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CHRIS CHRISTIE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

GU1'er1JOr PO 80500 

KIM GUADAGNO TRENTON. NJ O1l625-0500 ROCHELLE R. HENDRICKS 
Lt. GU1'emor Acting Commissioner 

DI~cember J 7, 2010 

Dr. Mary Lou Malyska, Superintendent 

Watchung Boro School District 

One Parenty 

Watchung Boro, NJ 07069-0000 

Re: Long-Range Facilities Plan Final Determination 

Dear Dr. Malyska: 

The Department of Education (Depar:ment) has completed its preliminary review of the Long-Range 
Facilities Plan (LRFPl submitted by the Watchung Bar·) School District (District) pursuant to the Educational 
Facilities Construction and Financing Act, P.L. 2000, c. n (N.l.S.A. 18A: 7G-l el seq.) (Act), N.J.A.C. 6A:26 -J el 

seq. (Educational Facilities Code), and the Facilities Effciency Standards (FES). The Department has found the 
District's LRFP submittal to be complete and is n,)w presenting the LRFP Final Determination (Final 
Determination). 

The Final Determination of the District's LRFP includes a Summary with the following sections: 

1. Inventory Overview 

2. District Enrollments and School Grade Ali ~nments 

3. FES and District Practices Capaciry 

4. Functional Capacity and Unhoused Student, Prior to Proposed Work 

5. Proposed Work 

6. Functional Capacity and Unhoused Students After Completion of Proposed Work 

7. Proposed Room Inventories and the Facililies Efficiency Standards 

Major LRFP approval issues include the adequacy of the LRFP's proposed enrollments, school 
capacities, and educational spaces. Approval of the LRFP, and any projects and costs listed therein, does not imply 
approval of an individual school facilities project or its (Orresponding costs and eligibility for State support under 
the Act. Similarly, approval of the LRFP does not imply approval of portions of the LRFP that are inconsistent with 
the Department's FES and proposed building demolition ()" replacement. Determination of preliminary eligible costs 
and final eligible costs will be made at the time of the approval of a particular school facilities project pursuant to 
N.l.S.A. 18A:7G-5. The District must submit a feasibilil y study as part of the school facilities project approval 
process, pursuant to N.l.S.A. 18A:7G-7b, to support proposed building demolition or replacement. The feasibility 
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study should demonstrate that a building might pose a risk to the safety of the occupants after rehabilitation or that 

rehabilitation is not cost-effective. 

Following the approval of the LRFP, the Distric may submit an amendment to the approved LRFP for 
Department review. Unless and until an amendment to the LRFP is submitted to and approved by the Commissioner 
of the Department pursuant to N.J .S.A. 18A:7G-4(c), the approved LRFP shall remain in effect. The District may 
proceed with the implementation of school facilities projew that are consistent with the approved LRFP whether or 
not the school faci Iities project contains square footage that may be ineligible for State support. 

We trust that th is document will adequately ex plain the Final Determination and allow the District to 

move forward with the initiation of projects within its LRFP Please contact Frank LoDolce, Regional Director at the 

Office of School Facilities at (609) 292-7078 with any questons or concerns that you may have. 

Sincerely, 

/~
.d~~~~~ 

(...-------- Rochelle R. Hendricks 

Acting Commissioner 

RRH:BEP:FLhlj 

Enclosure 

c: Division of Education Efficiency 
Trudy Doyle, Somerset County, Executive County Sup'~rintendent
 

Bernard E. Piaia, Director, Office School Facilities
 
Frank LoDolce, Regional Director, Office of School Facilities
 
H. Lyle Jones, Manager, Office of School Facilities
 
Dianne Faucher, School Business Administrator
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LONG-RANGE FACILITIES PLAN 

Final Determination Summary 
Watchung Boro S:hool District 

The Department of Education (Department) has completed its review of the Long-Range Facilities Plan (LRfP or 
Plan) submitted by the Watchung Boro School District (Diwict) pursuant to the Educational Facilities Construction 
and Financing Act, PoL 2000, c.72 (N.J.S.A 18A:7G-I !t seq.) (Act), N.JAC. 6A:26-1 et seq. (Educational 
Facilities Code), and the Facilities Efficiency Standards (rJ::~;). 

