the building systems into 
more granular detail than previous 
assessments, providing deeper 
basis of comparative analysis and 
actionable information for funding 
and implementing proactive 
reinvestment into school facilities. 
Figure 20 illustrates the sub-
components of Site and Building that 
generate the Building Condition.

Average scores of the third Key 
Performance Indicator (“KPI”) 
tier of four hierarchical system 
measurements are depicted in the 
facing image. Systems assessed in 
poorer condition on average and in 
need of the most renovation include 
parking lots, driveways, and paving 
among the site categories at the left, 
and roofs and HVAC (now detailed 
with more actionable granularity), as 
well as windows, ceilings and floors 
among building systems at the right. 

Of note is the relatively low 
(good) condition scores of boilers, 
illustrating recent investments 
through the MSBA’s Accelerated 
Repair Program. Still, about 100 
campuses have boilers rated either 
Major or Replace, highlighting 
many opportunities for the MSBA 
to fulfil the planned evolution away 
from carbon-intensive boilers to 
sustainable alternative heat sources 
such as ground source heat pumps.

Figure  20 - Scoring Categories – Building Condition
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General Environment
Like in previous iterations, the 2025 School 
Survey’s General Environment assessment rates 
each campus with a four-tier weighted scoring 
system based on observable physical criteria 
that affect the learning environment.

It is important to understand that the School 
Survey does not include an educational program 
assessment nor account in any detail for the 
specific curriculum and academic design of 
each school.

The scoring rubric does however include 
differentiated criteria and weights for each 
school type to best model the operations and 
needs of different grade levels and programs.

As shown in Figure 21 , the 2025 School Survey 
indicates that approximately 98% of schools are 
in campuses receiving a general environment 
rating of 1 or 2, meaning they provide an 
adequate physical environment in which to 
teach and learn. Schools that receive a 1 or 2 have 
access to daylight in most or all their classes, 
adequately sized classrooms, appropriate core 
spaces for the enrollment, proper maintenance, 
access to technology, and few physical barriers 
for individuals with physical disabilities.

Of note is the relative few schools whose facilities 
are rated in very poor condition, underscoring 
the progress made by Massachusetts school 
districts working in partnership with the 
MSBA to improve the quality of schools. Unlike 
the Building Condition Rating, the General 
Environment criteria are more inherent to 
the design of the facility and less subject to 
degradation over time.

Figure  21 - General Environment Rating and Score
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The 2025 School Survey General Environment assessment 
includes one overall rating which is a weighted average of six 
categorical scores, each composite of sub-categorical KPIs and 
discrete measures:

	» Learning Environment 
	» Building Safety
	» Universal Accessibility
	» Capacity
	» Program Sufficiency
	» Instructional Technology  

Each of these categories was broken into subcategories 
for which data was gathered. The General Environment 
scoring contains more overall subcategories than the 
Building Condition scoring. Sub-components of the factors 
determining GE score are depicted in Figure 22.

The single poorest rated environmental aspect was thermal 
comfort,   which includes ventilation, humidity control, air 
conditioning, and controls. This is reinforced by the earlier 
reference to the relatively poor condition of HVAC systems.

Also of note is the scores for school security owing to an 
expanded scope of datapoints collected and incorporated 
into the GE Score. Decisions to include individual safety and 
security components in a school facility, which components 
help to inform the school security score, are made at the 
local level and certain components may not be deemed 
appropriate in every school.

Figure 22 - Scoring Categories – General Environment
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Capacity Utilization and 
ChangingDemographics
As described in the methodology section, normalized 
MSBA Capacity figures were calculated for measuring 
and benchmarking overall capacity utilization by 
applying a consistent operational capacity model 
closely aligned with the current MSBA facility design 
standards.

Each school’s MSBA Capacity is calculated by 
adding up the sum of all classrooms currently used 
for educational purposes, which is the product 
of three values: the Base Classroom Capacity 
Model, Classroom Size Adjustment factor, and a 
Utilization Factor.. This computes a theoretical 
number of capacity ‘seats’ that can reasonably be 
accommodated at each school based on grade level, 
program, and room types.

Schools were evaluated to determine if their space 
utilization fell outside of generally accepted normal 
ranges and were placed in one of three categories. 
Average utilization ranges between 80 percent and 
125 percent. Utilization below 80 percent represents 
underutilization while utilization above 125 percent 
represents overutilization. The three categories 
provide helpful indicators calling for strategic review 
and further facility planning.

Given the 2025 School Survey general approach to 
the evaluation of space utilization, this data should 
not be used as a definitive determination of whether 
a school is over or underutilized. Rather, each 
school’s space utilization rating should be used as a 
starting point for informed study and action.

Figure 23 provides the results for all assessed schools 
combined as well as assess schools by school type.

Figure 23 - Capacity Ratings by Grade Level
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By comparing the number of enrolled 
students to each school campus’ capacity 
in the permanent buildings, the following 
have been calculated: measures for capacity 
filled, capacity surplus (in cases where 
there’s more capacity than students), 
capacity shortage (when there are more 
students than capacity), and percent 
capacity utilization.

Largely due to declining enrollment, 
there has been an overall decrease in 
capacity utilization and increase in surplus 
capacity statewide. In schools experiencing 
overutilization, there is roughly an aggregate 
9,000 capacity seat shortage statewide. 
Meanwhile in underutilized schools, there 
is an aggregate 283,000 surplus seats. Half 
of assessed schools operate below optimal 
utilization. Figure 24 provides further details.

Figure  24 - Capacity Utilization



Massachusetts School Building Authority
2025 School Survey Report

50  |  Findings

Underenrolled schools are less efficient to operate on a cost per 
student basis. For example, the cost of utilities and maintenance 
of the entire school is spread over fewer students rather than a full 
enrollment. A breakdown of the relationship between Capacity 
Utilization and Age of Facility is shown in Figure 25.

District leaders and educational planners use these fundamental 
data to inform operational decisions and facility investments. To 
illustrate the strategic value of School Survey data at a statewide 
scale, Figure 25 classifies the 308 school districts in terms of ranges 

of aggregate capacity utilization and average time since the last 
major renovation or replacement. Of note is that less than 20% of 
districts fall within the ideal range of utilization between 80% and 
125% and less than 50 years average age, where potential actions 
would likely include general renovation and modernization of 
buildings. Over 25% of districts are classified as “Older, Underutilized’ 
with capacity utilization below 80% and average renovated age older 
than 50 years. These are possible indicators to consider replacement 
of buildings combined with school consolidations, upgrading to new 
and more efficient school facilities.

Figure  25 - Capacity Utilization & Age Relationship
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AREAS OF STRATEGIC FOCUS – 
GENERAL ENVIRONMENT
The remainder of this section focuses on key elements that 
contribute to the condition, general environment, and capacity 
ratings, and areas of strategic focus as it relates to facility planning.

Original versus Current School Design
During the 2025 School Survey, each campus’ original facility design 
was compared to the current grade levels occupying the facility. 
Depending on how closely the grade level matches the original school 
design, each campus is categorized as a full match, partial match 
(some levels aligned, e.g. Pre-K-8 in an Elementary School building), 
and mismatch (e.g. Elementary School in a repurposed High School 
building). Overall, 80% of schools surveyed are in facilities that were 
originally built for the current grade level, with lower alignment 
experienced in non-traditional grade configurations, such as ES-MS, 
MS-HS, ES-MS-HS. This means that barring major renovations, 
approximately 1 in 5 schools are in facilities that don’t completely align 
with their current grade and/or program.

AREAS OF STRATEGIC FOCUS -
GENERAL ENVIRONMENT

Figure 26 - Current Grade Level vs Original Facility Design
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Open Floorplan
Many schools built in the 1970’s were constructed as open floor plan 
schools that lacked walls to separate classrooms. The intentions and 
implementation of teaching methods for open floor plan school 
design were to promote interactive, team-based learning. However, 
in practice the buildings generally did not provide effective learning 
environments because both teachers and students were distracted 
by the amount of activity occurring around them. Although many of 
these schools have been replaced or renovated to provide 
separate classroom spaces, 42 schools (8%) remain in the 
Commonwealth with the original open floor plan design, 
and 123 more with part of the campus in open floor plans.

