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Timeline Review: Back to the Future
(As presented by CCS Staff to the Board of Education June 4, 2018)

● November 2017  Royal Oaks Boundary Committee recommended Scenario E which consolidated 
Beverly Hills Elementary with Royal Oaks Elementary and Winecoff Elementary. The Superintendent 
accepted Scenario E and recommended it to the Board of Education. 

● December 2017 Based on K-3 legislation and many unknown factors, the Superintendent 
recommended and the  Board approved the withdrawal of the Proposed Redistricting  
Recommendation for Royal Oaks Elementary School (delayed 1 year).

● February 2018  BOE approved 10 Year Plan, which included the recommended consolidation of Beverly 
Hill Elementary School.

● May 2018 District Realignment Committee began the redistricting process.
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Timeline Review Response #1
April 13, 2015 - Board of Education voted to 

select Royal Oaks Option 2.

● Option 2 increased the size of Royal Oaks:
● The extra space would first be used to 

accommodate students from Beverly 
Hills, RBMES aŶd CWES ͞ǁhile those 
schools were renovated.͟ 

● After renovations are completed, the 
increased space at Royal Oaks was 
intended for use as Pre-K and new 
ŵagŶet pƌogƌaŵ, oƌ ͞to ƌeduĐe 
overcrowding at Winecoff.͟ 

● The Board did not vote for Options 3 or 4, 
which consolidated Beverly Hills with 
Royal Oaks.   

● By voting for Option 2, the Board is clear 
in its expectations for the use of the 
increased size of Royal Oaks.
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Source:  CCS Presentation to BOE 4.13.2015



Timeline Review Response #1, continued
● Prior to selecting Option 2, Board members and Dr. Lowder 

discussed why it was the best option, and also shared their 
profound concerns about closing Beverly Hills Elementary.      
(BOE meetings April 6, 2015 and April 13, 2015 – Appendix A)

● Mr. Shoemaker supported increasing the size of Royal Oaks to 
absorb growth he was certain would happen, specifically from 
Winecoff and Boger (4.13.2015 Meeting – Video Clip #1).

● Ms. CaƌpeŶteƌ appƌopƌiatelǇ likeŶed the CouŶtǇ͛s sŵalleƌ 
eleŵeŶtaƌǇ sĐhools to ͚faŵilies,͛ aŶd she stƌoŶglǇ stated that 
she did not support dissolving Beverly Hills.                           
(4.13.2015 Meeting – Video Clip #2)

● ͞WheŶ I see Ǉou saǇiŶg ͚dissolǀe theŵ͛…͛ŵeƌgiŶg RoǇal Oaks aŶd 
BeǀeƌlǇ Hills togetheƌ…it͛s like killiŶg a faŵilǇ, aŶd that ďotheƌs ŵe 
ďig tiŵe.͟   

● ͞These sŵalleƌ faŵilies aƌe iŵpoƌtaŶt…ĐhildƌeŶ usuallǇ leaƌŶ 
better in a smaller environment.  Bigger is not always better. 
Sŵalleƌ is usuallǇ ďetteƌ.͟

● ͞You͛ǀe got Ŷeighďoƌhoods heƌe that haǀe ďouŶd togetheƌ…͟
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Video Clip #2:

Video Clip #1:
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Something happened 
between April 13, 
2015 (when the BOE 
approved Option 2 for 
ROES) and December, 
2015 (when the BOE 
approved a revised 
version of the 10-year 
plan, which added 
closure of BHES).

When asked to 
explain what changed, 
the staff has remained 
silent… 



Timeline Review Response #2
August, 2017 – RoǇal Oaks ͞BouŶdaƌǇ Coŵŵittee͟ 
ǁas Đƌeated to ͚fill the seats at ROES.͛  

● CCS staff provided scenarios to the 
committee, rather than allowing them to 
develop their own.  

● EACH of those staff-created scenarios closed 
Beverly Hills, therefore forcing the committee 
to fill seats at Royal Oaks with Beverly Hills 
students.  

● This also created the false impression among 
the committee that keeping Beverly Hills 
open was not an option.  

● Eventually, the committee reviewed 13 
scenarios. One-third of the original scenarios 
showed no change to the current Royal Oaks 
boundary, and only showed the closing of 
Beverly Hills. 
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Source:  CCS Presentation to BOE 4.13.2015



Timeline Review Response #2, continued
● CCS staff recommendations to the Royal Oaks Boundary 

Committee were in direct conflict with the wishes of the 
Board of Education, as expressed in the April 13, 2015 
ǀote foƌ ͞OptioŶ Ϯ͟ foƌ RoǇal Oaks eǆpaŶsioŶ.  

● CCS staff developed bias toward closing BHES, impacting 
the objectivity and accuracy of data presented to the 
Board of Education in subsequent meetings.   

● Only one scenario reviewed by the committee kept 
Beverly Hills open, and that scenario was added only 
because it was requested by the BHES PTO representative 
on the committee.

● The BouŶdaƌǇ Coŵŵittee͛s ƌeĐoŵŵeŶdatioŶ of SĐeŶaƌio E 
in November 2017 was tainted by the bias created by CCS 
staff duƌiŶg the Đoŵŵittee͛s ǁoƌk.

