
Prepared for the Craven County Board of Education: 
 

Chair               Mr. David E. Hale 
Vice-Chair       Mrs. Frances Boomer 

Mrs. Naomi Clark 
Mr. Carr Ipock 

Ms. Stefanie A. King 
Ms. Beatrice Smith 

Mrs. Kim Rice Smith 
 
 

List of Major Contributors: 
The North Carolina Department of Public Instruction 

Numerix Solutions LLC. 
Craven County Schools Facility Services 

Craven County Schools Staff 

Craven County Schools 
Long Range Facility Needs Assessment 

2019 



Executive Summary 



                                         Craven County Schools                             Executive Summary 

Smith Sinnett Architecture, P.A.                                                       3 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

The Craven County School System 
Craven County Schools currently operates 
twenty three (23) traditional K-12 schools with 
an additional two early college sites totaling 
2,379,833 square feet of real estate.  The sys-
tem is responsible for 13,600 pre-K through 13 
students and employs approximately 1,600 
teachers, staff, maintenance, and administra-
tive individuals.  It is governed by a seven 
member Board of Education. 
 

Aging School Infrastructure 
The rapid aging of America’s school infrastruc-
ture has long been documented.  In 1995, the 
Governmental Accounting Office put the cost 
of repairing or upgrading the nation’s schools 
into “good overall condition” at $112 billion.  
In 1999, a report entitled Condition of Ameri-
ca’s Public School Facilities stated that 
“seventy-five percent of schools needed to 
spend some money on repairs, renovations 
and modernizations to put their buildings into 
good overall condition”.  Finally, the American 
Society of Civil Engineers puts out a report 
card every three years, with the most recent 
being 2017.  Across the country, our schools 
received a D+ with the additional comment 
that “53% of schools need improvements to 
reach “good” condition.” 
 

Craven County School History 
Craven County’s 23+ instructional facilities 
were built between 1951 (J.T. Barber) and 
2007 (Creekside).  Craven County can pride 
itself on the responsible manner in which it 
has sought to maintain these facilities within 
the limited resources available to the commu-
nity.  Many of these buildings were built to 
address extreme population growth during 
the baby boom.  As with most schools built 

during this time, they were constructed rela-
tively inexpensively without consideration to 
life cycle costs that are important today.  The 
result is that these buildings do not last as 
long as the ones built before and after the ini-
tial baby boom. 
 
State and Federal Mandates 
The age and condition of school facilities in 
America are not often taken into considera-
tion by State and Federal public policy and 
funding makers.  Mandates from state and 
federal lawmakers, often unfunded, are regu-
larly given to local school boards, which have 
no choice but to implement them.  Funding 
which could otherwise go to renovations, 
winds up addressing capacity or other pro-
gram related issues. 
  
On March 16, 2018, HB 90 was signed into 
law.  This statute changed the teacher-student 
ratio, effectively changing the number of stu-
dents in a classroom.  This un-funded man-
date reduced the number of students in Kin-
dergarten thru third grade classrooms, there-
by requiring additional K-3 classrooms for the 
same number of students.  The pressure cre-
ated by reducing capacity in these classrooms 
was alleviated by removing all restrictions on 
how many students can be in 4th-12th grade 
classrooms.  Although it is well intended and 
supports best practices of increasing the 
teacher-student ratio for our youngest stu-
dents, this bill has the potential to create 
overcrowding and a reduced teacher to stu-
dent ratio in 4th and 5th grade classrooms, 
thereby jeopardizing each school’s ability to 
provide a complete program.    



                                         Craven County Schools                             Executive Summary 

Smith Sinnett Architecture, P.A.                                                       4 

Craven’s Unique Community 
Compliance with Federal and State mandates 
and aging infrastructure frame Craven County 
Schools as similar to other school districts in 
the state, but numerous other characteristics 
make it unique.  With a relatively low popula-
tion density of 146 individuals per square mile, 
a good portion of the county is dedicated to 
farming and recreation.  This is in contrast 
with New Bern’s density of over 1,000 people 
per square mile.   
 

It is home to US Marine Corps Air Station 
Cherry Point in Havelock.  Within the county 
there are more than 60,000 acres owned by 
the federal government, including the very 
large Croatan National Forest.   
 

Craven Community College provides higher 
education for the surrounding area and works 
in conjunction with the school system sup-
porting the two Early College programs.  Cra-
ven Early College (CEC) program is located at 
the New Bern campus while the Early College 
East (Eastern Applied Sciences and Technolo-
gy) is located in Havelock. 
 

Purpose of the Long-Range Facility 
Needs Assessment 
Simply put, the purpose of this planning docu-
ment is to detail statistically valid third-party 
research on student population, to complete 
an exhaustive inventory of existing facilities, 
and to compare these two pieces of independ-
ent research to determine: 
 

1. Student population sizes for each school, 
for each of the next ten years. 

2. When, specifically, individual school facili-
ties will reach their maximum student ca-
pacity. 

3. What possible building renovations or 
campus expansions are possible at each of 
the existing school locations. 

4. What deferred maintenance items exist 
for each school. 

 
This document is not meant to provide the 
Craven County Board of Education with a spe-
cific plan for meeting the needs identified.  It 
is the responsibility of the school system and 
the local community to determine the         
appropriate manner and schedule for accom-
plishing that.  This document provides the in-
formational foundation for such local planning 
efforts.  It is the responsibility of the school 
district and the community to create a plan 
which meets the unique needs of Craven 
County.   
 

Methodology 
This assessment may be termed a 
“compilation study” and was completed using 
the final work products from two inde-
pendently contracted sources as well as nu-
merous contributors.  Smith Sinnett Architec-
ture’s work compromises a majority of the 
data collection and analysis in this document.  
Mike Miller of Numerix Solutions did the pop-
ulation forecast, which provides invaluable 
data on overcrowding and overall growth 
patterns. 
 
None of this work would be possible if not for 
Craven County staff who provided critical in-
formation on the school system.  Maintenance 
personnel spent precious time walking us 
through the buildings and discussing options 
for improvement and collecting data on each 
facility.  Principals were also invaluable in de-
scribing how each facility functions and where 
they saw potential for improvement.   
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Craven Curriculum Requirements for 
Facilities 

While the Federal Government and the State 
of North Carolina enforce a variety of rules 
and regulations regarding the provision of in-
structional services, some decisions remain 
within the discretion of Local Education Au-
thority (LEA).  A standard for facilities was cre-
ated based heavily on the NCDPI Minimum 
Recommended Standards and was modified 
only slightly to address community needs.  
One of the primary questions is how big 
should schools be.  Below are the discussed 
ideal student capacities along with anticipated 
maximum core capacity. 
 
