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Introduction

Conditions Leading to Merger Talks
In East Moriches and Center Moriches

While all public schools across New York State are facing challenging times in
terms of meeting the need for higher academic standards with limited new financial
resources, none are feeling the crunch between these two forces more so than the state’s
smaller school districts. Even in the best of times these small school districts, such as the
East Moriches Union Free School District and the Center Moriches Union Free School
District, while enjoying advantages in terms of vibrant community interaction, citizen
leadership, safety, and small class size, have suffered from a small and limited tax base
and the absence of economies of scale that a large student population typically produces.

Compounding problems of relatively small size, each of these districts are somewhat
poor when compared to many of the neighboring schools in their Suffolk County, south
shore region of Long Island, yet must compete with wealthier neighbors in terms of
employee salaries and benefits in order to acquire and retain highly trained staff needed
to achieve higher academic goals. Now, with the demand for higher standards by both
New York State in the form of NYS Board of Regents regulations and the federal
government in the form of the No Child Left Behind legislation and by declining
resources in the form of operating aid provided by the state, the condition for many of our
state’s smaller school districts is reaching crisis proportions.

It is this set of circumstances that led the boards of education of the East Moriches
Union Free School District and the Center Moriches Union Free School District in the
eastern Suffolk county region of Long Island to study a reorganization of the two school
districts through the process of consolidation (merger). Specifically, both districts have
typically experienced the level of operating aid from the state on a year to year basis that
is smaller than the annual rise in operating costs. This defacto reduction in state support
relative to the increases in fixed operating costs for salaries, benefits, electricity, and fuel,
to name a few, means two things:

1. More taxes will have to be collected locally to cover the shortfall and/or

2. The school districts will be forced to reduce or eliminate program offerings to
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children.

Without question, the financial problems facing East Moriches are more severe
and more immediate. East Moriches, a K-8 school district, found itself in general fund
deficit in June 30, 2006 in the amount of $3,214,468, following three years of deficit
spending.

The graph below, from SED’s Office of Audit Services, illustrates this problem.
Following the line segmented by the diamond shapes, it is evident that the East Moriches
district maintained a healthy fund balance of over $1 million through the 2002-03 year.
For what ever reason, whether perceived necessity or change in management style,
beginning with the year 2003-04 through 2005-06 the East Moriches district utilized real
and then non-existent fund balance sums to balance its budget, resulting in the deficit of
over $3 million.

Note: The line in the graph segmented by the square shapes illustrates whether or not
revenues exceeded expenses for the district in any given year. Obviously, poor budget
forecasting practices have plagued the East Moriches district for several years, since only
the years 1999-2000 and 2001-02 show the district not to be in a spending deficit.

East Moriches Union Free School District Fund Balance and
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In 2006-07, Pursuant to Chapter 33 of the Laws of 2002, the State Legislature
authorized the East Moriches UFSD to borrow $2 million to help liquidate this
outstanding debt, leaving the remainder to be dealt with locally via a plan submitted to

the NYS Comptroller and the NYS Education Department.

The results of the required corrections caused an increase in the tax levy for 2006-07 in
East Moriches of 30% with a more than 20% increase in the local tax rate.

Compounding this increase in taxes is the fact that in 2004-05 and 2005-06 East
Moriches’ tax levy saw double-digit increases as well. The increase in the earlier years
was masked to some degree by significant property value growth from 2004-2007 which
helped keep local tax rate increases modest until 2006-07.

The current fiscal status in East Moriches is no less problematic than the recent
past, despite efforts of the school board and administration to take some corrective action.

Specifically, in reviewing the 2007-08 East Moriches UFSD budget (passed by
voters in May, 2007) the Office of the State Comptroller issued the following concerns in
a letter to the district dated April 17, 2007.

“Based on the results of our audit we do not find that significant revenue

and expenditure projections in the (2007-08) budget are reasonable.”

Specifically, the Comptroller’s office questioned whether the 2006-07 budget
would provide sufficient fund balance (surplus) to accomplish the dual purpose of
providing $882,000 to offset a designated portion of the remaining district debt and also
provide $450,000 in fund balance appropriated as a revenue to help fund the 2007-08
budget.

There is no assurance that the district will have sufficient funds available

to appropriate in the 2007-08 budget.
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Also questioned by the Comptroller was the plan to mitigate the remainder of the

district’s deficit.

District Officials plan to eliminate the remaining portion of the $1.2
million deficit by using 3317,000 in surplus funds from completed capital
projects. However, these funds are not legally available for this purpose.
Unexpended funds from capital projects may only be used to pay for debt service

and not to reduce a general fund operating debt.

A significant portion of the East Moriches deficit spending can be traced to high school
tuition costs experienced by the district and the failure to budget accurately for those

costs. Again from the Comptroller’s letter of April, 2007:

In addition, we noted that the district’s budgeted tuition expenditures for the
2006-07 fiscal year are $5,962,600. District officials (now) project the total
expenditures to be $6,735,637 for the 2006—0.7 fiscal year, approximately
8773,037 over-budget.

= = 8 B E E E E E E EETETET
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K-8 East Moriches UFSD provides its residents a choice of three high schools to

send high school students to. Tuition in these neighboring school districts vary widely in

price as follows:

High School Estimated 2007-08 Regular School Tuition
Westhampton Beach HS $18,200
Center Moriches HS $13,500
Eastport-South Manor HS $ 8,500

Historically, two-thirds or more of East Moriches high schoolers have chosen the

more expensive Westhampton Beach High School. In the future, three tuition factors

have the potential to further exacerbate the impact of tuition costs on East Moriches tax

rates and program decisions.

1.

Through the 2006-07 school year, East Moriches has been eligible for a
categorical state aid known as Tuition Adjustment Aid which helps
offset the high cost of tuition when a poorer district tuitions students to
a wealthier district such as Westhampton Beach. This aid, an
approximately $300,000 annual revenue for the East Moriches district,
has been discontinued as a state aid beginning in the 2007-08 school
year. Although the flat amount from 06-07 is carried forward as
“Foundation Aid”, it is unlikely to keep pace with either the increased
costs passed on to East Moriches in future years or an increased
number of students who might choose Westhampton Beach high
school. Any loss of aid will put pressure on both the EMO school
budget process and local tax rates.

Center Moriches has extended a tuition cost for East Moriches students
of $13,500, even though the actual cost per pupil as estimated by
Center Moriches is in excess of $15,000 per pupil. Discussions with

Center Moriches officials indicate that it is unlikely
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that this reduced rate will be continued in the future. Additional costs
to the East Moriches taxpayers for such a change would certainly
exceed $100,000 per year further putting pressure on programming and
tax rates in East Moriches.

3. The lower tuition rate in Eastport-South Manor is misleading because it
is produced as a result of merger incentive aid that district receives as a
result of its 2004 reorganization. When the five year window ends in
2009, Eastport-South Manor will see this incentive aid reduced by 4%
per year causing a corresponding increase in the amount of tuition it
will charge East Moriches, further necessitating an increase in taxes or

a decrease in program to make up the shortfall.

In 2006-07, the East Moriches district was forced to deal with its fiscal plight not
only in the form of dramatically increased taxes but, perhaps more importantly, with a
significant decrease in student programming at the elementary and middle levels. In that
year’s (06-07) contingency budget, eleven (11) teachers out of a district staff of 70 were
cut and thirteen (13) non-instructional positions out of approximately 50 positions were
eliminated. In addition, a building principal was eliminated with those duties being
passed on to the superintendent, and athletics, field trips, and student activities were
eliminated from the budget process.

Completing this “Perfect Storm” of financial issues, fiscal turmoil again visited
the East Moriches district in 2007 when it was discovered that the Town of Brookhaven’s
assessor’s office mistakenly counted a $3.4 million property twice on its tax roles, an
error that, when corrected, caused a 4% drop in overall district assessment. Unknown to
school officials in May 2007 when the school budget was passed, this smaller assessment
(the district had actually projected a $100,000 increase in overall assessments) could
result in a $1 million tax revenue shortfall unless the district significantly increases taxes
or reduces spending to make up the shortfall.

Adding to the difficulties East Moriches UFSD faces is the inability to
significantly streamline the district’s expenditures through program cuts. Already very
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lean — the district has already cut deeply into its teaching and non-instructional staffing
levels, and employs only one building principal who assists the superintendent in leading
the two school buildings — there is nothing left to cut. In short the Board of Education
faces troublesome fiscal and instructional issues, and has wisely chosen to look at other
options, including the consolidation of the district with the contiguous Center Moriches
district.

In Center Moriches UFSD the conditions are much less severe, yet worrisome. In
2004-05, faced with significant budget miscalculations in previous years, district officials
were forced to raise property taxes in Center Moriches 40% in a single year. Per pupil
property taxes in the district have risen from $6,841 in 2003-04 to a projected $11,470 in
2006-07 and, although much less steep, increases are certainly forecast in the future.

$14,000
$12,000 pa—
$10,000
$8,000
$6,000
$4,000
$2,000
2003 ACTUAL 2004 ACTUAL 2005 ACTUAL 2006 ACTUAL 2007 BUDGET
O Center ~ $6,108 $6,841 . . $11578 $9,775 ~ $13,470
DEast $6,835 $7,354 $7,952 $8,696 $12,001
B If Combined $6,420 $7,062 $9,987 $9,294 $11,740

Perhaps more problematic to Center Moriches is the lack of property growth in the
district. In the past three years assessments have risen by roughly 2% per year, as
compared to the more significant growth rate in East Moriches (6.5%) over the same time

period. Since funding from New York State in the form of annual state aid to the district
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has historically failed to keep pace with the district’s operating costs, the lack of local
capacity holds the potential to limit Center Moriches’ ability to keep pace with
educational programming it desires for its students.

Also problematic is future capital construction facing Center Moriches. While the
district has constructed and maintained two modern and well equipped buildings to house
its middle and secondary programs, the Clayton Huey Elementary School is in need of
much work to maintain its infrastructure and to modernize its facilities. Similar to issues
facing East Moriches in renovating its middle school facility, Center Moriches could
benefit greatly from the enhanced building incentive aid that would follow a merger of

the two districts.

BUILDING PROJECT LOCAL SHARE of AIDABLE COSTS

0350

0.300-
0.250 -

0.200+

0.150

0.1 001
0.050

0.000 -+
Center Moriches East Moriches Merged

[Local Share 0.318 0.331 0.114

Beyond the revenue Center Moriches derives from tuition paid to it by East
Moriches for secondary students who choose to attend its schools, two addition funding
streams have helped sustain Center Moriches UFSD and stabilize its taxes in recent years.

First, it offers to neighboring school districts State Education Department
approved programs at the elementary and secondary levels serving individuals ages 5-21
with moderate to severe developmental disabilities and Autism Spectrum Disorder.
Together, these programs are expected to generate approximately $700,000 to the district,
after expenses.

Second, Center Moriches receives impact aid for approximately 75 out-of-district
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Native American pupils it educates K-12, generating an annual estimated revenue of
$1,125,000.

While such innovation and opportunity is to be applauded, one must realize that
neither of these funding streams are written into law or regulation or otherwise
guaranteed in the future. Changes in state or federal laws or the emergence of competing
or conflicting local opportunities in other communities could certainly damage the Center
Moriches district’s ability to offer its instructional program at an affordable tax rate.

It is with these issues in mind that the Center Moriches Board of Education sought
to consider consolidation with East Moriches as an option and instigated a feasibility
study.

It is within this backdrop that the boards of education of the Center Moriches
UFSD and the East Moriches UFSD, met and engaged school efficiency consultants
Daniel Porter and Lee Peters to conduct a study to forecast how a hypothetical school
district formed from the consolidation of Center Moriches and East Moriches would
function, and what advantages (or disadvantages) would be created for students and/or
taxpayers. They were assisted by financial consultant Roy McMaster from Capital
Markets Advisors, Inc. of Elmira, New York and an advisory committee made up of
residents, students, and employees of each district.

The consultants met with an ad hoc committee representing the two boards of
education in a planning session on March 27, 2007 to identify areas that would be
addressed in the study; to establish a plan for public involvement; and to determine a
tentative time line for completion of the study.

At this meeting, the decision by the two boards to study consolidation as the form

of reorganization was confirmed.
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It was determined that the following would be the topics to be included in the study:
A. Governance
B. Financial projections
C. Personnel
D. Instructional programming
E. Co-curricular offerings
F. Transportation

G. Facilities

A time line was developed to divide the study into an initial organizational
meeting with the Feasibility Study Committee and then four committee work sessions
beginning May 30, 2007 (organizational meeting) and concluding November 14, 2007,
with a final report to the combined boards of education to follow on or about January 15,
2008.

A “town meeting” type event was scheduled for April 26, 2007 so residents in
both communities and members of the media could meet the consultants and ask
questions about the study.

It was agreed that each board would appoint a slate of volunteers to make up the
feasibility study committee. Each district’s slate should include two resident employees
(one teacher and one support staff member) and one student. All meetings of the
feasibility study committee would be open to the public and all persons were welcome to
attend.

The initial meeting of the feasibility study committee was held on May 30, 2007
in the Center Moriches high school at which time the time line for the study and
committee responsibilities were reviewed by the consultants.

Four subsequent work sessions were held (June 26™, August 21%, September 18",
and November 14th). The committee was invited to reconvene on January 15, 2008 to

review the report prior to its presentation to the boards of education.
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WHY CONSIDER REORGANIZATION?

Today, schools are required to provide an extensive array of services to meet
the unique needs of all students and to prepare them to successfully meet the
personal and social challenges of a rapidly changing world. An enhanced
pupil and financial base can often facilitate this effort.

Small school districts, particularly those, which are not wealthy, have
difficulty providing the breadth of educational programs and variety of
opportunities which currently are available in larger districts. If student
enrollment drops, the small district must often choose between a reduction in
program or an increase in local property taxes. Faced with these undesirable
alternatives, such districts often consider a change in their organization.