This is the Department's Final Determination Summary (Summary) of the LRFP. The Summary is based on the 

standards set forth in the Act, the Educational Facilities Code, the FES, District entered data in the LRFP and Project 
Application and Tracking System (LRFP website), and Dj,trict supplied supporting documentation The Summary 
consists of seven sections. The referenced reports in .'ldie text are standard LRFP reports available on the 
Department's LRFP website. 

1. Inventory Overview 

The District provides services for students in grades )<·8. The predominant existing school graele configuration 
is K-4. The predominant proposed school grade con:fJguration is K-4. The District is classified as "under 55" 
district for fund ing purposes. 

The District identified existing and proposed,chools, sites, buildings, playgrounds, playfields, and parking lots 
in its LRFP. The total number of existing and proposed district-owned or leased schools, sites, and buildings are 
listed in Table I. A detailed description of each asset (.an be found in the LRFP website report titled "Site Asset 

Inventory Report. " 

Table 1: Inventory Summary 
Existing Proposed

.----------------------------+-------------I----'-------j 
Sites: 

Total Number of Sites 3 
...............................................................................
 

Number of Sites with no Buildings 
............................
 

Number of Sites with no Instructional Buildings
f----------------------------t-------------j,.--------j

Schools and Buildings: 

2 2Total Number of Schools 
............................................
 

2 2Total Number of Instructional Buildings 
.....................................................................
 

Total Number of Administrative and Utility Buildings 

Total Number of Athletic Facilities o o 
I . 

Total Number of Parking Facilities o o 
.....................................
 

L.-Total Number of Temporary Facilities --"- o "-- o_ 

As directed by the Department, incomplete school facilities projects that have project approval from the: 
Department are represented as "existing" in the Plan. District schools with incomplete approved projects 

that include new construction or the reconfiguration of existing program space are as follows: n/a. 
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Major conclusions are as follows: 

The District is proposing to maintain the existing number of District-owned or leased sites. 

The District is proposing to maintain the existing number of District-owned or operated schools. 

•	 The District is proposing to maintain the ex~,ting number of District-owned or leased instructional 
bUildings. The District is proposing to maintai 1 the existing number of District-owned or leased non
instructional bui Idings. 

FINDINGS The Department has determined that the proposed inventory is adequate for rev iew of the 
District's LRFP. However, the LRFP determination docs not imply approval of an individual school facilities 

project listed within the LRFP. The District must subl1l t individual project applications for project approval. If 
building demolition or replacement is proposed, the District must submit a feasibility study, pursumt to 
N.J.S.A. 18A:7G-7b, as part of the application for the s~ecific school facilities project. 

2.	 District Enrollments and School Grade AlignnH'nts 

The District determined the number of students, or "proposed enrollments," to be accommodated in the LRFP 
on a district-wide basis and in each school. The District's existing and proposed enrollments and the cohort
survival projection provided by the Department on the LRFP website are listed in Table 2. Detailed infonnation 
can be found in the LRFP website report titled "Enrol'ment Projection Detail. " Existing and proposed school 
enrollments and grade alignments can be found in the fE port titled "Enrollment and School Grade Alignment. " 

Table 2: Enrollment Comparison 
r-------------,-----------,-------

Department's LRFP
Website ProjE'ction

t····················· ..·

J_ 

District ProposedActual Enrollm(lIts 
Enrollments2:010 

.--------------+--------_._-+---------+-----

437 481 481 
................................
...............................
 

230251 230 

oo o 

oo 
oo 
7o 

718
~ -'-- l..._ 711	 _ 

"seSE" ~ Self-Contained Special Education 

Major conclusions are as follows: 

The District elected to use the Department's LRFP website projection. Supporting documentat.on was
 

submitted to the Department as required to jll:;tify the proposed enrollments.
 

The District is planning for increasing enrollments.
 

•	 The District is not an ECPA (Early Childhocd Program Aid) District. 
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'--------------------------------, 

FINDINGS The Department has determined that [he District's proposed enrollments are supportable for 
review of the District's LRFP. The Department will, require a current enrollment projection at the time an 
application for a school facilities project is submitted i Icorporating the District's most recent Fall Enrollment 
Report in order to veritY that the LRFP's planned capacity is appropriate for the updated enrollments. 

3. FES and District Practices Capacity 

The proposed room inventories for each school WI~['~ analyzed to determine whether the LRFP provides 
adequate capacity for the proposed enrollments. Two c2pacity calculation methods, called "FES Capacit)''' and 
"District Practices Capacity, " were used to assess e~ isting and proposed school capacity in accordance with 
the FES and District program delivery practices. A til rd capacity calculation, called "Functional Capacity, " 

determines Unhoused Students and potential State support for school facilities projects. Functional Capacity is 
analyzed in Section 5 of this Summary. 