Daylighting
Conforming to research that shows a correlation 
between high attendance, human well-being, better 
learning outcomes, and student test performance, 
90% of Massachusetts schools have been constructed 
with nearly all classrooms having direct line of sight to 
natural daylight. There are, however, older facilities still 
in use with a high percentage of interior classrooms. 17 
campuses have more than half of their classrooms (over 
500 total) without natural daylight, mostly constructed in 
the 1960’s and 1970’s.

Accessibility
The 2025 School Survey expanded on previous data 
indicators collected about universal accessibility, yielding 
overall positive results with actionable findings for the 
minority of cases with work yet to be done.

Massachusetts public schools are widely free of physical 
barriers that inhibit universal accessibility as illustrated 
in the proportion of school campuses with observed 
clear pathways to the site and building spaces. Schools 
surveyed were reported to have 2,100 classrooms 
statewide (less than 4%) with access barriers. To further 

support reducing this number, the MSBA expanded its funding 
participation to all accessibility upgrades generated by Accelerated 
Repair Program projects.

Figure 27 provides the data indicators for accessibility along with 
the overall results from the assessed schools.

Figure 27 - Accessibility Responses
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Classroom Size
Schools were assessed to determine the 
overall average classroom size for the 
campus based on visual observation and 
sampled measurements. A key aspect of 
the learning environment, classroom size 
impacts freedom of movement, air quality, 
and thermal comfort, and bears material 
impact on the types of learning activities 
that students may partake in.

Per the MSBA’s current space summary 
guidelines, Table 5 provides classroom sizes 
for newly constructed buildings.

Figure 28 provides ranges for average 
classroom sizes for four school types. 
Overall, most schools have average 
classrooms over 800 square feet. For 
High Schools, approximately 2 in 3 have 
average classrooms over 800 square feet, 
which compares well with classroom size 
guidelines. Conversely, approximately 1 
in 3 Elementary Schools have average 
classrooms over 900 square.

Figure 28 - Classroom Size by Grade Level

Table 5 - Classroom Size Guideline

Minimum Maximum
Kindergarten 1,100 NSF 1,300 NSF
Elementary School 900 NSF 1,000 NSF
Middle School 850 NSF 950 NSF
High School 825 NSF 950 NSF
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Pre-Kindergarten
For the 2025 School Survey, school leaders were asked to share 
both the number of specialized Pre-K classrooms (those outfitted 
with age-appropriate fixtures and near restrooms) that exist 
and the total number of classrooms that are used for Pre-K 
programming, whether the spaces are suited for Pre-K. By 
comparing these two figures, Figure 29 reveals strategic takeaways 
as it relates to facility implications of current trends of expanding 
early education programs:

	» 390 campuses do not have sufficient specialized Pre-K 
classrooms for their current Pre-K programs (more spaces used 
for Pre-K than designed for Pre-K), with an aggregate shortage 
of 1,351 Pre-K rooms statewide.

	» 319 campuses are using all existing Pre-K rooms, perhaps limiting 
expansion due to lack of facilities.

	» 22 campuses have more existing Pre-K rooms than they use, with 
over 1,000 surplus spaces.

	» Another 918 campuses have no Pre-K programs while another 
350 Pre-K rooms are not in use for Pre-K. The scope of the School 
Survey did not compile a room by room accounting of utilization, 
so presumably many of these rooms are being used by other 
grade levels and/or special education programs.

Since the last Schools Survey, the number of Early Childhood 
Centers has increased from 62 to 92. Another finding of note is 
that over 30 middle schools and high schools (without elementary 
schools on site) have co-located Early Childhood programs using 
115 classrooms of which nearly half are not designed for Pre-K. This 
type of adjacency has benefits such as providing day care for staff 
and parent-students and on-site learning laborartory schools to 
enhance education career pathways.

Figure 29 - Pre-K Classroom Utilization
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Specialized Classrooms and Laboratories
Most school facilities include specialized spaces for science demonstration/labs, art, and music. Figure 30 reflects the proportion of schools on 
campuses that possess specialized facilities dedicated for science, art, and music. New to the 2025 School Survey is giving ‘dual credit’ to the 
elementary schools that have the common practice of using a single ‘specials’ room for both art and music, but these counts do not reflect 
makeshift use of spaces not designed for these specialized programs and only include those classrooms dedicated exclusively to science, art, 
or music. The survey findings reveal the majority of high schools and upper grade level schools maintain dedicated space for science, art, and 
music, while the elementary schools tend to have more art and music space and relatively less space dedicated exclusively for science. The 
outcome for science in elementary schools aligns with the MSBA space summary guidelines, which do not include or anticipate dedicated 
science rooms at the elementary school level.

Overall, the majority of schools contain or 
have access to specialized spaces that are 
appropriate for the grades served.

Elementary Schools
	» 83% of elementary schools have art rooms 
(up from 78%)

	» 78% of elementary schools have music 
rooms (up from 64%)

	» 17% of elementary schools have neither an 
art nor music classroom (down from 19%)

Middle Schools
	» 96% of middle schools have art rooms (same 
as 2016)

	» 91% of middle schools have music rooms (up 
from 86%)

	» 83% of middle schools have science 
demonstration/labs (down from 91%)

High Schools
	» 84% of high schools have art rooms (down 
from 93%)

	» 77% of high schools have music rooms 
(down from 81%)

Figure 30 - Specialized Classrooms and Laboratories Percentage
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Core Spaces
Core spaces – libraries/media centers, gymnasiums or multi-purpose 
spaces used for physical education, cafeterias, and auditoriums 
shared by all students - are essential to a school’s educational 
program. In Figure 31 , School access to these spaces is analyzed by 
campus grade level with measures of the number and proportion of 
schools with on-site and offsite/shared access, as well as distinctions 
for the adequacy of these spaces due to size. Of note, approximately 
79 schools lack two or more of these core spaces.

Library/Media Center: 90% of 
schools have access to a library / 
media center, including 1% whose 
libraries operate in repurposed 
classrooms. Pre-K-8 and Pre-K-12 
schools tend to have lower rates 
of library access statewide . 
There are 673 full-time librarians 
in the State. 219 schools have 
librarians, which are shared with 
other schools, 670 do not have a 
librarian.

Cafeteria: 98% of schools 
assessed have on-site cafeterias. 
By applying MSBA standards 
for cafeteria size (15 square 
feet per student in each of two 
lunch periods) compared to 
the permanent capacity of the 
facility, more than half of these 
are considered undersized. This 
is common in older schools, built 
to different standards, and may 
also be accommodating more 
students than originally designed 
due to overutilization and/or one 
or more building additions.

Auditorium: 89% of schools have either an on-site auditorium or 
a stage in another core space like the cafeteria or gymnasium. 
Of note is that 11% of schools do not have an auditorium or 
stage area to support assemblies, community functions, or live 
student performances. Per MSBA guidelines, the MSBA does not 
participate in standalone auditoriums for elementary or middle 
schools, but stage areas to support assemblies in the cafeteria or 
gymnasium can be eligible for reimbursement.

Gymnasium/Multi-Purpose Room: Over 1481 (95%) of schools 
assessed have indoor facilities for physical education. 653 of these 

Figure 31 - Core Space Access by Grade Level
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serve middle and high school grade students, and all but 42 (6%) 
have a full-size court facility. Over 75 schools  (5%) do not have 
access to either a gymnasium or multi-purpose room. Of these, 27 
schools have a Building Condition Rating of 3, nine schools have 
a General Environment Rating of 3, and six have both Building 
Condition and General Environment Ratings of 3.

There are several reasons why some schools may not maintain 
a library/media center, cafeteria, or gymnasium / multi-purpose 
room. These include, but are not limited to:

	» Two or more separate schools on a single campus may share a 
library, cafeteria, or gymnasium.

	» Of the schools that do not have a gymnasium, cafeteria, or library/
media center, the vast majority have access to those facilities 
at an adjacent school or public facility. In urban districts, for 
example, it is not uncommon for students to use the public 
library or to have physical education at the local YMCA or 
community center.

	» Some specialized programs may not require some core spaces. 
For example, an alternative program may not require a full library  
because library resources are available nearby in a different 
setting.

	» A multi-purpose room may be utilized as the gymnasium, 
cafeteria, and/or auditorium.

Average Core Space Sizes: The range and average size of core 
spaces is allotted by grade level type. Campuses without access to 
core facilities or undersized spaces have lower scores in the General 
Environment Program Sufficiency category.

Community Use: New to the School Survey in 2025 is an analysis 
of the extent to which schools are made available for community 
use. Typically, this use is in school grounds or in facility core spaces. 
The findings are indicated in Figure 32. Public use for indoor and 
outdoor athletics is greater than other community use functions 
such as performing arts.