Elementary: 450 - 700  Core 700 
Middle: 600 - 800  Core 800 
High:  800 - 1,200  Core 1,200 
 

Technology and Infrastructure 
Technology is also a subject for local decision.  
Craven County Schools has established a 
tiered technology vision that supports teacher 
productivity, classroom connectivity and stu-
dent one-to-one device access to technology.  
The tiers are based on the age of students and 
their responsibility level.  As students age, and 
coursework and research requirements in-
crease, they receive more responsibility with 
the equipment until the point where they take 
equipment home in order to complete their 
assignments.  This plan has been updated sig-
nificantly since Hurricane Florence. 
 
Craven County School staff has been consist-
ently improving wireless systems throughout 
the county and has reached the point where 
each school is capable of handling one-to-one 
network access for all students simultaneous-
ly.   
 

 
 
To keep up with education delivery methods, 
the school system will need to continually re-
place outdated equipment with new.   
 

Other local decisions included: 
• Individual classroom sizes that align with 

program content. 
• Continue with the elementary, middle, and 

high school grade level configuration. 
• How many square feet to provide in the 

cafeteria for each student. 
• Classroom finishes including flooring and 

lighting. 
• Providing indoor air quality that complies 

with current code requirements. 
• Providing appropriate flexible spaces for 

pedagogical and programmatic changes in 
the future.  

• Ensuring all schools, within a given level 
(elementary, middle, or high), have access 
to the type of specialized instructional are-
as specified as necessitated by the state.  
Depending on the school level, such spac-
es might include: Media Centers or Librar-
ies, Auditoriums, Multipurpose Rooms or 
Gymnasiums, Play Areas or formal Athletic 
Facilities.  However, in completing this ob-
jective, special consideration must be giv-
en to promote equity throughout the 
different schools at each grade level. 
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District-Wide Site Appraisals 
Site appraisals were conducted for every 
campus within the system.  The purpose of 
this report was to compare NCDPI standards 
for campus acreage to the actual campus 
acreages of each school site.  Generally most 
of the school parcels have sufficient acreage.  
There are, however, several small campuses 
and several very large ones. 
 

Facility Appraisals 
As mentioned previously, a complete inven-
tory was taken of every school facility within 
the system.  Facility appraisals were conduct-
ed on a campus by campus basis using the 
NCDPI / Craven County Schools minimum  
facility standards.  In addition, renovations or 
potential expansions necessary to maintain or 
protect existing assets and provide necessary 
instructional and support spaces and systems 
were identified.  Significant investment po-
tential exists to bring some of the older 
schools up to current standards.  Items of de-
ferred maintenance or larger necessary re-
pairs to existing campuses are defined within 
the Long Range Facility Needs Assessment.  
Such repairs might include replacement of a 
gymnasium floor, painting an entire school or 
replacing an electrical or mechanical system. 
 

Capacity Calculations 
The maximum capacity for each school was 
calculated based on current use, as well as 
what the capacities will be over the course of 
the next several years as HB 90 takes effect.  
The numbers were iterated to ensure all cur-
rent programs are included. 

 

 
 
 
 

Possible Facility Improvements 
Possible improvements to each campus are 
covered in detail, with aerial photos and 
drawings of existing campuses coupled with 
conceptual drawings of areas of possible ren-
ovation and/or expansion.  The types of nec-
essary spaces are broken down for each 
school (science rooms, media centers, multi-
purpose rooms, etc.) and cost estimates are 
given for each necessary improvement.  All 
cost estimates are given based on current to 
2019 dollar amounts. 

 

Facility Appraisal Summary Sheet  
Identified improvements to every campus 
within the system are covered within one 
summary sheet.  This sheet depicts all im-
provement options that should be consid-
ered over the next ten years and should not 
be misinterpreted to mean all improvements 
are immediately necessary.   

 
A detailed analysis of the facility appraisals 
should be carefully reviewed to gain an un-
derstanding into the nature of this important 
spreadsheet. 
 

District-Wide Site Appraisals - following 

page 
 
Site assessments were conducted for every 
campus within the system.  The purpose of 
this table is to compare NCDPI standards for 
campus acreage to the actual campus acreag-
es of each school site.   
 
The various colors indicate a ratio of existing 
acres / recommended acres.  The recommen-
dations are based on a one story building in a 
rural environment.  Multi-story buildings and 
those within the city limits may have reduced 
acreage and still function properly. 
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Craven County Schools 2019
Acreage Comparison to NCDPI Recommendations

Existing 

Acres

Cleared 

Acres

2021 

ADM 

Capacity

NCDPI 

Sugg. 

Acres

Potential 

Student 

Capacity 

Inc. PK

NCDPI 

Sugg. 