FES Capacity only assigns capacity to pre-kindergarten (if district-owned or operated), kindergarten, 
generaL and self-contained special education classrooms. No other room types are considerec to be 
capacity-generating. Class size is based on the FES and is prorated for classrooms that are sized 
smaller than FES classrooms. FES Capacity IS most accurate for elementary schools, or schools with 
non-departmentalized programs, in which in ;truction is "homeroom" based. This capacity calculation 
may also be accurate for middle schools dep'~lding upon the program structure. However, this nethod 
usually significantly understates available high schOOl capacity since specialized spaces that are 
typically provided in lieu of general classroorls are not included in the capacity calculations. 

District Practices Capacity allows the Diwict to include specialized room types in the capacity 
calculations and adjust class size to reflect ac:ual practices. This calculation is used to review capacity 
and enrollment coordination in middle and hi~h schools. 

A capacity utilization factor in accordance with the FES is included in both capacity calculations. A 90% 
capacity utilization rate is applied' to classrooms serving grades K-8. An 85% capacity utilization rate is applied 
to classrooms serving grades 9-12. No capacity utilizacion factor is applied to preschool classrooms. 

Table 3 provides a summary of existing and propo~;ed district-wide capacities. Detailed information can be 
found in the LRFP website report titled "FES and Dis'rict Practices Capacity. " 

Table 3: FES and District Practices Capacity Sum mary
,-----

Tota~ 

(A) Proposed Enrollments 

(B) Existing Capacity 

*Existing Capacity Status (B)-(A) 

(C) Proposed Capacity 
I 

*Proposed Capacit)' Status (C)-(A) 
f 

-

--------,------------_._---,
 
FES Capacity Total District Practices Capacity 

711 711 

792 848 

81 137 

792 848 

81 137 

* Positive numbers SignifY surplus capacity; negative m,"lvers signifY inadequate capacity, Negative values for District 

Practices capacity are acceptable Ifproposed enrollments do not exceed I00% capacity utilization. 

Major conclusions are as follows: 

• The District has appropriately coorcinated pn)posed school capacities and enrollments in the LRFP. 
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Adequate justification has been provided by the District if capacity for a school deviates fron the 
proposed enrollments by more than 5%. 

FINDINGS The Department has determined that the proposed District capacity, in accordance with the 
proposed enrollments, is adequate for review of the District's LRFP. The Department will require a current 
enrollment projection at the time an applicati'Jn for a;chool facilities project is submitted, incorporating the 
District's most recent Fall Enrollment Report. in order to verify that the LRFP's planned capacity meets the 
District's updated enrollments. 

4. Functional Capacity and Unhoused Students PI"jor to Proposed Work 

Functional Capacity was calculated and compared t·) the proposed enrollments to provide a preliminary 
estimate of Unhoused Students and new construction funding eligibility. Functional Capacity is the adjusted 
gross square footage of a school building (tala! gl'<),)S square feet minus excluded space) divided by the 
minimum area allowance per Full-time Equivalent s'udent for the grade level contained therein. Unhoused 
Students is the number of students projected to be cnr,)lled in the District that exceeds the Functional Capacity 
of the District's schools pursuant to N.J.A.C. 6A:26-2.:~~c). 

"Excluded Square Feet" in the LRFP Functional Capacity calculation includes (I) square footage exceed.ng the 
FES for any pre-kindergarten, kindergarten, general education, or self-contained special education clas:;room; 
(2) grossing factor square footage (corridors, stairs, I'Jechanical rooms, etc.) that exceeds the FES allowance, 
and (3) square feet proposed to be demolished or discontinued from use. Excluded square feet may be revised 
during the review process for individual school facilitie, projects. 

Table 4 provides a preliminary assessment of Functional Capacity, Unhoused Students, and Estimated 
Maximum Approved Area for the various grade gro JpS in accordance with the FES. Detaded information 
concerning the calculation and preliminary excluded sware feet can be found in the LRFP website reports titled 
"Functional Capacity and Unhoused Students" and "F'II1ctional Capacity Excluded Square Feel. " 

Table 4: Functional Capacity and Unhoused Studl'llts Prior to Proposed Worl, 

A 
Proposed 

Enrollment 

E 

F 
I 

*Elementary (PK-5) 
....... 

