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Deb Norris Marina Tanay 
 
 

District and Consultants 
 

● Laurie Dent, Ph.D., Sumner Bonney Lake School District Superintendent 
● Matt Guilanians, Hainline 
● Penny Mabie, EnviroIssues, Facilitator 
● Doug DuCharme, BLRB Architects 

● Sarah Fischer, BLRB Architects 

 
Meeting Purpose  
 

● Learn more about the four topics under consideration (gym, Performing Arts Center 
(PAC), pool, land acquisition and field) 

● Begin discussions about each topic and potential recommendations 
 

Welcome and introductions  

Sumner-Bonney Lake School District Superintendent, Laurie Dent, Ph.D., welcomed the Steering 

Committee and warned them it would be a robust night with a lot of information.  

Penny reviewed the agenda. In this meeting, the Steering Committee would review the process, 

dive into the four questions, and receive a lot of information for each, including responses to 

the questions raised last week. There would be time for discussion after the information was 

presented for each question. This meeting is focused on sharing and hearing from one another, 

not trying to come up with an agreement. At the next meeting, the group will have a 

conversation around the four key questions and let the Superintendent know what they are 

thinking so that she can make an ultimate recommendation to the School Board.  

Penny  eads the Steering Committee’s process: 



● Meeting 1: Introductions and grounding 

● Meeting 2: Information and discussion 

● Meeting 3: Develop recommendations 

Matt Guilanians shared information about the Sumner High School gym. Matt reviewed the 

question for the Steering Committee. 

Question 1: Sumner High School Gym – Should the gym be retained and remodeled, or should 

a new gym be built?  

The gym is aging and too small for the student population. The current seating capacity is about 

1,200 whereas the Bonney Lake High School gym can accommodate 1,804 people. Being built in 

1992, it is one of the newer structures on campus.  

Option 1: Renovate the existing gym and locker rooms (35,000 sq. ft.) 

This seems like a throwaway option because it cannot accommodate the current capacity 

needs. Matt noted that a comparison of three options was broken out so as to show how 

expensive a remodel would cost. Locker rooms are expensive, the roof would need to be 

replaced as it is about thirty years old and money would need to be spent to update the façade 

to blend in with the rest of the project. On top of these renovations, work would need to get 

done to make it code-compliant and bring it up to seismic standards.  

Matt reviewed pros and cons, observing that although it may seem like an easy option, it is not 

cost-effective and would remain too small. There is a cost associated with remodeling the 

existing gym.  

Option2: Convert the existing gym to support physical education programs and build a new 

gym (55,000 total sq. ft)  

Matt noted this option would cause some disruption to students for physical education classes 

and basketball games, but it is impossible to do anything with the gym without some 

disruption. Planning for alternative options to accommodate PE classes would need to take 

place. This option provides the most square footage of the three gym options. 

Option 3: Build an entirely new facility and demolish the existing gym (40,000 sq. ft.) 

In this option, the PE space would be lost for a year during construction.  

There are pros and cons for each option. Although not doing much with the gym has the lowest 

cost, it has many cons, including being too small and still needing to spend money for some 

needed repairs and renovations. The second option provides the most square-footage but it 

would be adding more space than the needed capacity and it would not be located by the 

parking lot. The third option is the most efficient footprint, with the parking lot right beside it, 

but it has the highest cost.  
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Matt noted to the Steering Committee that after the gym and PAC discussion, BLRB Architects 

would be showing them the option 2 and 3 concepts to help make them more tangible. The 

gym and PAC will become design anchors in the new high school design. 

Discussion by Steering Committee:  

● Would there be two functioning gyms in option 2?  

o In both option 2 and 3, there would be two functional gyms. There is more 

bleacher seating in the second option.  

● The additional square footage bothers me in option 2 because it means a lot of wasted 

space. Would there be the same amount of facilities in option 3 as in option 2, despite it 

having a smaller footprint?  

o Yes. The main difference is that there would only be bleachers in the main gym.  