8

Parents, community members, and taxpayers feel like 

there has ďeeŶ a ͚ďait aŶd sǁitĐh͛ ďy the CCS staff siŶĐe 
the 2015 vote by the Board of Education.



Timeline Review Response #3
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• February 2018  BOE approved 10 Year Plan, which included the recommended 
consolidation of Beverly Hills Elementary School.

Why is the adoption of the Ten Year Plan constantly used as the reason 

for why CCS Staff is recommending closure, given the ͚fluidity͛ of this 

plan?  Since staff created the 10 year plan why does this carry more 

weight than what the BOE actually voted for (ROES - Option 2)?

As Dr. Lowder has repeatedly said throughout this process, the 10-

Ǉeaƌ plaŶ is ͚fluid͛ and not absolute. The following is mentioned at the 

beginning and end of the current 10 Year Plan document:



Timeline Review Response #4
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• May 2018 District Realignment Committee began the redistricting process.

• CCS staff instructed the Realignment Committee and 
Demographics firm to assume closure of Beverly Hills 
rather than objectively studying its best use.  

• CCS Staff also instructed the Realignment Committee and 
Demographics firm to assume that a new 800-seat R. Brown 
McAllister would be approved and built.

• Data reported to the Board of Education at its May 
14th meeting showed the current BHES zone 
maintaining or growing in population. 

• BHES showed to be ABOVE the CCS elementary average for 
growth. The neighborhood is primed for an uptick in 
elementary-aged children.  Dr. McKibben told the BOE:

͞Ǉou may not have seen school-aged children come out for the last 10 or
15 years...you now start to see kids come back out of there.͟

• BHES is one of only a few elementary schools in CCS 
showing K-5 Enrollment Gain in 10 years.



Beverly Hills 
Elementary 
School is the only
elementary zone 
in Cabarrus 
County Schools 
showing 
population 
growth to 2025
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Timeline Review Response #4 continued



The Failed Case for Closure
At the June 4th Board of Education meeting, Cabarrus County Schools staff provided conflicting and inconsistent information to support 

their recommendation for closing Beverly Hills Elementary School, including (but not limited to):

• Deceptive construction costs (renovation and new-build)

• Misleading personnel savings

• Irrelevant operational/maintenance cost argument

• Incorrect understanding & application of Fanning Howey 

Assessment report

• Deliberate misrepresentation of Capital Improvement Plan

• Absence of feasibility studies for all replacement schools

• Conflicting facility condition information

• CCS has NOT considered student welfare as a top priority

• Inconvenience/hardship for WHO?  CCS or the Students?

• False claims of current transportation safety concerns, course 

offerings and enrollment

• UŶfouŶded assertioŶs of ͚Ŷo additioŶal traŶsportatioŶ Đosts͛
• Biased data points used to direct demographics firm and the 

steering of the realignment committee

This presentation provides clarifying information regarding the student

impact, construction costs and feasibility, and other relevant facts in

rebuttal to the CCS staff presentation to the Board of Education.

F i n a n c i a l  I m p a c t

F a c i l i t y  A n a l y s i s  

S t u d e n t  I m p a c t
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➢ But the Real Data Shows:

• FACT: According to NCDPI website on construction cost 
data, the most recently bid school projects submitted 
averaged $200 per square foot.  

• FACT: The three similarly-sized elementary schools 
recently bid in NC (from NCDPI data) are being built for 
$11 million, $13.5 million, and $15 million respectively, 
including site costs.  

• FACT: At 75,000 square feet for 400 seats, BHES would 
yield 187.5 square feet per pupil.  The newly completed 
Royal Oaks was built at 124.8 square feet per pupil.  

• FACT: According to NCDPI, architectural fees for new build 
construction should be carried at 7.5% and contingency at 
5%.  This represents an error of nearly $700K alone!

CCS Staff Claims:

• Mr. Lowder states that $230 per square 
foot is the average cost of new school 
construction.  

• Mƌ. Loǁdeƌ͛s estiŵate foƌ a Ŷeǁ ϰϬϬ-seat 
BHES on its existing site is estimated at a 
total of $20.9MM, or $243 per square foot 
including site costs.

• Mr. Lowder claims that 75,000 square feet 
is needed for a new 400-seat elementary 
school.   

• Mr. Lowder incorrectly calculated NCDPI 
required fees and contingency at 8.5% and 
7.5% respectively.  
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This is the most recent data taken from the NCDPI website. Although the average is $200 per square foot,
the three elementary schools nearest the size and ADM of Beverly Hills Elementary School average
$170.50 per square foot. Even taking Mr. Lowder’s estimation of 75,000 square feet for a 400-seat school,
this average cost would yield a total cost (all inclusive: site costs, architectural fees, contingency) of
$14,385,937. This is $6.6MM LESS than Mr. Lowder’s estimate of a new 400-seat BHES on its current site.
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CCS Staff Claims:

• Mr. Lowder told the Board of Education that 
renovating Beverly Hills would cost $292 per 
square foot.