Reorganization of school districts provides the increased pupil and
financial base which may allow the now larger district to: '

1. Provide several sections of a subject area, each fitted to pupil needs and
abilities;

2. Extend subject offerings to include, for example, multiple languages,
specialized English courses, new, special area social studies courses,
advanced placement programs, and development of programs for the less
able or the gifted;

3. Provide a broader choice of electives and co-curricular opportunities;

4. Increase the probability that teachers will serve only in their field of
specialization;

5. Provide separate, specially equipped classrooms for specific subjects;
6. Upgrade facilities and equipment to support program requirements; and
7. Provide competitive salaries to employees.

Reorganization also creates the potential for school districts to operate
more efficiently and economically by:

1. Permitting a more cost-effective administrative organization;
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2. Eliminating duplication by pooling facilities, equipment, supplies,
materials, teaching and non-teaching staff;

3. Consolidating and coordinating the transportation system, i.e., providing
for routing in a more efficient manner, using one central garage, and
standardizing buses and parts.

Reorganization of school districts also provides the new district with
additional operating aid and building aid. The computed formula
operating aid for districts which reorganize is increased by 40 percent
for five years, then reduced by four percent each year until it is phased
out, thus providing a total of 14 years of additional operating aid. Also,
for newly reorganized districts, the computed state aid for building
projects is increased by 30 percent, up to a maximum of 95 percent of
the approved cost.
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WHY REORGANIZATION IS DIFFICULT TO ACHIEVE

Even though a feasibility study may identify significant educational and
financial benefits that might be achieved by joining districts, it is also
recognized that there are local issues that make the formal decision to
reorganize difficult. These local concerns often include:

1. A fear of losing local identity;

2. A perception that the communities are incompatible or that one district
will benefit more from the merger than the other;

3. An uncertainty over representation on the Board of Education and
whether or not the new district will actually operate as implied during the
study process;

4. An assumption that a larger student enrollment will result in less
individual attention, more discipline and drug problems, and fewer
opportunities for students to participate in sports and other extra-curricular
activities;

5. A belief that new programs, staffing and building improvements will
result in higher costs and require local property tax increases in spite of
additional state incentive aid;

6. A concern that children will be required to spend more time being bused
to and from school;

7. A fear of losing job security by local school district employees;

8. A natural tendency to resist change and a reluctance to give up "what is"
for "what might be."

Thus, as with other local school district decisions, the advantages and
disadvantages of reorganization must be carefully, honestly and objectively
considered, and a democratic determination reached that will best serve the
future educational needs of young people and the community.
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Center Moriches and East Moriches
Reorganization Feasibility Study

Districts’ Histories

At the beginning of the 20™ century there were over 10,000 school districts in New York
State. Most of these were one room schools operated by local trustees, serving children
in grades 1-6 or 8, and referred to as “common” school districts. In addition to these
common schools, the state authorized the creation of Union Free Districts that provided
high school instruction to those who wished to study beyond the 6™ or 8™ grade level.
Both Center Moriches and East Moriches are Union Free School Districts.

Throughout the century various efforts were made by local citizens to combine districts
in the effort to deliver more comprehensive instruction in a cost effective manner. The
state supported these efforts and actually encouraged them with various financial

incentives.

Center Moriches and East Moriches have both had experience with actual studies or at
least overtures to study consolidation or centralization in the past. An examination of
district records show a study between the two districts in 1978-79; a study of combining
Center Moriches with South Manor in 1991-92; a BOCES Merger Task Force examining
regional combinations in 1994; and consideration to join in the Central High School
study in 1995-97. In each case, it was determined that the time was not right abandon

separate and autonomous school operations in the two communities.

By the end of the 20™ Century the number of school districts in the state had been
reduced from over 10,000 to 701.

Reorganization of school districts is a general term that describes five technically
different types of school district configuration. While the result may seem the same,
there are different legal requirements for: 1) centralization 2) annexation of central
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schools 3) annexation of union free school districts 4) consolidations of union free

schools 5) consolidation with a city school district.

The boards of education in Center Moriches and East Moriches have agreed to examine

the feasibility of reorganization through “Consolidation of Union Free Schools”.

East Moriches UFSD History

Public education in the hamlet of East Moriches got its start in 1813 when the
Town of Brookhaven divided into several common school districts. East Moriches was
designated as Common School #15, and a one room school house was built by local
residents on the north side of Main Street to serve the approximately 20 families who
resided in East Moriches at the time. Later, in 1842, the Town of Brookhaven

reorganized and the school in East Moriches was renamed as Common School #34.

By 1870 the population of East Moriches had boomed to nearly 400 residents and the
first two story wooden school building was constructed to serve the growing first grade
through grade eight school population. Local records show that in 1897 East Moriches

recognized its first “official graduating class”, numbering three proud graduates.

Still growing at the turn of the 20™ Century, the community appropriated the huge sum of
$10,000 to construct a new school which opened in 1907. This big, 2-story structure west
of Adelaide Avenue was topped by a one-ton school bell and served the community for

nearly 50 years.

In 1921, East Moriches changed from Common School #34 to its current designation as a
Union Free School District (UFSD), and in 1923 dedicated the famous Eagle landmark in
front of the school to honor World War I veterans and no doubt gave rise to East
Moriches UFSD’s nickname, the “Eagles”. By 1931 continued growth saw a graduating
class of eight and by 1942 a graduating class of twelve. In the later case, a remarkable
development was that the graduating class had all boys...no girls.
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This continued growth, found not only in East Moriches but throughout Suffolk County,
saw the construction of a modern school facility on the east side of Adelaide Avenue.
Built in 1955 this was the first brick school structure in East Moriches. A new wing was
added to this facility in 1964 to house a library, industrial arts, and home economic
classes, and in 1970 the east wing of what is now East Moriches Middle School was
constructed, giving an aerial view of the building its current “capital H” shape. By 1971
the K-8 enrollment had boomed to 400 pupils.

The 1980°s was a time of exciting change in the East Moriches school, and saw the
growth of student government, the prominence of sports teams, the addition of student
enrichment activities and field trips, expanding music programs, and a student
newspaper. In 1987 the school population was 580, and by the late1990°s it became
apparent that East Moriches’ reputation as a vibrant, growing community would force

additional school construction.

In 2004 the current Elementary School, a beautiful building on the north side of Montauk
Highway, was dedicated, making East Moriches a two-school community for the first
time, with a graduating class in 2005 numbering over 100. Currently graduates of East
Moriches UFSD are offered three choices for their high school education: Center
Moriches High School, Westhampton Beach High School, and Eastport-South Manor
High School.

Throughout the years and the many changes, long time residents of the community point
to three common threads which have identified East Moriches and its schools: a feeling
of closeness within the community; educational excellence with a strong foundation for

personal achievement; and continued growth.
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Center Moriches UFSD History

The recorded history of formal public education in Center Moriches began in 1813 when
the Town of Brookhaven partitioned itself into separate school districts with Center

Moriches being designated as School #16. It would later be designated as School District
#33.

The first school was actually held not in a school building but in various community

meeting houses beginning in 1819.

Overcrowding in the meeting houses eventually caused the first school building to be
built in 1870 for the district’s then 77 pupils. This building is still in use as St. John’s
Episcopal Church on Railroad Street.

By 1896 continued growth in the region caused the construction of the first two story
school in the community. The new structure was regarded as “state of the art” although,
reflecting the times, it had no provision for either gymnasium space or instrumental
music rooms. In 1900, the school district received its first charter from the State
Education Department.

In 1924 the expanding student population caused the construction and opening of the
community’s first brick school house, now the Clayton Huey Elementary building. For
the “astronomical” construction cost of $160,000, this new edifice included 12
classrooms, an auditorium/gymnasium, and athletic fields. The investment likely seemed
worthwhile when in 1938 the brick structure easily survived a devastating hurricane
which destroyed many other buildings and homes in Center Moriches. It is with the
advent of this new structure and its fine athletic facilities that Center Moriches can trace
its long standing history of athletic success, fielding championship teams in that era in

soccer, basketball, baseball and tennis.
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Growth in the community continued unabated and by the late 1940’s a new wing was
added to the school to handle the post-war boom. In 1949 Center Moriches employed 26
faculty members. Athletic prominence continued when in 1954 the community built a
new gymnasium which was toasted by local media as “the most beautiful athletic
facilities” in Suffolk County. More additions followed and by 1959 an astounding 115
Center Moriches graduates were handed diplomas. The following year, when students
from Shirley and Mastic began attending William Floyd the graduating class was reduced
to 49. However community growth continued and by 1967 the graduating class had

again swelled, this time to 87.

In 1980 this growth caused the construction and opening of the new high school at its
present location and the school district was well noted in Suffolk County for its continued

prowess in boys and girls athletics, earning many league and county titles.

The theme of community growth has and is continuing. In 2003, following extensive
community planning, the new middle school opened adjacent to the high school building,
causing the separate but connected school to boast some of the finest facilities to be

found anywhere.

The Center Moriches UFSD is well known today for its instructional programs as
evidenced by 92% of its graduates going on to post secondary college and 85% of its
graduates achieving New York State Regents Diplomas. Strong programs in many areas,
music and fine arts to name a few, now rival its athletic program as points of excellence

and community pride.
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PROPOSED CENTRAL SCHOOL DISTRICT

BROOKHAVEN SCHOOL DISTRICT No.  Address: Center Moriches
Supervisory District No. County: Suffolk
School Referred to:
Date of Meeting:
Date of Designation:
Began Operating:
Vote: . R
Designation: Central Schoel District No. of the Town of Brookhaven; .
Suffolk County h

The Reorganization Plan provides for a central school distriet
to embrace the following school districts:
Date

Districc  Town ° County. Effective
UF 33 Brookhaven (Center Moriches) Suffolk

UF 21 Brookhaven (South Manor) Suffolk

UF 34 Brookhaven (East Moriches) Suffolk

C 22 Brookhaven (East Manor) Siiffolk

C 31 Brookhaven (West Manor) Suffolk
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CONSOLIDATION OF UNION FREE/COMMON SCHOOL DISTRICTS
1. General
Existing law provides for the consolidation of common or union free school
districts and does not involve central school districts. Two or more common
school districts may be consolidated as a single common school district or as
a union free school district, two or more union free school districts may be
consolidated as a single union free school district, or a combination of the
two forms may be consolidated as a single union free school district. In all
cases, consolidation results in the creation of a new school district.
2. Districts Affected
Common and union free school districts, or combinations thereof, are the only
types which can use this reorganization option.
3. General Procedures

A proposed consolidation of two or more districts begins with the submission
of petitions by district residents to each affected board of
education/trustees requesting that a special meeting be convened to determine
whether a consolidation shall be effectuated. The respective boards must then
submit a proposal for consolidation to the Commissioner of Education for
approval.
If the Commissioner approves the proposed consolidation, the boards schedule a
meeting at a single location as centrally located as possible. At the special
meeting, the electors of each of the districts vote on the consolidation.
Voting will be by written ballot or by machine if approved by the
Commissioner. The consolidation is approved if a majority of the voters from
each district favors the proposal.
If the consolidation is approved by each district, the District Superintendent
issues a notice calling a meeting of the consolidated district to elect a
board of education to serve the newly organized district. Following the
election of the new board, the District Superintendent will issue an order of
consolidation with an effective date not more than 90 days from the meeting

date. If the question to consolidate is not approved, it may not be again
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presented for at least a year.

4. Effect on Property and Debt
The newly consolidated district assumes all property rights of the former
school districts, as well as any debt incurred through bonds or notes. Other
debt, such as tuition owed to other school districts, remains a charge upon
the area of the former district incurring the debt.

5. Effect on Employees
Teachers in the former districts become employees of the consolidated
district. If instructional positions are subsequently abolished, individuals
with the least seniority within the specific tenure areas of the abolished
positions are released and are placed on a preferred list for a period of
seven years after the dismissals.
If the superintendent of one or more of the districts included in the
consolidation is on tenure, he/she would have tenure rights to appointment as
superintendent of the newly consolidated district. Where more than one
superintendent is tenured, seniority would apply.
Lacking tenure status, superintendents of the former districts do not have any
statutory rights to that position in the new district. The appointment of a
superintendent would be made by the board of education of the new district.
When the superintendent of a district included in the reorganization has an
employment contract, such contract is considered a property right and is
therefore a contractual obligation which is binding upon the newly reorganized
school district as the successor in interest of the districts which have
merged to form the consolidated district (Section 1804(5)(b) of the Education
Law).
If the newly consolidated district determines not to employ such
superintendent, it may discharge Its contractual obligation by paying the
salary which he or she would have earned pursuant to such contract, less any
income obtained from employment elsewhere during the term of the contract.
Non-teaching personnel appointed pursuant to the Civil Service Law will have

different employment rights depending on their civil service class, e.g.,

27




competitive, non-competitive, labor, etc. The appropriate local civil service
agency should be consulted for assistance to ensure appropriate treatment for
these employees.

6. Governance
A new board of education/trustees must be elected to govern the consolidated
district. The nature of the governing body will depend on the legal form of
the newly created consolidated district.

7. Statutory Reference

Education Law, Sections 1510-1514, 1517-1518, 1523, 1702, 2001
Education Law, Section 2510

Civil Service Law, Section 70
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Governance

A Union Free School District may have 3, 5, 7, or 9 members on its board of
education. Currently both Center Moriches and East Moriches have a five (5) member
board of education which is elected at large. Members serve three (3) year terms. In

both districts, member’s terms are staggered.

In the Consolidation process, the Commissioner’s Order to be voted on by citizens in
both communities will specify the number of seats on the board of education of the new
school district. If the new district is approved by voters in both original school districts,

the Commissioner will then conduct a special election to fill those board seats.