Figure 32 - Availability for Community Use
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Technology
Instructional technology has seen dramatic evolution since the 
MSBA’s inception in 2004. In 2025, information technology has 
transcended from a new building feature, limited to specific spaces 
and small-scale application, to a ubiquitous and essential element 
of school design.

Although decisions about the technology component of a school’s 
educational program remain local in nature, the MSBA works with 
districts on approved Core Program projects to understand how 
they integrate technology into the curriculum and encourage 
flexible design to support the school’s current and future 
educational program. The MSBA supports the state’s technology 
standards and encourages districts to develop technology plans so 
that the MSBA can work more effectively with districts on approved 
projects to achieve their technology goals and integrate the 
appropriate infrastructure into the proposed school design. 

With the increase of technology use in schools, the 2025 School 
Survey continues to place emphasis on gathering a wide range of 
technology data. Figure 33 outlines the findings of the assessment, 
revealing nearly 100% positive results.

Takeaways:

	» Virtually all Massachusetts schools are fully compliant with 
modern standards for bandwidth and ubiquity of wired and 
wireless internet access at school.

	» With every classroom fully equipped with technology and nearly 
ubiquitous 1:1 student devices, elementary schools are using 
fewer specialized computer labs than in the past. In 2025, only 1 in 
4 elementary schools designate a room for computer labs, down 
dramatically from 2 in 3 in the 2016 School Survey. This shift may 
have been further accelerated by COVID impacts on academic 
programming. Figure 33 - Technology Advancement
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Safety and Security Systems
In the interest of gaining valuable data to 
inform facility needs and identify the extent 
of the presence of safety equipment and 
designs, the 2025 School Survey included an 
expanded set of school safety and security 
data points. Areas of focus include:

	» Presence and extent of camera coverage;
	» Site and building observation;
	» Intrusion alarms;
	» Credential / ID systems.

While most of the specifics of this data are 
of a sensitive nature, summary findings 
of facilities and protocols that promote 
student and staff well-being are oultined in 
Figure 34.

A key takeaway is that 90% of schools have 
full or partial surveillance camera coverage 
around the exterior of the building (up from 
75% in 2016) and 83% of schools have full 
or partial surveillance camera coverage on 
interior common spaces.

It is important to note that decisions to 
include individual safety and security 
components in a school facilitiy, which 
components help inform the school security 
score, are made at the local level and that 
certain individual components may not be 
deemed appropriate in every school.

Figure 34 - School Safety and Security
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Interior view of Westfield River Elementary School Gymnasium, Westfield
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MECHANICAL SYSTEMS
One of the areas of deepest expansion of data collection in the 
2025 School Survey is the detailed profiling of HVAC systems to 
better understand extent of needs and inform a transition from 
fossil-based heat and cooling to sustainable design solutions.

While complete inventorying of system components exceeds the 
scope of the School Survey, the assessment compiles the general 
make up of each building’s mechanical infrastructure in terms 
of the extent of energy sources and distribution systems for both 
heating and cooling.

To do this, assessors prompted district and school staff to provide the 
proportion of each building served by various source and distribution 
types in 10% estimate increments. As some parts of the buildings have 
redundancy between multiple systems, total values above 100% were 
common.The assessors visually validated the data in the field, and 
upon completion of the survey, each building was classified by the 
primary heat and cooling sources and distribution systems, with the 
highest proportion above 70% designated as primary.Others without 
a predominant system were classified as having multiple systems.

In Figure 35, the breakdown of findings is cross correlated with 
the condition ratings for each to identify trends and facilities with 
systems in poor condition as candidates for near-term upgrades.
Takeaways include:

	» Heating systems are largely in good to fair condition. There are 
58 buildings with a major rating and 44 buildings with a replace 

rating; these are at or near the end of their service life.
	» Nearly 750 buildings comprising 70 million gross square feet have 
either no cooling or less than half served with air conditioning.

	» Water cooled and air-cooled chillers are the most prevalent 
cooling sources, with air handlers and rooftop units the most 
prevalent cooling distribution systems.

	» Geothermal ground-source heat pumps are new in 
Massachusetts schools, they are an area of focus for strategic 
carbon-neutral transition. As of October 2025, the Core Program 
currently has some projects through design or in construction 
phases with geothermal systems. Given their project phase, they 
were not included in the assessment.

ROOFS, WINDOWS AND DOORS
Being major components of the building envelope, roof and 
windows that are aged and outdated continue to be an area of 
need for school districts. 827 schools reported at least a portion of 
their roof is more than 20 years old. These roof areas combine for 
approximately 47 million square feet of roof.484 schools reported 
their oldest windows are more than 30 years old. Since the 2016 
Survey the MSBA has invested $289.6 Million dollars in grant 
payments through the Accelerated Repair Program on projects 
that included replacement of roofs, windows or doors or different 
combinations of those building elements, along with other 
Mechanical Systems.

AREAS OF STRATEGIC FOCUS -
BUILDING CONDITION
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Figure 35 - Heating and Cooling System Ratings
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ENERGY EFFICIENCY, 
DECARBONIZATION, AND 
SUSTAINABLE DESIGN 
A noteworthy element of MSBA-funded school construction projects 
is the heightened focus on sustainability and energy efficiency. Since 
its inception, the MSBA had made regular updates to its grant policies 
on sustainability and in particular energy efficiency continues to keep 
pace with the change in building and energy codes. These updates 
include an evaluation of financial incentives offered to encourage 
districts to push for higher levels of sustainability.

In order to inform next-generation school project standards and 
make data-informed and prioritized funding allocations, the 
MSBA has expanded the 2025 School Survey to collect meaningful 
building system and baseline energy data, including the 
composition of HVAC systems and energy consumption.

	» More than 1/3 of Massachusetts school districts report having 
an energy manager on staff and more than 1/2 report using 
an energy modelling system such as the EnergyStar Portfolio 
Manager and MassEnergy Insight.

	» Approximately 26 Massachusetts schools now have buildings 
designed to Net-Zero Energy standards, demonstrated in Map 
4. As of October 2025, the Core Program has 28 projects through 
design or construction phases pursuing all-electric buildings with 
a subset of 12 pursuing net-zero.

	» 168 (12%) of the campuses assessed have a sustainable design 
certification such as the US Green Building Council’s (USGBC) 
Leadership in Energy-Efficient Design (LEED) or Collaborative 
for High Performing Schools (CHPS).See Figure 36for a more 
detailed breakdown of the certification.

	» 311 (21%) of assessed campuses have solar photovoltaic panels 
installed.

	» Approximately 16 buildings are heated and cooled with 
geothermal ground-source heat pump systems, a building 
technology which reduces energy consumption, operational 
costs, and reduces environmental impact.

	» The MSBA has launched its heat pump conversion program as 
part of the Accelerated Repair Program with the intention of 
replacing natural gas and heating oil fueled boilers that have 
reached the end of service life with more sustainable systems.
Also, a growing percentage of building systems such as water 
heaters, dryers, and kitchen equipment are running on electricity.

Map 4 - Net Zero Building Location
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The 2025 School Survey includes energy consumption data 
to enable statewide benchmarking to inform capital funding 
decisions that promote decarbonization progress.

In addition to asking districts to provide industry standard Energy 
Use Intensity (EUI) index if known for each campus, assessors also 
requested utility consumption data from the 2023 calendar year for 
electricity, natural gas, heating oil, and propane. Using consistent 
conversion formulas, the reported kWh, cubit feet, and gallons of 
fuel are converted to kBTU per square foot per year, enabling a 
normalized benchmark estimation of EUI.

Figure 36 - Sustainable Design Certifications & Building Strategies
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While districts were unable to provide usable EUI data for more 
than one-quarter of schools, this benchmarking exercise validates 
prevailing understanding about the average EUI of school facilities 
and provides the MSBA useful information for identifying need and 
prioritizing energy conservation investments.

As described in Figure 37, an EUI in the 2025 School Survey is either 
district reported, or a calculation based on district-provided utility 
data. If not district reported, the benchmark was calculated by 
dividing the total energy a school uses in a year (electricity, heating 
fuel, natural gas, propane, etc) by the total building area (expressed 
as kBtu/sf/year). A low EUI indicates a more energy efficient 
building, while a higher EUI suggests more energy is being 
consumed and an indicator for potential investments in facility 
improvements or replacements,

Benchmarking Energy Efficiency
The 2025 School Survey classifies campuses within ranges of 
Energy Use Intensity (EUI), a benchmark calculated by dividing the 
total energy a school uses in a year (electricity, heating fuel, natural 
gas, propane, etc.) by the total building area (expressed as kBtu/
sf/year). EUI is either district reported, or a calculation based on 
district-provided utility data.

