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2-21-13 Joint Meeting of Wake County School Board and Board of Commissioners 
 
Present: 
 

• School Board: T. Benton, S. Evans, C. Kushner, K. Hill, J. Martin, D. Prickett, K. 
Sutton, J. Tedesco 

• Commissioners: J. Bryan, P. Coble, T. Gurley, P. Matthews, C. Sullivan, J. West 
 
Link to the agenda 
 
Link to materials presented at the joint meeting 
 
BOC #1 goal (from the 2-15-13 BOC Retreat): a successful bond issue in fall, 2013 
 
Preliminary Comments 

• K. Sutton: Need for discussion between the two boards about how to reach mutual 
resolution and agreement on the issues. 

• J. Bryan: This is not on the agenda. 
• J. West: We need a common framework and to establish mutual trust to make 

progress.  Suggests that we integrate it into the agenda. 
• J. Tedesco: Agrees that there is a need to do this—more conversation is needed, 

vs. just presentation. 
• T. Benton: The underlying issues are the elephant in the room and need to be 

addressed. 
 
Q&A Open Items from Previous Meeting 

• Presenters: J. Desormeaux (facilities), L. Evans (student assignment), WCPSS 
• Capped school history: 13 capped, but only half have reached capacity.  Capping 

is for 2012-13.  Only one capped site can handle more mobile units. 
• Growth compared – not the highest growth rate, as was the case in previous years.  

WCPSS grew by 2,281 students, second to Mecklenburg County. 
• Enrollment projections: based on land use data.  Breakdown by percentages by 

area. 7.3% projected in Central area; in actuality, it was 7.8%. New 2008 
projections for 2012-13 were even more accurate, within .5%.  All land purchases 
were in the circle/geography defined as needed by the projections. 

• 2008 forecast scaled back as large-scale developments in eastern region did not 
materialize.  Economic downturn also played a role. 

• Gained on overcrowding due to slower growth, but build schools or acquired land 
where needed. In some areas of the county, as many as 45% of classrooms are 
mobile (trailers).  Lifecycle of mobile classrooms is less than brick and mortar 
classrooms.  Higher cost of operation for mobiles. T. Benton: mobile classrooms 
impact instruction, as well as security and safety. J. Tedesco: we are still planning 
new schools with trailers on the campus. 

• 17 charter schools have failed in Wake; 4 are no longer in operation. 
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Capital Planning and Referendum Process – D. Cooke, County Manager 

• Determine the Capital Plan and Bond Referendum Amount (February –June).   
o Joint meeting topics: February=new schools, March = renovations, 

April=County’s capital financing model, including understanding 
variables, assumptions, and policy choices, May = review financial 
scenarios, discuss prioritize plan elements, finalize elements of the plan, 
June = finalize the bond referendum).  New schools and renovations 
comprise 85% of all funding needed. 

• Referendum time table: July- October 
o What are the needs? Number of new schools? Renovations, Technology? 

Other Needs? 
o What are the priorities? What are the policy choices? 
o How much will it cost? What is the impact on taxpayers? What are the 

options? 
o What is the final recommended capital plan? 
o What is the number that goes on the bond referendum? 

• New schools—how much is needed for new schools, renovations and major 
systems requirements, other needs 

• Previous bonds: 2000 - $500 million (95% for new schools and renovations), 
2003 (92% for new schools and renovations) $450 million, $970 million (85% for 
new schools and renovations).  

• P. Coble questioned the increased cost of schools being built.  Answer:  the size 
and capacity of schools have been increased to take advantage of economies of 
scale. It was also noted that high schools are more expensive than elementary 
schools to build due to lab spaces, etc. 

• In the last bond, two more schools than projected were built.  Schools being built 
have a greater capacity. Bond dollars were well utilized. 

• October 8, 2013 election is assumed to be the time at which the referendum will 
be on the ballot. 

• Advocacy group “Friends of Wake County” – citizens volunteer group dedicated 
to passage of the school bond referendum. 

• K. Hill: expressed concern about having the proper time to educate the 
community.  Compressing 6-8 month process into 3-4 months. 

• S. Evans: we desperately need a successful bond, but is also concerned that there 
is not enough time to communicate to the public with fidelity—interactions 
between the two boards are problematic—she fears it is too rushed. 

• P. Matthews: more meetings than scheduled (currently monthly) may be needed. 
• T. Benton: lack of consensus is troublesome.  Need to build support so the 

citizens are trusting.  Pulling together the numbers is relatively easy. 
• J. Bryan: Was surprised to hear that BOE wants bond delayed to 2014.  We don’t 

have the option not to build these schools.  The public is going to have to see the 
need.  He doesn’t see how we can wait. 

• K. Sutton:  It is not a question of need; the concern is the confidence of the public. 
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• J. Martin: (to J. Bryan) If your top priority were the bond, would you be willing to 
withdraw the legislative resolutions and lobbyists to move forward?  This is the 
elephant in the room that we must address.   

• J. Bryan: NO.  
• D. Prickett said the problem started with the BOE, not the BOC.  “The BOE still 

has some work to do on our Board.”  
• J. West said, I agree with our (BOC) end, but not our methods.  The problem is 

not just with the BOE.  Perception is fact.  We need to get away from egos and 
hidden agendas. 