➢ But the Real Data Shows:
• FACT: Similar projects completed locally, on buildings

of similar age or older, with similar scopes of work,
range in cost from $110 to $226 per square foot for
those renovations (which include additions).

• FACT: Third-party 
professionals are consistent 
in their estimations of $14-
$15 million for Beverly Hills 
Elementary School (at 
approximately $230 per 
square foot for renovating a 
total of 49,600 square feet 
and including a 5,000 sf 
addition). 

Financial Impact: Deceptive Construction Costs

Source: Compiled from 3rd party school construction professionals
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Financial Impact: Deceptive Construction Costs

Square 
Footage

Cost/
SF

Total Const. 
Cost (Bldg & 
Site)

Arch Fees &  
Contingency

Cost/Seat @ 400 
for BHES costs

Notes and Commentary

CCS Renovation 
Estimate for BHES

70,000 $292 $20,509,000 $3,281,440 $51,272 Over-estimates square footage “required” and 
does not properly account for newer additions

CCS New Build 
Estimate for BHES

75,000 $243 $18,200,000 $2,760,000 $45,500 Over-estimates square footage “required” and 
cost per square foot again

3rd Party 
Renovation 
Estimate for BHES

55,600 $230 12,790,000*
*additional $5MM 
in savings from 
not repurposing 
existing building

$2,046,400 $31,975

*19,475 net cost per 
seat with $5MM save

Based on the most liberal renovation costs for 
similarly completed area renovations
*all costs and figures are substantially lower when saving 
the additional $5MM to repurpose BHES.

3rd Party New Build 
Estimate for BHES

60,000 $200 12,000,000*
*additional $5MM 
in savings from 
not repurposing 
existing building

$1,500,000 $30,000

*17,500 net cost per 
seat with $5MM save

Based on Avg. cost for new build schools from 
the newest NCDPI data (Avg. cost data of 
smaller schools were noticeably lower - $170/sf
*all costs and figures are substantially lower when saving 
the additional $5MM to repurpose BHES.

R. Brown McAllister 
800 seat replacement 
school

100,000 $265 26,500,000 $3,312,500 $33,125 (based 
on 800 seats)

Based on Mr. Lowder’s estimate
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CCS Staff Claims:

• Mr. Lowder claims the renovation cost for BHES 
is $292/sf.  Considering the newer sections and 
additioŶ Đost less peƌ sƋuaƌe foot, Mƌ. Loǁdeƌ͛s 
claim means that the older buildings will be in 
excess of $400/sf to renovate. 

• Mr. Lowder claims that the majority of the 
infrastructure is not accessible for repair or 
ƌeplaĐeŵeŶt as it is ͞uŶdeƌ the slaďs.͟  

➢ But the Real Data Shows:
• FACT: The newer building at Beverly Hills (built in 

the 1990s) does not need the same scope of work 
as the older sections of the school to become 
consistent with NCDPI recommendations or Code 
compliant.  Thus, the cost per square foot should 
be assumed at a significantly lower cost per 
square foot (Source: 3rd-party construction professionals).

• While the older sections of the building may be 
less accessible, the only infrastructure that needs 
to remain under the slab are the drain (sewer) 
lines.  All new electrical feeders or water supply 
lines can be run overhead as is typical in all new 
construction and modern renovation projects.

Tim Lowder 
video, edited 
from June 4, 
2018 BOE 
meeting
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CCS Staff Claims:

• Mr. Lowder told the Board of Education a 
renovated Beverly Hills Elementary School would 
need to include over 20,000 additional square 
feet (still at a cost of $292 per square foot).

• Mr. Lowder claims that this additional square 
footage is necessary to be compliant with the 
new classroom size state law.

• Mr. Lowder also claims that the additional 
20,000 sf is needed for Beverly Hills to become 
͞NCDPI CoŵpliaŶt.͟  

➢ But the Real Data Shows:
• Renovation of the newer building at Beverly Hills 

(built in the 1990s) is estimated at $1.2MM, an 
estimate of $13.4MM would cover the remainder of 
the existing facility at $275/sf.  Any addition should 
not cost over $230/sf. 

• FACT: The existing Beverly Hills facility, at 49,600 
square feet, (utilizing two mobile units for classes), is 
already compliant with the new classroom size state 
law.

• FACT: NCDPI only recommends certain size 
specifications for spaces and routinely allows less 
square footage for adequacy on renovations.  

• FACT: Royal Oaks Elementary School has a ratio of 
124.8 square feet per pupil.  The proposed 800 seat R. 
Brown McAllister would have 125 sf per pupil.  The 
current BHES facility has 124 sf per pupil (49,600 sf).

