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PREFACE

The Legislative Research Commission, authorized by Article

6B of Chapter 120 of the General Statutes, is a general purpose

study group. The Commission is co-chaired by the Speaker of

the House and the President Pro Tempore of the Senate and has

five additional members appointed from each house of the General

Assembly. Among the Commission's duties is that of making or

causing to be made, upon the direction of the General Assembly,

"such studies of and investigations into governmental agencies

and institutions and matters of public policy as will aid the

General Assembly in performing its duties in the most efficient

and effective manner" (G.S. 120-30.17(1)).

At the direction of the 1979 General Assembly, the Legisla-

tive Research Commission has undertaken studies of numerous

subjects. These studies were grouped into broad categories and

each member of the Commission was given responsibility for one

category of studies. The Co-Chairmen of the Legislative Research

Commission, under the authority of General Statutes 120-30. 10(b)

and (c) , appointed committees consisting of members of the General

Assembly and of the public to conduct the studies. Co-Chairmen,

one fron each house of the General Assembly, were designated for

each ccanmittee.

The study of the school facility needs of the public schools

of North Carolina was directed by Section 50 of the 1979 Budget



Act (Chapter 838 of the 1979 Session Laws). It was to include

"a detailed analysis of the total needs in the matter of public

school facilities."

The Legislative Research Commission placed this study under

the Education Area for which Representative Lura S. Tally of the

Commission is responsible. This study was assigned to the

Committee on Public School Facility Needs which was co-chaired

by Representative Horace Locklear and Senator Helen R. Marvin.

A membership list of the Legislative Research Commission, a mem-

bership list of the Study Committee and a copy of Section 60 of

the 1979 Budget Act may be found in Appendix A.
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Committee Proceedings

The Committee on Public School Facility Needs held five

meetings during the course of its study. These meetings spanned

four months in the interim between the First Session of the

1979 General Assembly and February 21, 1980. A list of the

witnesses who appeared before the Committee may be found in

Appendix B.

Tradition of Local Responsibility for School Facility Needs .

The Committee began its deliberations by looking at the

historical pattern of funding for public school facilities.

Traditionally, the financial responsibility for meeting school

facility needs resides at the local level; the State must provide

funds for the operation of the schools of the State on a uniform

basis, subject to local supplements. North Carolina places a

statutory duty on the counties to provide for school construction,

repair and maintenance. The local boards of education determine

their needs and the costs of meeting them and presenting them

in the form of a proposed budget to the counties. The county

determines how best to provide for the schools. The School

Planning Division of the State Board of Education is available

to assist the boards in evaluating local needs. Local decision-

making autoncmy in this area is checked only by laws regarding

public facility construction, building codes and environmental

laws; also, if State money is used in construction of school
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facilities, the plans must be approved with regard to structural

and functional soundness, safety, and sanitation by the Superinten-

dent of Public Instruction.

Since 1949, the State has supplemented at periodic intervals,

the local financial effort. In 1949, there was a 25 million dollar

State bond issue plus a 25 million dollar direct appropriation.

Half of the funds was allocated on the basis of $250,000 per

county; the other half was allocated on the basis of average daily

membership (ADM) of the schools of each county. Use of the funds

was restricted to the construction, improvement and repair of

school plant facilities.

In 1953, there was a 50 million dollar bond issue. Ten

million dollars was allocated on the basis of $100,000 per county

and 15 million dollars on the basis of ADM. The remaining 25

million dollars was distributed according to standards prescribed

by the State Board of Education and approved by the Governor which

took into account need, and a determination that the county had

made every reasonable effort to provide for its needs.

In 1963, there was a 100 million dollar bond issue allocated

to the school administrative units on the basis of ADM. Permis-

sable uses of the funds were construction, reconstruction, enlarge-

ment, improvement, renovation and purchase of essential equipment;

also, if the State Board of Education determined that a unit did

not need its allocation for these purposes, unneeded funds could
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be used for the retirement of existing local school bonds. In

fact, all units needed their funds to improve school facilities.

Finally, in 1973, there was a 300 million dollar bond issue

allocated to the school administrative units on the basis of ADM.

The allowable uses of the money were the same as in the 1963 bond

issue. Again, all funds were needed for facilities.

The preambles to the legislation creating these bond referenda

all spoke of the existence of critical situations in which the local

tax levying authorities could not meet current school facility needs,

The 1949, 1953 and 1963 bond legislation reiterated the policy

of local support for school facilities with language similar to

this from the 1963 legislation:

Whereas, the State desires to aid the counties in
this emergency without establishing a policy of State
construction and improvement of school plant facilities
and without acknowledging any constitutional or statu-
tory duty or liability on the part of the State with
respect to the construction and improvement of school
plant facilities.

The 1963 and 1973 legislation referred to the earlier bond referen-

da legislation and noted that the State monies gave encouragement

and impetus to the local financial effort.

Proceeds of all earlier bond issues have been expended. The

State debt service requirement on them totals over 5C3 million

dollars. A breakdown of how much is due each year through 1999

may be found on page one of Appendix C.
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Events Leading up to this Study .

In response to the Fulcher Commission Report, the Stallings

Commission Report, and the Department of Public Instruction survey

of public school facility needs undertaken pursuant to the sugges-

tion of the Stallings Commission, the General Assembly instructed

the Legislative Research Commission to undertake this study.

The Fulcher Commission (created by Resolution 91 of the 1977

General Assembly - report issued April 1978) recommended that:

Consideration should be given to presenting a state-
wide bond referendum to the voters as early as 1979
for the purpose of improving and upgrading current
school facilities, replacing old and outdated school
buildings, and providing additional facilities to
house new educational programs and practices. (Emphasis added)

In justification, the Commission cited renovations and construc-

tion necessary to accommodate new programs and teaching techniques,

to increase energy efficiency, to meet State and federal standards

of accessibility to the handicapped, to appropriately house kin-

dergarten students and new programs, and to replace mobile units.

The Commission noted that there has been an expansion of local

efforts to meet school facility needs but that it has been

insufficient to keep up with the problem.

The Stallings Commission (The Governor's Commission on Public

School Finance - report issued 1979) recommended:

That the state, through periodic issue of state bonds,
continue to provide a reasonable proportion of state-
wide facility costs. Based on precedent, it would
seem that the state's reasonable proportion v;ill fall
between 2 5 and 40 percent of the overall cost of school
construction. The next statewide bond referendum should
be held in 1979 or as_ soon as practical thereafter"
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School facility funds should be allocated to each
school district on the basis of average daily mem-
bership. (Emphasis added)

The Commission noted the history of state contributions for

school facilities, and the current extraordinary financial burden

on the counties due to shifts in student population, merger of

units and demand for more and better educational services, as

justifications for its recommendations. Factors contributing to

current facility needs were found to include the use of obsolete

and non-fire resistant buildings, laws requiring accessibility

for the handicapped, inappropriateness of current facilities for

special projects and programs, especially those for children with

special needs, and the need to conserve energy.

The Stallings Commission report went on to suggest that the

Superintendent of Public Instruction establish objective stan-

dards for school facilities for adoption by the State Board of

Education. The Department would then survey the various school

units and report the results to the State Board. The Commission

report suggested that survey categories might include:

(a) replacement of temporary classrooms, (b) re-
placement of non-fire resistant structures,
(c) replacement or modification of energy in-
efficient structures, (d) additions to
structurally sound buildings to make them
educationally adequate, and (e) modification
of buildings for use by the handicapped.

The Superintendent of Public Instruction conducted a survey of

school facility needs in December of 1978 and made the preliminary
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I

results available to the 1979 General Assembly. On the basis of
i

this report, the Legislative Research Commission was charged in

the task of studying this subject and obtaining more documentation

I

on it.
\

On November 1, 1979, after this Study Committee was authorized

but four days before its first meeting, the State Board of Educa-

tion adopted a resolution endorsing the recommendations of the j

Fulcher Carunission, the Stallings Commission and the Superinten-

dent of Public Instruction. It urged that a statewide school bond

referendum be scheduled as soon as possible. (In its presentation

to the Committee, the State Board expanded upon its position by

calling for a bond issue of at least 600 million dollars.) A

copy of the resolution nay be found in Appendix D.
I

I

An Analysis of the School Facility Needs .
i

To assess the school facility needs in North Carolina the

Committee examined the survey conducted by the Superintendent of '

Public Instruction, letters and resolutions from concerned citizens

and local government bodies, evidence given at the public hearing

and other Committee meetings, and conditions in schools in their
i

hcane districts.