Middle (6-8) 

481 
I .. ·f 

230 
.. 

High (9-12) 0 

District Totals 711 

B
 
stimatecl
 E=CxD 
Existing 

D 
C = A-B Area Estimated Maximum 

unctional Approved Area for 

:::apacitL 

Unhoused Allowance 
Unhoused Students 

730 

Students (gsf/students) 

125.00 00 
...... .........
 I 

134.00 00379 
............ .....
 

o 
... 

151.00 00 

1,109 
-

*Suzce the District is not an ECPA district, ger,'eral edu';,ltion preschool students are not included in the calculations 

Special education preschool sludents, ifapplicable, are inc/!'ded in the calculations for grades PK-5. 
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Major conclusions are as follows: 

•	 The calculations for "Estimated Existing FU/l,;cional Capacity" n/a school facilities projects thac have 
been approved by the Department but were lot under construction or complete at the time of Plan 
subm iss ion. 

•	 The District, based on the preliminary LRFF" assessment, does not have Unhoused Students for the 
following FES grade groups: n/a. 

•	 The District, based on the preliminary LRFP assessment, has Unhoused Students for the following FES 
grade groups: n/a. 

•	 The District is not an ECPA District. Then:fore, pre-kindergarten students are not included in the 
calculations. 

•	 The District is not proposing to demolish or discontinue the use of existing District-owned 
instructional space. The Functional Capacity calculation excludes square feet proposed to be 
demolished or discontinued for the following F'ES grade groups: n/a. 

FINDINGS Functional Capacity and Unhoused Students calculated in the LRFP are preliminary estimates. 
Justification for square footage in excess of the FES a 1d the determination of additional excluded square feet, 
Preliminary Eligible Costs (PEC), and Final Eligible ':::osts (FE C) will be included in the review process for 
specific school facilities projects. A feasibility stuey undertaken by the District is required if building 
demolition or replacement is proposed per N.J.A.C 6/. 26-2.3(b)( 10). 

5.	 Proposed Work 

The District was instructed to review the condition ofts facilities and sites and to propose corrective "system" 

and "inventOlY" actions in its LRFP. "System" actIO 1S upgrade existing conditions without changing spatial 
configuration or size. Examples of system actions i1clude new windows, finishes, and mechanical systems. 
"Inventory" actions address space problem, by remJving, adding, or altering sites, schools, buildir,gs and 
rooms. Examples of inventory actions include building additions, the reconfiguration of existing walls, or 
changing room use. 

Table 5 summarizes the type of work proposed in the District's LRFP for instructional buildings. Detailed 
information can be found in the LRFP website repor:s titled "Site Asset Inventoly, " "LRFP Systems Actions 

Summary, " and "LRFP Inventory Actions Summary. ,. 

Table 5: Proposed Work for InstructionalBuildjng~ 

.---------------------------------,---------- 
Work Included in LRFPType of Work 

I---~~------------------

Yes~yst~llllJpgra~es 

Inven tory C~al1ges 

Room Reassig~l11ent or Reconfigur~ti~l.n . Yes 

Buildingi\ddition 
.............. 

No 

Ne\V~yiIdi~g No 

Partial or\.yhol~~~iIclil1gI?~l11olition or Discor tinuation of.U se..... I . No 

L- New Site '--_~ No _ 
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Major conclusions are as follows: 

•	 The District has proposed system upgrades in 0 1e or more instructional bui ldings. 

•	 The District has not proposed inventory chang':>, n/a, in one or more instructional buildings. 

•	 The District has not proposed new constructicn in lieu of rehabilitation in one or more instructional 
buildings. 

Please note that costs represented in the LRFP are for capital planning purposes only. Estimated costs are not 
intended to represent preliminary eligible costs or finali eligible costs of approved school facilities projects. 

The Act (N.J.S.A. 18A:7G-7b) provides that all school facilities shall be deemed suitable for rehabilitation 
unless a pre-construction evaluation undertaken by the District demonstrates to the satisfaction of the 
Commissioner that the structure might pose a I"isk to til(' safety of the occupants even after rehabilitationJr that 
rehabil itation is not cost-effective. Pursuant to N.J.A C. 6A:26-2.3(b)( I 0), the Commissioner may identify 
school facilities for which new construction is proposd in lieu of rehabilitation for which it appears from the 
information presented that new construction is justified, provided, however, that for such school facilities so 
identified, the District must submit a feasibility study ,1) part of the application for the specific school facilities 
project. The cost of each proposed building replacerne 1t is compared to the cost of additions or rehabil itation 
required to eliminate health and safety deficiencies and ,0 achieve the District's programmatic model. 