Board of Education Election History

Key: p = passed

East Moriches d = defeated
Year Seats Open Number of Total Votes Cast
Candidates
2007 1 4 1,529 p
2006 2 6 1,497d;1,235d
2005 1 2 847 p
2004 2 4 781 d; 813 p
Center Moriches
Year Seats Open Number of Total Votes Cast
Candidates
2007 2 5 1,391 p
2006 1 3 1,463d; 1,521 p
2005 2 5 1,493 d; 1,440 p
2004 2 3 1,123 p

29




Feasibility Study Committee Recommendation on Governance

The new Board of Education should consist of seven (7) seats. The consultants concur.

During the process of developing the Governance portion of this study, a concern
was expressed by several members of the Feasibility Study Committee that ultimately
the larger community, Center Moriches, might dominate the somewhat smaller
community, East Moriches, causing the residents of the latter community to lose
representation on the new school board.

The consultants looked at the first board of education elections of Sullivan West
Central School (merger) whose reorganization date was July 1, 1999, and Canisteo-

Greenwood Central School (annexation) whose reorganization was July 4, 2004.

The results of the consultants’ investigation are summarized below:

Sullivan West (Merger)
Nine (9) Board Seats
Voting Results: (16 candidates ran at large)
e Jeffersonville (largest district) — 4 seats
e C(allicoon — 2 seats

e Narrowsburg (smallest district) — 3 seats

Canisteo-Greenwood (Annexation)
Seven (7) Board Seats
Voting Results: (4 seats up for election; 3 regular term, 1 due to resignation)
5 candidates
e Canisteo (largest district) — 5 seats

e Greenwood — 2 seats
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NB — The exact Board representation following the Eastport-South Manor Centralization
in 2004 was not able to be determined with any certainty. However, when the Eastport-
South Manor Central High School district was formed in 1999, elections prior to the first

year produced a balance board with three members each from Eastport and South Manor.

Conclusion

It appears that the number of voters eligible to vote in a community is not the sole
determinant of distribution of board of education representation. The Feasibility Study
Committee was satisfied that East Moriches residents would not be unrepresented, should

the districts merge.
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Pupil Enrollment and Future Enrollment Projections

Cohort Survival Method of Enrollment Projection

The two districts provided the current year (2007-2008) NYS BEDS day enrollment
along with BEDS day enrollment, by grade level, for the five previous years (2002-2003
{not shown on the table} through 2006-2007.

To project future enrollment in the two districts, a cohort survival method was used In
this method, the percentage of change is computed for each grade level as it passed on to
the next grade level the next year. This percentage, known as the "coefficient of
survival", is then used to project enrollment figures for years 2008-09 through 2017-18.

For example, using the East Moriches Enrollments and Projections Table which
follows, an average coefficient of survival is established as a cohort of children move
from grade 1 to grade 2. In 2003-04, 72 first graders became 81 second graders in 2004-
05 creating a coefficient of survival of 112.50; in 2004-05, 89 first graders remained at a
cohort of 89 in 2005-06 producing a coefficient of 100.00. This exercise is repeated
through the 2007-08 year and produces an average coefficient of survival as a cohort of
children move from grade 1 to grade 2. In this illustration, the average cohort of survival
is 102.46 which is then used to estimate that the 82 first grade students in East Moriches
in 2007-08 will produce a 2nd grade numbering 84 pupils in 2008-09. This process is
repeated for each grade level cohort in the two districts to produce a cohort survival
enrollment projection. It should be noted that in the interest of space in printing the
enrollment projection charts for the two districts, year 2002-03 enrollment is not shown.
The coefficient of survival from the movement of the 2002-03 cohort into the next grade

level in 2003-04 is shown, however.
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Consultants’ Note 1: Despite repeated requests throughout the length of the study, the
East Moriches district was unable to produce data which disaggregated separate 9™, 10,
11™, and 12" enrollment totals for each year from 2002-03 through the current 2007-08.
The district was able only to supply the total number of high school pupils 9-12 for which
it paid tuition during those years. As a result, the enrollment projections for East
Moriches grade 9-12 for the year 2008-09 and beyond is shown as an aggregate high
school enrollment figure which is produced by the sum of grade 8 enrollments of the four
preceding years. While this method is not as precise or reliable as a cohort survival
projection, it none the less produces a linear trend of anticipated secondary enrollment
declines in the East Moriches community. Historical secondary enrollment data was
available from Center Moriches and as a result the following table on Center Moriches
Enrollments and Projections utilizes the more accepted cohort survival method of

projecting future enrollment.

Consultants’ Note 2: The incoming kindergarten enrollment used in years 2008-09
through 2017-18 was established through consultation with officials in the two districts.
In Center Moriches the number was in part the result of a breviously commissioned
demographic study by the district. In East Moriches, the entering kindergarten
enrollment projection reflects internal planning which as been done by the district. The
projection graphs which follow, however, do include live birth data which is often used to
project kindergarten enrollment trends. The Feasibility Study Committee, after reviewing
the live birth data, was somewhat uncomfortable with using this data primarily because of
considerable overlap in zip codes between the districts and the apparently large swings in

reliability when using the live birth data. The consultants concur with the Committee.
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Staffing

The legal rights of the employees of the Center Moriches UFSD and the East
Moriches UFSD were reviewed by the Feasibility Study Committee and are expressed
below:

Legal Rights of Teachers after Reorganization

Teachers in the former school districts become employees of the consolidated
district. If instructional positions are subsequently abolished, individuals with the least
seniority within each specific tenure area of abolished positions are released and placed
on a preferred eligible for a period of seven years after dismissal. Subsequent vacancies
must be filled from the preferred eligible list in seniority order.

For salary, sick leave and any other purposes, the length of service credited in the
former district shall be credited as employment time with the newly consolidated district.

These same provisions are in effect for all certificated administrators in the two

districts, except those who are designated as superintendent.

Conclusions and Recommendations: It is unlikely that, should the districts merge,
there would be occasion for any teacher or administrator layoffs. In fact, following a
merger which would bring an additional 250-300 high school pupils to the new district, a
significant number of high school teaching positions would be added.

Legal Rights of the Superintendents

The superintendents of the two former districts, lacking tenure status, do not have
any statutory rights to that position in the new district. The appointment of a
superintendent of the newly consolidated district would be made by the board of
education of the new district. However, when the superintendents of the districts
included in the reorganization have an employment contracts, such contracts are

considered a property right and are therefore an obligation which is binding upon the new
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district.

If the newly consolidated district determines not to employ such
superintendent(s) in some capacity, it may discharge its contractual obligation by paying
the salary which he or she would have earned pursuant to such contract, less any income

obtained from employment elsewhere during the term of the contract.

Conclusions and Recommendations: Both districts currently have a
superintendent of schools under contract. One of the first duties of the new board of
education will be to determine if one of the two sitting superintendents will be retained or
if the position is to be opened to outside candidates. It is customary for the BOCES
District Superintendent to assist and advise the new district until a superintendent is in

place.

Legal Rights of Civil Service Staff

Non-teaching personnel appointed pursuant to the Civil Service Law will have
different employment rights depending on their civil service class, e.g.,
competitive, non-competitive, labor, etc. The appropriate local civil service
agency should be consulted for assistance to ensure appropriate treatment of
these employees.
In any case, labor contracts which were in force prior to the consolidation
terminate upon the legal consolidation of the former districts. Successor contracts would

be negotiated.

Conclusions and Recommendations: It is unlikely that any non-instructional
personnel currently employed in the two districts would be laid off following a merger.
The consultants can foresee a circumstance where current employees of the two districts
business offices whose duties are duplicative once the business offices merge, might be
transferred based upon seniority to other duties within the district since it is likely that the

newly expanded district will need to create several new administrative offices.
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Labor Contracts

Center Moriches- East Moriches

Teachers Contract Analysis

Following a consolidation of the two districts the labor contracts currently in force
cease to exist, except for the provision that currently negotiated agreements remain in
force until a successor agreement has been negotiated within the new district. All
employees in the new district who are eligible to be participants in a contract labor
agreement are then covered by a single labor agreement in each area of employment,

such as instructional, administrative, civil service, etc.

Analyéis of the respective instructional and non-instructional labor agreements
currently in force in Center Moriches and East Moriches was conducted by the
consultants and conclusions were presented to the Feasibility Study Committee.
Representatives of the two teachers associations participated in the analysis of those

respective contracts.
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Center Moriches and East Moriches

Teachers Contracts

Language and Benefits

Category Center Moriches East Moriches
Leave 13 sick; 3 personal; 3 10 sick; 2 personal; 5
bereavement immediate bereavement spouse, child; 1
family family
Health 10 % employee contribution | 15 % employee contribution;
Pre- 1996 employees pay
15% by 2010
Teaching Load 5 periods; extra pay for 6" 6 periods
Work Year 183 185
Work Day 7 hours 24 minutes 6 hours 40 minutes
Buy back leave Sell back up to 100 days Sell back up to 160 days
Other Requires “advisory period” | No advisory period required

for elementary and middle

level teachers

Conclusion- While several differences appear, there is nothing in either contract which

would prohibit negotiation of a successor agreement.
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Salary Comparison

Years of Teacher Center Moriches East Moriches

Service Including Longevity Including Longevity

On Schedule Payment Payment

1 year $49,775 $46,768

5 years 57,231 56,470

10 years 68,174 68,595

15 years 81,248 80,709

25 years 91,780 91,337
Note: CM schedule steps EMO schedule stops at M+60
Include M+75

Conclusion- The salary agreements are remarkably close in terms of compensation at

each relative level on the salary schedule. Relatively few teachers in either school district

exceed 60 graduate hours of schooling beyond a Masters’ Degree.

The closeness of the two salary schedules is critical in that in the opinion of the

consultants little or no merger incentive aid would be required to bring salaries of one

group of teachers in line a group from the other district, should a merger occur.

There is nothing in either contract that would prevent negotiation of a successor

agreement.
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Teachers Association Concerns

Representatives of the two Teachers Associations who reviewed the two contracts with
the consultants are understandably wary of changes in working conditions or
compensation that might occur should a merger of the two districts occur. Several

specific concerns expressed by the professional staff are expressed below:

1. Resolution to length of workday issues between the two districts

2. At the very top of the schedule, some EMO teachers are “max’d out” since their
schedule does not have the equivalent number of columns and steps as CM’s.

3. CM teachers are concerned about losing a.richer health insurance benefit which
the currently enjoy as compared to EMO teachers.

4. The difference in requiring an advisory period of work for CM teachers but not
current EMO teachers was expressed.

5. The potential for involuntary re-assignments to other buildings/tenure areas looms

for some professional staff members.
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Administrative and Management Structure

Position Center East If Comments Hidden
Moriches | Moriches | Combined Cost/Savings
Superintendent 1.0 S* 1.0 *also serves as | $60K
elem principal
Asst 0 0 1.0 * *Curriculum and | ($150K)
Superintendent Personnel
Business Part time 1.0 * 1.0 *currently p/t
Administrator consultant too
Dir. Special 1.0 1.0* 1.0 *also functions
Ed/PPS as elementary
asst prin
High School 1.0 0 1.0
Principal NA
Asst High School | 1.0 0 1.0 Might
Prin NA necessitate 2™
Asst Prin*
Middle School 1.0 1.0 2.0* *If middle
Principal schools
combined, add
1.0 FTE asst MS
prin
Asst Middle Sch | 0 0 0* *see above
Prin
Elementary 1.0 S* 2.0 *also serves as | ($60K)
Principal superintendent
TOTAL ($150,000)
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COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS: NON-INSTRUCTIONAL
PERSONNEL SALARY AND BENEFITS EAST MORICHES UFSD
AND CENTER MORICHES UFSD

Introduction:

The Center Moriches UFSD reports employment of 77 non-instructional employees
represented by three different bargaining units. The contract with the Paraprofessional
Association runs through June 30, 2009. The contract with Local 237, Teamsters runs
through June 30, 2008, and the contract with The Office staff Association runs through
June 30, 2008.

The Paraprofessional Association represents all Paraprofessionals in the district. The
Local 237, Teamsters represents all custodial staff, and the Office Staff Association

represents all non-confidential clerical staff in the district.

The East Moriches UFSD reports the employment of 28 non-instructional employees
represented by two different bargaining units. The contract with the CSEA local 1000
AFSCME was recently renegotiated and is in effect retroactively from July 1, 2006
through June 30, 2009. The contract with The United Public Service Employees Union
(UPSEU) runs through June 30, 2007.

The CSEA Local 1000 AFSCME represents all clerical and custodial staff in the district.
The UPSEU represents all Paraprofessionals in the district.

The following pages contain the key components of all non-instructional contracts in both

districts for review, and provide an analysis of the major differences between salary and

benefits for comparable employee classifications.
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CENTER MORICHES '
Bargaining Unit =~ Local 237, Teamsters Paraprofessional Assoc. Office Staff Assoc. I
Term 2005-08 2006-09 2005-08 l
Salary Increases: Increases: Increases: '
05 -3.25% 06 —3.25% 05 —-3.25% l
06 - 3.50% 07 —3.50% ’06 —3.50%
07 - 3.50% 08 —3.50% 07 - 3.50% l
>05->06 only grounds- l
keeper III $55,000
longevity: longevity:
3 yrs. = $300 to 15 yrs. = 2 yrs. = $600 thru l
$1,000 15yrs =$950
Attendance bonus: -attendance bonus: attendance bonus:

0 absence = $800
1« =$700
2« = $600

Severance pay:
Upon retirement

Y % of base for each

0 absences = $400
1 « =$200
2« =$100

severance pay:
after 10 yrs. Payment

for 1 unused sick day

0 absences = $750 '
1 « =$600
2« =$500 '

severance pay: l
after 5 yrs 1% of base

for each year of servi

Year worked, plus for every 2 accumulated  plus payment for 1 unuys
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Payment for 1 unused
Sick day for every 3 ac-

Cumulated of a 200 max

Salary schedule 2007-°08:

of an 80 day max.