As per the recommendation of the Stallings Commission, the

Superintendent surveyed the superintendents of all local boards

of education in North Carolina to guage the magnitude of the

school facility needs across the State. This survey indicated

i

that as of September 1979, it would cost nearly 1.840 billion

dollars to meet the essential needs of the public schools.
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The survey asked each unit to report its needs by categories.

The questionnaire the superintendents filled out and the explana-

tion of what information should go in each category may be found

on pages 1-4 of Appendix E. The reported needs of all school

units in the State, by category, may be found in Table I, below.

TABLE I

SUMMARY OF SCHOOL FACILITY NEEDS BY CATEGORIES

September 1979

Replacement of temporary facilities $125,521,919

Replacement of obsolete facilities 824,377,675

Renovations of buildings which are
suitable for long-range use 270,291,907

New or renovated facilities for
exceptional children 87,185,776*

Accessibility for the handicapped 40,714,605*

Renovations for energy conservation 100,975,764*

Community School related projects 90,717,975*

New or renovated facilities for administra-
tion, maintenance, transportation, and
warehousing 80,084,908

Other needs 219, 938, 143

TOTAL $1,839,808,675

* Estimates in these areas were frequently included under
replacement of obsolete facilities and renovations; thus
the costs indicated for these areas are not sufficient to
correct the problems

.

A breakdown of the total needs in each category, by school unit,

may be found on pages 5-11 of Appendix E.

The Superintendent of Public Instruction also requested that

all local units report the number and the potential capacity of

all temporary and improvised facilities in the state. Four
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thousand five hundred eighty-two temporary and improvised

facilities with a potential capacity of 110,138 students were found

to be in use. A copy of this portion of the questionnaire and the

responses from each unit may be found on pages 12-20 of Appendix E.

Letters and resolutions to the Committee fran boards of county

commissioners, boards of education, local officials, parent-teacher

organizations and other concerned organizations and individuals,

were unanimously in favor of a school bond referendum. Many of

these gave detailed information about the extent of local need and

the factors contributing to it. A list of this correspondence

indicating the level of local need, if it were specified, may be

found in Appendix F.

On December 5, 1979, the Ccmmittee heard fran organizations

concerned with the public school system. On January 18, 1980, the

general public was given the opportunity to comment on the

facility needs of the public schools and of the advisability of

a statewide bend referendum to meet those needs. The response

constituted a comprehensive picture of critical facility needs in

every educational district in the state. Local officials, con-

cerned citizens and taxpayers, and state officials involved with

energy conservation and the rights of the handicapped, all recog-

nized these needs and felt that a statewide bond referendum was

the appropriate response to them. A list of the witnesses appear-

ing at these meetings may be found in Appendix B.
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The evidence presented to the Committee and the observations

that members shared with the Committee based on conditions in

their local districts indicate that immediate, critical needs

exist. Many young North Carolinians are being educated in unsafe,

inadequate, inappropriate surroundings.

Students are being taught in facilities that are obsolete

or in buildings in serious need of renovations. Buildings built

prior to the early 1950 's are often multistory wooden units that

are not fire resistant. The flammable materials used to finish

the interiors of these buildings and the design of the rooms and

corridors make them potential firetraps. Several of these

schools have the extra hazard of an auditorium on the second floor.

Older buildings, especially those for which available maintenance

funds have been minimal, may also be suffering from wear and tear.

In some schools, children trip over badly warped floors. Other

older buildings have flat roofs which inevitably leak after a

certain period of time. Some buildings constructed as late as

the early 1970 's need renovations to insure their future utility.

In spite of the drop in the number of school age children,

many schools are suffering from overcrowding and are using tempo-

rary and improvised facilities. School units with declining

student populations need new teaching stations to perform adequate-

ly the services required of them by state and federal programs.

Legislation limiting class size requires more classrooms. Special

education programs, especially for the educable mentally retarded
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and for accelerated students, federally funded reading and

mathematics classes, in-school suspension halls, expanded guidance i.

and physical education programs for elementary schools, classes

concomitant to competency testing, and kindergarten programs all

require new and specialized facilities. Appropriate facilities for

the physically handicapped, such as audio rooms, are often not

available. Some schools have no cafeterias, gymnasiums or multi-

purpose rooms. At other schools, the attempt to provide athletic

facilities for girls has meant that use of the gymnasiums is schedul-

ed from 6:00 a.m. to 11:00 p.m. These problems are even more serious

in those schools and school units which, because of population

shifts, must serve more students now even though the number of

students statewide is declining.

The net result has been a proliferation of temporary and

improvised facilities. "WPA" buildings and quonset huts are not

new at schools in many areas of the state; they have been joined

by more and more mobile units and improvised facilities. In

many schools, classes in cultural arts, home economics, industrial

arts, vocational education, band and chorus are in inadequate

facilities; in some schools they are located in mobile units where

the acoustics make teaching and learning intolerable. Legally

required programs for children with special needs which rightfully

require specialized facilities, are conducted in makeshift areas

located in erstwhile storerooms, clothes closets, and restrooms

or in subdivided classrocxns, corridors, auditoriums and stages.

Meanwhile, these facilities are lost for their original functions.

- 12 -



Dramatic increases in the cost of fuel have made renovations

to conserve energy a sound investment. Exorbitant fuel bills are

placing a financial strain on some school units. Elementary school

students are obliged to wear coats all day in some areas because

the schools cannot provide adequate heating for them. Inefficient

heating systems create conditions in which classrooms closest to

the heating plant are too hot, others are too cold. Large windows

and a lack of insulation contribute to energy loss. According to

the Division of Plant Operations of the Controller's Office of

the State Board of Education, renovations which would bring about

future energy savings are possible. They are expensive but the

technology for them exists and the groundwork and planning for them

have already been done. The Energy Division of the Department of

Commerce agreed that funds expended on energy conservation would

result in net savings.

Most school facilities are inaccessible for the handicapped.

Handicapped students face not only the indignity of requiring

assistance to maneuver around school buildings but often the impos-

sibility of functioning in a school. The barrier may be as readily

correctable as replacing a single step with a ramp or it may require

major structural renovations to the building, including installation

of elevators. Since 1973, the North Carolina Building Code has

required that new schools be accessible to the handicapjjed. School

facilities constructed before 1973 were not subject to this require-

ment, thus most of them require significant modifications.
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A major goal of the Community Schools Act was to make school

facilities available to the general public for community projects.

This will require new auditoriums and sports facilities in some

areas. Also, the expanded use of the facilities underscores the

need for physical accessibility to all citizens including senior

citizens and handicapped citizens.

Facilities for administration, maintenance, transportation

and warehousing are totally inadequate in some school units. In

some areas, offices are scattered throughout the county and communi-

cation amongst school personnel is difficult. One school system

is currently using buildings vacated when the county prison moved

to more commodious quarters. It is impossible to maximize the

efficiency of the school system without adequately housing these

administrative functions.

Inflation, rising construction costs, lack of adequate

maintenance funds and ordinary wear and tear all exacerbate facility

needs. This is a situation that can only deteriorate if neglected.

Needs vary according to the area, its demographic, economic,

and political characteristics, and the other demands on the tax-

levying authority. One witness at the public hearing discarded

his prepared text to "weep with them who weep"; that the conditions

in the schools are lamentable was a common denominator in the

evidence before the Committee.
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Local Commitment to the Provision of Adequate School Facilities .

The Committee looked at what the counties have done to fulfill

their statutory obligations to provide adequate school facilities.

The Committee examined how much local money has been expended in

light of how much was available, what percentage of the expendi-

tures for school facilities were from local funds, how successful

local school bond referenda have been, and whether counties are

able to cc«Timit more funds to school facilities at this time.

The local capital outlay for school facilities for the fiscal

years 1970-71 through 1977-78 was 647.3 million dollars; adjusted

to 1979 dollars, the total expenditure was 899.4 million dollars.

This constituted 14.32% of the adjusted total resources available

to the counties on a continual and consistent basis, from which

they often allocate funds for public schools. A list of these

resources may be found on page 1 of Appendix G; this list includes

some federal funds earmarked for counties and for school units.

Also, a breakdown by county of local expenditures for school

facilities may be found in pages 2-7 of Appendix G.