A lower EUI indicates more energy efficient buildings, while a 
higher EUI suggests more energy is being consumed and an 
indicator for potential investments in facility improvements or 
replacement.

	» EUI < 25 - very efficient, potentially ‘net-zero ready’.
	» EUI 25-50 - efficient, better than average
	» EUI 50-75 - average
	» EUI 75-100 - inefficient
	» EUI 100+ - very inefficient

Figure 37 - Energy Use Intensity with Geographic Distribution
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MAINTAINABILITY AND PRACTICES
A vital component of the MSBA’s grant program is to protect the $18 billion 
investment the Commonwealth has made for school construction projects over the 
last 21 years. Districts must demonstrate that they have met certain maintenance 
criteria based on industry best practices as a prerequisite to MSBA funding. On 
its website, the MSBA has made available recommendations for how districts can 
prepare for staffing and budget needs associated with the sophisticated building 
systems in their new or renovated school, as well as training best practices for 
MSBA school construction projects. In addition to the more sophisticated systems, 
maintaining less technical systems such as the roof continues to be important to 
ensuring the useful life of a building.

The 2025 School Survey continued the general evaluation of maintenance in three 
areas:

General Cleanliness: Assessors rated the school on cleanliness by observing hallways, 
classrooms, core areas, support spaces, and the site.

Routine Systems Maintenance: Assessors rated the school on routine 
maintenance by observing the conditions of the site and building systems for 
indications of routine attention and repair. Facilities staff also provided information 
about routine maintenance practices at the school. Routine maintenance 
includes repair and replacement of broken windows, plumbing fixtures, or stained 
ceiling tiles, as well as painting and other regular, ongoing maintenance practices.

Capital Repair: Assessors rated the school on capital repair based on the age 
and condition of the systems and the history of capital repairs at the school to 
determine if equipment, systems, and finishes are being repaired or replaced 
as needed. Capital maintenance includes replacement or upgrades to major 
building or site systems such as HVAC replacements, lighting upgrades, parking 
lot re-pavement, and maintenance of interior finishes.

Maintenance in each category was rated as average, above average, or below 
average. Similar to the 2016 School Survey findings, the vast majority of school 
buildings in Massachusetts received an average rating in Figure 38, meaning that 
the school, district, and facilities personnel are putting forth the effort required to 
clean the buildings, maintain the systems and address capital repairs.

Figure 38 - Maintenance & Repair Ratings
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The 2025 School Survey also gathered 
additional information about the districts 
maintenance strategies and practices, such 
as the number of various types of full and part 
time staff, as well as roles and responsibilities 
for various maintenance functions. More 
information can be found in Figure 39.

Figure 39 - Maintenance Responsibility
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Interior view of Arlington High School Auditorium, Arlington
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BUILDING EVALUATION CRITERIA
Building Condition:
	» Parking/ Driveways
	» Walkways
	» Playgrounds
	» Drainage
	» Site Lighting
	» Water Supply
	» Septic/Sewer
	» Fuel Distribution
	» Roof
	» Exterior Windows
	» Boilers
	» HVAC
	» Electrical Services
	» Lighting
	» Plumbing
	» Fire Alarms
	» Emergency Lighting
	» Fire Suppression
	» Structure
	» Exterior Doors
	» Exterior Walls
	» Floors
	» Interior Walls
	» Ceilings
	» Interior Other (Stairs, Signage, Interior Doors)
	» Elevators

General Environment:
	» Suitable Spaces
	» Thermal Comfort
	» Maintenance
	» Security
	» Fire & Life Safety
	» Site Accessibility
	» Building Accessibility
	» Capacity 
	» Classrooms in Modulars
	» Specialized Classrooms
	» Core Spaces
	» Internet Access
	» Wi-Fi Extent
	» Power Infrastructure
	» Classroom Technology

APPENDIX I
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Interior view of classroom at Coakley Middle School, Norwood
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APPENDIX II

Level Item Full Question GMO Min Mod Maj Replace
03 - Survey - Roofing
Building 97 Shell  - Roofing  - 

Roof Access (GMO, 
Min, Mod, Maj, Rep, 
NA)

Ladders, stairs and 
accessories  are 
present and in like 
new condition.

Ladders, stairs are 
securely attached. 
Some  locations 
of rust and wear

Ladders, stairs 
have some rust or 
some bending but 
are  attached and 
operational.

Ladders, stairs 
may need to be 
reattached or have 
deformation.

Ladders, stairs are not 
securely connected or 
may be bent or deeply 
rusted.  Non-operational 
or safe to use 

Building 98 Shell  - Roofing  
- Surface  (GMO, 
Min, Mod, Maj, 
Rep)

Roofing system is in 
like new condition

Minor leaks
Minor ponding in 
some areas

Minor leaks evident 
throughout facility 
Some issues with 
ponding

Substantial leaks 
causing problems 
within facility 
Substantial 
ponding creating 
problem areas

Leaks prevalent 
throughout facility 
creating hazardous 
situations 
Water infiltration 
deteriorating other 
components of building 

Building 99 Shell  - Roofing  - 
Skylights  (GMO, 
Min, Mod, Maj, Rep, 
NA)

Skylights are present 
and in like new 
condition.

There is some 
localized damage 
or staining.

There is damage or 
staining and water 
may penetrate during 
major storm events.

There is damage 
to the skylight 
and regular water 
infiltration during 
storm events.

There is damage to the 
skylight with staining 
and water penetration.  
Water is infiltrating into 
other building elements.
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Level Item Full Question GMO Min Mod Maj Replace
Building 100 Shell  - Roofing  

- Construction/
Chimneys (GMO, 
Min, Mod, Maj, 
Rep)

Chimneys/roof 
penetrations are 
present and in 
working condition.  
There is no 
deflection, or tilting, 
the connection 
between the 
chimney/penetration 
and roof is sound.  
Construction - there 
is no deflection or 
ponding.  The roof is 
as designed. The roof 
drains adequately.

There is minor 
damage to 
the chimney/
penetration 
surface only.  
The connection 
between the 
chimney/
penetration and 
roof is sound.
Construction - 
There is minor 
ponding after 
storm events.  The 
roof drainage 
is working 
effectively.

There is damage 
to the chimney/
penetration surface, 
there is blistering or 
minor delaminating 
at the connection 
between the chimney/
penetration and roof.
Construction - There 
is ponding after storm 
events.  Portions of the 
roof are not adequately 
draining. 

There is damage 
to the chimney/
penetration 
surface.  There 
may be leaning 
of deflection.  
The connection 
between the 
chimney/
penetration and 
roof may allow 
water infiltration.
Construction - there 
is major ponding 
and the roof is not 
draining during and 
after storm events. 

The chimney/
penetration surface is 
admitting water, the 
chimney /penetration 
is leaning or deflected.  
The connection between 
the chimney/penetration 
and roof is allowing 
water infiltration.
Construction - the roof 
is ponding and water 
is not draining and 
infiltrating into the 
building structure.

Building 101 Shell  - Roofing  - 
Eaves  (GMO, Min, 
Mod, Maj, Rep, NA)

Eaves (fascia and 
soffits) are present 
and in working, like 
new condition.

There is some 
localized damage 
or staining on 
eaves.  They 
remain intact and 
continue to direct 
drainage.

There is localized 
damage to eaves.  
There is water staining 
or minor damage.  
The materials may 
be separating but 
are mostly intact and 
water tight.

There is damage to 
the eaves.  Materials 
are separating 
and there is the 
potential for water 
penetration.

There is damage to 
the eaves and water 
penetration into the 
building.

Building 102 Downspouts 
(GMO, Min, Mod, 
Maj, Rep, NA)

Gutters / 
downspouts are 
present and in 
working condition

Minimal gutter 
/ downspout 
damage

Localized missing or 
damaged gutters / 
downspouts
Issues with other 
accessories (hatches, 
vents, drains, scuppers)

Drains and other 
accessories not 
in good working 
condition and 
creating issues with 
integrity of roof

Accessories failing / 
missing across entire 
roof
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04 - Survey - Interiors
Building 103 Shell  - Fire 

Protection  - Fire 
Alarms  (GMO, 
Mod, Rep)

Electrical Fire Alarm 
meets current 
codes (full fire alarm 
coverage if facility is 
not sprinkled)
Fire Alarm system 
meets ADA 
requirements (visual/
audible devices, 
mounting heights)
Facility notes that 
fire alarm systems 
have no deficiencies 
noted.