Salary schedule 2007-08:

Groundskeeper I $ 29,683 Starting salaries:

Custodial Worker II $32,000
Maintenance Mech. I $42,270
Maintenance Mech II $45,938
Groundskeeper II $38,969
Groundskeeper III  $48,165

Year 1 $10,783 thru
Year 20 $20,413

sick day for every 3
accumulated of a 220 day

maximum

Merit pay:
Possible 2% annually

Salary schedule 2007-°08
Driver/Mess. $25,460
Clerk-Typist $28,351
Steno $29.655
Accounts Clk. $30,173
Accounts C/T $31,994

Bargaining Unit Local 237, Teamsters

Paraprofessional Assoc.  Office Staff Assoc.

Leave Policy Vacation:
0-5 yrs.= 12 days
5-8 “=15 «
8-10« =18 «
10-157=21 «
15+ «“=24 «

Accumulate 30
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Vacation:

teacher calendar

Vacation:

0-3yrs. = 12 days
3-5¢“ =14 «
5-8¢ =16 *
8-10” =19 «

10-157=22 «

accumulate 29



Sick days:
15 per year accumulate
200

Personal days: 3 per yr.

Bereavement:

3 days immediate family

Sick days:
10 per year 4 for family

accumulate 80

Personal days, 3 per year

Bereavement:

3 days immediate family

Sick days;

18 per year 5 for
family
Accumulate 220

Bereavement:

3 days immediate

1 funeral day extended fam. family
Holidays 14 paid teacher calendar 16 paid + 5 during
Spring or Winter
Recess l
Work Load 5 days @ 8 hrs. per day 5 days @ 6hr 15 min/day 5 days @ 7hr per da)'
7 (13 (13 night
Overtime 1.5 over 40 overtime 1.5 over 4
2 for Sundays or comp time
Grievance Binding Arbitration Advisory Arbitration Advisory Arbitration
Uniforms District provides
Professional Imp. $60 per credit approved $100 per credit
Bargaining Unit Local 237, Teamsters Paraprofessional assoc. Office Staff Assoc.t
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Health Insurance

Same plan as teachers
12% employee pay
50 % of premium for

Non-participators

Same plan as teachers Same plan as teachers
12% employee pay 12 % employee pay
50% of premium for
non-participants
Term life insur. $30,00C

Welfare Fund District contributes per
Employee per year
2005 - $1,500
2006 - $1,600
2007 - $1,700
EAST MORICHES UFSD
Bargaining Unit CSEA Local 1000 AFSCME UPSEU
Term 2006-2009 2007-2010
Salary ’06 - $2,500 ’07 - $17,500 full
07 -3.25% $9.75 hr. part time
08 —3.75% ’08 —3.5% full
$9.75 hr part time
’09 — 3.25% full
$9.75 hr part time
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Leave Policy

Longevity:
10yrs. = $850
15« =§1,000
20 =8$1,200
30« =$1,500

Severance pay:

1 unused sick day for

Every 3 days of accumulated
Sick leave not to exceed 120
days, over the age of 55,
Compensation for 50% of accum-

ulated sick days up to 180

Vacation:

1yr.=1week 15 yrs.+1
2 “ =2weeks 20 yrs.+2
5« =3« 25 yrs +5
10« =4 «

'14 paid Holidays clerical

12 + 2 paid Holidays custodians
Sick days:

1 day per month worked

Max accum. 360
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Longevity:

10 yrs. = $1,350
15 “ = $1,500
20 yrs. = $2,000

teacher calendar

Sick days:
1 day per month worked

max accum. 100




EAST MORICHES

Bargaining Unit CSEA Local 1000, AFSCME UPSEU
Personal days: Personal days:
2 per year 2 per year
Bereavement: Bereavement:
5 days immediate family 5 days immediate family
3 days extended family 2 days extended family
Work Load Clerical 5 days/wk 7 hrs/day 5 days/wk 6 2/3 hrs./day
Clerical, School closed, Shrs./day
Custodial 5 days/wk. 8 hrs/day 4 hrs./day part time
$2 per hr. night shift
Overtime 1.5 over 40, 2 Sundays Overtime 1.5 over 40 hrs.
2 Sundays
Grievance Advisory Arbitration Advisory Arbitration

Health Insurance

participator

Same policy as teachers
15% share
$20,000 term life/ $500 max

50% premium for dental
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Same as teachers
20% share
$4,400 non

$20,000 term life
District pays $245 toward
Dental




Retire after 15+ years Same
15 % 1% 3 yrs 5+5+5
Health Employee responsible for

All future premium increases

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF NON-INSTRUCTIONAL SALARY
DIFFERENCES BETWEEN CENTER MORICHES UFSD AND EAST
MORICHES UFSD

CLERICAL STAFF

Comparing selected actual salaries paid by both Districts revealed the following:

Center Moriches East Moriches

Account Clerk Typist 2yrs. $33,307 ACT 6yrs. $37,191

Sr. Clerk Typist 5yrs.  $38,800 SCT T7yrs. $34,575

Clerk Typist 6yrs. $32,845 CT  15yrs. $35,944

Principal Steno 6yrs. $44,577 None ( School Secretaries
Are SCT’s

Comments: In general, clerical staff in CMO are paid more than in EMO. Should salaries
be equalized it is estimated that the cost would be $20,000 if all staff remains.
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CUSTODIAL STAFF

Comparing selected actual salaries paid by both Districts revealed the following:

Center Moriches East Moriches
Custodial Worker 1 2yrs.  $28,679 CW1 2yrs. $27,604
Custodial Worker 2 2yrs.  $30,918 CW2 None
Groundskeeper 1 None GK1 20yrs. $59,616
Groundskeeper 2 3yrs. $43,890 GK2 None
Groundskeeper 3 3yrs. $59,309 GK3 None

Chief Custodian None CcC 9yrs $55,554

Comments: It’s difficult to compare due to a lack of people in certain titles. It appears
that CMO generally pays more for similar positions. If all staff remains the same it is

estimated that $15,000 would be required to equalize salaries.

Para-Professionals

Comparing selected actual salaries paid by both Districts revealed the following:

Center Moriches East Moriches
Para-Professional lyr. $10,783 Para lyr. $17,500
9yr. $16,280 9yrs. $17,500
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Comments: Paras in the first 9 years are paid more in East Moriches than in Center
Moriches. Center Moriches has more than 20 Paras in that category. If all staffing

remains the same, it is estimated that the cost to equalize salaries could be $50,000.

ANALYSIS OF SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN LABOR RELATIONS
AGREEMENTS FOR NON-INSTRUCTIONAL EMPLOYEES IN CENTER
MORICHES UFSD AND EAST MORICHES UFSD

This analysis occurred in June, 2007, and made comparisons based on operating contracts
in effect at that time. This analysis does include the newly ratified agreement for the East
Moriches CSEA Local 1000 which was retroactive to July 1, 2006, and the newly agreed
upon contract for the UPSEU which begins July 1, 2007 and expires June 30, 2010 All

other negotiated contracts are in place in both Districts.
Clerical

Minor differences occur in both salary increases and longevity stipends for both Districts.
The clerical unit in Center Moriches has the potential for “attendance bonuses” not found
in East Moriches. Severance pay rules are different and would need to be codified.
Center Moriches has a potential “merit pay” clause that allows a possible 2% annual
award. Center Moriches’ contract includes a salary schedule for starting salaries wile East
Moriches does not have a formal starting salary in the contract. East Moriches grants 14
paid holidays to clerical staff while Center Moriches grants 16 paid holidays plus an
additional 5 days during a recess. Both districts provide similar vacation days. Center
Moriches’ contract allows staff to accumulate 29 unused vacation days, but there is no
clause for accumulation in East Moriches. East Moriches’ contract provides 12 sick days
per year with a maximum accumulation of 360 unused days. Center Moriches’ contract

provision is for 18 days per year (5 for family illness) with a maximum accumulation of
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220 unused days. The Center Moriches’ contract provides 0 personal days compared to 2
in East Moriches. Both Districts have similar bereavement clauses. Both units have the
same workload and similar overtime provisions. Both units are subject to advisory
arbitration grievance resolution. Both units are part of district wide health insurance plans
with East Moriches’ members paying 15% of premium cost and Center Moriches’

members paying 12%. Both have term life insurance options.

Custodial

Both units received similar salary increase and longevity bonuses. Both units have
severance pay provisions. East Moriches provides 1 day for every 3 accumulated sick
days upon severance. Retirees will receive compensation for 50% of accumulated days
up to a max of 180. Center Moriches provides severance upon retirement with payment
of 1 day for every 3 accumulated to a 200 day max plus %2 % of base salary for every year
worked. Center Moriches members are also eligible to receive an “attendance bonus”
East Moriches has no contractual starting salary schedule while Center Moriches does.
Vacation provisions are similar between the units. Both receive 14 paid holidays. Center
Moriches unit members receive 15 sick days per year with unused accumulating to a max
of 200. East Moriches’ unit members receive 12 sick days per year accumulating unused
days to a max of 360. Both receive personal and bereavement days. Both have similar
workload and overtime clauses. The units have different grievance resolution. Center
Moriches has a binding arbitration clause while East Moriches has advisory arbitration.
Both units contribute to their health insurance premiums, and Center Moriches provides a
term life benefit. In addition, Center Moriches pays $1,700 per year per employee in a
“welfare fund”.
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Para Professionals

The major difference between the two contracts is in the salary provisions. Paras in East
Moriches currently start at a base of $17,500 annually. This is compared to a starting
salary of $10,783 in Center Moriches. It’s not till the ninth year of service that salaries
become comparable. Center Moriches has a majority of its Paras in this category and will
create a significant cost to equalize salaries. Center Moriches’ Paras will receive salary
increases of 3.5% in the 07 and *08 school years. East Moriches’ Paras have a new
agreement that will provide salary increases for full time employees of 3.5% in 2008 and
3.25% in 2009.. East Moriches Paras receive longevity increases at 10, 15, and 20 years.
There is no longevity clause in the Center Moriches’contract. Both units work a teacher
calendar. Paras in East Moriches work 30 minutes a day longer than Paras in Center
Moriches. Center Moriches’ Paras receive 1 more personal day but two less bereavement
days per year than Paras in East Moriches. Both units receive 10 sick days per year, and
both have term life options. Both have advisory arbitration grievance resolution. East
Moriches Paras pay 20% of their health insurance premium compared to 12% in Center

Moriches.

SUMMARY:

This analysis of the five different contracts for the non-instructional staff of Center and
East Moriches Union Free School Districts provides some areas of concern for a potential

merger of the two school districts.

First, there are five different bargaining unit representatives for custodial, clerical and

para professionals in the two districts.

Secondly, For all the similarities of salary and benefits, there are some significant
differences. Clerical and custodial staff are generally paid more in Center Moriches,
while Paras are paid more in their first nine years in East Moriches than those in Center

Moriches.

58




It is estimated that the cost to “level up” salaries in a newly merged district would be at

least $85,000. This estimate is based on the assumption that all staff remain in place.

The Consultants believe that none of the issues of difference between the labor contracts
of the two districts are so insurmountable that they would block a reorganization of these

two school districts.

Staffing Conclusions

1. Certificated Staff:
e There are no provisions in either contract which would serve as an

impediment to consolidation

2. Non-Instructional Staff

e There is nothing in either contract which would prevent consolidation

3. Cost to Level up Salaries following a Merger
e Teachers — $0
e Non-Instructional — At least $85,000

4. Staff Savings/Costs as a Result of “Economics of Scale”
e A merger would produce no financial savings in administrative costs
e A merger would require at least an additional $150,000 annually to be
spent on administrative leadership

5. Other staffing comments

e A merger may provide the opportunity to expand leadership in the areas

of: school finance, instructional supervision, and personnel
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administration. The use of incentive aid available should be considered to

hire new staff in some or all of these areas. (see $150,000 above)

If a merger does not occur the districts should carefully consider the

following:

1.

The Center Moriches district should strongly consider securing a
full time business administrator to supervise its nearly $30,000,000
budget.

The East Moriches district should reinstate the full time elementary
principal position excessed in 2006-07.

The East Moriches district should return its superintendent to full
time central office leadership duties. Since 2006-07 the position
has included serving as elementary building principal in addition to
chief school officer duties.

The East Moriches district should review each of the 7 teaching
positions cut in 2006-07 and not restored in the 2007-08 budget
against current district standardized test performance to determine
which may need reinstating.

The East Moriches district should review each of the non-
instructional positions cut in 2006-07 and not refunded in 2007-08
and determine if any are critical to the school district’s

instructional, health or safety mission.
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FACILITIES

DESCRIPTION AND CONDITION

CENTER MORICHES UFSD

The Center Moriches UFSD is an Eastern Long Island school district located on
the south shore of Suffolk County. The district’s four buildings are all located within
the village of Center Moriches. Facilities include an Administration/ Special Services
Building, the Center Moriches Middle and High School Building, the Clayton Huey

Elementary School Building, and a maintenance building.

The following information has been extracted from a Five Year Capital Facilities
Plan developed by the Tagi a. Garbiza & Associates architectural firm’s 2005
Building Condition Survey and from a 2006 report from the district’s Facilities

Advisory Committee.

ADMINISTRATION/SPECIAL SERVICES BUILDING

This building was built in 1939 as a residential dwelling. It is located at 529 Main
Street, Center Moriches. The building was renovated in 2002 creating two stories of
administrative office spaces. The building houses the district’s Central administration
and Special Services divisions in 3500 sq. ft. of space. The architects found the
building to be in “good” condition except for specific items to be corrected. The

asphalt shingle roof was replaced in 2006.
A future capital project should include work addressing a recommendation from

the district’s Facilities Advisory Committee to improve the air quality in the building

by installing an automatic humidifier to the furnace.
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CLAYTON HUEY ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

The elementary building is located at 511 Main Street in Center Moriches. The
original structure was built in 1924 and was 43,000 sq. ft. in size. There have been six
different capital projects adding wings of classrooms, gymnasium, cafeteria, and
library space over the last thirty years. The facility currently houses 720 children in
grades K-5 in 89,715 sq. ft. of space.