Acres

Elementary
Bangert Elementary 13.5 7.8 386 13.86 386 13.86

Aurthur Edwards Elementary 15.3 13.9 626 16.26 626 16.26

Ben D. Quinn Elementary 63.1 17.2 386 13.86 402 14.02

Bridgeton Elementary 24.6 22.9 516 15.16 636 16.36

Brinson Memorial Elementary 34.2 21.3 772 17.72 772 17.72

Creekside Elementary 29.4 23.5 516 15.16 636 16.36

Graham A. Barden Elementary 9.4 5.6 318 13.18 366 13.66

Havelock Elementary and Havelock Middle * 31.2 10.0 422 14.22 600 16

J.T. Barber Elementary and Bus Garage * 16.7 10.6 376 13.76 424 14.24

James W. Smith Elementary 47.7 33.4 609 16.09 676 16.76

Oaks Road 18.1 9.0 368 13.68 368 13.68

Roger Bell Elementary 27.1 16.4 412 14.12 532 15.32

Trent Park Elementary 12.0 7.7 376 13.76 376 13.76

Vanceboro Farm Life Elementary 66.0 30.4 516 15.16 516 15.16

W.J. Gurganus Elementary-All Parcels 32.6 16.6 402 14.02 616 16.16

Total Elementary Schools 440.8 246.4 7,001.0 220 7932 229

Middle
Grover C. Fields Middle 23.7 22.9 722 22.22 722 22.22

H.J. MacDonald Middle 42.7 31.8 888 23.88 888 23.88

Havelock Middle * 9.3 566 20.66 566 20.66

Tucker Creek Middle 52.7 37.8 686 21.86 930 24.3

West Craven Middle 41.9 35.9 758 22.58 758 22.58

Total Middle Schools 160.9 137.7 3,620.0 111 3864 114

High
Havelock High School 53.1 51.2 1140 41.4 1140 41.4

New Bern High 95.2 68.3 1733 47.33 1733 47.33

West Craven High 75.0 48.7 1253 42.53 1253 42.53

Total High Schools 223.4 168.2 4,126.0 131 4,126 131

Other Educational
Craven Early College (CCC Property) 100.2 Na 218 Na 218 Na

Early College East High (CCC Property) * 24.4 Na 201 Na 201 Na

Total Other Schools Na Na 419 Na 419 Na

Other Parcels
Administration Building 2.9 2.9 Na Na Na Na

Bus Garage and J.T. Barber 4.5 Na Na Na Na

Maintenance Department 10.5 5.0 Na Na Na Na

Vacant Lot on N B Street - waterfront 6.5 6.5 Na Na Na Na

Parcel West of Church off SR 1160 1.1 0.8 Na Na Na Na

West Street School 2.5 Na Na Na Na

Total Other Parcels 23.4 19.6 0 0 0 0

Subtotals
Educational Subtotal 825.1 552.2 14,747 462.5 15,922 474

Other Subtotal 23.4 19.6 419 0.0 419 0

System Totals 848.5 572 15,166 462 16,341 474

Existing
Having the appropriate acreage for a school depends on many 

factors.  Issues range from multistory configurations to 

restrictions within a watershed and many other site specific 

conditions.  The end result is that many sites have unusable 

acreage.  The following comparison is used only as a general 

reference. 

Potential
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Capacity Calculations 
 
The number of students in a school is directly 
related to its attendance boundary.  If you 
change the capacity of a school by creating 
additional classrooms, you can increase the 
attendance boundary. Therefore, it is im-
portant to understand and have accurate 
numbers on how many students can be sup-
ported at a facility and still provide a complete 
program.  Contained herein is a detailed anal-
ysis of the capacity of each school.  It is broken 
down into various capacities to provide a full 
understanding of the calculations and the im-
plications of attempting to operate schools at 
full capacity. 
 
In 2013, the North Carolina General Assembly 
prescribed changes to the number of students 
allowed in individual classrooms from Kinder-
garten through the third grade.  These mostly 
went unnoticed until 2017.  As school systems 
began to understand the implication of the 
new legislation, they appealed to lawmakers 
for more time to address the changes and 
achieved this through HB-90.  This law allows 
school systems four years to comply with 
115C-301 by gradually reducing the number of 
K-3 students in each classroom with the ulti-
mate date of transition being the start of the 
2021-2022 school year.   
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
NC Statute 115C-301.  Allocation of teachers; 
class size. 
(c)        Maximum Class Size for Kindergarten 
Through Third Grade. - The average class size 
for kindergarten through third grade in a local 
school administrative unit shall at no time ex-
ceed the funded allotment ratio of teachers to 
students in kindergarten through third grade. 
At the end of the second school month and for 
the remainder of the school year, the size of 
an individual class in kindergarten through 
third grade shall not exceed the allotment ra-
tio by more than three students. In grades  
four through 12, local school administrative 
units shall have the maximum flexibility to use 
allotted teacher positions to maximize student 
achievement. 
 
The reductions in the number of students in 
Kindergarten-3 are: 
  Old New 
Kindergarten 21 18 
First Grade 21 16 
Second Grade 21 17 
Third Grade  21 17 
 
These reductions have a significant impact to 
the school’s ability to serve the elementary 
level population and potentially impact sec-
ondary classrooms and classroom capacities 
as well. 
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Capacity  
Calculations 
 
Shown here are the 
capacities of each 
school for the start of 
the 2021 school year.  
At this point, HB-90 
and GS 115C-301 will 
be in full effect and no 
additional changes to 
the number of stu-
dents in each class-
room have been indi-
cated by the state leg-
islature at this time.   
 
The ADM Capacity 
counts every seat in 
every viable class-
room.   
 
Efficiency refers to 
how close the school 
can get to the Full 
ADM without one of 
the grade levels being 
over capacity.   
 
The Operational Ca-
pacity is the number 
that should be used 
for planning purposes. 
 
Core Capacity refers 
to the number of stu-
dents that the Cafete-
ria and Media Centers 
can support. 

Craven County Schools
Student Capacity

2021 Capacity Summary

Facility

ADM 

Capacity
Efficiency

Operational 

Capacity

Core 

Capacity

Elementary

A. H. Bangert 386 80.8% 312 650

Arthur W. Edwards 626 92.0% 576 628

Ben D. Quinn 386 80.8% 312 728

Bridgeton 516 90.7% 468 695

Brinson Memorial 772 92.5% 714 813

Creekside 516 90.7% 468 695

Graham A. Barden 318 90.6% 288 720

Havelock 422 73.9% 312 699

J.T. Barber 376 83.0% 312 727

J.W. Smith 609 83.7% 510 728

Oaks Rd Academy 368 84.8% 312 536

Roger Bell New Tech 412 75.7% 312 728

Trent Park 376 83.0% 312 604

Vanceboro-Farm Life 516 90.7% 468 699

W.J. Gurganus 402 77.6% 312 728

Elementary Subtotal 7,001 84.70% 5,988 10,376

Middle

Grover C. Fields - No Data 722 97.0% 700 1,021

H.J. MacDonald 888 97.0% 861 1,189

Havelock Middle 566 97.0% 549 769

Tucker Creek 686 97.0% 665 937

West Craven 758 97.0% 735 860

Middle Subtotal 3,620 97.00% 3,511 4,776

High

Havelock 1,253 100% 1,253 1,254

New Bern 1,733 100% 1,733 1,871

West Craven 1,140 100% 1,140 1,254

Craven Early College 218 100% 218 Na

Early College East 201 100% 201 Na

High Subtotal 4,545 100.00% 4,545 4,379

Total 15,166 93.90% 14,044 19,532
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Numerix Solutions LLC 
Numerix Solutions has provided a ten year population forecast based on historic and current 
student data.  This information will be useful in verifying that schools have sufficient capacity 
and for any redistricting which may occur.  Population projections are given by campus, by 
year, for each of the next ten years.  It also takes into account the reductions based on HB-90. 
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Building Life Cycle 

We typically think of buildings as permanent.  However, buildings do not last forever and, in 
the United States, are typically razed at about seventy to eighty years of age.  Buildings built in 
the 1930’s to 1940’s were usually well constructed.  Buildings built during the baby boom 
were not built to the same standards and often do not last seventy years before demolition 
occurs.   
 