N/A Electrical Fire Alarm 
meets current codes
Fire Alarm system 
meets some ADA 
requirements
Deficiencies noted by 
Facility, deficiencies 
being addressed

N/A Electrical Fire Alarms 
are out of date and in 
poor condition.  Facility 
notes components are 
hard to find or no longer 
manufactured.

Building 104 Shell  - Fire 
Protection  - 
Emergency 
Lighting  (GMO, 
Rep)

Emergency lighting 
(battery/generator) 
illuminates the path 
of egress
Passes Testing

N/A N/A N/A Emergency lighting 
systems are out of 
date and in poor 
condition and missing 
components

Building 105 Shell  - Fire 
Protection  - Fire 
Suppression: 
Sprinklers (GMO, 
Min, Mod, Maj, Rep, 
NA)

Sprinkler system 
components 
appear to be well 
maintained and 
no visual signs of 
wear or corrosion on 
system components
No issues are 
reported from school

Sprinkler system 
components 
show signs of 
damage due 
to vandalism or 
other causes

Visual signs of sprinkler 
component leaks are 
present, school reports 
issues with sprinkler 
components leaking.

Sprinkler heads 
or system 
components show 
signs of severe 
corrosion
Replacement 
heads, piping 
or components 
detected, 
school reports 
maintenance 
required to 
maintain system in 
working order

Sprinkler system 
components fail to pass 
routine testing.

Building 106 Shell  - Fire 
Protection  - Fire 
Suppression: 
Standpipes (GMO, 
Min, Mod, Maj, Rep, 
NA)

Standpipes 
appear to be well 
maintained and 
no visual signs of 
wear or corrosion on 
system components
No issues are 
reported from school

Standpipes show 
signs of damage 
due to vandalism 
or other causes

School reports 
standpipes leak

Standpipes show 
signs of sever 
corrosion.

Standpipes has holes, 
clogged, do not function
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Building 107 Shell  - Interiors  

- Interior Walls  
(GMO, Min, Mod, 
Maj, Rep)

Paint in good 
condition
Wall coverings (vinyl) 
in good condition
No damage to 
durable finishes 
(ceramic, brick, 
concrete)

Facility requires 
localized painting
Some minor 
damage to 
drywall exists that 
requires repair 
CMU / Block walls 
that need paint 
but not repair

Facility requires 
repainting
Some drywall 
requires patching or 
replacement Wall 
coverings require 
replacement
Durable finishes 
require minimal repair 
or replacement

Facility requires 
repainting
Drywall damaged 
and requires repair 
in many areas Wall 
coverings require 
replacement
Durable 
finishes require 
replacement in 
many areas

Facility requires 
repainting
Drywall / plaster 
damaged throughout 
facility Wall coverings 
substantially worn
Durable finishes require 
replacement in most 
areas

Building 108 Shell  - Interiors  - 
Stairs  (GMO, Min, 
Mod, Maj, Rep, N/A)

Interior stairs are in 
good condition, like 
new.  Paint is intact 
and tread and riser 
surfaces are like new

Interior stars are 
in good condition.  
There may be 
some minor wear  
to paint, and riser 
or tread surfaces

Riser and tread 
surfaces show wear 
but are still intact and 
not deformed

Riser and tread 
surfaces are in 
poor condition and 
the underlaying 
material is being 
exposed

Riser and tread surfaces 
are in poor condition 
and exposing the 
underlaying material.  
The treads are deformed 
or nosings are worn.

Building 109 Shell  - Interiors  - 
Floors  (GMO, Min, 
Mod, Maj, Rep)

Flooring in like new 
condition

Most floor in good 
condition
Minimal 
tile / carpet 
replacement 
required Minimal 
refinishing of 
flooring (wood) 
required Terrazzo 
over 20 years 
old, but in good 
condition

Carpeting requires 
replacement
Localized replacement 
of vinyl tile required 
Wood flooring requires 
refinishing (stage, 
gym)

Substantial wear on 
flooring – requires 
replacement in 
many locations 
All wood flooring 
requires refinishing 
(stage, gyms)
Carpeting 
throughout in poor 
condition

Vinyl asbestos tiles (9” 
x 9”) tiles in most areas 
breaking and crumbling 
Vinyl floor tiles 
require replacement 
throughout (worn to 
subfloor)
Wood flooring beyond 
useful life (substantial 
wear, unable to refinish) 
All carpeting requires 
replacement
Combination of a 
number of finishes and 
replacements
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Building 110 Shell  - Interiors  

- Ceilings  (GMO, 
Min, Mod, Maj, 
Rep)

Grid, tiles, paint, 
plaster in like new 
condition

Minimal 
acoustical tile 
replacement 
required
Ceiling grid not 
damaged Plaster 
in good condition
Some painting in 
localized may be 
required

Acoustical tile requires 
replacement in many 
areas Minimal damage 
to ceiling grid exists
Plaster requires repair 
in some areas Painting 
required in majority of 
building
Tile and grid are over 
15 years, but in good 
condition

Most acoustical 
tile requires 
replacement
Ceiling grid requires 
repair / replacement 
in multiple areas 
Plaster requires 
repair throughout 
facility
Painting required 
throughout

Acoustical tiles and grid 
require replacement 
Plaster ceilings require 
replacement
Painting is required 
throughout facility

Building 111 Shell  - Interiors  
- Interior Doors  
(GMO, Min, Mod, 
Maj, Rep)

Doors in like new 
condition

Some doors / 
frames require 
refinishing / 
repainting

Many doors / frames 
require refinishing / 
repainting
Some hardware 
requires replacement

Many doors require 
replacement due to 
damage
Doors are not 
fire-rated (solid 
core wood without 
tag are okay) Many 
frames require 
replacement

Doors in poor condition
Hardware not 
functioning or not of 
proper type Door rating 
tags not present
Frames damaged and 
require replacement

Building 112 Shell  - Interiors  - 
Signage  (GMO, 
Min, Mod, Maj, 
Rep)

Interior (non-egress) 
signage is present 
and in like new 
condition.

There is minimal 
damage and 
some scratching.  
The signage is  
firmly mounted.

There is some 
damage, scratching 
or delaminating and 
the mounting may be 
loose but is secure to 
the wall.

There is damage 
and scratching; it 
may be difficult to 
read.  The mounting 
is loose.

There is scratching and 
damage, the signage is 
difficult to read and the 
mounting is failing.

Building 113 Shell  - Conveyance  
- Elevators/Lifts  
(GMO, Min, Mod, 
Maj, Rep)

Current Elevator 
or Lift Certificate 
Posted
No functional or 
operational issues 
reported by school

Finishes of 
Elevator or Lift 
showing severe  
wear

Some Elevator or Lift 
lighting or signals not 
working
Signage; controls of 
Elevator or Lift not 
properly labeled

Elevator or Lift 
requires repairs 
often. School 
reports Elevator or 
Lift sometimes gets 
stuck in operation
Elevator Car 
lacks working 
two-way voice 
communication 
with location that 
can take action if 
entrapment occurs

Elevator or Lift unable to 
pass inspection
Elevator dimensions 
do not meet ADA per 
business rules sketches.
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Building 114 Substructure  

- Foundations  - 
Walls/Columns/
Pilings/Slab  (GMO, 
Min, Mod, Maj, 
Rep)

Foundations show 
no signs of cracking, 
bulging or shifting

Some localized 
areas of the 
Foundations have 
minor cracking

Some areas of the 
Foundations have 
minor cracking, 
bulging or shifting

Many area of 
Foundations show 
cracking, shifting, 
bulging

Building is condemned 
for structural issues 
and documented by 
structural engineer

05 - Survey - Electrical
Building 116 Shell  - Electrical  

- Service and 
distribution  (GMO, 
Min, Mod, Maj, 
Rep)

Electrical 
panelboards 
throughout the 
facility are in like new 
condition

Electrical 
panelboards in 
most areas of the 
facility are in like 
new condition

Electrical panelboards 
in some areas of the 
facility are in like new 
condition