Fran fiscal year 1970-71 through 1977-78, counties provided

68.0% of the capital outlay disbursements for public schools;

State funds from the 1963 and 1973 bond issues accounted for 26.6%

of the disbursements; these percentages have been computed after

adjustments for inflation. A breakdown of the adjusted and un-

adjusted amounts expended by the local. State and federal govern-

ments may be found in Appendix H.
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FrOTi 1969 to 1979, 95 local bond referenda were held. Of

these, 41, totaling 377.3 million dollars in 1979 dollars were

defeated; 54, totaling 479.4 million dollars in 1979 dollars were

approved. Charts indicating the amounts of individual local

referenda and whether they passed or failed may be found on

pages 1-5 of Appendix I. A summary of how much local school bond

money was approved or defeated in each year may be found on page 6

of Appendix I.

Many witnesses appearing before the Committee indicated that

local bond referenda would not be feasible in their areas. (Also,

reported needs were too great to be accommodated by yearly alloca-

tions by the counties.) A local commitment to "pay-as-you-go"

financing, a substantial amount recently approved by the voters for

school facilities, the fiscal unsoundness of more local borrowing,

land owners opposed to greater ad valorem taxes, a history of an

unwillingness to pass any bond issues in the county, and other

political and economic concerns were offered as factors precluding

expenditures for school facilities. The evidence was clear that

critical needs exist regardless of the counties ' present ability

or willingness to finance them.

The Cost of a Statewide Bond Referendum .

The State Treasurer presented to the Committee a schedule

indicating the consequences of a 600 million dollar bond issue

over 25 years if it were approved by the voters in November, 1980
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and sold at an interest rate of 6^%. The total principal and

interest cost on such a bond issue would be 1.14 billion dollars.

The annual debt service requirement would peak at 60.4 million

dollars in 1999. A breakdown of the annual cost may be found in

column 4 on page 2 of Appendix C. A 600 million dollar bond issue

would bring the total debt service requirement on public school

bonds up to 1.65 billion dollars. The annual debt service require-

ment on public school bonds would peak at 73.4 million dollars

in 1988. The total debt service requirement on all State bonds

would be 2.41 billion dollars. The annual debt service requirement

on all State bonds would peak at 118.8 million dollars in 1987.

The annual cost of all State school bonds and of all State bonds

plus the additional proposed bonds may be found in column 6 on

pages 2 and 3, respectively, of Appendix C.

According to the Treasurer, the financial position of the

State is strong enough to permit the issuance of 600 million

dollars in school bonds. He advises that the sale of these bonds

over a six year period would not have an adverse affect on the

credit of the State. Also, because the State's credit rating is

so sound, the State could borrow funds more cheaply than the

counties.

Witnesses at the public hearing indicated that State bond

money has stimulated the counties to expend funds for school

facilities. This increase of local commitment may be seen as the
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product of the State effort; thus the cost to the State is very

reasonable in light of the benefit accruing to the public schools

of North Carolina.

Distribution of State Funds

The Committee looked at different distribution methods, the

justifications for them and their applicability to this situation,

to determine how to use State funds for school facilities to the

greatest advantage.

Distribution of State funds to local school units on the

number of pupils in ADM is commonplace for several reasons. The

rationale is easy to understand; each unit receives a certain

amount of money per pupil. This system sounds fair and it is

easy to calculate a school unit's share. As was stated in the

section on the tradition of local responsibility for school facility

needs, two earlier statewide bond referenda called for distribu-

tion of all funds by ADM; the other two used a combination of ADM

and other methods. Also, ADM is favored by the taxpayers of the

most populous counties because it is generally the method most

favorable to them.

There are several factors mitigating against distribution

on the basis of ADM. ADM offers no provision to adjust for a

unit's need for more help. Also, no consideration is given to a

unit's ability to generate revenues on its own initiative. Clear-

ly, fiscal capacity varies from county to county. Per capita
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income ranges from $3,646 to $7,739, per capita local option sales

tax revenue from $7.30 to $56.72, per capita intangible tax

revenue fran $1.73 to $21.45 and per capita property tax valua-

tion (adjusted for year of revaluation) from $7,051 to $44,372.

Neither the school facility needs of a county nor its ability to

pay correspond to its ADM. Also, distribution by ADM does not

take into account the fixed costs that all school units face

regardless of the number of students they serve.

An approach that has sane of the intrinsic appeal of ADM

but that has the effect of better meeting the actual needs of the

counties is to allocate a set amount per county and distribute the

rest according to ADM. This method was used exclusively in the

1949 allocation of State monies for school facilities and was used

in conjunction with a third factor in 1953. It takes into account

the fact that all units face fixed costs and then allows a certain

amount per student; thus it seems fair and straight forward. At

the same time, the fixed stipend gives the smaller counties more

than they would receive under ADM; since the smaller counties tend

to be the poorer counties and to have relatively greater needs,

this method is more responsive to actual need than ADM.

The impact of different formulas on the actual distribution of

600 million dollars may be seen in the charts in Appendices J and K,

The amount each county would receive under an ADM distribution

may be seen in column 4 of Appendix J. Columns 5 and 5 of

Appendix J indicate county shares based on two indicators of

ability to pay, per capita personal income and per capita taxable
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property, respectively. Columns 7 and 8 of Appendix J demonstrate

combinations of the first three methods. Appendix K indicates the

amount each county would receive if a portion of the bond money

were distributed as a fixed stipend to each county and the re-

mainder were distributed on the basis of ADM. Amounts individual

school units would receive if (a) $75 million were distributed

on the basis of $750,000 per county, (b) the basic $750,000 stipend

were subdivided amongst multiple units in a county on the basis of

ADM and (c) $525 million were distributed on the basis of ADM, may

be found in Appendix L.

There is no single method which is clearly beneficial to the

greatest number of counties. The most populous counties receive

more under an ADM distribution; the least populous counties get

more under any other method.
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Findings and Recommendation

Pursuant to the direction of Section 60 of the 1979 Budget

Act, the Legislative Research Commission's Committee on Public

School Facility Needs, after having reviewed the information

presented, makes the following findings and recommends the

following courses of action to the 1979 General Assembly:

FINDING 1. There is an urgent need for a substantial capital

outlay to meet the school facility needs of the public schools

of North Carolina .

The data presented by the school board members, county

commissioners, school superintendents, PTA members and other

concerned citizens at the public hearing, the investigations

committee members made in their home districts and the results

of the Department of Public Instruction survey, consistently

demonstrate that essential school facility needs throughout the

State are not being met. Some school facilities currently in

use are unsafe, over-crowded, and not condusive to teaching or

learning.

Critical needs include replacement of obsolete facilities,

renovation of buildings suitable for long-term use, replacement

of temporary facilities, provision of facilities suitable for

legally required programs, modifications for energy conservation,

modifications to permit accessibility for the handicapped, and

construction and improvements to permit increased community use

of the schools.

- 21 -



FINDING 2. Current school facility needs are so serious that

the State should assist the counties in meeting these needs .

North Carolina places the statutory burden on the counties

to take financial responsibility for school construction, repair

and maintenance and for school equipment; however, on four

occasions since 1949, the State has supplemented the local

financial effort as the need and the relative financial positions

of the State and the counties dictated.

At this time, the counties are not able to provide for the

essential facility needs of the schools and to meet their other

financial obligations with the funds consistently and continually

available to them. Substantial sums are presently required but

the counties have already expended substantial sums for school

facilities. Local governments acting alone cannot ameliorate

the current critical school facility needs. Because North

Carolina has a history of doing what its children need, the State

should again assist the counties in providing for the essential

facility needs of the public schools.

FINDING 3. State assistance of at least 600 million dollars is

required to meet current, essential school facility needs .

Evidence before the Committee indicates it would cost in

excess of 1.8 billion dollars to meet critical school facility

needs. Inflation, rising construction costs and depreciation of

facilities are making delays in meeting these needs costly. Past

experience indicates that the availability of State bond money

acts as an impetus to the local financial effort. The State
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should provide at least 600 million dollars so that, through a

joint State and local effort, the essential needs of the public

schools of North Carolina will be met.

RECOMMENDATION 1. State assistance for public school facilities

in the amount of 600 million dollars should be in the form of a

bond issue .

The State Treasurer advises that a 600 million dollar bond

issue would not impair the State credit rating. Also, the

amount of money required is so large that to provide a signifi-

cant portion of it by a single direct appropriation would not

be possible. Since no General Assembly could compel future General

Assemblies to make a direct appropriation for any purpose, and

since a bond issue is feasible, the necessary funds should be

raised by sale of bonds.

RECOMMENDATION 2. Seventy-five million dollars of State funds

should be allocated on the basis of $750,000 per county; 525 million

dollars should be allocated on the basis of ADM. If two or more

school units occupy a county, they should share the base alloca -

tion on the basis of ADM .