• J. Bryan:  We need to get the need out there, before we deal with our differences. 
 
Overview of Capital Needs – J. Desormeaux (focus on needs through 2016) 

• Showed Growth Distribution Map for 2012-2022 and gave an outstanding 
presentation that illustrated that building schools is much more complicated than 
building office buildings or libraries or parks.  The presentation demonstrated that 
the BOE staff are the ones with the school building unique expertise. 

• Total membership growth projected by 2016: 13,502 (6,000 elementary 3200 
middle, and 5200 high school students). Average 3,375 students added per year. 

• 2015 is the earliest an elementary school can be open. 2016 is the earliest a new 
high school can open. This does not take into consideration current crowding—
just anticipated growth.  26 new schools are needed by 2016. 

• Projects at existing schools: Major renovations/replacements, lifecycle 
replacements or repairs) 

o Over 1.119 million square feet have not had a major renovation in over 40 
years. 

o $167 million in systems that have exceeded the life cycle.  There has been 
some very effective stretching to avoid renovations due to careful 
maintenance. 

o Support (ex. only one site for bus maintenance) and athletic facilities 
o Prioritize by: (1) building condition, (2) health, safety accessibility, (3) 

support of educational programming 
o 16 schools are on the partial campus renovations list 
o Other items: regional bus facilities maintenance, Athens Drive HS 

stadium, ES tracks for physical education, artificial turf at 3 high schools, 
energy savings using performance contracts (higher initial cost, but saves 
bond money), frequently mentioned regional stadiums 

o J. Martin: need to think beyond 2016.   
o T. Gurley:  We’ve always planned long-term. 
o S. Evans: we need to acknowledge the impact the economy on the bond 

referendum cycle. 
o J. Tedesco: can you confirm that this building plan does nothing to reduce 

overcrowding and get rid of trailers.  Answer: you are correct. 
o C. Sullivan: Class sizes are too large. In middle schools, some classrooms 

have 11 students more than the state maximum. 
o J. Tedesco:  We can build extra schools, but then we have to spend more 

money to hire more teachers. 
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o T. Benton and K. Sutton both requested that costs of renovations should 
include safety concerns, and that safety should be included in designs for 
new schools (based on recommendations of Safety Task Force that was 
recently appointed. 

 
Determining Number of New Schools; Facility Utilization and Capacity; Projections by 
Area, Joe Desormeaux 

• Factors impacting capacity (long range) 
o Grade levels 
o Program offerings 
o Student/teacher ratios 
o Number of permanent classrooms 
o Calendar (traditional vs. year-round) 
o New school startup (not filled completely to start) 
o Renovations: swing space vs. phased. 

• Annual school campus capacity (ASCC) is the capacity that can be supported by 
the building based on models, plus all the mobile units available for instructional 
purposes and adjustments for actual programs assigned to a school.  Based on: 

o Special education allotments 
o General education allotments 
o Early learning allotments 
o Push-in/pull-out programs (programs sharing the same space) 
o Conversion of allotments 
o Number of temporary classrooms 
o Every seat in the school is not interchangeable in determining capacity 
o J. Tedesco: A school is much more fluid than an office building.  Need our 

school buildings to be able to adapt and be flexible. 
 

General Overview of Building Program Planning Assumptions -  Joe Desormeaux 
 

• The long-range plan is for capital planning and the annual plan is used for student 
assignment 

• Target student/classroom ratios for planning: 
o K-3 (dictated by statute): 21 
o Grades 4-8: 26 
o High school: 24  
o Current class sizes are impacted by teacher allotments, student interest in 

classes, graduation requirements.  Our current class sizes are over the state 
statute allotment, due to waiver from NCDPI. 

• Trying to keep ASCC stable for three years for with master planning for early 
learning, special education, current resource and general education allotments 
(LEP, AG, etc.) when a school is at full capacity, and anticipated resource and 
general education allotments when a school is not at full capacity.  

• Trying the 3-year plan to give assignment stability. 
 
 



 5 

• Assumptions for new schools 
o Seat shortfall is reduced by the number of vacant seats in the entire system 
o Assume 95% and 97.5% utilization for flexibility 
o Assume all optimum # of temporary classrooms in use 
o Assume new schools are traditional calendar 
o Rate of economic recovery impacts rate of enrollment growth 
o Students can “grandfather” at their current school 
o Schools open with partial enrollment and fill completely in 3 years 
o Expecting 6000 new students from now till 2016. 
o Elementary schools take 30 months to build; middle schools take 38 

months; high schools take 46 months. 
o Schools from this bond will not open till 2016 

 
Projected Number of Schools Needed 
OPEN 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 
ES 2 4 4 5 5 6 
MS - 1 1 2 1 1 
HS - 2 1 - 1 1 
Total 2 7 6 7 7 9 
 
Anticipated funding needed for new construction - 2016-17: $600m, 2020: $1 billion 
 

• WCPSS efficiently builds schools at a lower square footage than recommended 
by DPI, however science classroom size is now dictated by DPI. 