Electrical 
panelboards in very 
few areas of the 
facility are in like 
new condition

Electrical panelboards in 
throughout the facility 
are in outdated/poor 
condition

Building 117 Shell  - Electrical  
- Lighting  (GMO, 
Min, Mod, Maj, 
Rep)

Lighting levels 
throughout 
the facility are 
appropriate; Lighting 
fixtures throughout 
the facility are 
energy efficient; 
Lighting fixtures 
throughout the 
facility are in good 
condition

Lighting levels 
in most areas 
of the facility 
are appropriate; 
Lighting fixtures 
in most areas of 
the facility are 
energy efficient; 
Lighting fixtures 
throughout the 
facility are in good 
condition

Lighting levels in 
some areas of the 
facility are appropriate; 
Lighting fixtures in 
some areas of the 
facility are energy 
efficient; Lighting 
fixtures in most areas 
of the facility are in fair 
condition

Lighting levels 
in very few areas 
of the facility 
are appropriate; 
Lighting fixtures 
throughout the 
facility are not 
energy efficient; 
Lighting fixtures in 
most areas of the 
facility are in fair 
condition

Lighting levels in 
throughout the facility 
are not appropriate; 
Lighting fixtures 
throughout the facility 
are not energy efficient; 
Lighting fixtures 
throughout the facility 
are in poor condition

Building 118 Shell  - Electrical  - 
Communications 
and Security 
systems  (GMO, 
Min, Mod, Maj, 
Rep)

Equipment and 
accessories in like 
new condition
No visible signs of  
age apparent or 
damage present

Equipment and 
accessories in 
like nearly new 
condition. Few 
signs of age or 
damage present.

Equipment and 
accessories in some 
areas of the facility are 
in like new condition.
Some signs of  age 
apparent or damage 
present

Equipment and 
accessories in very 
few areas of the 
facility in like new 
condition 
Many signs of 
age apparent or 
damage preset. 
Signs of equipment 
not being 
operational. 

Equipment and 
accessories through 
out the facility are in 
poor condition, are 
not operational, or are 
missing. 
Numerous signs of age 
apparent or damage 
present. Signs of 
equipment not being 
operational. 
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Building 119 Shell  - Electrical  - 

Generators  (GMO, 
Min, Mod, Maj, Rep, 
NA)

Generator, 
transfer switches 
and generator 
accessories in like 
new condition
No visible signs of 
age or rust apparent. 
No damage present.

Generator, 
transfer switches 
and generator 
accessories 
in nearly new 
condition.  
Minimal visible 
signs of rust or 
age apparent. No 
damage visible.

Generator, transfer 
switches and 
generator accessories 
in ok good condition.   
Some visible signs of 
rust or age apparent. 
Minimal signs of 
damage visible.

Generator, 
transfer switches 
and generator 
accessories in 
marginal condition.  
Many visible signs 
of rust or age 
apparent. Some 
signs of damage 
visible.

Generator, transfer 
switches and generator 
accessories in poor 
condition.  
Many visible signs of rust 
or age apparent. Some 
signs of damage visible. 
District reports ongoing 
service issues or power 
transfer failures.  District 
reports  the generator or 
transfer switches is not 
operational. 

Building 120 Shell  - Electrical  
- Solar Panels  
(GMO, Mod, Rep, 
NA)

Photovoltaic panels 
show no signs of 
physical damage 
or delamination.  
Racking systems 
are not rusted or 
visibly sagging.  DC 
cabling insulation is 
in good condition.  
Inverter(s) do not 
display any error 
codes.  Inverters and 
optimizers are all 
reporting to online 
monitoring system.

N/A Photovoltaic panels 
show some signs 
of wear but no 
substantial physical 
damage.  Racking 
systems display very 
some rust and/or 
corrosion.  DC cabling 
insulation is somewhat 
faded but still fully 
intact in all places.  
Most inverter(s) do 
not display any error 
codes.  Most inverters 
and optimizers are all 
reporting to online 
monitoring system.

N/A Photovoltaic panels are 
visibly damaged (cracks 
glass, delaminated 
cells, bent frames, 
etc.).  Racking systems 
are substantially 
rusted, bent and/or 
compromised to the 
point of failure.  DC 
cabling is frayed and/or 
insulation is damaged.  
Multiple inverters and/or 
optimizers are no longer 
producing. 



Massachusetts School Building Authority
2025 School Survey Report

78  |  Appendix II

Level Item Full Question GMO Min Mod Maj Replace
Buildings 121 Shell  - Electrical  

- Wind Turbines 
(GMO, Mod, Rep, 
NA)

Wind turbine shows 
no sign of physical 
damage and is freely 
spinning above 
wind cut-in speed.  
Mast is not rusted or 
showing any signs 
of physical wear.  DC 
cabling insulation is 
in good condition.  
Inverter does not 
display any error 
codes.  Inverter is 
reporting to online 
monitoring system.

N/A Wind turbine shows 
some signs of wear 
but no substantial 
physical damage and 
is spinning above wind 
cut-in speed. Mast 
displays some rust 
and/or corrosion.  DC 
cabling insulation is 
somewhat faded (if 
exposed) but still fully 
intact in all places.  
Inverter does not 
display any error codes.  
Inverter is reporting 
to online monitoring 
system.

N/A Wind turbine is visibly 
damaged and/or no 
longer spins freely above 
wind cut-in speed.  
Mast is substantially 
rusted, bent and/or 
compromised to the 
point of failure.  DC 
cabling is frayed and/or 
insulation is damaged.  
Inverter displays error 
codes and is no longer 
producing or reporting 
to online monitoring 
system.

06 - Survey - Mechanical Cooling
Building 122 Shell  - HVAC  

- Cooling 
Generating System  
(GMO, Min, Mod, 
Maj, Rep)

Equipment and 
accessories in like 
new condition
No visible signs of 
rust or signs of age 
apparent

Temperature 
controls 
operating 
properly
Equipment shows 
minor signs of 
rust or signs of 
age
No reported 
operating issues

Temperature controls 
not operating properly
Some equipment 
and components fail 
routinely and require 
repair or replacement

Temperature 
controls not 
operating properly
Most equipment 
and components 
fail routinely 
and require or 
replacement
Parts are no longer 
available

School reports 
equipment does not 
work and/or not worth 
repairing per the district

Building 123 Shell  - HVAC  
- Cooling 
Distribution 
System  (GMO, Min, 
Mod, Maj, Rep)

Equipment and 
accessories in like 
new condition
No visible signs of 
rust or signs of age 
apparent

Temperature 
controls 
operating 
properly
Equipment shows 
minor signs of 
rust or signs of 
age.
No reported 
operating issues

Temperature controls 
not operating properly
Some equipment 
and components fail 
routinely and require 
repair or replacement

Temperature 
controls not 
operating properly
Most equipment 
and components 
fail routinely 
and require or 
replacement
Parts are no longer 
available

School reports 
equipment does not 
work and/or not worth 
repairing per the district



Massachusetts School Building Authority
2025 School Survey Report

Appendix II  |  79

Level Item Full Question GMO Min Mod Maj Replace
07 - Survey - Mechanical Heating
Building 125 Shell  - HVAC  - 

Heat Generating 
System +chimney  
(GMO, Min, Mod, 
Maj, Rep)

Equipment and 
accessories in like 
new condition
No visible signs of 
rust or signs of age 
apparent

Temperature 
controls 
operating 
properly
Equipment shows 
minor signs of 
rust or signs of 
age.
No reported 
operating issues

Temperature controls 
not operating properly
Some equipment 
and components fail 
routinely and require 
repair or replacement

Temperature 
controls not 
operating properly
Most equipment 
and components 
fail routinely 
and require or 
replacement
Parts are no longer 
available

School reports 
equipment does not 
work and/or not worth 
repairing per the district

Building 126 Shell  - HVAC  
- Heating 
Distribution 
System  (GMO, Min, 
Mod, Maj, Rep)

Equipment and 
accessories in like 
new condition
No visible signs of 
rust or signs of age 
apparent

Temperature 
controls 
operating 
properly
Equipment shows 
minor signs of 
rust or signs of 
age.
No reported 
operating issues

Temperature controls 
not operating properly
Some equipment 
and components fail 
routinely and require 
repair or replacement

Temperature 
controls not 
operating properly
Most equipment 
and components 
fail routinely 
and require or 
replacement
Parts are no longer 
available

School reports 
equipment does not 
work and/or not worth 
repairing per the district

Building 127 Shell  - HVAC  - 
Controls and 
Instrumentation  
(GMO, Min, Mod, 
Maj, Rep)

Facility has 
a building 
management 
system (BMS) with 
no reported issues by 
users.