The graphic below indicates the relative youthfulness of the buildings used by Craven County 
Schools.  The green is youthful and will require some maintenance to keep in good operational 
condition.  The orange indicates when the building is moving into a state where maintenance 
will become more critical, and the red section shows a higher level of maintenance is needed 
and building replacement should be considered. 

The table to the right shows the number of 
square feet per decade of the buildings 
currently being used by Craven County 
Schools.  Approximately half of the total 
square footage was constructed before 
1980.  A building built in 1980 would be 
about half way through its life cycle, when 
repair costs begin to increase dramatically. 
 
No facilities have been constructed in the 
past ten years. 

Craven County Schools
Age of Building Square Footage

11/25/2019

Year Range
Approximate 

Age

Square 

Footage
Percentage

1940-1950 > 70 yrs 0 0.00%

1950-1960 60-70 yrs 365,395 15.43%

1960-1970 50-60 yrs 235,085 9.93%

1970-1980 40-50 yrs 503,564 21.27%

1980-1990 30-40 yrs 204,050 8.62%

1990-2000 20-30 yrs 700,250 29.58%

2000-1010 10-20 yrs 359,003 15.16%

2010-2020 0-10 yrs 0 0.00%

Totals 2,367,347
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Flood Data 

The North Carolina Floor Risk Information System (FRIS) uses topographic data and topograph-
ic information along with hydraulic and hydrologic models to create maps showing areas at 
risk of flooding.  The information is updated when new topographic data is available and con-
sensus is made on the impacts.  Effective Base Flood Elevations (BFE) are the currently accept-
ed flood zones.  The Preliminary BFE’s have yet to be fully vetted. 

Flood Data
Date 3/4/2019

FRIS Data

Generator Effective

Facility Building BFE BFE BFE BFE BFE Area of Type Flood Other BFE Island

Elevation 100 25 50 100 500 Impact Source Type other Potential

1% 2% 1% 0.2% max.

Elementary

AH Bangert Elem 14 12.3 9.6 11 Site AE Trent Tributary Yes

AW Edwards Elem 27 X Yes

Ben D Quinn Elem 27 8 6.5 7.8 9 12 Site AE Trent   Minimal

Bridgeton Elem 13 10 10.2 11 Site AE Mills Branch Floodway Yes

Brinson Memorial Elem 26 6.1 7.3 8 11 Site X Yes

Creekside Elementary School 22 X Yes

G ABarden Elem 23 X

Havelock Elem 25 X Yes

J T Barber Elem 7 8 6.1 7.4 9 9 Building AE Neuse Yes

J W Smith Elem 37 X Yes

Oaks Road Elem 8 8 7.4 9 10 Building AE Neuse Yes

Roger Bell Elem 27 X Yes

Trent Park Elem 22 X Minimal

Vanceboro Farm Life Elem 28 X Yes

W J Gurganus Elem 30 X Yes

Middle

Grover C Fields Middle 18 X Yes

H J MacDonald Middle 29 X Yes

Havelock Middle 26 X Yes

Tucker Creek Middle 28 8 5.6 6.7 8 8 Site AE Neuse Yes

West Craven Middle 15 11.1 9.2 10.3 11.3 13.6 Site AE Neuse Floodway 13.7 Yes

High

HAVELOCK HS 28 X Yes

Early College  28 X Yes

Early College East 25 X Yes

NEW BERN HS 25 X Yes

WEST CRAVEN HS 10 11.2 10.3 11.3 13.6 Building AE Neuse Yes

Other Facilities

BOE 18 Site X Jimmies Creek Yes

Bus Garage 6 8 6.1 7.4 9 9 Building AE Neuse Yes

Child Nutrition Services 7 8 6.1 7.4 9 9 Building AE Neuse Yes

FACILITIES SUPPORT SVCS

GENERAL SVCS

Preliminary information Date 6/30/2016

Flood

https://fris.nc.gov/fris/Index.aspx?FIPS=049&ST=NC&user=General%20Public#

Preliminary
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Deferred Maintenance 

For this evaluation, a facility standard was created 
and used as the basis of comparison between the var-
ious schools.  The standard established is based on 
the most recent schools which are now twenty years 
old.  Even these facilities have potential improve-
ments related to safety and security, as well as me-
chanical units which have aged out. 
 
This chart is a summary of all potential improvements 
that have been identified at each campus and include 
a contingency of 10% for unforeseen changes and 
market fluctuations and 9% inflation, or 3% for 3 
years. 
 
The values are based on the most recent costs availa-
ble at this time.  It is important to understand not 
every improvement at every school is necessary, and 
this does not represent a request for funds.  It is 
simply a tabulation of all items that should be consid-
ered when doing long range facility planning. 

Craven County Schools Deferred

Deferred Maintenance Maintenance

12/17/2019 + Contingency

+ Inflation

Facility + Soft Costs

A. H. Bangert $8,386,728

Arthur W. Edwards $11,466,367

Ben D. Quinn $4,842,383

Bridgeton $2,267,079

Brinson Memorial $11,645,020

Creekside $2,287,478

Graham A. Barden $5,419,131

Havelock $1,657,151

J.T. Barber $9,698,398

J.W. Smith $4,728,564

Oaks Rd Academy $6,319,761

Roger Bell New Tech $4,914,468

Trent Park $6,978,058

Vanceboro-Farm Life $9,765,614

W.J. Gurganus $4,995,502

Subtotal $95,371,701

Grover C. Fields $11,265,028

H.J. MacDonald $21,087,484

Havelock Middle $10,666,228

Tucker Creek $6,305,134

West Craven $10,372,723

Subtotal $59,696,598

Havelock $21,099,781

New Bern $15,975,304

West Craven $19,040,268

Early College $37,131

Early College East $153,887

Subtotal $56,306,370

Central Offices $1,725,232

Child Nutrition $592,628

Bus Garage $320,528

Facility Support $467,957

Subtotal $3,106,345

Total $214,481,014
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Facilities Condition Index 
(FCI) 
Here each facility is reviewed 
by comparing the Deferred 
Maintenance costs to the cost 
of replacing the entire build-
ing at the same square foot-
age.  The replacement cost 
shown is based on a total pro-
ject budget for replacement 
including all furniture, design, 
surveying and soil borings.  
The size of the buildings have 
the same overall building foot-
print as the existing in an 
effort to make an accurate 
comparison.  This does not 
correct deficiencies in small 
rooms nor inadequacies in or-
ganization. 
 