• We have increased capacity of high schools from 1800 to 2200 students. 
• We are building larger schools on the same size sites, and use prototype designs 

in order to achieve cost savings.  Standard size sites are 20 acres for ES, 30 acres 
for MS, and 64 acres for HS. 

• If we build more than 6 schools per year, cost is higher due to lack of local 
construction and labor capacity. 

• J. Bryan:  I’m pleasantly surprised at the $1.6 billion figure needed.  In 2006, this 
amount was $4.2 billion! C. Sullivan suggested that both boards go on a bus tour 
to visit school sites.  

• Open Items for the next meeting:  Value of bond for stability and cost of YR v. 
Traditional calendar schools. 

 
Discussion of BOC/BOE Relationship and the BOC 2013 Legislative Agenda  
 

• BOE Chair Keith Sutton added this topic to the agenda, at the request of the BOE.  
Mr. Sutton began by characterizing the frequently cited “elephant in the room” 
like a “hostile takeover.” He explained that the BOE was granted its legal 
authority of by state statute, noted the importance of two distinct Boards as the 
separation of powers for checks and balances, and then cited the BOE’s expertise 
and experience in building larger numbers of schools each year, as well as the 
maintenance of the buildings.  Mr. Sutton also cited the BOE’s historical 
excellence with energy savings and building from award-winning designs. 
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• K Sutton:  announced that BOE was just informed that 26 of 31 WCPSS Magnet 
schools had just received awards national for quality and excellence, 
demonstrating that the BOE building and management had contributed to this 
excellence, not detracted from it. 

• Ms Evans offered regret and dismay that there had been no conversation about the 
Legislative Agenda at the January Joint meeting, prior to its public announcement 

• Mr. West said he’d not liked the BOC’s process, that it had not been “data-
driven”, and that we need a team, not just one. 

• Mr. Bryan gave Wake’s bond history since the failed bond of ’99, citing 
suggestions in 2000 that building be done by a “building suthority” and said this 
request is not unique to Wake.  Further, he said “this decision for an ownership 
model will be decided by the NCGA in the next month.” 

• Dr. Martin asked repeatedly to see a business model that would show that the 
BOC could build more efficiently—otherwise the promise to save money is 
hollow.  He reminded members that the program and educational quality also 
affects the building and vice versa. 

• Ms Sullivan stated she’d supported neither the Legislative Agenda nor the hiring 
of a lobbyist, but requested an “interlocal agreement,” and that the NCGA should 
not be involved in this local issue—it should be local control issue.  If this is not 
resolved, it will be devastating for education. 

• K. Sutton:  A recent Triangle Business Journal poll of 700-800 people was 
overwhelmingly in favor of the BOE maintaining control of school buildings. 

• J. Bryan:  professed incredulity that there would be any argument, saying that the 
BOC would “build to your standards.” 

• K. Hill: The BOE has maintained excellence since the merger in 1976 with a 
culture of continuous improvement.  The BOE has received accolades for the 
magnets, school design, and the academies.  There is nothing broken to fix.  The 
BOE is responsible for 5 times the number of buildings built and managed by the 
BOC. 

• J. Tedesco:  We should stop swinging swords, with children in the middle.  The 
concerns of the BOC are capacity.  The BOE has reduced costs and saved money.  
In reality, the taxpayers own the schools, as they provide the money to build 
them.  The quality of buildings is important for the quality of education.  Schools 
are different from office buildings. 

 
• Mr. Matthews and Mr. Bryan suggested the conversation be expanded to discuss 

all legislative proposals at once. 
• Mr. Matthews emphasized that the support of the BOC is needed to pass a bond. 
• Mr. Coble cited a letter he’d sent last fall citing the firing of the former 

superintendant and the assignment plan and “the damage you’ve done to 
yourselves in the last year.”  “You are going to lose.”   And he admitted that, 
“Owning schools helps us financially,” without providing details of how that is 
beneficial.  He claimed that the BOC could lower costs and eliminated duplication 
of effort, but could not provide specifics examples or strategies.  He also asked 
where the BoE got the “authority” to hire a lobbyist.  He then verbally attacked 
Mr. Sutton for changing the agenda at the meeting. 
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• T. Gurley:  made unsubstantiated accusations about the BOE not using 
maintenance money for the maintenance of buildings.  When pressed he admitted 
that was a problem 10 years ago.  He wants BOE to sign a statement with a 
“promise to use $80-100 million from BOC to maintain facilities.” 

• K. Sutton:  He has not heard that this was a problem, but will review it and 
respond. 

• Mr. West observed that it is a sad day when we seem to enjoy not working 
together. 

• Ms Prickett offered that she sides “with the commissioners.”  
• C. Kushner:  At the next meeting, hope we can focus on our core values, 

maintaining the checks and balances in state statute, rather than the consolidation 
of government.  BOE is much closer to our customers/our students, than is the 
BOC. 

• Mr. Tedesco offered support for Mr. Sutton’s agenda addition in response to 
every BoE member.  He emphasized the need to leave the meeting with a “unified 
goal” 

• C. Sullivan:  Our statutory obligation is to build schools. 
 
 
 