The architects rate the building as “satisfactory” with a variety of needs.

A future capital project should address the site sanitary system, roof resurfacing,
window repairs, cracked wall on the stage, replacement of interior doors and the

installation of more outlets in the original building for expanded technology.

CENTER MORICHES MIDDLE AND HIGH SCHOOL

The secondary school was built in 1979 as a one story steel framed masonry
building. Located at 311 Frowein Rd. the building received an addition in 2003 for
the middle school. The school houses 760 students in grades 6-12. The building

occupies 92,790 sq. ft. and sits on a large lot with room for expansion.

The architects rate the building as “excellent”. A future capital project should
include the development of an irrigation system for the playfields, replacing of the

unit ventilators, and replacement of a hot water heater.

MAINTENANCE BUILDING

The maintenance building is located a 311 Frowein Rd. It is used for a garage and
offices for maintenance staff. It was built in 2003 as a pre-engineered metal building
of 3600 sq. ft. The architects rate the building as “excellent” with no problems or

deficiencies.
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CENTER MORICHES UFSD
SUMMARY

The Center Moriches UFSD has a five year plan that needs to be updated to reflect
the capital facilities needs addressed in 2005-2006 well as those from 2006-2007. The
remaining items to be addressed should also be reprioritized for attention over the
next five years. Items include: replacement of unit heat ventilators piping estimated at
$600,000 at the Middle High School building. All parking areas need repair and
improvement. Fuel tanks need to be removed at the secondary and elementary schools
and replaced with new tanks. The district needs to engage in an energy use analysis
program to find energy savings. Interior and exterior wall repairs need to be made at
the elementary school along with replacing interior doors and adding additional
electric outlets in the original building. The elementary school also needs window
repair, roof resurfacing, and site sanitary work which could add another $400,000.
The five year plan should also address the need to budget for capital improvements or

to put together a capital project for close to a million dollars.

EAST MORICHES UFSD

The East Moriches UFSD is a contiguous district to Center Moriches also located
on the south shore of Suffolk County. The district educates its K-8 students in two
buildings both located within the village of East Moriches. The districts 9-12 students
attend three neighboring high schools (including Center Moriches) on a tuition basis.

The facilities include an elementary school and a middle school.
The following information was extracted from a 2005 Building condition survey

compiled by the ECG Engineering, LLC firm and a Five Year Capital Facilities Plan
prepared by the district administration.
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ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

The Elementary school is located at 523 Montauk Highway in East Moriches. The
facility was opened in 2004 and serves 415 studeﬁts in grades K-4. The building has
72,500 square feet and is rated in “excellent” condition by the engineers. The five
year plan calls for erecting a chain link fence around the exterior gas rig, repairing the

playground surface, and the installation of a fire alarm in the main lobby.

MIDDLE SCHOOL

The Middle School is located at 9 Adelaide Ave. in East Moriches. The facility
was built in 1951 and has had several additions and alterations over the last thirty
years. The building houses 367 students in grades 5-8 in its 65,000 sq. ft. of space.

The engineers rate the building as “satisfactory” and list needed repairs.

A future capital project should include; installation of GFI protection at sinks and
exterior, front step repair, pave rear drywell setting and front parking lot, replace
older roof sections, repair sidewalks, replace fuel tanks, and replace water heater. In
addition, the District needs to remove seven portable classrooms adjacent to the

middle school that are no longer used for student housing.

EAST MORICHES UFSD
SUMMARY

The East Moriches UFSD has a five year plan that would address the capital
facilities’ deficiencies identified at both buildings. The vast majority of needs are for
the Middle School. The district estimates repairs to cost approximately $295,000 over
the next four years. A cost to demolish and remove the portable classrooms has yet to

be determined.

Between the two school districts there is currently an estimated $1,300,000 worth

of facilities improvements in the planning process.
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ESTIMATING CONSTRUCTION COST

‘When Architects or Construction Managers are asked to “ball park’ the cost of

construction they use several factors which are relatively accurate based on their

experience and the current cost of construction in a region. These costs are finalized

during the design stage based on more specific study of the site and existing building

condition. The contingency costs are built into the estimate in case unforeseen issues
develop (finding unknown asbestos, contaminated site, etc.) or the owner decides to
upgrade mechanicals, materials, furnishings, or a myriad of other possibilities.

Basic Factors For Estimating Construction Costs On Long Island 2006-07

20 Classrooms
[ ]

15 Classrooms

Estimated Cost = $17,600,000 - $18,500,000
825 sq ft per classroom
45,000 sq ft
$285 per sq ft

5% contingency

Net to gross 1.5 for corridors, bathrooms, mechanicals
25% furniture, etc.
12.6 million + 10% contingency

Estimated Cost = $13,600,000 - $14,500,000
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OTHER POSSIBLE FACILITIES ITEMS TO BE CONSIDERED SHOULD
MERGER BE APPROVED AND REORGANIZATION INCENTIVE AID
BECOME AVAILABLE

The consultants talked with members of the administrative team from both Center
Moriches and East Moriches districts regarding their thoughts for additional facility
improvements that they would propose for consideration if reorganization incentive

aid were available to a newly merged school district.

Suggestions

e Expand Center Moriches High School by 15 to 20 classrooms.

e Expand Center Moriches Middle School by 15 to 20 classrooms.

e Upgrade science labs

e Expand Career and Homes space

e Make all buildings wireless for internet access

e Make instructional technology “state of the art”

e Renovate Clayton Huey Elementary-Roofs, bathrooms, larger classrooms,
accessibility issues

¢ Install digital control systems for energy management throughout the new
district

e Renovate East Moriches Middle school-roofs, bathrooms, paving,
accessibility issues, and technology upgrade.

e Renovate East Moriches Middle School locker rooms

e Reconfigure East Moriéhes Middle school auditorium
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Consolidation Would Require Construction
The following section of the report will discuss recommendations for housing the
student body of a newly merged school district. Classroom expansion is a “must’ at
the High School, and if the new school board decides to consolidate the middle
schools as well, future capital projects phased over the next several years, will cost in
excess of $35,000,000. A combination of building incentive aid and operating
incentive aid could be allocated to pay for the entire local share of this new

construction with no impact on the tax rate.

FACILITIES

Student Housing Plan

The Feasibility Study Committee considered the question of what would happen

to housing of the new district’s student body should a merger occur.

At its June 26, 2007 work session, the feasibility committee broke into small
groups and discussed the issue of housing it’s K-12 student population if a merger
were to occur between the Center Moriches UFSD and the East Moriches UFSD. The
committee was presented with grade level enrollments and the following givens for
their consideration in making a recommendation:

e Not all pupils currently residing in the two communities would fit in available

space

e Secondary programs must come together

e Construction of new space would require at least three years before occupancy

e Some EMO students would need to continue attending other high schools on a

tuition basis until new high school space was available

e Currently 75-80 EMO students attend Center Moriches High School
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The Feasibility Committee considered three options:

1. Retain elementary buildings in both school districts housing grades K-
5, continue current middle school buildings in each community 6-8,
enlarge the Center Moriches High School to accommodate
approximately 330 additional students 9-12.

2. Retain both elementary buildings in both school districts housing
grades K-5; enlarge the East Moriches Middle School to accommodate
approximately 300 middle school students from Center Moriches
Middle School. Enlarge the Center Moriches High School to
accommodate approximately 330 9-12 students from East Moriches.

3. Place all K-3 children from both communities in the current East
Moriches Elementary School. Place all grade 4-5 children from both
communities in the current East Moriches Middle School. Place all 6-8
pupils from both communities in the Clayton Huey Elementary
School, and all 9-12 students would attend the current Middle High

School in Center Moriches.

STUDENT HOUSING RECOMMENDATIONS
Feasibility Committee’s Recommendation
The Feasibility Committee’s initial recommendation was option 2 (above).
Feasibility Committee’s Rationale:

The rationale was based on an expressed belief that elementary students should
not be moved any more than necessary. This would leave all K-5 students in the
two existing elementary schools. Middle school children would be better able to
assimilate from different schools if they attended a combined middle school prior to
entering high school. It would also better insure a common educational experience

for all 6-8 students. All 9-12 students would eventually attend an expanded Center

68




Moriches High School. The combined high school was a common thread in all

options considered.

The third option was discounted because of its complexity and the amount of

dislocation of elementary students from a home building.

During the work session of November 14, 2007, the consultants presented the
following concerns and recommendations about the Feasibility Committee’s initial
student housing recommendations. The rationale for asking them to reconsider their

preferred plan follows in the next few pages.

Consultants’ Recommendation

After considerable review and with no disrespect for the deliberations of the
Feasibility Committee, the consultants would suggest that the school board of the

newly formed district consider an alternative recommendation.

We concur with the Committee that all K-5 students remain in their local districts,
housed in their elementary buildings. We concur that there are important reasons for
all 6-8 students to be combined in a single middle school. We also concur that all 9-
12 students should eventually attend a renovated Center Moriches High School. Our

differences are explained in the following rationale.

Consultants’ Rationale:

The area of difference has to do with the location of the combined Middle School.
We share the committee’s beliefs that the earlier assimilation of students prior to
High School is appropriate, and also believe that such a combination will provide a

common educational experience for all middle school children.

We also believe that economies of scale could result by not having to duplicate all

specialized facilities, instructional materials or special staffing needs in two separate
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buildings. We also believe that there are real program benefits to be gained by having the
middle school on the same campus as a high school. For example: sharing of staff,
enhanced articulation opportunities for middle and high school staff, and greater access
Jor middle school students and staff to media centers, special labs and recreational

Jacilities.

Upon review we feel that the East Moriches Middle School would not be the most
desirable location for a combined 600 pupil middle school. It is an attractive building,
rich in tradition and pride. However, there are issues which need to be considered in
making a decision about enlarging it for this new purpose. Because of its age, the original
building needs extensive renovation and upgrading. A classroom and lab renovation of 12
to 15 classrooms would be required to accommodate an additional approximate 300
students from Center Moriches. This could require 40,000 square feet of new space plus
additional parking as well as other sewer, water and other utility needs. There may well
be a need for additional fields as well. An immediate problem involves State Education
Department approval for building on the current site. State minimum requirements for
Middle and Secondary schools call for; I acre per 100 students plus a base of 10 acres.
The existing site is approximately 12.3 acres. This building would require a minimum of
16 acres to meet SED approval. There is always opportunity for requesting a variance,
but this is usually done in situations where there is real hardship and no other legitimate
option. This potential merger has another option...one that meets all of the previously

discussed positives for combining middle schools.

We recommend that the newly merged School District transition its grade level
organization and facilities needs over a multi year period with the eventual goal of having

both the middle and high school students housed on the current Center Moriches campus.

Student Housing Transition
Phase One

Upon community approval for a newly merged district, a capital project should be

planned and presented to the community for their approval to expand the Center
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Moriches High School by adding an additional 20 classrooms and labs. It is estimated
that this project would cost approximately $20,000,000. Other facilities needs district
wide could also be a part of this capital project increasing the cost to $23,000,000. The
taxpayers in both communities would benefit from the special NYS Reorganization
Building Aid, and the potential use of NYS Reorganization Incentive aid to limit local
cost on this and future capital projects.

During the first three years of this project, the high school addition would be under
construction. The current East Moriches students enrolled in the high school would
remain and East Moriches ninth graders would be enrolled. Over the 3 year period certain
East Moriches 10-12 graders would need to be continued as tuition students to other high
schools. At the beginning of the fourth year when high school construction is complete,
all East Moriches 9-12% graders would be enrolled in the merged high school.

Phase Two

During the first two or three years of high school construction, both districts would
continue to offer a middle school program in their current facility. Upon the decision of
the School Board, a second capital project would be presented to the community during
year two of the high school construction. That project could include the addition of 15
classrooms and labs to the Center Moriches Middle School. Depending on the escalation
of construction cost, it would be estimated that this project would also cost approximately
$20,000,000. It would be anticipated that this construction would begin as the original
project was being completed. At the completion of this construction, year five, it is
anticipated that the current East Moriches 6-8 graders would move to the new facility at
Center Moriches.

The elementary programs K-5 would continue to be housed in each district. It is
anticipated that the first capital project would also contain plans to update Clayton Huey
Elementary School and the East Moriches Elementary School.
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East Moriches Middle School Building

The newly formed School Board will need to discuss the future of the facility when

its students and staff are gone in year 5. Those discussions might include

consideration of the following options among others that develop.

1. The District could use the building to:

House Administrative offices and Board meeting space

House alternative education or special education programs
Lease or house district pre-school

Offer community recreation and continuing education programs

Lease space to BOCES

2. The building could be sold or leased to other public agencies

Feasibility Committee’s Reconsideration of Student Housing

Following discussion of the Consultant’s concerns with the plan to house all 6-8 grade

students in an expanded East Moriches Middle School, the Committee broke out in three

separate sub-committee groups. Their task was to examine the status of their original

recommendation and consider the recommendation put forward by the consultants.

As aresult of this sub-group activity, two additional options were generated.

Group 1 essentially agreed with the consultants’ recommendation.

Group 2 proposed the following student housing configuration.

1.
2.
3.
4.

All grades K-3 remain in current settings.

All grade 4-5 be housed at the current East Moriches Middle School

All grades 6-8 be housed at the current Center Moriches middle School.

All grades 9-12 be housed at the current Center Moriches High School.

Group 3 proposed the following student housing configuration.
All grades K-3 be housed at the East Moriches Elementary School

1.
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2. All grades 4-5 be housed at the Clayton Huey Elementary School in
Center Moriches

3.  All grades 6-7 or 6-8 be housed at the East Moriches Middle School

4.  All grades 8-12 or 9-12 be housed at the Center Moriches High School

Consultants’ Analysis of New Options

It is extremely important that student housing options be examined for
Practicality, Financial Impact, Parental Involvement, and Student

Achievement Outcomes.