A higher FCI indicates the rela-
tive cost of improvements at a 
particular site are significant 
relative to replacing the build-
ing.  As an example, A.H. 
Bangert at 41.40% indicates 
the cost to fix or repair all of 
the Deferred Maintenance 
items would be about 40% of 
the cost of a new building.  
This alone should not be taken 
as a definitive answer to retire 
the building. This should be 
closely compared with the age 
and overall condition of the 
building.  In this case, about 
78% of A.H. Banger’s square 
footage is around 50 years of 
age, and spaces do not allow 
for modern education delivery 
methods.   

Craven County Schools Deferred Replacement

Maintenance at 

12/17/2019 + Contingency FCI Same SF

+ Inflation As Total Project

Facility + Soft Costs Same SF $348

A. H. Bangert $8,386,728 41.40% $20,256,036

Arthur W. Edwards $11,466,367 39.34% $29,147,436

Ben D. Quinn $4,842,383 23.24% $20,839,980

Bridgeton $2,267,079 7.99% $28,378,356

Brinson Memorial $11,645,020 30.91% $37,674,828

Creekside $2,287,478 7.73% $29,609,232

Graham A. Barden $5,419,131 27.29% $19,856,532

Havelock $1,657,151 6.68% $24,793,260

J.T. Barber $9,698,398 31.49% $30,800,088

J.W. Smith $4,728,564 17.25% $27,416,832

Oaks Rd Academy $6,319,761 35.64% $17,730,600

Roger Bell New Tech $4,914,468 22.62% $21,730,512

Trent Park $6,978,058 38.74% $18,013,872

Vanceboro-Farm Life $9,765,614 34.93% $27,960,408

W.J. Gurganus $4,995,502 23.97% $20,839,980

Subtotal $95,371,701 $375,047,952

$348

Grover C. Fields $11,265,028 26.04% $43,255,008

H.J. MacDonald $21,087,484 39.89% $52,862,940

Havelock Middle $10,666,228 33.61% $31,730,640

Tucker Creek $6,305,134 12.89% $48,906,528

West Craven $10,372,723 28.95% $35,834,952

Subtotal $59,696,598 $212,590,068

$348

Havelock $21,099,781 30.32% $69,583,992

New Bern $15,975,304 19.38% $82,434,936

West Craven $19,040,268 32.28% $58,988,784

Early College $37,131

Early College East $153,887

Subtotal $56,306,370 $211,007,712

$280

Central Offices $1,725,232 26.91% $6,412,000

Child Nutrition $592,628 17.94% $3,303,440

Bus Garage $320,528 5.95% $5,390,280

Facility Support $467,957 5.40% $8,659,000

Subtotal $3,106,345 $23,764,720

Total $214,481,014 $822,410,452
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Potential Additions and Renovations 

The table to the right depicts potential square foot 
expansions and potential renovations at each of the 
existing facilities.  The numbers are based on current 
construction costs per square foot and include three 
percent inflation for three years.  A contingency is also 
included in the final numbers.  In many ways this list is 
similar to the Deferred Maintenance list, in that it in-
cludes every potential expansion at every school, but 
in reality, expansions at every school are not needed.  
It is a list of how far it is reasonable to expand each 
individual school. 
 
This and the Deferred Maintenance section must be 
carefully reviewed and combined to create an appro-
priate solution for Craven County and Craven County 
Schools. 
 

Potential New / Other Facilities 
The costs for potential new facilities are shown below.  
The numbers include some land costs, contingency 
and inflation numbers, furniture and equipment along 
with all design, testing, and legal costs. 
 
Just like the Deferred Maintenance and Additions and 
Renovations numbers, these numbers constitute op-
tions that should be considered during any long range 
planning exercise.  The first numbers indicate the Stu-
dent Capacity, with the second being the Core Capaci-
ty.  These are followed by the estimated cost for each 
school.   
 
At this time a new high school is not one of the antici-
pated needs; several new high schools in the state are 
in the $70 million range. 

Potential 

New 

Facilities Student Core

Total Project 

Budget

Elementary 600 700 $30,000,000

Elementary 800 900 $34,500,000

Middle 800 950 $46,500,000

Craven County Schools
Addition / Rennovation Options

12/17/2019

Additions

Facility Renovations

A. H. Bangert $8,388,415

Arthur W. Edwards $3,093,776

Ben D. Quinn $6,610,392

Bridgeton $2,642,735

Brinson Memorial $18,327,392

Creekside $2,737,118

Graham A. Barden $2,629,645

Havelock $4,484,160

J.T. Barber $1,414,187

J.W. Smith $7,951,173

Oaks Rd Academy $2,126,324

Roger Bell New Tech $6,562,684

Trent Park $20,694,931

Vanceboro-Farm Life $3,140,820

W.J. Gurganus $9,348,833

Subtotal $100,152,584

Grover C. Fields $10,931,883

H.J. MacDonald $17,951,587

Havelock Middle $8,527,109

Tucker Creek $6,471,751

West Craven $11,142,893

Subtotal $55,025,223

Havelock $11,179,869

New Bern $27,884,812

West Craven $13,070,848

Early College

Early College East 

Subtotal $52,135,529

Central Offices

Child Nutrition

Bus Garage

Facility Support

Subtotal $0

Total $207,313,336
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Key Points of Consideration 

It is often difficult to determine the overall 
value of a facility to the community.  This re-
port uses multiple evaluation criteria in order 
to help make decisions on what an appropri-
ate solution is for each school.  After review-
ing multiple data points, several buildings con-
tinue to represent decision points. This still 
does not define the value of the building to 
the community, but it is a practical approach 
to ensure all understand the conditions at par-
ticular facilities.  On the following pages are 
several key issues that contribute to making 
an informed decision on the state of the build-
ing.  It is important to keep in mind that al-
most any facility can be renovated, adding 
years to its service. 
 

The Numbers 
After this section and the recommendations 
portion is a series of tables that describe much 
of what is presented here.  It does not include 
every topic listed and may include other issues 
related to a particular site. 
 

Energy Consumption 
Some buildings are more energy efficient than 
others.  Over the 50 to 70 year life of a build-
ing, the energy costs will far exceed the first 
cost of construction.  Understanding which 
buildings are using the most energy is a rea-
sonable data point to have in determining if a 
facility has an issue that can be fixed or if it 
will continue to use a disproportionate 
amount of resources. 
 