Facilities used for non-instructional or non-educational purposes are ineligible for State support under the Act. 
However, projects for such facilities shall be reviewed by the Department to determine whether they are 
consistent with the District's LRFP and whether th,: facility, if it is to house students (full or pan time) 
conforms to educational adequacy requireme:nts. The~,e projects shall conform to all applicable statutes and 
regulations. 

FINDINGS The Department has determined that the proposed work is adequate for review of the District's 
LRFP. However, Department approval of proposed work in the LRFP does not imply that the District may 
proceed with a school facilities project. The District must submit individual project applications with cost 
estimates for Department project approval. Both school facilities project approval and other capital project 
review require consistency with the District's approv(:-j LRFP. 

6.	 Functional Capacity and Unhoused StUldents After Completion of Proposed Work 

The Functional Capacity of the District's schools afte.. completion of the scope of work proposed in the LRFP 
was calculated to highlight any remaining Unhoused S1udents. 

Table 6 provides a preliminary assessment of UnhO,lsed Students and Estimated Remaining Maximum Area 
after completion of new construction proposed in the ~RFP, if applicable. Detailed information conceming the 
calculation can be found in the website report titled "{; unctional Capacity and Unhoused Students." 
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Table 6: Functional Capacity and Unhoused Students After Completion of Proposed Work 
-

Estimated Estimakd 
Maximum 

Approved Area 
for Unhoused 

Students 
w-otal Ne 

GSF 

1, 

Proposed 
Functional 

Capacity after 
Construction 

Unhoused 
Students after 
Construction 

Maximum Area 
for Unhoused 

Students 
Remaining 

*Elementary (PK-5) 

Middle (6-8) 

High (9-12) 

0 

0 

....... 

.. ' 

o 
o 
o 

...... 

..... 

730 

379 

0 

I 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

District Totals 0 o 1,109 

I
 
I
 

'Since the District is /lot (/n ECPA district, general educat, on preschool students are not included i/l [he calcllltitio/ls 

:Special education preschool students, ifapplicable, are incllld?d in the calculations for grades PK-5. 

Major conclusions are as follows: 

•	 New construction is proposed for the followin? grade groups: n/a. 

•	 Proposed new construction exceeds the estimated maximum area allowance for Unhoused St'.Idents 
prior to the completion of the proposed work /c,r the following grade groups: n/a. 

•	 The District, based on the preliminary LRFPlssessment, will nla Unhoused Students after completion 
of the proposed LRFP work for the fo Ilowing, §.fadc groups: n/a. 

FINDINGS The Functional Capacity and Unhoused Students calculated in the LRFP are preliminary 
estimates. Justification for square footage in excess c,f the FES and the determination of additional excluded 
square feet, Preliminary Eligible Costs (PEe), and Fir,aJ Eligible Costs (FEe) will be included in the review 

process for specific school facilities projects. 

7.	 Proposed Room Inventories and the Fadlities Efficiency Standards 

The District's proposed room inventories for instructional buildings, or programmatic models, were evaluated 
to assess general educational adequacy and compliance with the FES area allowance pursuant to :--i.f.A.C. 

6A:26-2.2 and 2.3. Major conclusions are as follows: 

• The District not proposing school(s) that will provide less square feet per student than the FES 
allowance. Schools proposed to provide less lrea than the FES are as follows: n/a. 

• The District is not proposing school(s) that e:(ceed the FES square foot per student allowance. 

FINDINGS The Department has reviewed the DiSH ict's proposed room inventories and has determined that 

each is educationally adequate. If schools are proposed to provide less square feet per student than the FES, the 
District has provided a written justification indicating that the educational adequacy of the facility will not be 
adversely affected and has been granted an FES wail/,~r by the Department. This determination does not include 

an assessment of eligible square feet for State suppor1. State support eligibility will be determined at the time an 
application for a specific school facilities project is 3llbmitted to the Department. The Department will also 
confirm that a proposed school facilities project confJfl1ls with the proposed room inventory represented in the 
LRFP when an application for a specific school facilities project is submitted to the Department for review and 

approval. 
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