Both of these new options require one more building transition: than necessary.
The literature reports that the psychological effects of moving
from building to building may effect the learning of some students in a
negative manner. It is also more difficult to keep parents involved in a

school if a student is moved often.

As will be shown in the following analysis, SED approval for capital projects can
also be negatively affected if the housing plan overextends the

capacity of some buildings while under-utilizing the others.

Options that will better provide for the aforementioned concerns plus
better allow for staff to be together with students for as long a time as

possible to articulate program and student needs should be a priority.
Finally, the new Board of Education will be required to analyze the fiscal

practicality of student housing options and weigh the costs versus the

hoped for student outcomes.
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Other Committee Options for
Board Consideration

Group Two Option

a. All K-3 Students Remain in Current Buildings
Issues:
EMO Elementary would decrease from 415 to 341 (Under Utilized)
Clayton Huey would decrease from 721 to 521 (Under Utilized)
b. Grades 4-5 From Both Districts attend EMO Middle
Issues:
Additional Transportation
One More Transition
c. Grades 6-8 Combined at Center Moriches Middle School
Issues:
15 additional classrooms
d. Grades 9-12 Combined at Center Moriches H.S.
Issues:
15-20 Additional Classrooms

Group Three Option:

a. All K-3 Students Attend East Moriches Elementary
Issues:
Concerned Parents about Transporting 500 K-3 Students
Estimated Enrollment of 720 Would Exceed Building Capacity
Creates Additional Transition
b. All Grades 4-5 at Clayton Huey
Issues:
Additional Transition
Combined

Enrollment of 400 is 300 Less Then Now (Under Utilized)
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Creates Program Articulation Issue for Testing Program
c. All Grades 6-7 and Possible 6-8 at East Moriches Middle
School
Issues:
Breaks Up Current Middle School Configuration
6-7 Combined Enrollment is 60 More Than Current
6-7 Creates Serious Articulation Problem For 8 Grade
Testing
Combined 6-8 Enrollment Exceeds Current by 210 (Over
Utilized)
Leaves a Modern Facility Under Utilized
d. All Grades 8-12 or 9-12 at Center Moriches H.S.
Issues:
8™ Grade Doesn’t Make Program Sense
15-20 Additional Classrooms

SUMMARY

Ultimately, the final decision regarding the manner that students will be
housed in the newly formed district will be the responsibility of the newly elected
board of education. While all student housing options have pros and cons, the
consultants believe that the new board of education will find the preceding work
of the Feasibility Study Committee useful in making a final decision, should the
districts consolidate.

The consultants continue to believe that the consultants’ recommendation

(above) should be carefully considered as well for all the reasons stated.

Student housing issues are not so complex that they should create a
significant barrier to a potential merger. Under any option there is an understood
need to develop a capital project to expand the high school by 15 to 20
classrooms. If the new Board of Education decides to eventually combine the

middle schools, that to will require an addition to either site as well.
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These two considerations, combined with the other facility needs
discussed in the previous section, would result in the need for a Capital Project of
36 to 37 million dollars which could be phased in over a six year period. The
benefit of reorganization building incentive aid, possibly combined with a capital
reserve fund created from reorganization incentive operating aid, could reduce the
local taxpayer share to zero, should the new board decide to follow the
recommendations of the Feasibility Study Committee and allocate incentive

monies in that manner (see Financial section for allocation recommendation).
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INSTRUCTION

Introduction

Prior to engaging in the merger study, Feasibility Committee members were asked
to keep in mind the following question. “Would instructional opportunity be enhanced for
all students at a similar or reduced cost to taxpayers by combining the two districts?”

To get to the answer in this study it is necessary to first examine the current status
of instruction in these two districts. East Moriches UFSD is a K-8 school district
contiguous to the Center Moriches UFSD which is a K-12 district. While comparing and
contrasting the K-8 programs is a straightforward activity, it is not possible to contrast 9-
12 because East Moriches doesn’t operate a secondary program. The East Moriches
residents are allowed to select from three High Schools to enroll their 9-12 grade
students. The District then pays tuition to those three school districts for their attendees.
The Center Moriches High School is one of the three receiving schools. The Consultants
did not engage in a comprehensive study of the other two high schools as they were not
included in the merger study. Instead we worked with the staff and members of the
Feasibility Committee to envision what a merged high school, housed on the Center
Moriches campus with three hundred additional East Moriches students would be able to
offer its student body.

Program Status

Elementary

The Elementary program in Center Moriches includes grades K-5. The program in
East Moriches includes grades K-4. Both house self contained and inclusive Special
Education. Both offer special areas of art, music, technology, PE, library, ESL and
speech therapy. Both provide psychological services and nurses. Center additionally
provides social work service and a gifted program. The Center Moriches K-5 building has
a full time Principal while the East Moriches K-5 building has a .5 Principal (In East
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Moriches, the superintendent serves as both the superintendent and elementary

principal). Both districts run average class sizes in the low to mid twenties.

Detailed analysis of the student achievement of both programs can be found in the
Annual School Report Card which is available in the Superintendent’s office.
Historically, student achievement as measured by standardized tests has shown higher
passing rates in math and ELA for East Moriches students. The comparison of passing
rates between 2005-’06 and 2006-’07 reveals that East’s passing rate is still higher in
ELA and Math but that a new trend may be developing. In nearly all cases comparing
grade score to grade score (this year’s 3™ to last year’s 3") or same grade growth (this
year’s 4™ to last year’s 3'%) Center’s passing rates have increased. Making the same
comparison of East’s grade 3-6 passing rates in ELA and Math one discovers several
instances of lower passing rates in 2006-°07 than in 2005-°06. It is difficult to call the
negative movement a “trend” after one year. This year’s scores will aid that
determination. It’s important to note that the upward trend in Center’s passing rate
received a letter of commendation from the SED Commissioner, and recognition as a
High Performance Achievement Gap-Closing School District. (This recognition
considered district-wide achievement in grade 4 and 8 ELA and math as well as

secondary grade regents examination performance and graduation rates.)

Middle School

For detailed analysis of student achievement and other middle school data see the
Annual School Report Card.

Both middle schools have a full time Principal. The Center Moriches Middle
School enrolls approximately 315 students in grades 6-8. The East Moriches Middle
School enrolls approximately 330 students in grades 5-8. Center’s class size averages 26
while East’s class size averages 22. Both schools offer inclusion and self contained
Special Education. Both offer special areas of art, music, library, PE, technology, speech
and ESL. Both offer psychological services, social work services, and nurses. Center has
an extensive AIS program and an Honors program. A full range of co-curricular and

inter-scholastic athletics are detailed in another section of the report.
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Historically the overall grade 6-8 standardized achievement test passing rates
have been higher in East Moriches. This year’s comparison of same grade growth over
the last two years shows increasing ELA passing rates in Center and significant
decreasing passing rates in East. In the math test there were significant growth on passing
rates for Center and unchanged results in East. A comparison of year to year growth (this
year’s 7% and 8™ to last year’s 7™ and 8™) showed significant growth in Center’s passing

rates and a downward movement in East with the exception of 8™ grade math.

High School

Detailed analysis of the performance of students and other factors within the high
school can be found in the Annual School Report Card.

Only Center Moriches has a 9-12 high school. The school enrolls approximately
470 students. The high school currently enrolls 76 tuition students from East Moriches.
The High School offers a comprehensive program and a full range of co-curricular and
inter- scholastic opportunities for its students. (See Co-Curricular section) Over the last
five years the school has expanded its academic program, emphasized AIS, added AP and
Honors classes, built articulated programs with colleges to offer enriched courses, and

moved from graduating only 60% Regents graduates to 85% Regents graduates.

Merger

The high school program would benefit from a merger. The additional 300 or so
students would provide sufficient enrollment to run additional courses, AP and others, as
well as provide sufficient funds to support other instructional enhancements

recommended by the Merger Feasibility Committee.
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INSTRUCTIONAL ENHANCEMENTS

The Feasibility Advisory Committee listened to a comprehensive presentation
given by the Superintendents of both school districts focusing on the current status of the
instructional programs of the two school districts. The Superintendents also shared the
impact of resource constraints on their programs, and shared a joint vision of what they
would add to the program if they had the expanded student body and additional money
that a merger would generate through reorganization incentive, economies of scale, and
building aid. These presentations are lengthy and are available in the district offices of

each district.

The consultants divided the committee into three sub groups and charged each
group with discussing and agreeing on at least four instructional enhancements they
would recommend be considered for implementation by the Board of Education of the

merged school district.

The three committees each reported out their top four recommendations for

enhancing the instructional program of a newly merged school district.

Sub Committee Recommendations For Instructional Enhancements:

Group #1

More Foreign language opportunity, begin in lower grades
Better/upgraded labs in areas such as science, tech, music

New local program opportunities and facilities in Career and Tech

> P b=

Expanded Advanced Placement courses in 9-12
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Group#2
1. More Foreign Languages taught, begin in lower grades
2. Enhance Music offerings, strings
3. More Career and Trades programming, better lab space
4. More electives in shorter duration
Group#3
1. Enhanced Foreign Language offerings
2. Increased Vocational Tech programming
3. More Advanced Placement or International Baccalaureate Programs
4. Expand al Fine arts Programs

An analysis of the three sub committees’ recommendations shows overlap in several
areas. The consultants have combined the overlapping recommendations into four

recommendations with estimated cost figures for their implementation.

1. Increase Foreign Language Opportunities

All three sub committees selected this as an area of priority. They would expand

offerings in high school and begin Foreign Language instruction in the lower grades.

Estimated Cost: Begin with one new Language being offered in grades 3-6 and one new
teacher in the high school.
2 new teachers = $160,000 salaries and benefits (On-Going Cost)

curricular materials = $10,000

2. Increased Programming In Career Tech, Trades, Voc. Ed. and New or Renovated Lab
Space.
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All three sub committees chose this area as a priority. It was suggested that the newly

merged high school provide opportunities in Career Related Technical Programs.

Estimated Cost: Begin with one full time tech teacher offering computer repair, network
skills, robotics or other career program.

1 new teacher = $80,000 salaries and benefits (On-Going Cost)

Renovation or building of lab space would be part of capital project. 11% local share.
(One Time Cost)

Curricular Materials = $25,000

3. Upgrade Science Labs

Two sub committees selected this as a priority area. The suggestion was to include two

new labs in a high school expansion capital project.

Estimated Cost: Local share of $ 500,000 = $ 55,000 (11% after Reorg. Aid) One Time
Cost

4. Expand Advanced Placement Opportunities

Two sub committees recommended expanding courses. Expanding this course of study
would depend on the assumption that there would be increased student interest with the

enlarged student body of the high school.
Estimated Cost: By adjusting teacher schedules it is possible that one or two AP classes

could be added without significant personnel costs.

Teacher training and curricular materials = $20,000
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SUMMARY: INSTRUCTION

An examination of the instructional programs of these two school districts reveals
that both are currently in “Good Sta:nding” with the State Education Department for
student achievement results. A concern has been raised regarding the beginning of a
downward trend in the standardized test passing rates for several grade level tests in East
Moriches. This trend may be short lived if the District continues to restore key staff cuts
resulting from the fiscal problems of 2005-’06 and the subsequent layoff of
administrators, instructional and support staff.

The joint “Vision” statement presented by both Superintendents spoke to the
merged high school expanding course offerings, increasing instructional technology,
expanding AP courses, adding other advanced programs, and expanding athletics and
other co-curricular opportunities for students. (Those reports are available in each
school’s central office.)

The preceding recommendations for Instructional Enhancements developed by the
Merger Feasibility Advisory Committee would add more Foreign Language district wide,
improve the secondary science labs, expand music, and create more career tech programé

for secondary students.
Given the increasing academic emphasis at the High School, a merger could well

enable the program to become equal or greater than that offered by other Suffolk County
school districts.
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CO-CURRICULAR OPPORTUNITIES FOR STUDENTS

The following charts illustrate the variety of co-curricular and inter-
scholastic opportunities available for secondary students in Center and East

Moriches School districts.

The first set of charts compares the opportunities available in inter-
scholastic athletics, music and clubs for seventh and eighth graders in both

districts.

The last chart compares the inter-scholastic opportunities available to
students in grades nine through twelve in the Center Moriches, Eastport-South
Manor, and Westhampton Beach High Schools.