Work Orders 
Just like a car, buildings need repairs and 
some need more than others.  By looking at 
the number of work order requests sent to 
the Maintenance Department, one can get an 
idea of which buildings need more care than 
others.  Some schools will request repairs of 
minor issues while others will only ask for help  

 
on the largest issues, and that must be taken 
into account when considering this data.  
 

Flood Plain 
As a coastal community with multiple rivers 
and streams within the county, it is reasona-
ble to assess the risks associated with low ly-
ing buildings.  There are several buildings that 
are within the 100 year flood plain, and sever-
al more sites have a portion of the parcel 
within the same flood zone.   All of the sites 
noted have seen significant damage in 
the last several decades related to major 
hurricane events (Floyd, Matthew, Florence), 
as well as typical flood events. 
 

Age of Facilities 
It is important to look at the overall age of a 
building in determining what a facility’s future 
might be.  Most buildings have a reasonable 
life span of between 50 to 80 years.  Exten-
sions to the life span can be made but will re-
quire significant investment to maintain and/
or upgrade.  It is also important to note that 
many schools have had additions added since 
the first building was placed on the site and 
each needs to be evaluated based on its func-
tion and appropriateness.  This can be seen 
quickly as a ratio of the buildings’ age in rela-
tion to an estimated life cycle.  In this case, a 
standard of 70 years is used as the denomina-
tor. 
 

Remaining Life 
Not all buildings were built with the same ma-
terials, nor in the same way.  Those two issues 
relate directly to how many years the building 
will last.  Based on the construction type and 
age, a remaining life can be applied to each.  
Simply because a building has exceeded its 
numerical life cycle does not mean it is unfit 
for use, but it is an indication that a significant 
improvement is warranted. 
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NCDPI Evaluation Building and Site 
Prior to demolition of any education facility in 
North Carolina, the NC Department of Public 
Instruction requires an evaluation of both the 
building and the site.  This is not a suggestion 
that any building should be removed from ser-
vice, but it does provide a basis of compari-
son.   
 
For the building itself, a value of twelve (12) or 
less suggests the building is not appropriate in 
its existing state, nor would it be a reasonable 
asset if fully renovated and its continued use 
is not recommended.  Additional investment 
in this facility in the form of a renovation 
would not be in the best use of the taxpayer, 
and an alternative solution should be ex-
plored.   
 
If the site falls below a value of seven (7), 
NCDPI suggests moving to another location 
due to size or other environmental issues.  
 

Square Footage 
It is important to provide equity to both stu-
dents and staff in each facility.  Several of the 
older buildings have very limited square foot-
age in the instructional spaces, while the new-
er buildings meet or exceed the Recommend-
ed Facility Standards.  The shift to larger class-
rooms began in July of 1987 when the North 
Carolina General Assembly enacted legislation 
know as the Basic Education Program (BEP).  
This was administered by NCDPI and mandat-
ed larger classrooms to support technology 
and emerging changes to pedagogy.  From 
that point forward, new schools had larger 
classrooms creating an inequity with the ones 
built just a few years before. 
 
 
 
 

Student and Core Capacity 
Craven County Schools has nine facilities that 
are considered “Smaller Schools”.  These are 
schools with less than a 450 student ADM Ca-
pacity.  The ADM Capacity counts every seat in 
every classroom, and as discussed elsewhere 
in this document, it is impossible to fully fill a 
school in this manner.  The result is that all 
nine of these schools will only support around 
300 students each.  The downside of having 
this many small schools is related to opera-
tional costs where each must be fully staffed.  
A more economical approach would be to 
have somewhat larger schools to achieve an 
economy of scale with the goal being to create 
an equity of instructional and support services 
for all students.  
 
The Core Capacity, which relates to the square 
footage of the Cafeteria and Media Center, is 
oversized at every facility.  This is beneficial in 
preserving lunch periods should the popula-
tion at a particular site grow quickly. 
 

Facility Condition Index 
This simple exercise divides the deferred 
maintenance by the value of the facility.  
When this value is high, it means the repair 
costs are nearing the total value of the build-
ing.  Conversely, a low number means fewer 
funds are needed to bring the facility up to 
standards.  There are several ways to view the 
value of the school, which is not typically 
found for sale in any community.  The first is 
to compare the Deferred Maintenance against 
the insured value of the building.  This will 
take some depreciation into consideration.  
Another way is to consider the replacement 
costs.  In all cases, the evaluation criteria and 
the assessment methodology must be the 
same.   
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Educational Adequacy 
Even twenty years ago, the classroom did not 
look like it does today.  Technology has a lot to 
do with that change, but so does the way in 
which instruction is now aligned to match the 
workforce demands for graduates.  Gone are 
the strict Lecture Learn environments where a 
teacher stood at a chalk board and students 
were expected to sit and take notes.  Today 
every wall of the classroom is used for instruc-
tion.  Students must work on individual, small 
group, and large group projects which re-
quires additional square footage and the flexi-
bility to adjust the classroom to expected 
learning outcomes.  Additional space is need-
ed for STEM classrooms across the grade lev-
els, as well as College and Career Ready pro-
grams at the high school level.   
 
This also applies to how students access class-
rooms.  In several Craven County schools 
classrooms were designed with first costs in 
mind and required students to walk through 
an interior classroom to get to their classroom 
on the other side.  These spaces are, for the 
most part, no longer used for instruction.  
They act as needed breakout rooms, but are 
much larger than needed constituting un-
derutilized spaces. 
 
Included in this category are spaces that are 
not designed to meet student needs.  We 
know that in order to keep students engaged 
they need the proper environment.  One 
known factor to improve student performance 
is to have natural light in each classroom.  
Temperature issues along with fresh air and 
the quality of the supplemental light all have 
impacts on the building occupants and on 
learning specifically.   

 
 

Deferred Maintenance Cost / Student 
and Cost / Square Footage 
Another set of indicators for the state of the 
facilities is to compare the cost of improve-
ments to the number of students served by a 
particular building and the total square foot-
age of the building.  This is a relativistic com-
parison between the schools since there is no 
set cost per student nor cost per square foot 
that indicates future investment is not practi-
cal.  The comparison is only reasonable be-
tween like facilities, meaning the values for an 
elementary school cannot be compared to a 
middle or high school. 
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Recommendations 
The following is an impartial assessment of the facilities, if significant renovations and other 
investments are not made to the buildings and infrastructure in the near future.  This is not an 
all inclusive list, but it hits the major issues related to each school.  As noted elsewhere, any 
building can be rejuvenated but may require nearly the same funding as building a new facility 
with a longer useful life.  Comments such as discontinue or retire do not mean a facility should 
be abandoned or demolished.  Careful consideration to the future use, housing a different pro-
gram, or enlisted to other public service may be a good use of community assets. 
 