Financial Impact: Deceptive Construction Costs
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Two Solutions to the Growth Issue In Cabarrus County:

School Plan Cost Seats

Royal Oaks
Rebuilt larger 
(completed)

$23MM 700

Beverly Hills Close
$5MM to 

Repurpose (est)
0

R. Brown 
McAllister

Rebuild larger $30MM (est) 
$5mm for Repurpose

800

Coltrane Webb
Rebuild larger 

“Downtown Elementary 
School #2”

$30MM (est) 800

TOTAL: $40,435 PER SEAT $93MM 2300

(A)  Cabarrus County Schools:  Staff Solution

School Plan Cost Seats

Royal Oaks
Rebuilt larger 
(completed)

$23MM 700

Beverly 
Hills

Renovate or Rebuild 
– to gain 42 seats

$16MM to Renovate
$14.6MM to Rebuild 450

R. Brown 
McAllister

Renovate or Rebuild-
to gain 186 seats

$17.7MM to Renovate 
$16.2MM to Rebuild 500

Coltrane 
Webb

Renovate or Rebuild 
– to gain 106 seats

$23.1MM to Renovate 
$21MM to Rebuild 650

TOTAL: $ 32,522 PER SEAT $74.8MM 2300

(B)  Alternate Solution 

FACT: The Alternate Solution yields a savings of $18.2MM for the SAME number of seats.  This savings could be applied to a new 
school for growth in the county and help fund the 5 year plan.  The Alternate Solution is more fiscally responsible and keeps the 

integrity of all three downtown neighborhood schools.  The Alternate Solution is better for growth, yielding more seats for $93MM 
and therefore limiting mobile units at a cost of $90K per unit (103 currently at elementary schools) at their $200/month utility costs.
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CCS Staff Claims:

• Consolidating Beverly Hills will save $534,008 in 
personnel costs.

• Staff claims that the only change to this amount 
is the state fuŶdiŶg foƌ the pƌiŶĐipal͛s salaƌǇ at 
Beverly Hills, thus reducing the savings to 
$445,211.

• Ms. Klutz stated that there is additional savings 
of $55,391 for the elimination of the SRO at 
Beverly Hills Elementary.  

➢ But the Real Data Show:

• Fƌoŵ CCS͛s oǁŶ data, $131,177 is the aŵouŶt of ͞loĐal 
fuŶds͟ saǀed.  SaǀiŶgs of state aŶd fedeƌal fuŶds aƌe 
not ͚saǀiŶgs͛ to the Caďaƌƌus CouŶtǇ ďudget.

• FACT: Dr. Lowder specifically stated that no teachers or 
staff from BHES will be laid off, thus the savings of 
$445,211 is not correct.  Those personnel costs would 
be transferred to the consolidation school (or other 
schools in the system). 

• FACT: Beverly Hills currently shares an SRO with R. 
Brown McAllister Elementary.  Thus this claim does not 
support the closure of Beverly Hills.

• The $ϭϯϭ,ϭϳϳ iŶ peƌsoŶŶel ͚saǀiŶgs͛ ǁill ďe offset ďǇ the 
additional principal salary (higher at a larger school) and 
any additional assistant principals required for 800 
seats.

Financial Impact: Misleading Personnel Savings
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CCS Staff Claims:

• Maintenance chart (below) is being used to 
argue for BHES closure.  

• Operational costs are shown as another reason 
to close Beverly Hills. 

➢ But the Real Data Shows:

• FACT: Energy costs at BHES are consistent with all 
the other elementary schools in the district.

• FACT: Maintenance costs are higher due to the 
lack of capital improvements and neglected  
maintenance of the facility for many years.

• If Beverly Hills were renovated or capital 
improvements made to the systems requiring the 
additional maintenance, maintenance and 
operational costs would certainly be consistent 
with the other schools in the district.  

• Operational costs are in line with the smaller size 
of Beverly Hills.  

Financial Impact: Irrelevant Maintenance and 
Operational Cost Argument



22

➢ But the Real Data Show:

• FACT: FaŶŶiŶg HoǁeǇ studǇ ƌeĐoŵŵeŶds ͞begin considering

replaceŵeŶt” of the BH facility (NOT closure) as Mr. Lowder states.

• FACT: Fanning Howey shows a much lower replacement cost for 
BHES at $9.8MM.

• FACT: Royal Oaks was given an assessment by Fanning Howey of 
͚good,͛ siŵilaƌ to WeddiŶgtoŶ Hills aŶd RoĐkǇ Riǀeƌ EleŵeŶtaƌǇ 
Schools (and yet it was replaced). 

• FACT: FaŶŶiŶg HoǁeǇ gaǀe BHES aŶ adeƋuaĐǇ ƌatiŶg of ͞good.͟  

CCS Staff Claims:

• Mr. Lowder claims the Fanning 
Howey Facility assessment 
recommends for BHES, ͞Đlose 
faĐility.͟ 

• Staff shows 17.2MM for 
replacement costs for BHES.  

• Staff claims that Royal Oaks 
was not included in the Fanning 
HoǁeǇ studǇ ďeĐause ͞it ǁas 
alƌeadǇ set to ďe ƌeplaĐed.͟

• Staff claims that the current 
BHES facility is not adequate 
for a 400-seat elementary 
school. 

Facility Analysis:  Fanning Howey

Tim Lowder 
video, edited 
from June 4, 
2018 BOE 
meeting
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Facility Analysis:  Fanning Howey

FACT: The Fanning Howey Report, in addition to the Facility 
Condition Assessment, also assessed the Educational Adequacy of 
the facility.  The goal of the Educational Adequacy was “to compare 
the current state of the facility with an ‘ideal facility.’”