INTER-SCHOLASTIC OPPORTUNITIES GRADES 7-8

Sport East Moriches Center Moriches

Football *

Boys Soccer

Girl’s Soccer

Boys Basketball

Girls Basketball

Baseball

Softball

Boys Volleyball

Girls Volleyball

Wrestling

Track

Boys Lacrosse

P[P I [ [ it [ 1< I e [ [ [

Girls Lacrosse

SIS IS L[] [ [P (P[P D P <

Cross Country
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JV Tennis X
JV Golf X
JV Cross Country X

Differences: NoTrack, Option for JV Tennis, Golf or Cross Country in EMO
No Cross Country at CMO
* Center and East Moriches are combined for Football

MUSIC PROGRAMS 7-8

Program East Moriches Center Moriches
Chorus X X
Band X X
General Music X X
Strings (’08-°09)

Lessons X X

Differences: No strings at CMO

CLUBS 7-8

Club East Moriches Center Moriches

Book Buddies

Computer

Math Olympiad

Mathletes

Newspaper

Scrabble

>

Technology

Drama

Environmental

Writer’s Workshop

Peer Leaders

Student Council

Nat. Jr.Hi.Honor Society

Grade Level Senate

B | I b [ it [t [t e [ [t [ I < <

Yearbook

French

Spanish

Instrumental

D i [ 1< 1 1 I (<

Vocal

Art X
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INTER-SCHOLASTIC OPPORTUNITIES 9-12

Sport

Center Moriches

Eastport- So. Manor

Westhampton

Softball \'%

Jv

Baseball \%

Jv

Boys Bsktbl V

Jv

Grls Bsktbl V

Jv

P (PSP [ [P [ <

Boys Bowl V

Grls Bowl V

Boys CC Vv

Grls CC Vv

Football \%

Jv

Golf \%

Jv

Boys Lax Vv

Jv

o B S b B e Frll P

GirlsLax V

Jv

BoysScer 'V

Jv

Grls Scer Vv

Jv

5 [ [ [ [ [t et [t [ [P [ D [ 1 [ i [ 1 <[5t < 1< < (>

Boys Tennis V

Jv

Grls Tennis V

Jv

Boys Vball V

Jv

Grls Vball VvV

Jv

<P [P (4

Boys Trck  V

Girls Treck  V

PP KR o [ | ] [ P [ [

Boys Wntrk V

Grls Wntrtk V

Wrestling V

o

Jv

> [P

) S Y 0 ) o o O o el e el e o o A N N e g e o oy N o PRl S o S
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Differences: No Bowling, Lacrosse, Varsity Tennis and winter track in CMO
No Boys Tennis in ESM
No winter track in ESM

CO-CURRICULAR OPPORTUNITIES
SUMMARY

The first three of the preceding charts illustrate the range of opportunities
available to children in the Center and East Moriches Middle Schools. It is
realistic to assume that a merged school district would be able to expand the
combined list of opportunities in inter-scholastic qthletics, music and school clubs

currently available to the middle school population.

The comparison of inter-scholastic athletic opportunities among the three
high schools currently attended by East Moriches high school students illustrates

a very similar set of offerings by all three receiving high schools.

Should a merger occur between the East Moriches and Center Moriches
UFSD’s, it is assumed that the approximately three hundred new students would
allow the new Center Moriches-East Moriches High School to solidify its current
teams and expand offerings to match any other neighboring high school. There
would be room on all teams for new students, and the opportunity is excellent that

students would be able to make teams and play.

CONCLUSIONS:
INTERSCHOLASTIC OPPORTUNITIES THROUGH MERGER

If a merger of these two districts should occur, students from East
Moriches would be phased into the new high school over a four year period. All
East Moriches 9® graders would be enrolled in 2009->10, all 9™ and 10™ graders
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in 2010-°11, all 9™, 10™, and 11™ graders in 2011-’12, culminating with all 9®
through 12® graders in 2012-’13.

Currently the Center Moriches High School teams compete in League 7 of
Conference IV in the Suffolk County Athletic Association within NYSPHSAA
Section XI.

The increase of enrollment will create league, conference and division
changes over the four years that grades are added to the new High School.
In order to project those changes, the consultants assumed a couple of givens that
could alter the projections. The first given assumes the enrollment projections
which are based upon historical trends in the school districts are realized through
2012 for the merged classes of Center and East Moriches. The second given

assumes a stable enrollment for the other High Schools in Conference III and IV.

The addition of the East Moriches 9™ graders in 2009-’10 are anticipated
to cause no league changes for its teams. However, in the following year, 2010-
’11, when both 9% and 10™ graders from East Moriches are enrolled, the teams
would move from conference IV, League 7 to Conference 111, League 6 where
they will compete against teams such as Westhampton Beach, Easthampton, Mt
Sinai and others. For that year they would be one of the smaller teams in the
conference. The next year, 2011-’12, when all of East Moriches’ ot 10“‘, and 11%
graders are enrolled they will be larger but still in League 6. In 2012-°13 all gth
through 12 graders from East Moriches will be enrolled. The school’s
enrollment will place it in the upper half of the League by size. It will still be in
League 6.

The new high school’s status within State and Section XI will most likely

move from Class C to Class B in 2009-"10. By 2010-"11, the school would meet

Section requirements to move to class A in Baseball, Softball, Basketball, and
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Soccer. Wrestling would move to Level 1. In 2012-13 Girls Volleyball and Cross

Country would move to class A.

Currently Football is played in four divisions. Each division has fourteen
schools and the makeup of the divisions is determined by size of enrollment from
largest to smallest. The fourteen largest schools are Division 1 and so on through
four divisions. Currently Center Moriches plays in Division 4. It should stay in
Division 4 until the merged enrollment reaches 700 in 2012-13. At that time it

would move to Division 3.

Currently there is room for expansion on the rosters for all sports teams at
Center Moriches. The merger would greatly benefit the overall sports program.
The addition of 300 or so students from East Moriches who are currently tuitioned
elsewhere would provide opportunity to expand the existing rosters plus create
additional JV or 9™ grade teams. It is anticipated that JV wrestling would be
added and that Boy’s and Girl’s Lacrosse could field both JV and Varsity
programs. Consideration could be given to adding new teams such as Bowling,

Gymnastics, Swimming and Diving as well as expanding Modified programs.
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Student Transportation

The Fleet
Neither Center Moriches nor East Moriches UFSDs currently own a bus

fleet for transporting students.

Facilities
No transportation facilities for bus storage, maintenance, fueling, or repair exist

in either district.

Personnel
Neither Center Moriches nor East Moriches employ any personnel for

the purpose of transporting students.

Contract Busing
Both Center Moriches and East Moriches utilize a bid process to

secure contract busing for student transportation.

East Moriches contracts with Laidlaw Transportation for its student
transportation. Center Moriches contracts with Adelwerth Bus to transport its

students.

The consultants discussed the current busing contract with Laidlaw supervisor
Mary Lou Whitmore to determine if there could be predicted any significant
transportation savings if the districts merged. Specifically, the consultants wanted
to know if money could be saved if EMO 9-12 graders needed only to be
transported to Center Moriches high school, instead of the current transportation
arrangement of transporting high school students to Westhampton Beach high
school and Eastport-South Manor high school in addition to the closer Center
Moriches high school.
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The current pricing schedule for transportation services is based primarily on the
dual factors of:

1. the number of buses required

2. the total number of hours allocated for morning and afternoon bus

runs.

The pricing contract between Laidlaw and East Moriches is included on the next
page. East Moriches pays slightly more than $500,000 for its regular day school
transportation runs. This figure is not broken out by high school transportation
only. For the current year, 6 buses are scheduled to deliver high school student to
Westhampton Beach, 2 buses to Eastport-South Manor, and 3 buses to Center

Moriches.

Supervisor Whitmore has concluded that a savings could be realized only if the
reduced distances in a merged district created the need for buses to run routes of
four hours daily instead of the current five hour twice-a-day routes. Such a time
saving might produce a cost saving of about $5,000 per bus whose time
requirement was shortened. In gross terms, it is possible (but not assured) that
eight bus runs of a shorter time period of use could result in a contract savings of

approximately $40,000 annually.

However, each district receives transportation aid in the year following the
transportation expenditure of approximately 50%. This would create a local share

savings of only $20,000.

Special Education Transportation

East Moriches currently educates several of its children who require
special education service to locations outside of its district. These children are
typically transported in vans, sometimes with the support of bus aides. While the

consultants’ experience suggests that following a merger several of these children
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could be accommodated in special education programs which already exist in
Center Moriches. While such an “economy of scale” could produce a cost
savings down the road, it is important to remember that any change in educational
placement of the afore-mentioned children would require adherence to a strict set
of procedures and, therefore, such a change of placement is not assured. Asa

result, it would be premature to conclude that a cost savings is sure to follow.

In Center Moriches, opportunities for cost savings in the area of
transportation centered on efficiency of transport rather than distances. Currently
Center Moriches is forced to run buses at less than 100% capacity due to
dismissal schedules in the schools.

An increased total enrollment following a merger would allow the new district to
transport at a level closer to 100% capacity which would indirectly reduce the per
pupil cost. Officials at Adelwerth Bus were unable pinpoint the savings that
might be realized through merger efficiencies, but were confident that savings of
$100,000 per year could be realized. However, because the district receives
transportation aid in the year following the transportation expenditure of

approximately 50%, the merger would create a local share savings of only

$50,000.

Conclusion

It is the opinion of the consultants that, while there would be a small
savings ( conservatively $70,000) realized following the merger of the two
districts, the amount is unlikely to be large enough to make a significant fiscal

impact.
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East Moriches 2006/2007
Current Pricing
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5 Vans
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+ Extension Year
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Chapter IX — Financial Study and Projections

Districts’ Revenues and Expenditures
e General Fund Balance Sheet
Merger Incentive Operating Aid
e General Formula Aid Output Report
Tuition and Tuition Expense
Building Incentive Aid
Debt History
Property Values and Tax Rates

Recommendations for Use of Incentive Aid
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District Revenues and Expenditures

The tables on the following six (6) pages, Revenues, Expenses, Fund Balance,
contain the actual General Fund Revenues and Expenditures for the years 2001-02
through 2006-07.

Each year is further broken down individually to reflect East Moriches and Center
Moriches totals, with a third column reflecting a hypothetical total had the two districts
been combined during this time period.

Within each year’s Expenditure data is included a line “Expenditure Per Enrolled
Pupil” which compares gross per pupil spending inclusive of debt service and

transportation costs.

The table following Revenues and Expenditures shows the Balance Sheet for the
two districts for 2002-2007.

Next, graphs on the two (2) pages that follow the above tables in this section
display:

o Expenses per Enrolled Pupil — note that 1) the two districts have historically spent
very close to the same total per student and 2) for the 2006-07 year East Moriches
spending per student actually declined owing in large degree to its austerity status and
significant personnel and program cuts 3) Much of the historical increase in the rate
of spending is due to increased mandates and required district expenditures for such
items as fuel, employee retirement, and health insurance. It is feared that this
spending trend will continue unless student programming is cut significantly,
economies can be achieved, or additional sources of revenue are forth coming.
Because of its small size, this relative increase becomes more problematic for East

Moriches.

95




Property Taxes Per Enrolled Pupil — Even though as demonstrated on the previous
graph that East Moriches spends less per student than Center Moriches, the graph
Property Taxes Per Enrolled Pupil (includes high school pupils tuitioned out), shows
that East Moriches pay a significantly higher per pupil property tax bill than is found
in Center Moriches. A close look at the graph shows that Center Moriches was
forced to increase the tax levy 40.9% in 2004-05 while East Moriches saw its levy
rise 30% in 2006-07.
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Incentive Operating Aid

New York State has historically offered fiscal incentives to those districts that
reorganize. Since 1993 a forty percent aid supplement is added to the newly combined
district’s approved operating aid (those monies that support the day to day operational
costs of a school) and thirty percent, up to a maximum of ninety five percent depending
upon district wealth, is added to any state aid for construction costs for which the school
district is eligible.

The operating incentive aid is maintained at forty percent each year for a period of
five years, after which time it is reduced by four percent annually until in the fifteenth
year it is exhausted.

In the case of a reorganization between Center Moriches UFSD and East
Moriches UFSD, it is estimated that nearly $18,000,000 would flow to the newly
reorganized district in the form of Incentive Operating Aid between the initial annexation
year and the exhaustion of available new aid in 14 years. Although the potential merger
of the two districts would not likely occur until July 1, 2009, for purposes of calculation
using known data, the consolidation year in this document is listed as 2008-09. Asa
result, the forthcoming reorganization aid would likely be slightly more than the

estimated figure expressed in this paragraph above.

The tables which follow on the next pages display this estimated Operating
Incentive Aid, by year, and a General Formula and Output Report which details the

calculation.

A series of Graphs follow in this section:
e Formula Operating Aid and Merger Incentive Aid, using the figure of 2.5%
historic annual growth in basic formula aid, projected to year 2023.

e 14 Year Operating Aid Total: Recommended Allocation of Additional Aid — This

pie chart shows the recommendation of the consultants as presented to the

Feasibility Study Committee as to how the Incentive Aid should be apportioned
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should the two districts agree to reorganize. In this scenario 34% of the available aid
would be applied to tax stabilization, 33% to immediate program creation, enrichment
and restoration, and the remaining 33% placed in reserve, especially a voter approved
capital reserve, to minimize the pressure on district expenditures in future years for

capital projects, tax stabilization, and other unforeseen circumstances.
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Center Moriches-East Moriches