Elementary Schools 

A.H. Bangert 
Retire this building in the next several years. 
Issues include: 
• Excessive Work Orders 
• 8 Years Remaining Life 
• DPI Building score of 6 (12 or below, renovation is not recommended) 
• DPI Site score of 7 (7 or below, renovation is not recommended) 
• Average square footage of classrooms is only 78% of Standard 
• School has an operational capacity of only 312 students 
• Site is 97% of the appropriate square footage 
 

A.W. Edwards 
Retire the building in the next several years. 
Issues include: 
• DPI Building score of 6 (12 or below, renovation is not recommended) 
• Excessive cost of Deferred Maintenance (floor settlement) 
 

Ben D. Quinn 
Continue operation and investment in this facility. 
Issues: 
Small School with Operational Capacity of only 312 
 

Bridgeton 
Continue operation and investment in this facility. 
 

Brinson Memorial 
Retire / Replace portions of this building in the next several years. 
• Security related issues 
• Excessive Work Orders 
• Age of building 66 years, 94% of life cycle, -6 years left on life expectancy 
• DPI Building score of 3 (12 or below, renovation is not recommended) 
• DPI Site score of 11 (7 or below, renovation is not recommended)(11 is deceptive) 
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Creekside 
Continue operation and investment in this facility. 
 
Graham A. Barden 
Retire this facility in the next several years. 
Issues: 
• Excessive energy consumption 
• Age of building at 66 years, 94% of life expectancy, -6 years remaining on life expectancy 
• DPI Building score of 10 (12 or below, renovation is not recommended) 
• DPI Site score of 8 (7 or below, renovation is not recommended) 
• Small school with Operational Capacity of only 288 students 
• Site is only 71% of recommended 
 

Havelock Elementary 
Continue operation and investment in this facility. 
 

J.T. Barber 
Discontinue PK-5 operations at this school in next several years. 
Issues: 
• Historic Building (high costs related to renovation) 
• High Energy Consumption 
• High Work Order Count 
• Building within the 100 year flood zone 
• Age of Building at 68 years, 97% of life cycle, -8 years remaining on life expectance 
• DPI Building score of 8 (12 or below, renovation is not recommended) (historic is 4 of the 8 

points) 
• DPI Site score of 7 (7 or below, renovation is not recommended) 
• Small School with operational capacity of only 312 students 
 

James W. Smith 
Continue operation and investment in this facility 
 

Oaks Road 
Retire / Replace this school in the next several years 
Issues: 
• Excessive Work Orders 
• Building is in the 100 year flood plain 
• Age of building is 61 years, 87% of life cycle, -1 year remaining on life expectancy 
• Small School with operational capacity of only 312 students 
 

Roger Bell 
Continue operation and investment in this facility 
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Trent Park 
Retire this facility in the next several years. 
Issues: 
• Age of building is 65 years, 92% of life cycle, - 5 years remaining on life expectancy 
• DPI Building score of 9 (12 or below, renovation is not recommended) 
• Small School with operational capacity of only 312 students 
• Site is only 87% of recommended 
 

Vanceboro Farm Life 
Retire / Replace portions of this facility in next several years. 
Issues 
• Age of building is 66 years, 94% of life cycle, -6 years remaining on life expectancy 
 

W. J. Gurganus 
Continue operation and investment in this facility. 
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Middle Schools 
Grove C. Fields 
Retire this facility in the next several years. 
Issues: 
• Excessive Work Orders 
• Age of building is 64 years, 91% of life cycle, -4 years remaining on life expectancy 
• DPI Building score of 5 (12 or below, renovation is not recommended) 
• Average square footage of classrooms is only 74% of Standard 
 

H.J. MacDonald 
Retire this facility in the next several years. 
Issues: 
• Excessive Work Orders 
• DPI Building score of 11 (12 or below, renovation is not recommended) 
• Air Quality Issues 
 

Havelock Middle 
Retire / Replace / Repurpose this facility in the next several years 
Issues: 
• Age of building is 63 years, 90% of life cycle, -3 years remaining on life expectancy 
 

Tucker Creek  
Continue operation and investment in this facility. 
Issues: 
• High Energy Use 
 

West Craven Middle 
Continue operation and investment in this facility. 
 

High Schools 

Havelock High 
Continue operation and investment in this facility. 
 

New Bern High 
Continue operation and investment in this facility. 
 

West Craven High 
Continue operation and investment in this facility. 
 

Early College East 
Continue operation and potential expansion into Havelock Middle. 
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Craven County Schools Highest Flood Oldest % of Remaining DPI Building DPI Site

Executive Summary Energy Work Total Ft Portion of Overall Life 12 or less 7 or less

Use / Orders Below Building Life Earliest Don't Don't 

Month Counted BFE Years Used Retire Renovate Renovate

System Summary

Highest 

Energy 

Use / 

Month

Work 

Orders 

Counted 

2018

100 Year 

Flood 

Total Ft. 