A basic allocation to each county recognizes the fact that

even small school systems have certain fixed expenses. The per

pupil allocation distributes money equally once the contribution

for fixed expenses has been made. Also, this distribution formu-

la tends to equalize educational opportunities throughout the

State by providing more funds to smaller counties which tend to
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be poorer and to have proportionally greater needs than larger

counties. One prior statewide school bond referendum used a

similar distribution formula; another utilized another factor

in conjunction with these two. This formula is fair, it meets

actual school facility needs across the State, and there is

historical precedent for it.

RECOMMENDATION 3. Permissable uses of State funds should include

the construction, reconstruction, enlargement, improvement and

renovation of school facilities and the purchase of equipment

for them; a county or municipality should be able to retire local

school bonds with State money allocated to it which is not needed

for a permissable purpose .

The above-listed permissable uses are the ones specified

for the 1963 and 1973 statewide bond issues. The only major capi-

tal expense for which State money ought not be utilized is land

acquisition.

Local units which have been diligent in meeting their own

public school facility needs should be permitted to use the

proceeds to ease the financial burden of debt service on local

bonds. This would prevent anticipated State assistance from

impeding local initiative.

RECOMMENDATION 4. There should be no requirement that local govern -

ments match the State funds they receive for school facility needs.
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Although history indicates that many counties do in fact

match the State funds they receive for school facilities, there

should be no requirement that they do so. A matching requirement

would prove a hardship to those counties which have recently made

major capital outlays for the public schools. Also, delay while

waiting for local contributions, especially in the face of tax-

payer resistance, would only exacerbate the already critical

situation with regard to school facilities.

RECOMMENDATION 5. The term of the bonds should be determined by

the General Assembly upon the advice of the Treasurer at the time

legislation authorizing a bond referendum is introduced .

It is presently impossible to determine what an appropriate

term for bonds issued at a future date would be, given the current

volatility of the market. If the term of bonds were specified

at this time, it may make it impossible for the Treasurer to

negotiate, at a later date, the terms most advantageous for the

State.

RECOMMENDATION 6. The State Treasurer, with the assistance of the

Legislative Services Office, should prepare legislation implement -

ing the findings of this Committee for presentation to the 1979

General Assembly (Second Session 1980 )

.

The technical nature of the necessary legislation requires

that it be drafted by the State Treasurer with the assistance of

the Bill Drafting Division and the Fiscal Research Division of the
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Legislative Services office. The evanescent nature of the

pertinent data requires that the legislation be drafted just prior

to its consideration by the General Assembly.

- 26 -



APPENDIX A





Appendix A

LEGISLATIVE RESEARCH COMMISSION

House Speaker Carl J. Stewart, Jr.
Cochairman

Representative Chris S. Barker, Jr.

Representative John Gamble

Representative Parks Helms

Representative John J. Hunt

Representative Lura S. Tally

Senate President Pro Tempore
W. Craig Lawing, Cochairman

Senator Henson P. Barnes

Senator Melvin R. Daniels, Jr.

Senator Carolyn Mathis

Senator R. C. Soles, Jr.

Senator Charles E. Vickery



LEGISLATIVE RESEARCH COMMISSION

COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC SCHOOL FACILITY NEEDS

Representative Lura S. Tally, LRC Member

Representative Horace Locklear, Cochairman

Senator Helen R. Marvin, Cochairman

Senator Robert M. Davis, Jr.

Senator Conrad Duncan, Jr.

Representative Fletcher Harris

Representative Ralph Ledford

Senator Vernon E. White

Mr. Clifford Winslow
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"LEGISLATIVE RESEARCH COMMISSION TO STUDY PUBLIC SCHOOL FACILITY

NEEDS." (Chapter 838, Section 60 of the 1979 Session Laws)

THE LEGISLATIVE RESEARCH COMMISSION IS DIRECTED TO CONDUCT A STUDY

OF THE SCHOOL FACILITY NEEDS OF THE PUBLIC SCHOOLS OF NORTH

CAROLINA. THE COMMISSION IS FURTHER DIRECTED TO REPORT ITS

FINDINGS TO THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY ON OR BEFORE MARCH 1, 1980. THE

COMMISSION REPORT SHALL INCLUDE A DETAILED ANALYSIS OF THE TOTAL

NEEDS IN THE MATTER OF PUBLIC SCHOOL FACILITIES.
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WITNESSES
IN FAVOR OF BOND ISSUE

Mr. Young H. Allen, Superintendent, Lenoir County Schools

Mr. Joe S. Allred, Coordinator, Wilkes County Community Schools

Mr. James Atkins, Wake County Board of Education

Mr. Larry W. Aultman, Caldwell County Board of Education

Mrs. Shirley Babson, Chairperson, Brunswick County Board of
Education

Mr. Marvin Baldree, Ayden (Pitt County Schools)

Mrs. Nina Beavans, Halifax County Board of Education

Mr. Phillip O. Berry, Charlotte/Mecklenburg Board of Education

Mr, Charles Bledsoe, Catawba County, Hickory PTA Council

Dr. Robert Boggs , Alexander County

Mr. Ed Brady, Chairman, Nash County Board of Education

Mr. Tommy Brandon, Vice Chairman, Yadkin County Board of Education

Mr. C. O. Bridger, Chairman, Bladen County Board of Education

Mr. Jack Britt, Cumberland County Schools

Dr. E. Lawson Brown, Chairman, Legislative Committee, N. C.

Association of School Administrators

Dr. David Bruton, President, State Board of Education

Mr. Edwin Caldwell, Jr., Chapel Hill/Carrboro Board of Education
and N. C. School Board Association

Mr. Marvin S. Calloway, Jr., Vice Chairman, Forsyth Co. Board of
Education

Mr. Robert A. Cathey, Chairman, Haywood County Board of Education

Mr. James F. Causby, Superintendent, Swain County Schools

Mr. Maynard S. Collie, President, NC Public School Maintenance
Association (Caswell County Schools)



Mr. Oscar Compton, Chairman, Orange County Board of Education

Ms. Janice Cone, Nash County PTA

Mr. Glen L. Cox, Superintendent, Greenville City Schools

Mr. W. F. Davis, Superintendent, Kings Mountain Schools

Mrs. Betsy Detty, Salisbury City Schools

Dr. Raleigh E. Dingman, Executive Director, N. C. School Board
Association

Mr. Henry Drake, Anson County Schools

Mrs. Joyce Duncan, Rosewood Concerned Citizens for Education

Mr. C. R. Edwards, State Board of Education

Dr. Kenneth England, Superintendent, Vance County Schools

Mr. W. O. Fields, Jr., Superintendent, Wilson County Schools

Mr. Marion Fisher, Superintendent, Weldon City Schools

Mr. James Rae Freeland, Orange County Board of Education

Mr. Joe Fries, Superintendent, Cabarrus County Schools

Mr. W. C. Giles, County Ccanmissioner, Rutherford County

Mr. Tim Glass, Chairman, Alexander County Board of Education

Mr. Durwood F. Gunnells, Counsel, N. C. Association of County
Commissioners

Mr. R. G. Gurley, Assistant Superintendent, Wayne County Schools

Dr. Paul Hammack, Superintendent, Union County Schools

Mr. Tcm Hedgepeth, Chairman, Washington County Board of Education

Dr. Julian Hofman, Chairman, Weldon City Board of Education

Mrs. Janet Holem, Legislative Coordinator, N.C. Congress of
Parents and Teachers

Mr. Grady Hunter, Chairman, Yadkin County Board of Commissioners
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Mr. Roger Jackson, Superintendent, Ashe County Schools

Mr. M. D. James, Superintendent, Pender County Schools

Mr. Henry Knight, Wake County, N.C. PTA Legislative Committee

Dr. W. F. Landing, Assistant Superintendent, Durham County Schools

Mr. A. Gerald Lankford, Chairman, Wilkes County Board of
Commissioners

Mr. Clarence Leary, Jr. , Citizens for Better Education in Chowan Co.