The items considered in the assessment represent factors which, 
when adequately present, provide an outstanding learning 
environment for students. (Fanning Howey Report, pg. 26)

FACT: The table (left) clearly shows that the Fanning Howey 
assessment for Educational Adequacy rated Beverly Hills as “Good.” 
Beverly Hills received the perfect “target score” in several key areas, 
including (per Appendix B, Fanning Howey Report):

• Location
• All Learning Areas
• Educational Environment (Daylighting, Air Quality, Ventilation, etc.)
• Furniture
• Technology
• Specialized Instructional Spaces
• Administrative Offices

Minor capital improvements to the facility would have easily 
increased the adequacy ranking for Beverly Hills above 80%, 
resulting in an “Excellent” rating.  

Educational Adequacy Results



24

Facility Analysis:  Fanning Howey

FACT:  The Beverly Hills facility was given a five-year rating of 
“Replace.”  No other school evaluated in the study was shown to be 
replaced .

Why is Beverly Hills Elementary School the ONLY school NOT being 
considered for replacement?  This facility could be replaced on-site 
(refer to the Financial Impact section of this presentation).  

FACT:  Royal Oaks Elementary WAS graded for condition in the 
Fanning Howey report. However, their scores (FCI and RI) and rating 
were conveniently omitted from the School Conditions Summary 
(left).  

For your convenience, we have included the score for Royal Oaks 
that was completed as part of this 2014 report. You will notice the FCI 
and RI scores are similar to scores for Weddington Hills Elementary 
and Rocky River Elementary, neither of which are being replaced. 

Why was Royal Oaks replaced when the five-year rating was “good?”  
The Fanning Howey report cost Cabarrus County taxpayers several 
hundred thousand dollars.  The new Royal Oaks facility cost them 
$23 million.  

School Conditions Summary
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Facility Analysis:  Fanning Howey

FACT:  “Guidelines for considering replacement for a school 
should BEGIN once the Site & Building FCI is 0.50 or more, and 
should definitely be considered for replacement when the Site & 
Building FCI exceeds 0.67.” (Fanning Howey, Pg. 19).

Beverly Hills scored 0.59 (lower table, left).  This is well below 
the 0.67 threshold needed to “definitely be considered for 
replacement.”   

FACT:  Mr. Lowder told the Board of Education on June 4, 2018 
that the Fanning Howey assessment showed Beverly Hills 
facility to be closed (see video, pg. 22).  This is a complete 
fabrication.  

FACT:  Royal Oaks received a Site & Building FCI score of 0.23, 
more than 50 percent below the threshold needed to even begin 
consideration of a replacement facility (upper table, left).  

Unfortunately, the 3rd party assessment of the school system’s 
facilities (Fanning Howey) was done after the decision was made 
to replace the Royal Oaks facility.  

Assessment Reports – Asset List Report 

“You can learn great things from your mistakes when you 
aren’t busy denying them.”     Stephen Covey
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➢ But the Real Data Shows:

• FACT: ADA accessibility upgrades are included in the Capital 
Improvement Plan, as well as a  $4.87MM line item for 
͞renovation functional upgrades.͟  This is the saŵe laŶguage 
that Mr. Lowder used in the June 4th presentation to describe 
a renovation needed to improve the functionality 
recommended by NCDPI.

• FACT: Items such as 
constructing bathrooms on 
the playground, replacing 
plumbing fixtures and 
drain/supply lines, and 17 
new doors are evidence of 
additional scope that does 
Ŷot fall uŶdeƌ ͞ďƌokeŶ 
iteŵs to ďe fiǆed.͟  

CCS Staff Claims:

• Mr. Lowder claims that the $10.6MM 
Capital Improvement Plan for BHES 
oŶlǇ Đoǀeƌs ͞fiǆiŶg ǁhat is ďƌokeŶ͟ aŶd 
is Ŷot a ͞ƌeŶoǀatioŶ ďudget.͟  

• Mr. Lowder claims the Capital 
Improvement Plan does not include any 
ƌepaiƌs Ŷeeded to ͞ďƌiŶg the faĐilitǇ up 
to Đode͟ oƌ ͞to ďe ĐoŶsisteŶt ǁith 
NCDPI spaĐe ƌeĐoŵŵeŶdatioŶs.͟ 

Facility Analysis: Capital Improvement Plan

Tim Lowder 
video, 
edited from 
June 4, 
2018 BOE 
meeting
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Facility Analysis: Capital Improvement Plan

RENOVATION??

How is this Capital Plan 
only “fixing what is 

broken?”

CCS Presentation Labeled this as “Repairs Only”
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➢ But the Real Data Shows:

• FACT: Feasibility study done for BHES was completed by CCS 
staff two years after the first recommendation was made to 
close BHES in the December, 2015 10-year plan.  An alternate 
study was completed by a 3rd party professional (see Appendix 
B) and concluded the site was good feasibility (scored 11 
instead of staff score of 7) and the building should be 
evaluated (scored 13 instead of staff score of 4).

• FACT: North Carolina General Statue 115C-521 (see Appendix 
C) requires a Board of Education, prior to spending any dollars 
on a replacement facility, to conduct a feasibility study and 
analysis of the cost of building new versus the cost of 
renovating.  This study must be submitted to the state 
superintendent for evaluation.