● There are currently two gyms. If option 3 has a new gym, there would be a main gym 

with a bleacher system, but would the auxiliary gym also have seating?  

o BLRB: We would allow space for two to three rows of bleachers in the auxiliary 

gym. The main gym would have about 1,800 seats.  

o I want to make sure that the auxiliary gym has enough seating to host 

tournament games and other games.  

● Option 2 with higher seating capacity, could we hold bigger tournaments such as a 

district event?  

o In either option 2 or 3, there will be enough seating. There is more overall 

capacity in option 3, but it is limited to the main gym. If there is a multi-event, 

there would be more capacity in option 2.  

o Multi-events could bring in more revenue.  

● Is the option with the most square footage going to count against us in state match 

funds? There used to be a certain amount of square footage allowed per students for 

state matching.  

o The state match was also a topic discussed in the Task Force.  

o A state match is a state assistance program that is based on a ratio of square 

footage per student. It is set by the state. If we add capacity during construction, 

it can affect how much funding we could receive down the road because the 

state now believes we have enough capacity.  

o The gym is included in the square footage per student, so it would affect us in 

future planning as it counts as inventory for future funding. The middle school 

could be affected by this.  

● Do options 2 and 3 both include a main facility, an auxiliary gym and a fitness area?  

o Yes.  

● Franklin Pierce has an auxiliary gym that has a row of four to five-foot-tall seats when 

pulled out. I like that.  

Limited Focused Facilities Steering Committee  
Meeting #2 Summary                                                                                                                                        Page 3 



● If it affects the funding of a secondary school, how much does the state match typically 

amount to? If we have an extra 15,000 ft would it cost us in the long run?  It is an extra 

four million now either way.  

o The state provides two types of construction funding – for adding capacity or for 

upgrading or replacing aging facilities. The impacts to potential funding depend 

on which funding pot is being asked for, new versus improved space. The state 

match ratio is also affected by the tax base. Our ratio is about 53% but that 

doesn’t mean that we get that much in funding. Generally, the difference in 

funding between the options based on added capacity.   Are there new lockers in 

option 2? 

o The lockers would get renovated in option 2. 

● I am confused by the seating in option 3. Why isn’t there seating in both gyms? 

o In both options, the main gym would have 2000 seats. In option 2, we would 

keep the seating that is currently in the existing gym, which would become the 

auxiliary gym. In option 3, we would build some seating in the new auxiliary gym, 

but not as much as in the current gym.  

Once discussion about the gym was over, Matt provided additional information about the 

Performing Arts Center (PAC).  

Question 2: Sumner High School PAC - Should the PAC be retained and remodeled, or should 

a new PAC be built?  

The current PAC is aging and has some issues to be addressed.  

Sumner High School PAC currently has 400 built-in seats and 400 expandable seats. In 

comparison, Bonney Lake PAC has 550 total seats. That would not be enough capacity for 

Sumner High School. Also, the Sumner High School PAC amenities are unique. It includes three 

catwalks and two side stages. It is a good PAC, but it was built in 1981.  

Option 1: Renovate the existing PAC (24,000 sq. ft., including green room, stage etc.) 

Renovating the existing PAC would include a new façade and stabilizing the floors because they 

are currently sinking. Also, in response to a question that was brought up at the previous 

meeting, the band does fit on the stage.  

This work would cost approximately $9 million. Floor stabilization would cost at least half a 

million dollars. There is also a lot of concrete earthwork, new stucco for the ceiling, new 

restrooms and seating area, audio/visual and supporting facilities that are needed. It would 

need a standalone mechanical system and  be brought up to seismic standards.  
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Option 2: New PAC (27,000 sq. ft.) 

This option would cost about $18.89 million. In comparison, the new Bonney Lake PAC cost less 

than $12 million.  

There are pros and cons to each of these options. Option 1 has the lowest cost and the highest 

capacity. It also loses or displaces a lot of parking spaces and the money would be going to an 

older building. Option 2 would add an orchestra pit, which the PAC currently lacks, would 

provide additional parking spaces and is generally a better location. Additionally, a new PAC 

would attract more renters, such as theater groups.  