Mr. R. E. Lee, Superintendent, Moore County Schools

Mr. Ben Lloyd, President, Orange County Farm & Landowners Association

Mrs. Robert Miller III, Salisbury PTA Council

Mr. Jack O 'Kelly, County Commissioner, Alamance County

Mr. Mark Overby, Harnett County student

Dr. Craig Phillips, Superintendent, Department of Public Instruction

Mrs. Rhodes Pratt, Chairman, Board of Education, Bertie County

Mrs. Dorothy G. Pruitt, Chairperson, Granville County Board of
Education

Mr. Sam Ranzino, Assistant Executive Secretary for Legislative
Services, N.C. Association of Educators

Mr. Richard N. Schultz, Superintendnet , Rockingham County Schools

Mrs. DeLett Sibley, Assistant Superintendent, Richmond County
Schools

Mr. Rick L. Smyre , Chaijrman, Gaston County Board of Education

Mr. Joseph Spruill, Bertie County Commissioner

Mr. Wayne Trogdon, Alexander County

Mr. Paul Tyndall, Chairman, Onslow County Board of Education

Mr. Carl L. Unsicker, Chairman, New Hanover County Board of
Education
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Ms. Gena White, High Point PTA

Ms. Mary White, Perquimans County PTA

Mr. Baxter Williams, Currituck County Board of Ccaranissioners

Mr. Mike Williams, Superintendent, Warren County Schools

Dr. James Wilson, Superintendent, Jackson County Schools

Mrs. Linda Winner, Asheville City Board of Education

Rev. Middleton Wooten, Bertie County

Mr. Charles Yelverton, Superintendent, Duplin County Schools
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WITNESSES
PROVIDING TECHNICAL INFORMATION

The Honorable Harlan Boyles
Treasurer of the State of North Carolina

Mr. David Crotts, Senior Fiscal Analyst, Fiscal Research

Mr. Douglas Culbreth, Chief of Conservation Programs for
State Energy Office

Mr. Carsie Denning, Director of Plant Operations, Department
of Public Instruction

Ms. Sarah L. Fuerst, Committee Counsel

Ms. Marion Grant, Advocacy Council for Persons with Disabilities

Mr. Frank Justice, Director of Fiscal Research, Legislative
Services

Dr. Lacy Presnell, Director, Division of School Planning,
Department of Public Instruction
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ANNUAL REQUIREMENTS FOR EXISTING PUBLIC SCHOOL DEBT

State of North Carolina



ANNUAL REQUIREMENTS FOR EXISTING PUBLIC SCHOOL DEBT PLUS
PROPOSED REQUIREMENTS FOR $600,000,000 ADDITIONAL SCHOOL BONDS

State of North Carolina

Fiscal

Year

1979-80

81

82

83

84

85

86

87

88

89

1989-90

91

92

93

94

95

96

97

98

99

1999-00

01

02

03

04

OS

06

07

Principal

18,000,000

17,000,000

16,000,000

14,000,000

12,000,000

11,000,000

11,000,000

11,000,000

11,000,000

13,000,000

14,000.000

16,000,000

16,000,000

18,000,000

23,000,000

35,000,000

38,000,000

39,000,000

39,000,000

38,000,000

38,000,000

38,000,000

38,000,000

38,000,900

38,000,000

Proposed Bonds

Estimated

Interest

3,250,000

9,750,000

15,080,000

20,475,000

25,935,000

31,525,000

33,995,000

33,280,000

32,565,000

31,850,000

31,135,000

30,290,000

29,380,000

28,340,000

27,300,000

26,130,000

24,635,000

22,360,000

19,890,000

17,355,000

14,820,000

12,350,000

9,880,000

7,410,000

4,940,000

2,470,000

Principal &
Estimated

Interest

3,250,000

27,750,000

32,080,000

36,475,000

39,935,000

43,525,000

44,995,000

44,280,000

43,565,000

42,850,000

44,135,000

44,290,000

45,380,000

44,340,000

45,300,000

49,130,000

59,635,000

60,360,000

58,890,000

56,355,000

52,820,000

50,350,000

47,880,000

45,410,000

42,940,000

40,470,000

With Existing Debt

Principal

15,646,211

18,906,888

20,837,186

37,062,186

37,962,186

37,495,519

33,471,275

30,471,275

29,971,275

29,971,275

29,971,275

30,621,275

32,400,085

32,400,085

32,900,085

32,900,085

33,990,995

37,015,239

39,369,050

41,394,050

39,000,000

39,000,000

38,000,000

38,000,000

38,000,000

38,000,000

38,000,000.

38,000,000.

.00

.50

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

00

00
.00

.00

,00

00

00

00

00

00

00

fnncipai &
Interest

32,114,384.69

35,410,533.77

39,789,744.15

61,632,384.71

66,857,225.28

70,661,898.84

70,926,995.43

72,505,608.83

73,412,131.32

71,656,381.07

69,941,964.13

68,887,079.34

68,933,765.76

67,063,384.77

65,723,838.54

63,794,984.69

62,997,707.49

64,066,036.96

64,326,145.50

63,870,722.75

58,890,000.00

56,355,000.00

52,820,000.00

50,350,000.00

47,880,000.00

45,410,000.00

42,940,000.00

40,470,000.00

$600,000,000 $546,390,000 $1,146,390,000 5940,757.500.50 $1,649,687,918.02

* Assumptions on Page 4
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ANNUAL REQUIREMENTS FOR EXISTING GENERAL FUND DEBT PLUS $206,000,000 AUTHORIZED
AND UNIMUED WNDS PLUS PROPOSED REQUIREMENTS FOR $600,000,000 SCHOOL BONDS

State of Nortk Caraliaa Proposed School Bonds



AHumptiont u follow*:

Fiscal

Year
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Appendix D

RESOLUTION

Referendum for the Construction of Public School Facilities

WHEREAS, less than ten millions of dollars remains from the 1973 State Bond
Fund, most of which is committed,

and IVHEREAS, many students in North Carolina are housed in temporary or

obsolete facilities,

and WHEREAS, many facilities which are suitable for long-range use are
in dire need of major renovations to accommodate the handicapped, conserve
energy, and provide spaces for new programs,

and WHEREAS, additional teaching spaces will be needed to reduce class size
as recommended in the Fulcher Commission Report,

and WHEREAS, many administrative units have inadequate facilities for ad-
ministration, transportation, maintenance, and warehousing,

and WHEREAS, funds are needed to renovate and construct facilities for
community use,

and WHEREAS, the Fulcher and Stallings Commissions recommended a statewide
bond referendum for school construction as early as 1979.

BE IT RESOLVED, that the State Board of Education endorses the re-
commendations of the Fulcher Commission, the Stallings Commission, and
the State Superintendent of Public Instruction to schedule a state
referendum for the construction of public school facilities as soon as

possible.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this Resolution be submitted to

the Governor, Lieutenant Governor, Speaker of the House, Legislative Research
Commission, and the Commission appointed to study the facility needs of the
Public Schools of North Carolina.

Approved by the State Board of Education this the 1st day of November,
1979.
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Appendix E

SUMMARY OF SCHOOL FACILITY NEEDS

While North Carolina school systems have made considerable progress in providing

safe and adequate facilities, additional funds are needed. In December of 1978, the

Department of Public Instruction initiated a survey to determine the extent of these

needs. This information was updated in November, 1979. Each administrative unit was

asked to estimate their needs according to the categories below:

Replacement of Temporary Facilities - Most school systems in North
Carolina have experienced a decline in school membership, however, many

administrative units still have students housed in mobile units,

temporary frame buildings, in multi-purpose rooms, or in other temporary
quarters. This category includes the estimated cost of housing all

students who are now in temporary quarters in permanent facilities.

The cost of land and equipment is included, where applicable.

Replacement of Obsolete Facilities - Approximately 30% of the teach-
ing stations in North Carolina are located in facilities constructed
prior to 1949. Most of these buildings are non-fire resistive struc-

tures which are unsuitable for long-range use. Likewise, some of the
fire resistive buildings constructed after 1949 may be unsuitable for
long-range use. This category includes the estimated cost of replacing
the obsolete facilities regardless of date of construction. The cost
estimates include land and equipment, where applicable.

Renovation of Buildings which are Suitable for Long-Range Use - Approxi-
mately 30% of all teaching stations in North Carolina are housed in

buildings which were constructed between 1950 and 1959. Many of these
buildings are minimal by today's standards and a major renovation would
cost up to one-half of the cost of new construction. Many buildings
built in the 1960's and early 1970's would also benefit from renovations.
This category includes the estimated cost of renovations to buildings
which are suitable for long-range use.