Facility has a BMS 
and only issues 
are user error / 
training needed 
for facility staff.

Facility has a BMS and 
system has frequent 
error signals and 
minimal data feedback 
of equipment status.

Facility has a BMS 
and systems is 
outdated or has 
become obsolete 
so facility staff has 
minimal interaction 
with BMS 
equipment.

Facility does not have 
a BMS and or has one 
but facility staff has 
created work arounds 
from the BMS to ensure 
equipment is working.
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08 - Survey - Plumbing
Building 128 Shell  - Plumbing  - 

Water Distribution 
System & Fixtures  
(GMO, Min, Mod, 
Maj, Rep)

Plumbing fixtures 
and piping in like 
new condition
No visible signs of 
leaking or signs of 
age apparent

Plumbing fixtures 
and piping in 
acceptable 
condition
Few faucets 
require 
replacement No 
visible signs of 
leaking
Fixtures are old 
and outdated

Some Equipment 
and components fail 
routinely and require 
repair or replacement
Some equipment was 
installed improperly, 
and requires 
replacement

Most equipment 
and components 
fail routinely and 
require repair or 
replacement
Parts are no longer 
available
Most equipment 
was installed 
improperly, 
and requires 
replacement

All equipment and 
components require 
replacement

Building 129 Shell  - Plumbing  - 
Hot water heaters 
(GMO, Min, Mod, 
Maj, Rep)

Hot water heater and 
piping in like new 
condition
No visible signs of 
leaking or signs of 
age apparent

Hot water heater 
and piping in 
acceptable 
condition 
no visible 
deficiencies and 
half way through 
life span, about 
5-9 years old.

Hot water heater and 
piping showing signs 
of deterioration.  about 
10-14 years old

Hot water heater 
and piping has 
leaking components 
causing a build 
up of rust on parts 
and Hot water 
temperature is 
not being properly 
regulated. 15+ years 
old

Hot Water heater is 
actively leaking, not 
providing proper 
temperatures, and not 
worth repairing per the 
district.
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09 - Survey - Exteriors
Building 130 Shell  - Exterior 

Enclosures  - 
Exterior Walls  
(GMO, Min, Mod, 
Maj, Rep)

Walls generally clean 
and without defect

Some minor 
localized cleaning 
required
Construction 
materials intact 
and require 
minimal repair / 
paint

Moderate level of 
cleaning required
Painting required 
across most of exterior 
painted surfaces
Some deterioration in 
construction materials 
associated with 
masonry, siding, soffits 
and fascia’s requiring 
localized replacement
Repointing of masonry 
joints required in many 
areas

Cleaning required 
for majority of 
exterior wall 
surfaces
Major deterioration 
of construction 
materials across 
exterior of 
building requiring 
replacement 
(soffits, fascia’s, 
siding)
Painting required 
across entire 
exterior of facility 
Repointing of 
masonry joints 
required in many 
areas
Some water 
infiltration

Brick / masonry 
system suffering from 
substantial deterioration 
and failing Mortar joints 
require repointing 
across entire façade
Siding, soffit, fascia’s 
require replacement 
Issue in only the oldest 
of buildings
Water infiltration

Building 131 Shell  - Exterior 
Enclosures  - 
Windows  (GMO, 
Min, Mod, Maj, 
Rep)

System in like new 
condition
No known issues 
with water 
infiltration

Some caulking 
required to seal 
problem areas 
Minimal glazing 
replacement 
required 
Operable windows 
functioning as 
designed 
Frames in mostly 
acceptable 
condition

Localized leaking
Some operable 
windows not 
functioning Numerous 
issues with broken 
glazing
Some frame painting / 
rehabilitation required

Issues with 
leaking windows 
throughout Most 
operable windows 
not functioning
Glazing in poor 
condition
Frames in disrepair 
throughout 
requiring paint or 
other rehabilitation 
Recently retrofitted, 
but with non-energy 
efficient system

Inability to maintain 
appropriately
Significant issues with 
leaks throughout facility
Glazing damaged or 
repaired “temporarily” 
throughout
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Building 133 Shell  - Exterior 

Enclosures  - 
Exterior Doors  
(GMO, Min, Mod, 
Maj, Rep)

Doors in like new 
condition
Hardware operable 
and functioning as 
desired

Minor issues with 
weather stripping 
/ gaps between 
frame and door 
Some doors and 
frames require 
repainting
Minimal issues 
with hardware

Weather seals require 
replacement on 
most exits or gaps 
exist between frame 
and door Most doors 
and frames require 
repainting
Hardware inoperable / 
missing on some exits

No weather seals on 
doors or frames or 
gaps exist between 
frame and door 
All doors require 
repainting
Some doors require 
replacement Some 
frames require 
replacement 
Hardware in 
poor condition 
throughout

All doors require 
replacement All frames 
require replacement
All hardware requires 
replacement
Doors and frames 
beyond their expected 
useful life

Building 134 Shell  - Exterior 
Enclosures  - 
Finishes  (GMO, 
Min, Mod, Maj, 
Rep)

Exterior finishes are 
in like new condition

Finishes show 
some wear, 
cracking or 
fading.  But still 
remain attractive 
and functional

Finishes are worn thin 
in a few areas but 
do not expose base 
material.  But remain 
intact and functional.

Finishes are worn 
thin, exposing base 
materials, flaking or 
delaminating.  Base 
material is exposed 
to the elements in 
some areas.

Finishes are cracked, 
delaminated, and 
exposing the base 
material to moisture 
infiltration and potential 
leaking.

Building 135 Substructure  
- Foundations  - 
Walls/Columns/
Pilings/Slab  (GMO, 
Min, Mod, Maj, 
Rep)

Foundations show 
no signs of cracking, 
bulging or shifting

Some localized 
areas of the 
Foundations have 
minor cracking

Some areas of the 
Foundations have 
minor cracking, 
bulging or shifting

Many area of 
Foundations show 
cracking, shifting, 
bulging

Building is condemned 
for structural issues 
and documented by 
structural engineer

18 - Campus Survey - Site
Campus 175 Site Condition - 

Parking Lot/Drives  
- Roadways  (GMO, 
Min, Mod, Maj, 
Rep) (If Rep Please 
Explain)

No damage to the 
drive surfaces
Striping intact and 
easily visible

Minimal surface 
damage
Minimal 
re-striping 
required

Localized surface  
damage. 
Localized re-striping 
required

Substantial 
surface damage , 
significant potholes 
and/or “alligatoring” 
(cracking) 
Complete 
re-striping required

Surface damage 
throughout, major 
potholes and substantial 
“alligatoring Ing”
Virtually no visible 
striping
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Level Item Full Question GMO Min Mod Maj Replace
Campus 176 Site Condition - 

Parking Lot/Drives  
- Parking Lots  
(GMO, Min, Mod, 
Maj, Rep) (If Rep 
Please Explain)

No damage to the 
parking surfaces or 
curbs
Striping intact and 
easily visible
Curb stops in place

Minimal surface 
or curb damage
Minimal 
re-striping 
required

Localized surface 
or curb damage 
Localized re-striping 
required
Localized curb stops 
dislodged or missing

Substantial surface 
and curb damage, 
significant potholes 
and/or “alligatoring” 
(cracking) 
Complete 
re-striping required
Curb stops 
dislodged or 
missing throughout

Surface and curb 
damage throughout, 
major potholes and 
substantial “alligatoring”
Virtually no visible 
striping
Curb stops dislodged or 
missing throughout

Campus 177 Site Condition - 
Walkways, Drop 
Areas  - Canopies 
(GMO, Min, Mod, 
Maj, Rep) (If Rep 
Please Explain)

Canopies good 
condition

Minimal damage 
to canopies

Multiple portions of 
canopies have damage

Most canopies 
have damaged 
portions requiring 
replacement

Canopies present are 
damaged throughout

Campus 178 Site Condition - 
Walkways, Drop 
Areas  - Pedestrian 
Paving  (GMO, 
Min, Mod, Maj, 
Rep) (If Rep Please 
Explain)

Bus and/or parent 
drop-off areas large 
enough, and located 
appropriately
Walkways present in 
necessary locations 
and in good 
condition