Discussion by Steering Committee:  

● How long would the two alternatives disrupt the area?  

o In either case, the PAC would need to go down for a year. The total construction 

time wouldn’t be huge, but we don’t currently know whether there would be a 

delay between the demolition of the old PAC and the start of construction of a 

new PAC. Students could use the Bonney Lake PAC in the meantime.  

● Would the new PAC maintain the 800 seats? 

o There is only a need for about 700 to 750 seats.  

● Have there been any thoughts about putting the 2,000 seats associated with the gym in 

the PAC instead? The PAC is used for assemblies, correct?  

o Adding that much seating to the PAC would double the space and make it a lot 

more expensive. We have thought about possibly adding a balcony, though.  

o Kassie Meath noted that using the PAC for assemblies, such as pep rallies, would 

be challenging. Students in band can’t easily fit their instruments in the seats in 

the PAC. The PAC is also a formal assembly space with a different ambiance.  

o There is also a cozy factor. If only 150 people show up and there are 2,000 seats 

available, it will feel like a small crowd to the performers. 

● How come the Bonney Lake PAC is smaller, what is the rationale behind it?  

o It is smaller due to budget and site constraints, and because the Sumner High 

School PAC is larger there is a balance in facilities. Also, the Bonney Lake PAC fits 

the needs of the Bonney Lake High School and the District’s other middle schools 

in the Bonney Lake area.  

● If we construct all new, and therefore lose both the gym and the PAC for a year, would 

this be done in phases?  

o There would be phasing but students would be using the Bonney Lake PAC for a 

year. We are still figuring out alternative gym locations. Also, if we wanted to 

keep using one, we would need to build a temporary mechanical system for it, 

which would increase the cost. We are in the process of looking for opportunities 

and also coming across some limitations.  
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o Academics is our first priority, so we are trying to build all the classrooms, CTE, 

administration and the daycare out west before demolition to the east takes 

place.  

● It would cost about $9 million to remodel the existing PAC. For an extra $9 million, we 

would be able to upgrade everything, move it to a new location and also have an 

attractive exterior?  

o Yes, it would be integrated with the rest of the school. Also, it would be located 

next to parking and acoustically improved. 

● Ultimately, is the goal for these meetings to decide what we can afford to do or to pick 

and choose?  

o This is a package deal. The Steering Committee will give feedback to the 

Superintendent on each of these options, but you’ll need to make decisions in 

relation to all of the other questions being presented. The discussion cannot 

happen without consideration of overall cost.  

o The District will need to spend money anyway, what is worth spending money 

on? The premium (cost differential of the most expensive, all new options) is 

likely worth it but we need to know what you think the community would think.  

BLRB made the options more tangible by presenting two concept designs. One showed a new 

PAC and modernized gym, built around existing facilities, and the other was built with a 

completely clean slate in mind. The second concept was more condensed, with 120-foot 

shorter corridor, more parking, an updated PAC on Main Street, a new gym and auxiliary gym. It 

showed three buildings, with an entrance flanked by music, art and classrooms, and a 

combined entry wing from the parking lot for both the gym and the PAC. The second concept 

(all new options) uses the option 3 gym and option 2 PAC. The location of the pool has not yet 

been worked out. Its existing footprint could be retained for a while.  

● Is there the same parking capacity for both concepts?  

o There is more parking in the second concept, and with more space, we could do 

more with the parking. This condensed version also means that students 

wouldn’t have to walk as far between their classrooms and the gym or PAC.  

Steering Committee reflection: 

Penny asked each Steering Committee member what their current thinking was about the PAC 

and gym options, based on the information and options provided so far.  

● We have a situation where the town is all around the school. Need to do something that 

will be good in 50 years and that we don’t have to redo. Going into a facility that isn’t 

good, makes it hard to coach in and to generally be in. For example, students shouldn’t 

be changing clothes behind curtains. I think we should go new on both.  

● I like the brand new shiny idea but at the same time when I think about how much it 

costs, I go back to the Option 2 for the gym and option 1 for the PAC.  
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● If you do a cost benefit analysis, Option 2 for the gym still has unknowns with the 

remodel so we don’t know how much it will ultimately cost. I’d rather go with two new 

options to get more return on investments.  