New or Renovated Facilities for Exceptional Children - The number of
exceptional children being served in North Carolina has increased from
2,175 in 1949-50 to approximately 151,500 in 1978-79. There are an

estimated 200,000 children in North Carolina who are entitled to be
served. Few public school facilities were planned specifically for
these children. Self-contained programs for the severely and profoundly
retarded, trainable mentally retarded, and educable mentally retarded
are frequently housed in regular classrooms or temporary classrooms which
lack toilet facilities, sinks, adequate ventilation, and adequate instruc-
tional areas. Resource teachers for exceptional children frequently
share standard classrooms or are housed in mobile units or other accom-
modations. This category includes the estimated cost of providing all
exceptional children with appropriate facilities, including land and
equipment, where applicable.

Accessibility for the Handicapped - Section 504 of the Rehabilitation
Act of 1973 requires boards of education to make all programs and



activities accessible to the handicapped. Section 504 is applicable
to school employees, parents, and other citizens as well as students.
Most buildings constructed since 1973 are accessible to the handi-
capped or can be easily modified. Most buildings constructed prior
to 1973 will require extensive modifications; many will require
elevators. This category includes the estimated cost of making all

buildings, which are suitable for long-range use, accessible to the

handicapped.

Renovations for Energy Conservation - Federal monies will soon be

available on a matching basis to conduct energy audits and make some

renovations for energy conservation. The amount available, however,
will be insufficient. This category includes the estimated cost of
renovating buildings to improve their energy efficiency.

Community Schools - Many school facilities are needed for educational
programs but can also be used by the community. Typical projects in

this category include the construction of swimming pools, tennis courts,
auditoriums, etc., but also renovations to existing areas to improve
their function and to enhance their use after school hours.

I

New or Renovated Facilities for Administration, Maintenance, Trans-
ortation, and Warehousing - Many school systems in North Carolina
ave adequate facilities for administration and operations while

others are housed in totally inadequate facilities. This category
includes the estimated cost for adequately housing all administrative,
maintenance, transportation, and warehousing functions.

Other Needs - School systems have many facility needs which do not
fit the categories above. For example, elementary schools may lack

appropriate indoor play areas or multi-purpose rooms; junior high/
middle schools and high schools may lack teaching theaters. Increased
participation in girl's athletics in grades 7-12 may have increased
the need for a second gymnasiiom. Shifts of student population may
result in the need for system-wide reorganization and, consequently,
new schools. Many kindergarten and primary programs are housed in

conventional classrooms which are inadequate in size and lack special
facilities. The implementation of the Fulcher Commission Report will
reduce class sizes and require additional teaching stations. More
stringent environmental standards are requiring more sophisticated
sewage disposal systems. This category includes the estimated costs
for school facilities which are not indicated in categories above.

The data on the following pages includes the unit-by-unit estimates of needs and
the North Carolina estimate of needs by categories. The estimates were supplied by
the local superintendents; most boards of education have reviewed and/or approved
the estimates. Also, many boards have shared their estimates with the county commis-
sioners, media, and interested groups.
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Administrative Unit

SUPPLEMENT TO SUM^L^RY OF SCHOOL FACILITY WEEDS
October 10, 11)79

Although most school systems in North Carolina have experienced some decline in
;cl)Ool membership, many students are housed in mobile units or other temporary fa-
:ilities. Since the 1973 School Construction Bond Referendum, North Carolina has
.inplcmentcd a full kindergarten program. V.'itli the full kindergarten program, most
jchool systems liave more students tlian in 1973.

Since 1973, there has been a substantial reduction in class size and an increase
.n tlie numljer of special teachers for remediation and exceptionality. Also, there
las been some expansion in the number of program offerings and comjTiuni ty use of schools,
rhe net result is a lower capacity for the scliooJs. For example, an elementary school
vith a capacity for 600 students in 1973 would probably have a capacity for only 525
students in 1979.

As a supplement to the Summary of School Facility Needs we would like to include
lata regarding tlie number of students who are housed in mobile units or temporary
;paccs. Please give us your estimates on the following:

1, a. Number of mobile or portable units presently in use.

^ b. Total or potential capacity of these units.

c. Total students wlio will occupy these units this
school year.

a. Number of teaciiing stations in imj^rovised areas
(auditorium, stage, liallways, storage areas, old
g>ans, etc.).

b. Total or potential capacity of tliese teaching
stations.

c. Total students who wil] occupy tiiese spaces
this scl^ool year.

i^eturn as early as convenient, but no Irtei- than October 10, 1979 to;

Lacy M. Presneli, Jr., Hirector
Division of School Planning
State r/e])r.rtment of Public Instruclion
Raleigli, North Cai'olina 2761'!

E-3



.) W -(. * '- ». -

SU?#5AIiY OF SCHOOL rACILITY NHfiDS

October 10, iy79

Please use the esti!,>at.es su'omittcd earlier and published in Suinmary of Scliool

Facility Needs - 1978-7D, (April, 1979).

^Please revise the estimates of school facility needs as indicated below:

o Replacement of temporary facilities $

o Roplacenieiit cf obsolete facilities- $

o Ivenovations of buildings wiiich are
suitable for long-range use $

o Nov/ or renovated facilities for
exceptional children $_

o Accessibility for tlie handic-'ipped $_

o Renovations for energy conservation $

o Community school related projects $_

o New or renovated facilities for

administration, maintenance,
transportation and wareliousing $

o Other needs $

TOTAL $

Please Check (X)

ITie Board Chairman has reviewed these data
The Board has reviewed these data
_The Board has approved these data
The media, staff, and interested groups have been informed regarding these
data

Superintendent Date

Return as early as convenient, but no later tlian October 10, 1979 to;

Lacy M. Prcsnell, .Ir. , Director
Division of Scliool Planning
State Department of Public Instruction
Raleigh, North Carolina 27611
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Appendix F

WRITTEN EXPRESSIONS OF SUPPORT FOR A STATEWIDE BOND
REFERENDUM (AVAILABLE IN THE COMMITTEE FILE)

Entity

Alamance County Commissioners

Albemarle City Bd. of Educ.

Form

Presentation

Resolution

Alexander Co. Bd. of Ed., Chm. Presentation

Alleghany Board of Educ.
Alleghany Ccaranissioners

Ashe County Schools, Supt.

Avery C. Bd. of Education
Avery County Commissioners

Beaufort Co. Bd. of Educ.

Bertie County Commissioners
Bertie County Bd. of Educ.

Bladen County Bd. of Educ.
Bladen County Commissioners

Brunswick Co. Bd. of Educ.

Bunccxne County Commissioners

Burke County Commissioners
Burke County Bd. of Educ.

Resolution
Resolution

Presentation

Resolution
Resolution

Resolution

Resolution
Resolution

Resolution
Resolution

Resolution

Resolution

Resolution
Resolution

Cabarrus County Bd. of Educ. Letter

Caldwell Co. Bd. of Ed. Member Presentation

Camden County Commissioners
Camden County Board of Educ.

Resolution
Resolution

Carteret County Commissioners* Resolution
Carteret County Bd. of Educ* Resolution

Catawba County Bd. of Educ. Resolution

Chapel Hill/Carrboro Bd. of Ed. Letter

Char. /Meek. Bd. of Ed. Chm. Presentation

Amount Needed Locally
If Specified

$ 3,300,000

13,466, 570

940,000
940,000

6,000,000
6,000,000

9,250,000

16,705,250
16,705, 250

10,822,400

59,350,000

42,838,639

15,075,000

12,809, 519

26,013,000

7,759,133

*The Carteret County Commissioners ' Resolution indicates that the
Carteret Board of Education has also adopted a resolution.



Entity

Chatham County Board of Educ.
Chatham County Commissioners

Cleveland County Supt.

Clinton Board of Education

Cumberland County Board of Ed.

Currituck County Bd. of Educ.

Dare County Bd. of Education

Davie County Bd. of Education

Duplin County School Supt.
Duplin County Bd. of Educ.

Edenton-Chowan Bd. of Educ.

Fayetteville City Bd. of Ed.

Fairmont Bd. of Education

Franklin County Comm. Chm.

Goldsboro City Bd. of Educ.

Graham County Bd. of Educ.

Granville Co. Bd. of Ed. Chm.

Greenville City School Supt.
Greenville Mayor
Greenville Area Cham, of Com
Greenville Bd. of Educ Member

Guilford County Bd. of Educ.

Harnett County Commissioners
Harnett County Bd. of Educ.
Harnett County Supt.

Henderson Co. Bd. of Educ.

Hertford County Bd. of Educ.