• FACT: No feasibility studies were completed or submitted to 
the state superintendent prior to construction of Royal Oaks 
Elementary School and Mt. Pleasant Middle School.  

CCS Staff Claims:

• A ͞FeasiďilitǇ StudǇ͟ ǁas 
completed for BHES in accordance 
with NCGS 115C-521.

Facility Analysis: Feasibility Studies?



Facility Analysis: Facility Condition
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CCS Staff Claims:

• TheǇ Đlaiŵ that BeǀeƌlǇ Hills oǀeƌall ĐoŶditioŶ is ͞deĐƌepit͟ aŶd theƌefoƌe should ďe Đlosed aŶd 
consolidated with another facility (rather than being replaced on its own site or renovated).

➢ But the Real Data Shows:
• FACT: The original building and the 

ϭϵϲϯ additioŶ aƌe shoǁŶ iŶ ͞faiƌ͟ 
condition AND accessible, according to 
the DPI Facility Needs Survey. 

• FACT: The newest addition (1991) is 
shoǁŶ iŶ ͞ǀeƌǇ good͟ ĐoŶditioŶ, aŶd 
the two renovations (from the 1970s 
aŶd ϭϵϴϬs) aƌe shoǁŶ as ͞good͟ 
condition. 

• FACT: This data is in direct conflict with 
CCS staff assessment of Beverly Hills 
EleŵeŶtaƌǇ SĐhool͛s ĐoŶditioŶ.  



Student Impact: Welfare of Students

30

CCS Staff Claims:
• The stairs leading down to the playground are an 

example if inadequate facilities and the absence 

of ADA accessibility. 

• Closure of BHES will alleviate sharing of resources.

• Creating accessibility for all students is a top       

priority.

• Creating a learning environment that is 

appropriate for elementary students in the 21st 

century is reason for closure.

➢ But the Real Data Shows:
• FACT: Fanning Howey adequacy assessment for 

BHES ǁas ͞good .͟  
• FACT: Dr. Lowder has confirmed no accidents have 

been reported due the playground stairs or along 
the route to the playground from the classrooms. 

• What resources are BHES students not receiving 
when resources are shared?  This is a hardship for 
CCS, not the students.

• WhǇ hasŶ͛t this faĐilitǇ ďeeŶ ŵade to ĐoŵplǇ ǁith 
ADA requirements?  And why does 2015/16 NCDPI 
FaĐilitǇ Needs SuƌǀeǇ shoǁ ͞IŶ CoŵpliaŶĐe͟ foƌ 
accessibility?   Money should have been spent 
already on ADA upgrades if the welfare of students 
is the #1 priority.

• What aďout BeǀeƌlǇ Hills isŶ͛t ͞appƌopƌiate foƌ 
students in the 21st ĐeŶtuƌǇ?͟

Studies repeatedly show that students with low 
socioeconomic statuses benefit from smaller 
schools. Studies also show that a STEM 
education improves their opportunity for upward 
economic mobility. If we are concerned about the 
welfare of students, we should keep BHES open.  
Population of BHES is over 70% low SES.



Student Impact: Hardship for WHO?
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CCS Staff Claims:

• ClosiŶg BeǀeƌlǇ Hills ǁill lead to ŵoƌe ͚effiĐieŶĐǇ͛ 

• CuƌƌeŶt faĐilitǇ doesŶ͛t ŵeet the Ŷeǁ Đlassƌooŵ 
size law (teacher/student ratio for K-3)

• Costs too much money to renovate or build new 
on site.

• These were the only hardship points mentioned 
in the June 4th presentations from the numerous 
eŵails seŶt ďǇ SOS to the staff; ͞Gƌeat affeĐtioŶ 
for Beverly Hills Elementary, families have a 
history with their school, removes the 
͞Ŷeighďoƌhood͟ feel of the sĐhool, ǁill Ŷot ďe 
able to walk to and from school, commute times 
for students may change, transition from a small 
sĐhool to a laƌgeƌ sĐhool.͟

➢ But the Real Data Shows:
• The only efficiency is in CCS managing less schools: 

one less Title I school, one less facility to maintain, 
but we lose 408 seats leading to more $90,000 
mobile units at other schools.

• FACT: BHES met the new classroom size law last year 
and will again be fully compliant in 2018/19 school 
year as well as future years given the current 
enrollment trajectory.

• These inconveniences and hardships only scratch the 
surface as to the true hardships for the students and 
their families.  The CCS staff missed an opportunity 
here to show they understand the true hardships of 
this community if faced with BHES closing.  As an 
example, the average household in the BHES district 
would spend several hundred dollars per school year 
in additional fuel costs commuting to Royal Oaks.



Student Impact: Transportation Safety
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CCS Staff Claims:

• Staff claims that Beverly Hills has unsafe bus 
parking and staging areas.

• Parent drop off – congestion will be reduced thus 
lessening the interference with school bus 
operations 

• School buses / students will not be subject to 
small loading and unloading zones.  

➢ But the Real Data Shows:

• FACT: Dr. Lowder has confirmed that no 
accidents or instances have been reported at 
Beverly Hills in reference to bus parking and 
staging areas.  