Below 

BFE

Oldest 

Portion of 

Building in 

Years

Percent of 

Overall Life 

Used

Remaining 

Life Based 

on 

Construction 

Type

DPI 

Building 

Score 12 or 

less 

Renovation 

not 

Recommen

ded

DPI Site 

Score 7 or 

less 

Renovation 

not 

Recommen

ded

Building 2018 Effective 70 Years Discontinue Discontinue

Elementary Building Site

AH Bangert Elem 1 436 52 74.3% 8 6 7

AW Edwards Elem 0 192 58 82.9% 12 9 13

Ben D Quinn Elem 3 259 28 40.0% 42 19 11

Bridgeton Elem 2 261 16 22.9% 64 25 12

Brinson Memorial Elem 2 355 66 94.3% -6 3 11

Creekside Elementary 

School

0

295 12 17.1% 68 25 12

G A Barden Elem 5 267 66 94.3% -6 10 8

Havelock Elem 2 195 16 22.9% 64 21 12

J T Barber Elem 4 335 -1 68 97.1% -8 8 7

J W Smith Elem 0 268 31 44.3% 39 19 12

Oaks Road Elem 0 321 0 61 87.1% -1 13 8

Roger Bell Elem 0 241 33 47.1% 47 19 10

Trent Park Elem 3 229 65 92.9% -5 9 10

Vanceboro Farm Life Elem 1 189 66 94.3% -6 14 13

W J Gurganus Elem 1 214 28 40.0% 42 19 12

Subtotal Average or Total 4057 44 63.4% 24 15 11

Middle

Grover C Fields Middle 0 519 64 91.4% -4 5 13

H J MacDonald Middle 3 634 49 70.0% 21 11 12

Havelock Middle 0 156 63 90.0% -3 11 11

Tucker Creek Middle 6 285 22 31.4% 58 22 12

West Craven Middle 3 366 41 58.6% 29 17 11

Subtotal Average or Total 1960 48 68.3% 20 13 12

High

Havelock High 4 597 48 68.6% 22 19 12

New Bern High 0 809 28 40.0% 52 20 12

West Craven High 8 592 -1.2 48 68.6% 22 19 10

Early College  Na Na Na Na Na Na Na

Early College East Na Na Na Na Na Na Na

Subtotal Average or Total 1998 41 59.0% 32 19 11

Other Facilities

BOE Central Offices 51 72.9% 9 Na Na

Child Nutrition Warehouse -1 63 90.0% -3 Na Na

Bus Garage 11 15.7% 49 Na Na

FACILITIES SUPPORT SVCS 68 97.1% -8 Na Na

Subtotal Average or Total 48.25 68.93% 11.75 Na Na

Total or Avearge Na 8015 Na 45 64.9% 22 16 11
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Craven County Schools Adequacy Capacity Capacity Capacity Deferred Deferred

Executive Summary Classroom ADM Operational Core Maintenance Maintenance

SF relative Cost Per Cost Per

to Student Square Foot

System Summary

Adequacy 

of 

Classroom 

Compared 

to Square 

Footage of 

Standard

ADM 

Capacity 

which 

counts 

every seat 

in every 

classroom

Operational 

Capacity 

which 

considers 

Differential 

Class Sizes 

and First 

Need of 

Mobile units

Core 

Capacity 

related to 

the 

Cafeteria 

and Media 

Center 

Square 

Footage

Site Size 

relative to 

Standards 

(Entire 

Site 

Including 

Wetlands)

Deferred 

Maintenance 

Costs Per 

Student

Deferred 

Maintenance 

Costs Per 

Square 

Footage

Building Standard Site Size

Elementary

AH Bangert Elem 78.17% 386 312 650 97.3% $21,727 $144

AW Edwards Elem 83.39% 626 576 628 94.2% $18,317 $137

Ben D Quinn Elem 86.70% 386 312 728 455.2% $12,545 $81

Bridgeton Elem 103.78% 516 468 695 162.6% $4,394 $28

Brinson Memorial Elem 82.50% 772 714 813 193.3% $15,084 $108

Creekside Elementary 

School 103.43% 516 468 695 193.9% $4,433 $27

G A Barden Elem 83.44% 318 288 720 71.0% $17,041 $95

Havelock Elem 102.80% 422 312 699 104.3% $3,927 $23

J T Barber Elem 86.83% 376 312 727 121.5% $25,794 $110

J W Smith Elem 93.77% 609 510 728 296.6% $7,764 $60

Oaks Road Elem 87.27% 368 312 536 132.1% $17,173 $124

Roger Bell Elem 85.44% 412 312 728 191.6% $11,928 $79

Trent Park Elem 84.69% 376 312 604 86.9% $18,559 $135

Vanceboro Farm Life Elem 85.75% 516 468 699 435.3% $18,926 $122

W J Gurganus Elem 87.23% 402 312 728 232.6% $12,427 $83

Subtotal Average or Total 89.01% 7,001 5,988 10,376 Na $14,003 $90

Middle

Grover C Fields Middle 74.42% 722 700 0 138% $15,603 $91

H J MacDonald Middle 81.94% 888 861 1,021 226% $23,747 $139

Havelock Middle 82.13% 566 549 1,189 104% $18,845 $117

Tucker Creek Middle 89.22% 686 665 769 312% $9,191 $45

West Craven Middle 83.98% 758 735 937 238% $13,684 $101

Subtotal Average or Total 82.34% 3,620 3,511 3,916 Na $16,214 $98

High

Havelock High 92.08% 1,253 1,253 0 4253% $16,839 $106

New Bern High 91.61% 1,733 1,733 0 4733% $9,218 $67

West Craven High 90.42% 1,140 1,140 1,254 4140% $16,702 $112

Early College  Na 201 201

Early College East Na 218 218

Subtotal Average or Total 91.37% 4,126 4,126 1,254 Na $14,253 $95

Other Facilities

BOE Central Offices Na Na Na Na Na

Child Nutrition Warehouse Na Na Na Na Na

Bus Garage Na Na Na Na Na

FACILITIES SUPPORT SVCS Na Na Na Na Na

Subtotal Average or Total Na Na

Total or Avearge 87.6% 14,747 13,625 15,547 Na $14,823 $95
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Steps Following Completion of Long 
Range Facility Needs Assessment 
(Document) 
From this point, there are various ways to 
come to a consensus of what actions should 
be taken based on the information found in 
this book.  Several different approaches have 
been considered in the past to varying levels 
of success.  The following is one option that 
has been used in similar school districts. 
 
The next step after this document is published 
is to ensure that all key stakeholders are made 
fully aware of the information contained with-
in this assessment.  It often takes some time 
and additional meetings to explain the rela-
tionship of several critical data points.  This 
may be a series of board workshops to review 
the document with staff and consultants or 
the creation of a Facilities Committee dedicat-
ed to Long Range Planning.  The committee 
may consist of board members and key staff 
along with County Commissioners, the County 
Manager, and often the County Finance 
Officer.  The result of these meetings is usually 
a prioritization of the proposed investments 
independent of cost. 
 
The assessment team will then re-evaluate the 
series of priorities and develop several options 
for consideration, including the cost of each 
item.  The options can then be vetted along 
with their associated costs in an effort to de-
termine a best approach that aligns with funds 
available.  The final result is a plan to address 
needs at the schools that supports the overall 
community and their needs. 
 
A variety of funding methods exist and all 
should be entertained in an effort to realize 
the identified improvements. 
 

Executive Summary Conclusion 
The Long-Range Facility Needs Assessment 
relies on data collected and organized over 
the course of the past year.  The data is objec-
tive and statistically sound.  It is up to the Cra-
ven County Board of Education, Craven Coun-
ty Commissioners, and the greater community 
of Craven County itself to determine what 
steps, if any, will be taken to address the 
needs documented herein.  Smith Sinnett Ar-
chitecture and Numerix Solutions are pre-
pared to provide clarification on the docu-
ment and additional support as needed. 
 
  
  
  

 -END- 
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