Form

Resolution
Resolution

Statemend of Need

Resolution

Resolution

Resolution

Letter

Resolution

Presentation
Resolution

Resolution

Resolution

Resolution

Letter

Resolution

Resolution

Presentation

Presentation
Letter
Letter
Letter

Resolution

Resolution
Resolution
Memorandum

Resolution

Resolution

Amount Needed Locally
If Specified

$ 9,000,000
9,000,000

6,387,700

7,000,000

21,000,000

3,850,000

10,000,000
14,000,000

9, 540,000

11,000,000

3,125,000

4, 500,000

32,043, 525

41,400,000

23, 507,150

13,000,000

11,000,000

F-2



Entity

High Point PTA Council Pres.

Hoke County Board of Educ.
Hoke County Commissioners

Hyde County Board of Educ.

Iredell County Board of Educ.

Jackson County School Supt.

Kings Mt. Board of Educ.

Kinston City Board of Educ.

Lee County Board of Educ.

Lenoir County Commissioners
Lenoir County Supt.

Lincoln County Board of Educ.
Lincoln County Commissioners

Macon County Board of Educ.

Martin County Board of Educ.

McDowell County Board of Educ.

Moore County Board of Educ.

Mount Airy City Board of Educ.

Newton-Conover Board of Educ.

Form

Presentation

Resolution
Resolution

Letter

Resolution

Presentation

Resolution

Resolution

Resolution

Resolution
Presentation

Amount Needed Locally
If Specified

Lexington City Board of Educ. Resolution

Resolution
Resolution

Resolution

Resolution

Letter

Resolution

Resolution

Letter

Northampton Co. Board of Educ. Resolution

Orange County Board of Educ. Letter

Pamlico County Board of Educ. Resolution

Perquimans County Board of Ed. Resolution
Perquimans County Commissioners Resolution
Perquimans County PTA Pres. Presentation

2, 500,000

43,000,000

5,476,000

10,000,000

8, 268,000

7,100,000
7,100,000

11,925,950

5,120,000

15, 534, 513

10, 542, 500

18,834, 520

10,171,000

8,065,000
8,065,000

F-3



Entity

Pitt County Board of Educ.
Pitt County Ccmmissioners

Form

Resolution
Letter

Randolph County Bd. of Educ. Resolution

Richmond Co. Schools Asst.Supt. Presentation

Roanoke Rapids City Schools
Supt.

Robeson County Board of Educ.

Rockingham County Board of Ed.

Rowan County Bd. of Educ.

Rutherford Co. Board of Educ.
Rutherford Co. Ccanmissi oners
Rutherford Co. Supt

Salisbury City Bd. of Educ.
Salisbury PTA Council

Shelby City Board of Educ.

Stanly County Ccanmissioners
Stanly County Board of Educ.

Stokes County Canmis si oners

St. Pauls City Bd. of Educ.

Tarboro - Citizen
Tarboro City Bd. of Educ.

Letter

Resolution

Resolution

Letter

Resolution

Letter
Presentation

Letter

Resolution
Resolution

Resolution

Resolution

Letter
Resolution

Transylvania County Bd. of Ed. Resolution

Vance County Bd. of Educ. Resolution

Wake Co. NC PTA Leg. Com

Warren Co. Schools Supt.

Washington County Bd. of Educ. Resolution

Presentation

Presentation

Amount Needed Locally
If Specified

$ 22,780,000

13,496,750

9,872,000

33,642, 224
30-35 million

Wayne County Board of Educ.
Wayne Co. Schools Asst. Supt.

Resolution
Presentation

3,050,000

27, 500,000
24, 200,000

7,499,850

5,675,000

5,000,000

8,000,000

10, 586,600

3,400,000

13, 507, 537

13,850,000

F-4



Entity Form

Weldon City Board of Educ. Resolution

Whiteville City Bd. of Educ. Resolution

Wilkes County Bd. of Educ. Resolution
Wilkes Cc«n. Schools Coordinator Presentation

Wilson County Bd. of Educ.

Yadkin County Comm. Chm.
Yadkin Co. Bd. of Educ.

Vice Chairman

Letter

Presentation

Presentation

Amount Needed Locally
If Specified

$ 5,290,000

3,600,000

21,921, 200

7,850,000

Halifax County Bd. of Educ.

Mooresville City Bd. of Ed.

Letter

Resolution 6,463,750

F-5
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Appendix G

Local Resources include:

(1) Funds collected locally - property tax (special
school district and administrative unit levies),
fines, license tax, excise stamp tax, sales tax'and
ABC store profits;

(2) Funds collected statewide and shared with counties -
intangible property tax and beverage tax; and

(3) Federal funds distributed to the counties and school
units - revenue sharing and Public Law 874.
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SCHOOL BOND ISSUES

Appendix I

1969

School System
Chatham County
Cumberland County
Lincoln County
Anson County
Brunswick County
Greene County
Henderson County
Clinton City
Martin County
Currituck County
Hyde County
Wilson County
Jackson County
Richmond County
Watauga County

Date

2/3/69

2/25/69

3/3/69

3/17/69

3/17/69

3/19/69

4/15/69

5/23/69

5/26/69

6/5/69

8/20/69

10/21/69

11/4/69

11/4/69

11/4/69

Amount of
Money Involved

3,600,000

12,000,000

3,400,000

1,670,000

2,585,000

1,150,000

4,204,000

1,400,000

4,000,000

500,000

490,000

6,800,000

1,400,000

4,000,000

1.400.000

Vote

Approved

Approved

Defeated

Defeated

Approved

Defeated

Approved

Defeated

Defeated

Defeated

Defeated

Defeated

Approved

Approved

Approved

1970

School Systpm

Madison County
Wake County

Transylvania County

School System
Wake County
Guilford County

I Stokes County
! Cherokee County
I Davidson County
I

Durham County
I Caldwell County

Date

5/2/70

5/30/70

9/12/70

1971

Date
1-26-71

6-8-71

7-13-71

10-5-71

11-2-71

11-2-71

12-7-71

Amount of

Money Involved

950,000

29,000,000
4.000.000

Amount of

Money Involved
10,000,000
18,000,000

2,500,000

300,000

10,000,000

17,500,000
4.000,000

Vote

Approved

Defeated

Defeated

Vote

Defeated

Approved

Defeated

Approved

Approved

Defeated
Apprnv^^^



SCHOOL BOND ISSUES

1972

SCHOOL SYSTEM

Lincoln County &
Lincolnton City

Sampson County
(Roseboro-Salemburg
School District)

Dtokes County
to.rtin County
Cabarrus County
Transylvania County

Surry County
Cleveland County
helby City

iSampson County
! (Clement)
Durham County
burham City
Kings Mountain City

Vance County

P

D/VTE

l/B/72

3/4/72
5/6/72
7/11/72
9/9/72
9/16/72
9/23/72
9/30/72
9/3072

10/5/72

1V7/72
11/7/72
12/16/72
11/7/72

^MOUNT OF

MONEY INVOLVED

$ 4,000,000

800,000
5,000,000
4,500,000
9,750,000
4,950,000
6,000,000
4,000,000
1,750,000

175,000
12,000,000
8,000,000
2,500,000
2,000,000

VOTE

Approved

^pproved
Approved
A.Dproved

Defeated
approved
Approved
Defeated
Approved

Approved
Defeated!
Defeated!

/Approved]

Anprovedj

1973

SCHOOL SYSTEM

Harnett County
Union County
Clinton School District

Yancey County
Cleveland County,

Kings Mountain City,

and Shelby City
Lenoir/Kinston
Raleigh/Wake

DA.TE

/VMOUNT OF

MONEY INVOLVED

1/9/73
2/17/73
3/3/73
5/22/73

10/6/73
11/6/73
1 1/6/73

$ 7,000,000
11,700,000
2,350,000
1,500,000

4,050,000
7,500,000
20,000,000

VOTE

Defeated
Approved
^pproved
Approved

Approved'

Defeated
Approved

1-2



SCHOOL SYSTEM

Currituck County
Carteret County
Montgomery County
New Hanover County
Catawba County
Mitchell County
Harnett County
Wilkes County
Swain County
Hoke County

Caswell County

SCHOOL BOND ISSUES

1974

DATE

1/25/74

3/26/74

3/30/74

5/7/74

6/25/74

8/24/74

9/17/74

9/26/74

11/5/74

11/5/74

11/5/74

AMOUNT OF

MONEY INVOLVED

$ 3,000,000

6,150,000

3,200,000

5, 500, 000

8, 000, 000

2,500,000

11,250,000

5,000,000

2,000,000

1,250,000

1,500,000

VOTE

Approved

Defeated

Defeated

Approved

Approved

Approved

Defeated

Defeated

Approved

Approved

Defeated

SCHOOL SYSTEM

Macon County

1975

DATE

9/13/75

AMOUNT OF
MONEY INVOLVED

$2,935,000

VOTE

Defeated

1976

SCHOOL SYSTEM

Hertford County

Jones County
Avery County
Edgecombe County
Lenoir County
Franklin County
Orange County
Jones County