● I would like to see option 1 for both (renovate existing). Do the most in as many areas as 

we can.  

● I would choose option 2 for both. Unknowns always become a big deal. Also, I went to 

the old city high school and while I was going there, they built a new high school on the 

edge of town. Folks would say “oh you go to old school,” so students transferred to the 

new school.  

● I would choose option 2 for the gym and option 1 for the PAC. Voters are going to have 

trouble paying for a new PAC when they just paid for a new one in Bonney Lake and 

they wouldn’t be getting any new seating with this new one.  

● I felt like I started getting sticker shock. I would prefer a new gym, partly because the 

extra space will impact funding, and to renovate the PAC.  

● I would choose option 3 for the gym and option 2 for the PAC because of the 

consequences of what we might find when we start the remodel of the PAC.  

● I would choose the same: 3 and 2. I am looking at an investment for the community and 

what they would be using this for, in addition to students. Keeping old buildings and 

renovating doesn’t make sense.  

● I am on the fence. If the gym and PAC are a 10% total of the bond, I would choose all 

new but if the gap is large, I would rather renovate some. If it is only a $20 million 

difference then I would say all new because of the compressed footprint.  

o Not counting the pool or new lighted field, the PAC and gym would cost between 

$130-150 million.  

● I am also on the fence because I don’t know how it translates to the bond. I am 

dedicated to a pool so we may need money there. If it translates to only cents on the 

bond, then all new is definitely the better deal.  

● I like option 2 for the gym. I like having seating for bigger tournaments so that we can 

have multiple games going on. I also like the presentation of it all being compact, so I am 

torn. If the new gym could have more seating in the auxiliary gym, I would be more 

drawn to it. Pool is my priority so if that’s the difference, I would rather put the money 

there.  

● I prefer option 3 for the gym because adding $4 million to get what you want doesn’t 

seem like that big of a difference. The PAC would cost double for a new facility, so I 

choose option 1.  

● I would choose option 2 for the gym and option 1 for the PAC and use the rest of the 

money on the pool.  

● I prefer option 3 for the gym and option 2 for the PAC. If we keep putting money into an 

old car, it remains an old car. It we put money into a new car it will last longer.  

● I want the bond to pass so I would choose option 3 for the gym, to not impact future 

funding to build, and option 1 for the PAC to show fiscal responsibility to voters.  
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● Building all new sounds and looks nice, but I would choose option 2 for the gym and 

option 1 for the PAC. I wouldn’t be upset if it went another way.  

Penny summarized what she heard: 

● Save money for the pool 

● There is already a new PAC in Bonney Lake, why is there a need for another one 

● There is discomfort with the risk of unknowns in remodeling the PAC. It could end up 

becoming more expensive than a new building 

● There could be sticker shock for the community 

● A lot of Steering Committee members like the look of all new but are questioning 

whether it is worth the cost 

● Should be able to show fiscal responsibility to not build everything new 

Matt shared some general construction costs to help provide perspective to the Steering 

Committee.  

Matt stated that there might be a difference in perspective because the dollar amounts are 

unknown. He noted that the state match difference stills need to be figured out but that he 

could give some ballpark numbers for each structure they were talking about. Matt also noted 

that even if all new options were recommended, the District would still be under the bond 

capacity limitation.  

Overall, the numbers (with escalation) are:  

● Phase 1: $60 million (using funds from the 2016 bond; in design now) 

● Pool: $33 million  

● Gym: $20 million (for option 3, new) 

● PAC: $20 million (for option 2, new) 

● Remaining classrooms with CTE, administrative wing, music and arts, FFA, city-required 

improvements etc.: $110 million 

● TOTAL: $183 million 

● Land acquisition and turfed lighted field: $15 million 

● TOTAL (including all of the above): $198 million for all new 

Discussion  

● How much was the last bond for phase 1?  

o The 2016 bond passed for $145.6 million.  

● What was the initial bond ask? 

o It passed the first time for $145.6 million. 