Drop areas have 
minimal damage
Minimal damage 
to walkways 
Minimal areas 
missing walkways

Bus / parent drop-
offs significantly 
undersized or located 
inappropriately
Significant localized 
deterioration or 
damage to walkways 
Walkways missing in 
multiple locations

Bus / parent drop 
offs are undersized, 
have significant 
damage and are 
located poorly
Most walkways 
have damaged 
portions requiring 
replacement
Significant amount 
of area missing 
adequate walks

Little or no space 
designated as bus/
parent drop-off areas
Bus/parent drop-
off areas that are 
present are in need of 
replacement
All walkways damaged
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Level Item Full Question GMO Min Mod Maj Replace
Campus 179 Site Condition 

- Playgrounds/
Playfields  - 
Playgrounds  
(GMO, Min, Mod, 
Maj, Rep, NA) 
(If Rep Please 
Explain)

Play areas present, 
adequately sized and 
located sensibly
Play areas should be 
1,200 to 2,500 SF and 
have multiple pieces 
of equipment
Impact surfaces 
(gravel, bark mulch, 
rubberized surfaces) 
present and in good 
condition
Drainage adequate
Modern equipment 
(steel and plastic, 
not pressure treated 
wood)

Play areas 
present, 
adequately sized 
and located 
sensibly
Impact surfaces 
require minimal 
repair
Minimal drainage 
issues
Modern 
equipment (steel 
and plastic, not 
wood)

Play areas present, but 
possibly undersized 
No impact surfaces
Localized drainage 
issues
Mixed equipment – 
modern and outdated, 
damaged in poor 
condition

Play areas 
significantly 
undersized / not 
present and located 
poorly 
No impact surfaces
Drainage issues 
throughout
No modern 
equipment – 
damaged, poor 
condition

No play areas
No impact surfaces 
Drainage issues 
throughout
Equipment damaged, in 
poor condition, outdated 
or no longer used

Campus 180 Site Condition 
- Playgrounds/
Playfields  - 
Playfields  (GMO, 
Min, Mod, Maj, 
Rep,NA) (If Rep 
Please Explain)

Playfields areas 
present, adequately 
sized and located 
sensibly
Surfaces are in good 
condition
Drainage adequate
Backstops/goals, 
baskets in good 
condition

Playfields 
areas present, 
adequately sized 
and located 
sensibly
Surfaces need 
minor repairs
Minimal drainage 
issues
Backstops/goals, 
baskets need 
minor repair

Playfields areas 
present, but possibly 
undersized 
Surfaces need many 
repairs
Localized drainage 
issues
Backstops/goals, 
baskets need many 
repairs

Play fields areas 
significantly 
undersized and 
located poorly 
Surfaces need 
major repairs
Drainage issues 
throughout
Backstops/goals, 
baskets need  major 
repairs

Play fields areas 
significantly undersized 
and located poorly 
Surfaces need 
replacement
Drainage issues 
throughout
Backstops/goals, baskets 
need replacements
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Level Item Full Question GMO Min Mod Maj Replace
Campus 181 Site Condition 

- Electrical- Site 
Lighting  (GMO, 
Min, Mod, Maj, 
Rep) (If Rep Please 
Explain)

Adequate pole 
lighting present in 
parking lots and in 
good condition 
Exterior corridors 
and building 
perimeter well-lit 
with modern fixtures 
All entrances well-lit 
with modern fixtures

Minimal 
additional 
pole lighting 
required and/or 
existing requires 
replacement 
Minimal 
additional 
building mounted 
lighting required 
or requires 
replacement 
Minimal 
additional 
entrance 
lighting required 
or requires 
replacement

Pole lighting 
required or requires 
replacement in 
parking, building 
exterior and entrance 
lighting adequate
Pole lighting adequate, 
building exterior and 
entrance lighting 
required or requires 
replacement Localized 
replacement of site 
lighting required

Minimal lighting 
exists in parking 
and/or on building 
exterior
Existing pole, 
exterior building 
mounted and 
entrance lighting 
is in poor condition 
and requires 
replacement

Virtually no site lighting 
exists
Lighting present is 
not operational or 
is in extremely poor 
condition

Campus 182 Site Condition 
- Drainage  - 
Septic/Sewage/
Wastewater 
Disposal Systems   
(GMO, Min, Mod, 
Maj, Rep) (If Rep 
Please Explain)

School reports no 
issues with Septic/
Sewage/Wastewater 
Disposal Systems                            
No visual evidence 
of system failure or 
issues observed

School reports 
septic/Sewage/
Wastewater 
Disposal Systems 
occasionally get 
clogged

Septic/Sewage/
Wastewater Disposal 
Systems release 
noxious odors or 
wastewater plumbing 
backups are reported 
by school

School reports 
Septic/Sewage/
Wastewater 
Disposal Systems 
have leaks and 
or signs of server 
corrosion

School reports Septic/
Sewage/Wastewater 
Disposal Systems are 
over capacity and 
in poor condition or 
nonfunctional

Campus 183 Site Condition - 
Drainage  - Storm 
Sewer  (GMO, Min, 
Mod, Maj, Rep) 
(If Rep Please 
Explain)

No drainage issues 
exist
Drainage issues 
are sporadic and 
addressed by 
standard routine 
maintenance 

Some drainage 
issues exist but 
are sporadic and 
minor in scale

Localized drainage 
issues exist but do 
not pose concerns for 
operation of school
Failure to address 
may create long term 
problems or escalate 
the condition to a 
major concern

Localized drainage 
issues create 
problems in school 
operation Flooding 
issues occur 
frequently

Site flooding occurs 
routinely due to poor 
drainage
Entrance, walks or 
parking lots become 
unusable due to 
drainage problems 
Flooding issues create 
potential building 
intrusion by water



Massachusetts School Building Authority
2025 School Survey Report

86  |  Appendix II

Level Item Full Question GMO Min Mod Maj Replace
Campus 184 Site Condition - 

Utilities - Water 
Supply  (GMO, 
Min, Mod, Maj, 
Rep) (If Rep Please 
Explain)

School reports no 
issues with water 
supply

School reports 
water stains, 
sinks, toilets 
and drinking 
fountains

School reports issues 
with low water 
pressure. School 
reports issues with 
water odor, color or 
taste

Drinking fountains 
show signs or 
corrosion. School 
reports water 
supply pipes are 
corroded, cracked 
or have weld 
defects

School reports water 
supply fails water quality 
testing and or rusty 
water due to aging 
water supply piping

Campus 185 Site Condition 
- Utilities - Fuel 
Distribution  (GMO, 
Min, Mod, Maj, 
Rep) (If Rep Please 
Explain)

School reports no 
issues with fuel 
distribution system

School reports 
minor pipe leaks, 
minor tank leaks, 
minor pump 
leaks and minor 
controls issues

School reports 
moderate pipe leaks, 
moderate tank leaks, 
moderate pump 
operational issues and 
moderate controls 
issues

School reports 
major pipe leaks, 
major tank leaks, 
major pump 
operational issues 
and major controls 
issues.

School reports 
distribution piping 
needs replacement. 
School reports tank 
needs replacement. 
School reports pumps 
are not operational. 
School reports controls 
are not operational
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* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed

* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed
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* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed



Massachusetts School Building Authority
2025 School Survey Report

90  |  Appendix III

* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed
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* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed
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* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed
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* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed
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* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed
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* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed
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* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed
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* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed
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* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed
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* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed
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* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed
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* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed
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* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed
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* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed
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* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed
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* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed
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* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed
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* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed
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* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed
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* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed



Massachusetts School Building Authority
2025 School Survey Report

110  |  Appendix III

* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed
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* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed
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* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed
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* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed
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* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed
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* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed
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* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed
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* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed
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* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed
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* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed
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* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed
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* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed
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* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed
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* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed
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* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed
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* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed
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* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed
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* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed
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* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed
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* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed
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* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed
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* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed
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* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed
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* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed
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* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed
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* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed
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* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed
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* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed
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* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed
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* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed
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* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed
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* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed
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* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed
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* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
** Not Assessed in 2025 – School is Pre-K Only, Virtual Only, in a Leased Building, or Other

MSBA 2025 School Survey Findings Reference
District totals/averages exclude schools not assessed
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* Not Assessed in 2025 – MSBA Pipeline Projects Pending Major Renovation or Replacement
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