DATE

2/3/76

2/7/76
3/23/76
5/25/76

9/14/76
1 1/02/76
J 1/02/76

11/02/76

AMOUNT OF
MONEY INVOLVFD

$1,000,000

852,919
2,000,000
7,000,000

5, 000, 000

6,000,000

6,000,000

1 , 000, 000

VOTE

Approved

Defeated
Defeated
Approved

Approved

Defeated

Approved

Defeated

1-3



SCHOOL BOND ISSUES

1977



SCHOOL BOND ISSUES

1979
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Appendix J

DESCRIPTION OF DISTRIBUTION METHODS

ADM

Inccme

Property

h ADM
\ Income
\ Property

Distribution based 100% on ADM for September -

November 1979 (As calculated by Division of
Statistical Services, N. C. Department of
Public Instruction)

Distribution based 100% on 1977 per capita
personal inccane (as estimated by Bureau of
Economic Analysis, U.S. Department of Commerce).
Funds distributed on inverse basis with counties
with lowest incomes receiving larger per capita
share

Distribution based 100% on per capita taxable
property for 1977 (real property for counties
with revaluations prior to 1977 adjusted
upward by Fiscal Research Division) . Funds
distributed in inverse relationship

50% distributed on basis of ADM
25% on basis of per capita income
2 5% on basis of per capita taxable property

1/3 ADM 33 1/3% on basis of ADM
1/3 Income 33 1/3% on basis of per capita inccme
1/3 Property 33 1/3% on basis of per capita taxable property
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Appendix K

DESCRIPTION OF DATA

1979 ADM ADM for September - November 1979 as
calculated by Division of Statistical
Services, n. c. Department of Public
Instruction

DESCRIPTION OF DISTRIBUTION METHODS

1/8 $750,000/ (a) $75 million (l/8th of $600 million)
^°^^^y distributed on basis of $750,000 pei

county
^/^ ^°^ (b) $525 million distributed 100% on

ADM

1/10 $600,000/ (a) $60 million distributed on basis of
<=o^nty $600,000 per county

9/10 ADM (b) $540 million distributed 100% on
ADM

1/12 $500,000/ (a) $50 million distributed on basis of
county $500,000 per county

11/12 ADM (b) $550 million distributed 100% on
ADM
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Appendix L

DESCRIPTION OF DATA

1979 ADM ADM for September - November 1979
(except that December ADM was used to
apportion the basic stipend in counties
containing a portion of a school unit)

DESCRIPTION OF DISTRIBUTION METHOD

1/8 $750,000/ (a) $75 million (1/8 of $600 million)
county distributed on the basis of

$7 50,000 per county
7/8 ADM (b) $525 million distributed 100%

on ADM



DISTRIBUTION OF $600 MILLION BY SCHOOL UNIT ON THE .BASIS OF

Sm AND ON THE BASIS OF $750,000 PER COUNTY AND ADM
*^

1/8 $750,000
C0UH7y

COOWTY 1979-ADM 7/8 ADM

6. 091. BOB
B,8«0.B*4
B,0fl9,«562
1,596,112
3,19B,127
?,69<»,027
2,170,709
2,50 5,596
2,15^,B20
2,965,011
3,P75,196
4,3M,291
11,437,682
2,637,969
6,889,9B3
4,987,050
1,483,609
2,638,605
7,298,767
1,343,103
4,036,70?
2,783,430
6,489,637
2,410,673
1,452,025
3,688,596
2,527,940
1,955,824
1,303,411
4,707,020
2,122,240
2,150,989
4,607,683
1,459,712
4,012,635
2,745,040

16,799,343
4,478,857
1,762,837
1,708,545
8,141,103
1,868,560
1,466,830
3,090,475
4,778,993
8,185,525
4,278,256
3,133,659
1,700,600

20,206,053
2,705,533

812,889'
I6,471,r>68
1,588,556
1,477,235
4,024,384

1



COUMTY 1979-ADM

57 GtffMf 33S7
5« GUILPORrt 25395
S<» GRPFNSRnHO 25164
60 HI5H POT NT 9670
61 HALIFAX 7779
6? POANOKF RAPIOS 2B13
63 HfLOnN 1628
64 HARNFTT 11920
65 HAVWOnn 9043
66 HFMOEPSTN 9610
67 HFNOFRSnNVILlE IID?.

69 HFRTFORO 4989
69 HHKF 4743
70 HYOF 1194
71 IREOFLL 10599
7? WORFSVILLF 2413
73 STATESVItLP 4045
74 JACKSON 3936
75 JOHNSTON 15176
76 JONFS 1941
77 IFF 7705
78 LFNOIR 6959
79 KINSTON 5197
80 LINCOLN 9034
81 "ACHN 3583
8? »«A0ISON 2971
83 MARTIN 5996
84 MCOOWFLL 7403
85 NFCKLFNBimG 76119
86 MITCMFLL 2734
8T MONTROMFRY 4499
98 MOORF 9322
99 NASH 10969
90 ROCKY MOUNT 6291
91 NFW HANOVER 20743
9? NORTHAMPTON 5009
93 ONSLOW 15000
94 ORANGF 5111
95 CHAPFL HILL 5443
96 PAMLICO 2159
97 PASQUOTANK 5452
98 PFNOFR 4923
99 PFROUIMANS 1743

100 PFRSON 6059
lot PITT 11458
102 GRFFNVILLE 5085
103 POLK 1772
104 TRYON 589
105 RANOOLPH 13893
106 ASHE9OR0 4210
107 RTCHMPMO 9734
10« ROBFSON 14641
109 FAIRMONT 2524
no LUMBFRTON 4806
111 PFO SPRINGS 1859
112 ST PAULS 1646

1/8 $750,000
COUMTY

7/8 ADM

2. 29 5, 261
11, 902,235
11,793,995
4,532,222
4,026,030
1,456,033
842,647

6,199,296
4,875,714
4,554,340
900,333

2,990,523
2,913,913
1,290,190
5,301,663
1,207,015
2,023.297
2,545,733
7,673,791
1,635,549
4,265,275
3,556,352
2,699,430
4,871,609
2,384,683
2,10 5,468
3,421,700
4,127,492

35,477,994
1,997,341
2,802,592
5,003,003
5,«;53,921
3,227,086
10,213,640
3,034,914
7,593,494
2,695,031
2,970,051
1,735,007
3,237,392
2,996,035
1,545,214
3,514,315
5,746,967
2,550,494
1,371,320

45«;,946
6,013,994
2,095,191
5,190,971
7,110,731
1,225,957
2,334,105
902,987
799,409

L-3



COUNTY 1979-ADM

Its RnCKTWGH*»« 9l?0
114 FOFN 4762
119 MAr>T«;o^^-M*voOAN 2944
116 RFinSVILLF 4370
U7 RPW^N 14022
IIB SALISBURY 2759
119 RtlTHFRFORO 11032
120 SAMPSON 7417
121 CLINTON 3107
122 SCOTLAND 7635
123 STANLY 7172
124 ALBFMARLF 2319
125 STOKES 7050
126 SURRY 8745
127 FLKIN 1071
12B MOUNT AIRY 2237
129 SWAIN 1713
130 TRANSYLVANIA ^500
131 TYRRFLL 821
132 UNTHN 12438
133 MnNRHF 3335
134 VANCF Rill
135 WAKF 54748
136 WARRFN 3386
137 WASHINGTON 3415
138 WATAUGA 4839
139 WAYNF 14079
140 GnLOSBORO 5424
141 WILKFS 11918
14? WILSON 13441
143 YADKIN 5606
144 YANCY 2928

1/8 $750,000
COUNTY

7/8 RDM

2,559,223
2,380,274
1,471,««51
2,184,334
6,983,498
1,373,565
5,783,162
3,912,480
1,638,916
4,233,338
3,838,878
1,241,229
3,966,442
4,533,957
555,225

1,159,793
1,531,527
2,803,048
1,124,5»S7
6,266,075
1,680,087
4,450,505

25,727,840
2,294,805
2,308,035
2,957,711
6,964,728
2,683,182
6,187,384
6,882,227
3,307,642
2,085,850
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