• FACT: Beverly Hills is a small neighborhood 
school, and therefore only utilizes six buses.  
Many parents, due to close proximity to 
their homes, choose to drive or walk their 
children to school.  With 60+ years of a 
positive safety record, this is a non-issue 
that does not support closure.

• FACT: Small schools have small loading 
zones.  Large schools have large loading 
zones. Why does this support closure?

If renovated or rebuilt, all of these alleged safety 
issues could be rectified.  However, no  
transportation safety issues currently exist at 
Beverly Hills.  Therefore, “transportation safety” 
as a reason for closure is unfounded.



Student Impact: Transportation Efficiency 
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CCS Staff Claims:

• Closing Beverly Hills Elementary will not 

affect the current tier busing schedule. 

• Ride times will not change dramatically 

due to the relocation of students.  

• Currently BHES buses will be reassigned 

to the new proposed attendance area.  

• No additional equipment needs are 

anticipated (given current program 

choices).  

➢ But the Real Data Shows:

• We agree that closing BHES will not affect the 
ĐuƌƌeŶt tieƌ ďusiŶg sĐhedule…ďut hoǁ does this 
support closure of  Beverly Hills since keeping 
Beverly Hills open also does not affect the tier 
busing schedule?

• FACT:  Staff has ĐoŶfiƌŵed that BeǀeƌlǇ Hills͛ 
student ride times, in many cases, will double to 
the ͚ŵaǆiŵuŵ alloǁaďle͛ ƌide tiŵes iŶ Caďaƌƌus 
County, unless fewer students ride each bus.

• FACT: More parents will elect bus transportation 
due to the increased commute (more bus riders).

• BeǀeƌlǇ Hills͛ laƌge Ŷuŵďeƌ of loǁ SES studeŶts ǁill 
not be able to afford Program Choice due to 
transportation not being provided.  

Less children on each bus, combined with more 
children riding buses, equals more buses 
required, more bus drivers, more fuel, more 
maintenance, and a larger maintenance facility 
and staff.



Student Impact: Steering the Realignment
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CCS Staff Claims:

• The demographic company was hired and 
realignment committee was formed to give CCS 
and the BOE direction on how to deal with 
projected growth and the new K-3 classroom size 
law.

➢ But the Real Data Shows:

• FACT: CCS staff directed the realignment 
committee and demographic company to 
pƌoĐeed ǁith BHES as ͞disĐoŶtiŶued,͟ 
although the BOE has yet to vote to close the 
school.

• FACT: CCS staff also directed these groups to 
plan for an 800-seat RBMES, although the 
Board of Commissioners has not formally 
approved funding for this new $30MM school.

• These directives circumvent the work these 
groups are asked to do and misuse the $150K 
spent on the demographic study while tainting 
the forthcoming recommendations.



C O N C L U S I O N :
The Cabarrus County BOE had the correct foresight and intuition to VOTE on approving a larger ROES to be used as a swing school for

renovating BHES, RBMES, and CWES then fill it with eventual growth in the NW corridor. After which the new administration changed

this decree with the submission of the December 2015 ten-year plan. Since that time the new administration has continued to

misrepresent data in order to garner support from the Board of Education for closure or consolidation of BHES.

• FACT: BHES CAN be renovated or built new onsite affordably

• FACT: Personnel savings are net-neutral and not a reason to close BHES

• FACT: Maintenance/Operational cost savings are not a reason to close – they are reasons to renovate or re-build

• FACT: Fanning Howey showed ONLY BHES to be replaced – it did NOT show ROES to be replaced or RBMES

• FACT: Capital IŵproǀeŵeŶt PlaŶ is NOT ͞Repairs OŶly͟
• FACT: FaĐility is NOT Đoŵpletely ͞ďeyoŶd it͛s useful life,͟ ďut has ďeeŶ ŶegleĐted for tǁeŶty years.  

• FACT: KeepiŶg BHES oŶ site is keepiŶg the studeŶts͛ ǁelfare a #1 priority
• FACT: Keeping BHES limits the hardship of the students affected

• FACT: Transportation burden is an overlooked hardship and it is also a barrier for Program Choice for our low SES population

T h e  R e a l  F i n a n c i a l  I m p a c t

T h e  R e a l  F a c i l i t y  A n a l y s i s  

T h e  R e a l  S t u d e n t  I m p a c t

The COURT OF PUBLIC OPINION has been VERY clear – SAVE BEVERLY HILLS ELEMENTARY SCHOOL! Numerous public speakers,

county and city officials, parents, students, older community members, and concerned citizens all over Cabarrus County have written

you and our local news agencies with a consistent message – the people of Cabarrus County support the SOS Campaign.
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N-FAQ Section for CCS Staff
(Not Frequently Answered Questions)
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The Board of Education Should Demand
Logical and Accurate Answers to the Following:

● What changed between the April 2015 vote to approve Royal Oaks Option 2 and the December Strategic Plan that intends

to close Beverly Hills? What happened to the plan to use the extra space at Royal Oaks to house the

growth/overcrowding from Boger/Winecoff and/or new magnet students?