● Kassie Meath shared her thoughts about the two concepts presented by BLRB. She 

noted the new, condensed version has a clear sightline down the whole corridor (length 

of all the buildings; the earlier version had an angled corridor in the middle that would 
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preclude clear visibility. Also, there is not enough parking currently so she said she was 

excited to see more included.  

● Do we have to outline in the bond what we are spending the funds on? As in, will 

taxpayers see a price tag for each item.  

o We have attorneys that write bond package resolutions that the taxpayer would 

see but it does not include a cost for each item specifically.  

● Do we need to consider moving the tennis courts?  

o We will need to anyway. It is included in the work we are discussing. 

Once discussion was finished, Matt provided more information about the pool.  

Question 3: Sumner High School pool - Should rebuilding the pool be included in the new 

bond measure, or should it be run as a separate proposition?  

There are many problems with the pool, including that it is not USA swim compliant and 

therefore cannot host meets, the floor is experiencing settlement, and the pool itself has 

cracks.  

It is currently a six-lane, 25-yard pool with three to four rows of seating. It was built in 1969 and 

modernized in 1985.  

Pools are very expensive, costing about $1,000 per sq. ft. The total cost would be about $33 

million, including all amenities. We haven’t engaged the broader pool community about 

programming, but we are envisioning eight-lanes with two dive wells that could also be used to 

create a water polo tank.  

Matt discussed the annual operating costs of the new pool He noted the models are still being 

developed for operating costs and revenue because we keep updating this data with 

information we’ve been receiving from other regional analogous pools. The main takeaways are 

that: 

● Wages are by far the largest cost of a pool 

o Labor includes: management, instructors, administration, lifeguards etc. 

● Pool costs don’t vary much, they mostly depend on pool size  

● Generally accepted premise is that it is easy for revenue to go down and costs to go up 

and not easy for revenues to go up and costs to go down. If there is high cost and low 

revenue, the district wouldn’t staff as much 

● Pools measure performance success in recovery percentages: how much of the cost is 

recovered in revenue? 

o Private pools make a profit, but district and city schools rarely do. A lot of them 

target a 30% recovery rate.  

o The annual subsidy depends entirely on who is running the pool. If it is run as a 

business, it will recover more money. Most school districts aren’t focused on 

generating revenue  
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Matt reminded the Steering Committee that the location of the pool was still under discussion 

but that it would make sense to have it located closer to the parking lot.  

Discussion of Steering Committee:  

o Most of the examples shared were for city pools not school district pools. In the 

research I’ve done, I’ve found some different numbers. My research found the 

same assumptions about the biggest costs go to wages. But I found different 

assumptions for the cost of utilities. Are we doing this for our students or are we 

doing this for our community?  

● How does the $90,000 projected utility cost compared to the actual cost? 

o Currently, the pool costs about $65-75,000 a year for utilities, but not operating 

at same capacity as new.  

o I was hoping a new pool would be more efficient.  

o It will be, but it will also have a larger sewer line, and the size of the sewer line 

dictates the cost of the service. 

● Are you associating numbers to the value it brings to the school district, such as having a 

swim team, etc.? Does the football team have revenue and what is their value? Is it 

possible to say that we are subsidizing x amount for the pool and compare it to how 

much we are subsidizing other programs?  

o Unfortunately, we would get different answers depending on who we asked.  

● What is the recovery percentage on the PAC versus the pool? 

o Pools are built-in drains of money. PAC and gym facilities don’t need ongoing 

maintenance or utilities when they’re not operating. For example, when the PAC 

is closed, we would just need to ventilate it but when the pool closed we would 

still need to maintain it (heat it, filter the water, ventilate, etc.)  

o Also, there isn’t a need to have staff running the PAC, gym, fields etc.  

● Is the plan to use the pool for PE classes? Will elementary students be trained to swim? 

Is the operating subsidy coming from a levy?  

o Yes, that is the plan. Adding elementary classes would reduce the revenue, but 

programming has not been discussed.  

● Would the additional square footage of the pool go against matching funds in the 

future?  

o We believe so as it is considered an instructional space.  