● The Fanning Howey estimate for Beverly Hills renovation ($9.8MM), the Capital Improvement Plan ($10.6MM), and the

renovation estimate from ͞OptioŶ 2 for ROES new ďuild͟ ($10.8MM) all showed consistent cost figures. Why is there such

a drastic difference between these estimates and the current CCS/Tim Lowder estimate of $23.8MM?

● Why is Mr. Lowder adding more than 25,000 square feet to the size of a replacement Beverly Hills facility when the current

BHES facility is in compliance with the new classroom size state law?

● Why does CCS think it͛s rational to close a 400-seat school and then ask taxpayers to fund a larger RBMES because ͞the
county needs more seats͟? Why does CCS think it͛s rational to close a 400-seat school when the district is currently using

103 mobile classrooms and has requested nine additional mobile units?

● Why did nearly one-third of the scenarios presented for the ͞ƌedistƌiĐtiŶg Royal Oaks͟ initiative close BHES and do nothing

to change the attendance zone of Royal Oaks? DidŶ͛t this create a bias in the committee toward closing BHES and using

those students to fill the extra seats at Royal Oaks?
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Questions, Continued

● Why is closure sensible when the McKibben/Cropper GIS report shows that BHES Is the only attendance zone

maintaining/growing in enrollment? Why is closure sensible when the same report shows that the BHES zone has the highest

percentage in the district of homes set to turnover to younger families with a higher likelihood to have school aged children?

● Why was the Realignment Committee and Demographics firm told to assume the closure of Beverly Hills rather than

objectively studying its best use? And why were they also instructed to assume R. Brown McAllister at a capacity of 800

students when neither the Board of Education nor the Cabarrus County Commissions have approved the expansion of that

school? Why spend taxpayer money for this 3rd-party study when the results are already biased by CCS staff?

● Where is the mountain of evidence demonstrating that closing Beverly Hills is the right choice?

● Where is the public (taxpayer) outcry demanding closure of Beverly Hills?

● Beverly Hills community has paid taxes for decades and is it too much to ask for is a new school every 70 years?

● Where is the outcry from elected officials demanding closure of Beverly Hills?
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● Can the CCS staff provide specific examples of ͞21st Century Resources͟ currently lacking at BHES? If they do exist, why have

BHES students not been given these resources afforded to other students in Cabarrus County?

● What programs or resources do children at Beverly Hills not have access to because of ͚shaƌed ƌesouƌĐes?͛

● If ͚StudeŶt Welfaƌe͛ is the top-rated priority, why have the most critical safety items not been corrected? Why have students

been allowed to continue attending a school that its leadership publicly called ͞deĐƌepit͟ in the middle of the school year?

● How does a current BHES neighborhood parent with no access to transportation get their student to Winecoff for STEM

program choice? BHES is a Title I school with many high-needs students. How can staff say they will have access to ͞all
optioŶs͟ if they lose their neighborhood school? WouldŶ͛t this be an exclusionary issue for students from families with low

SES (the MAJORITY of BHES families)?

● What evidence exists that student welfare, projected enrollment, inconvenience and hardship, and all other factors listed in

(G.S. 115C-72) were studied before approving its addition to the 10-year plan? Other than CCS administration, where is the

outcry from educators demanding the closure of Beverly Hills?

40

Questions, Continued



Appendices 

41



Appendix A:  Relevant Videos and 
Links Table
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Video:  Board of Education meeting 
(April 6, 2015)

Video:  Board of Education meeting 
(April 13, 2015)

Video:  Board of Education meeting 
(June 4, 2018)

Links to Public Hearings & Petitions

November 6, 2017 (Part I) Click Here

November 6, 2017 (Part II) Click Here

December 4, 2017 (Part I) Click Here

December 4, 2017 (Part II) Click Here

Save Neighborhood Schools - Petition Click Here

Video:  Mr. Walter 
expresses concerns to 
other members of the  
Board of Education 
meeting (June 4, 2018)

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=SCfLgtziJCg&list=PLD9F23FBC334667C4&index=16
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2eWcq6xrlZg&list=PLD9F23FBC334667C4&index=15
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=igCJRm3jP_s&index=14&list=PLD9F23FBC334667C4
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Ip9vvAc5Pmg&list=PLD9F23FBC334667C4&index=13
https://www.change.org/p/cabarrus-county-schools-save-neighborhood-schools-concord-nc
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Appendix B.1:  3rd Party Feasibility 
Assessment for BHES (NCDPI Form)
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Appendix B.2:  3rd Party Feasibility 
Assessment for BHES (NCDPI Form)
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Appendix B.3:  3rd Party Feasibility 
Assessment for BHES (NCDPI Form)
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Appendix C:  NCGS 115C-521

Statue can also 
be found on the 
North Carolina 
General 
Assembly 
website here.

https://www.ncleg.net/EnactedLegislation/Statutes/HTML/BySection/Chapter_115c/GS_115C-521.html
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AppeŶdiǆ D:  PhǇsiĐiaŶs͛ PetitioŶ

Over 70 Cabarrus County 
physicians enthusiastically 
endorsed the Beverly Hills 

SOS campaign. 