● Where does the revenue come from? 

o Revenue comes from drop-ins, group and private lessons etc.  

● How does the YMCA affect revenue from water aerobics?  

o We do not know how it affects it. There are too many variables at play. 
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 Question 4: New Middle school and Field – 1) Should the bond include money to purchase 

land for a new middle school turf and lighted field?  2) If yes, should the bond include funds 

to build the new lighted, turf field before building the middle school?  

Laurie asked the Steering Committee to turn their attention from Sumner High School to the 

part of the District “on the hill”.  

She noted there are three large developments taking place, including Falling Water, Plateau 465 

and Tehaleh. This additional development could bring another 957 middle school and 2,477 

elementary students to the area. Currently, all of the District’s middle school enrollments by 

grade level are above or almost-above the net capacity. There are two elementary schools that 

are able to absorb the elementary student growth. Referring to a map, Laurie noted that, on 

the hill, part of the Sumner School District is surrounded on three sides by the Orting School 

District. The assumption is that people living in the Orting School District will want to waiver 

into the Sumner-Bonney Lake School District given its close proximity. .  

In the next six to ten years, another middle school will be needed, and land is only going to get 

more expensive. We do not have to buy this land, but we have an opportunity now.  

There are potential sites across from Tehaleh Heights Elementary and Plateau 465. There is also 

another smaller site, but it is not favored because there are four lanes of traffic going right by it. 

The site for the new middle school hasn’t been picked out, but the general area that it needs to 

be in is tied to where the growth is happening.  

There is a need for 22-25 acres of pad-ready land, which means graded with public roads 

developed and ready to be built on. With inflation, the cost is expected to increase from 

$11,000,000 to $11,880,000 in one year and to $12,830,000 in two years.  

Current reality is that needs cannot be met. Laurie noted to the group that there was not 

enough time to review all of the details, but she encouraged them to review the information in 

the slides and the Q&A document that they’d received.  

Discussion 

o Does the city collect school impact fees per lot?  

o Yes, although the amount collected depends on whether it is from single- or 

multi-family.  

o Can we change the boundaries to pick up those areas of the Orting District if we know 

that the kids from Orting would be coming to the Sumner District schools? Can we 

legally fight it out?  

o It is an option. 

o A year and three or four months ago, I heard that Sumner would not be building a new 

middle school in Tehaleh, has that changed?  

o Yes. We aren’t sure where that information came from.  

o How soon would we be putting a bond out for a new middle school? 
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o First, we will be adding classrooms to existing schools. A full new middle school 

will need to get built in no later than ten years. We may need to run that bond in 

about six years.  

o I see the pool as only 15-16% of the request, the gym, PAC etc. are also all small 

numbers. I think we should keep them all together.  

o We can discuss this next week.  

o Where is the money coming from for the middle school expansion? 

o That expansion was funded in the 2016 bond.  

o Can we buy land for the future middle school, separate from the turf field? Does the turf 

field also need to be bought?  

o The preference would be to buy land for the middle school and put the field on 

this same parcel.  

o Does the funding for the land and field include preliminary design for the rest of the 

school?  

o We would do rudimentary site planning for where a potential building and 

features would go, if we were to build the field ahead of the school.  

Penny wrapped up the meeting and encouraged the Steering Committee members to jot down 

a couple of thoughts prior to leaving to help with next week’s discussion. She reminded the 

group that most of the discussion next week would need to take place with the information at 

hand, and that not much more would get presented.  

A last thought: What do you think should be in the bond?  

● Option 1, 2 or 3 for the gym 

● Option 1 or 2 for the PAC 

● Should the pool be included in the bond or run as a separate measure? 

● Should the land for the future middle school and lighted field be purchased now? 

Penny ended the meeting and reminded the group that there didn’t need to be a consensus at 

the next meeting, rather, the collective opinions of the Steering Committee would help Laurie, 

the Superintendent, make a recommendation to the School Board.  

o Will we have bond rates next week?  

o It is in your Q&A handout.  

Penny noted the next meeting will be Sept. 26. 
Meeting was adjourned at 6 p.m.  
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