MERGER STUDY
GEN Date 3/24/2007
GEN Edition 536
District Number: 580233 580234

GENERAL FORMULA AID OUTPUT REPORT

Center Moriches| East Moriches COMBINED
PART VI: CALCULATION OF 2006-07 OPERATING AID
67| 2002 ACTUAL VALUATION *117% (05 GENENT69*1]$ 693,776,650 | $ 596,080,820 | $ 1,289,857,470
68| 2003 ACTUAL VALUATION $ 676,902,589 | $ 575,449,553 | $ 1,252,352,142
69| 2003 SELECTED ACTUAL VALUATION (LSRENT 67 OR| $ 676,902,589 [ $ 575,449,553 [ ¢ 1,252,352,142
70[ 2004-05 TOT WEALTH PUPIL UNITS (TWPU) 1,711 1,314 3,025
71 SELECTED ACTUAL VALUATION PER TWPU (ENT69/| S 395,618 | S 437,937 | S 414,001
72| PUPIL WEALTH RATIO (ENT 71/ 382,200) 1.035 1.145 1.083
73| PUPIL WEALTH RATIO * .50 (ENT 72 * 0.50) 0.517 0.572 0.541
74| 2003 ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME S 196,528,422 ( $ 151,818,940 | $ 348,347,362
75| ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME / TWPU (ENT 74 /ENT| $ 114,861 ( S 115,539 | $ 115,156
76| ALTERNATE PUPIL WEALTH RATIO (ENT 75/ 121,8 0.943 0.948 0.945
77| ALTERNATE PUPIL WEALTH RATIO * .50 (ENT 76 * 0. 0.471 0.474 0.472
78| COMBINED WEALTH RATIO (CWR) (ENT 73 + ENT 77) 0.988 1.046 1.013
SELECTED SHARING RATIO:
79| CWR *1.230 (ENT 78 * 1.230) 1.215 1.286 1.245
80| FORMULA 1 SHARING RATIO (1.370 - ENT 79, MIN 0, MAX 0.155 0.084 0.125
81| CWR *0.640 (ENT 78 * .640) 0.632 0.669 0.648
82| FORMULA 2 SHARING RATIO (1.000 - ENT 81, MIN 0, MAX 0.368 0.331 0.352
83| CWR *0.390 (ENT 78 * 0.390) 0.385 0.407 0.395
84| FORMULA 3 SHARING RATIO (0.800 - ENT 83, MIN 0, MAX 0.415 0.393 0.405
85| CWR *0.220 (ENT 78 * 0.220) 0.217 0.230 0.222
86/ FORMULA 4 SHARING RATIO (0.510 - ENT 85, MIN 0, MAX 0.293 0.280 0.288
87| SELECTED SHARING RATIO
(HIGHEST OF ENTS 80, 82, 84 OR 86, MIN 0, MAX .900) 0.415 0.393 0.405
88| 2004-05 APPR OPERATING EXP/2004-05 TAPU EXP (PUY $ 10,676 | S 11,229 | S 10,676
89| MAX ALLOWABLE EXP PER PUPIL (LSR OF ENT 88 OH $ 8,000 | 8,000 | S 8,000
90| UNLIMITED CEILING ADJUSTMENT FACTOR  (.075/E} 0.0759 0.0717 0.0740
91| SELECTED CEILING ADJ FACTOR
(ENT 90 * ENT 148, MIN .075) 0.0759 0.0750 0.0750
92| CEILING ADJ PER PUPIL (ENT 91 * (ENT 89 - 3,900), MIN{ $ 31119 | $ 30750 | $ 307.50
93| FORMULA OPERATING AID CEILING (ENT 92 + 3,90 $ 4,211.19 | $ 4,207.50 | $ 4,207.50
94 FORMULA OPERATING AID PER PUPIL (ENT 87 *EN[ S 1,747.64 | S 1,653.54 | S 1,704.03
95| SELECTED OPERATING AID PER PUPIL (GTROF ENT 94 S 1,747.64 | $ 1,653.54 | S 1,704.03
96| 2005-06 SELECTED TAPU FOR PAYMENT (ATT,ENT S 1,650 | S 833 (S 2,483
97| 2006-07 OPERATING AID PAYABLE (ENT 95 *ENT 96,1 $ 2,883,606 | S 1,377,398 | $ 4,231,106
$ 4,261,004
PART Xli: CALCULATION OF REORGANIZATION INCENTIVE OPERATING AID
181/|2004-05 APPROVED OPERATING EXPENSE (PUB, EN 20,136,235 10,566,600 30,702,835
182|AID LIMIT (.95 * PUB, ENT 1) 19,129,423 10,038,720 29,168,143
183|2006-07 INCENTIVE OPERATING PERCENT 0.40 0.40 0.40
184|UNLIMITED INCENTIVE AID (ENT 97 * ENT 183) $ 1,153,442 | $ 550,959 | $ 1,692,442
185|OPERATING AID PLUS UNLIMITED INCENTIVE(ENT 97 + ENN $§ 4,037,048 | $ 1,928,357 | $ 5,923,548
186|LOSS DUE TO LIMIT (ENT 185 - ENT 182, MIN 0) $ - $ - $ -
187]2006-07 INCENTIVE OPERATING AID S 1,153,442 | $ 550,959 | $ 1,692,442
(ENT 184 - ENT 186, MIN 0, RND) $ 1,704,401
Year One Estimated incentive Operating Aid S 1,704,401
Year Two Estimated IncentiveOperating Aid S 1,692,442

(Actual year two may be lower after ATT reports are combinded)
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Tuition and Tuition Expense

Currently, students from kindergarten through grade 8 attend East Moriches
UFSD. Students in grades 9 — 12 who reside in the East Moriches district have the choice
of attending high school in one of three area school districts: Center Moriches HS,
Eastport-South Manor HS, and Westhampton Beach HS.

The concept of maintaining this opportunity for “choice” as it is colloquially
know among some East Moriches citizens is a significant point of contention among
stakeholders in the East Moriches district, including members of the Feasibility Study

Committee.

On the one hand, proponents of maintaining the opportunity for “choice” often
cite one of two beliefs regarding this issue.

First, it is believed by some (if not most) residents of East Moriches that
Westhampton Beach HS provides a superior education and that students would be
instructionally deprived if the choice to attend that high school was to be eliminated via a
consolidation. (Westhampton Beach UFSD is not a potential candidate to merge with
East Moriches because the boundaries of the two school districts are not contiguous).

Note: Although not a part of this Feasibility Study, the two boards of education
agreed to host a public session for the Feasibility Study Committee to compare and
contrast opportunities and rates of student success currently at Center Moriches and East
Moriches with opportunities offered by the other high schools, but primarily
Westhampton Beach HS. A facilitator was engaged to lead the exercise and both
superintendents participated in the program. That public meeting was held on November
5, 2007 and the materials from that meeting are available at either district’s central office.

Secondly, several East Moriches residents who do not have any children in school
offered the belief to the consultants that property values in East Moriches are enhanced
by the district’s ability to offer the “choice”, and they fear the value of their home would

drop if residents no longer had a choice of school districts.
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On the other side of the “choice” issue is the high cost of tuition, especially at
Westhampton Beach HS. In 2006-07 the East Moriches district spent $7,061,997 on high
school tuition out of a total budget of $21,643,289 which was designed to serve all pupils
in the district K-12. The tuition problem is equally evident in the rising tuition costs for
secondary pupils with disabilities. In fact, one of the most significant factors which
caused East Moriches UFSD to find itself in deficit spending for several years preceding
2006-07 was its inability to accurately predict and appropriately budget for the annual
expenses incurred by tuitioned students, including those with disabilities.

Although enrollment projections found in the Pupil Enrollment and Projections
section of this report show that the number of high school pupils which East Moriches
will be responsible for in future years will decline somewhat, the financial impact of
tuitioned students in East Moriches will more than be offset by the upward trend in

tuition costs.

On the Table that follows is shown a history of the numbers and costs of both
regular education students and students with disabilities at each of the three receiving
high schools from 2002-03 to estimates for 2007-08.

Note: For 2007-08, the costs per student for both regular education and pupils
with disabilities at Westhampton Beach and Eastport-South Manor high schools are
estimates provided to the consultants by East Moriches central office officials. At Center
Moriches, the cost per regular education student ($13,500) is per contract between the
districts and will not change. The costs for students with disabilities at Center Moriches

in 2007-08, however, are estimates again provided by East Moriches.

On the Bar Graphs which follow the table one will find:
1. The numbers of students attending each high school and,
2. The costs at each high school by year
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Building Incentive Aid

In addition to merger incentive operating aid, districts which reorganize are
eligible for Building Incentive Aid for capital projects which are approved within 10
years after the date of reorganization of the new district.

Thirty percent, up to a maximum of ninety five percent depending upon district
wealth, is added to any state aid for construction costs for which the school district is

eligible.

BUILDING INCENTIVE. Additional 30% of the HIGHEST of the Former School Districts'
SEL Selected Building Aid Ratio, capped at 95% for any NEW project approved within 10
years of the official date of Reorganization. Remaining Debt of former Districts becomes
aided at the Highest RWADA Aid Ratio of the former Districts, but is not eligible for the
additional 30%. [Ed. Law §3602, 14, ¢ (vi)]

The graph below shows that while Center Moriches currently earns 68.2% state
building aid on approved projects and East Moriches 66.9%, the two districts if merged,
would be eligible for 88.7% building aid on approved capital projects.

BUILDING AID RATIOS
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RATIO
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Perhaps more dramatically, the graph below reveals that, should Center Moriches
and East Moriches reorganize, the new district would enjoy a local share of allowable
capital construction cost of 0.113%, or just slightly more than 11%, on new capital

projects approved within 10 years of the date of reorganization.

TAXPAYER SHARE OF NEW BUILDING PROJECT
(Portion of Eligible Costs)

0.350"

0.300-

0.250

0.000- -

Center Moriches .682  East Moriches .669 MERGED .887

Taxpayer Share - 0.318 0331 0.113

The enriched building incentive aid is maintained at the higher level for all

projects approved within ten years after consolidation.

This Building Incentive Aid is of critical importance to the two districts. A review of the
the Clayton Huey building in Center Moriches and the Middle School building in East
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Moriches, respectively, show significant need for updating and/or reconstruction of
existing facilities.

In addition, should the districts consolidate in the future, at least 15-20 new
classrooms would need to be constructed to house those East Moriches high school pupils
who are currently tuitioned to Westhampton Beach and Eastport South Manor high
schools.

In the above scenarios, Building Incentive Aid would represent a local savings of
thousands of dollars. A breakdown of possible construction costs are found in a

subsequent chapter of this report.
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Center Moriches-East Moriches
MERGER STUDY
BLD-SBA Date 3/24/2007
BLD-SBA Edition 536
District Number: 580233 580234
L Center Moriches | East Moriches COMBINED
B|SUMMARY OF BUILDING AID RATIOS
|
| 2006-07 BUILDING AID RATIO FOR PROJECTS WITH VOTER APPROVAL PRIOR to 07/01/1998
7 |2003 SELECTED ACTUAL VALUATION 67 $ 676,902,589 | $ 575,449,553 | $ 1,252,352,142
8 |2004-05 RWADA 1,443 1,170 2,613
9 |2003 SELECTED VALUATION/2004-05 RWADA S 469,093 ( S 491,837 | $ 479,277
10 |ENTRY 9/ $456,700 1.027 1.076 1.049
11 |ENTRY 10 * .510 0.523 0.548 0.534
12 12006-07 RWADA AID RATIO (1.000 - ENTRY 11, MAX .950) 0.477 0.452 0.466
13 [SELECTED 2005-06 BLDG AID RATIO 0.682 0.669
14 |SELECTED 2006-07 BLDG AID RATIO (> OF ENT12 OR ENT13) 0.682 0.669 0.682
Il.| 2006-07 BUILDING AID RATIO FOR PROJECTS WITH VOTER APPROVAL
ON OR AFTER 7/1/98 BUT PRIOR TO 7/1/2000
15 |SELECTED 2006-07 BLDG AID RATIO ENHANCED BY 10%
INCENTIVE (ENT 14 + .100, MAX .950) 0.782 0.769 0.782
lIl., 2006-07 BUILDING AID RATIO FOR PROJECTS WITH VOTER APPROVAL
ON OR AFTER 7/1/2000 BUT PRIOR TO 7/1/2005
16 [SELECTED 1999-00 BLDG AID RATIO MINUS 10% 0.582 0.569 (0.100)
17 |REVISED SELECTED 2006-07 BLDG AID RATIO
(> OF ENT 12 OR ENT 16, MAX .950) 0.582 0.569 0.466
18 [BUILDING AID RATIO FOR LOW WEALTH AID ELIGIBLE SCHOOL
DISTRICTS (LOW WEALTH DISTRICTS INCLUDE THOSE WHOSE
PUPIL WEALTH RATIO IS > 2.5 AND ALTERNATE PUPIL 0.000 0.000 0.000
19 |WEALTH RATIO IS <.85) (1.263 * SEL SHARING RATIO)
2006-07 BLD3 SELECTED BUILDING AID RATIO FOR LOW
WEALTH SCHOOL DISTRICTS
(GREATER OF ENT 17 OR ENT 18, MAX .950) 0.582 0.569 0.466
20 |2006-07 BLD3 SELECTED BUILDING AID RATIO ENHANCED v
BY 10% INCENTIVE (ENT 17 + .100, MAX .950) 0.682 0.669 0.566
IV] 2006-07 BUILDING AID RATIO FOR PROJECTS WITH VOTER APPROVAL
ON OR AFTER 7/1/2005
21 |HIGH NEEDS SUPPLEMENT (ENT 17 * .05) 0.000 0.000 0.000
22 10.98 MINUS 2006-07 SEL BUILDING AID RATIO BEFORE 10%
(0.98 - ENT 17) 0.000 0.000 0.000
23 |HIGH NEEDS SUPPLEMENTAL BUILDING AID RATIO (HNSBAR)
(LESSER OF ENT 22 OR ENT 21) 0.000 0.000 0.000
24 |SELECTED 2006-07 BUILDING AID RATIO BEFORE 10% PLUS
HNSBAR (ENT 17 + ENT 23) 0.000 0.000 0.000
25 |SELECTED 2006-07 BUILDING AID RATIO + HNSBAR ENHANCED
BY 10% INCENTIVE (ENT 24 + .100, MAX .980) 0.000 0.000 0.000
26 {2006-07 BLD4 SELECTED BUILDING AID RATIO ENHANCED
BY 10% INCENTIVE (NON-HNSBAR DISTRICTS)  (ENT 20) 0.682 0.669 NA
MERGER INCENTIVE BUILDING AID RATIO:
SELECTED 2006-07 BLDG AID RATIO 0.682 0.669 0.682
Merger incentive = 30% of BAR - - 0.205
AFTER MERGER - HIGHEST FORMER x 130% 0.682 0.669 0.887
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Building Debt Observations

Both districts have outstanding long term indebtedness. Following a
consolidation of East Moriches and Center Moriches into a new school district, all long
term indebtedness becomes the responsibility of the newly formed district without regard
to which community originally accrued the debt. This would include not only borrowing
for previous capital construction, but also the long term debt acquired by East Moriches
in the form of a deficit reduction bond which ameliorated several years of deficit

spending.

What follows are five (5) pages of tables, the first three pages detailing Center
Moriches current long term indebtedness, and the remaining two pages showing East
Moriches debt.

On the first page of each district’s tables a composite, or GRAND TOTAL
DEBT, is included which combines all active debt issues for each district. In this Grand

Total display, columns show the year of payment, principal and interest payments and

total payment that year, any building aid for which the debt is eligible, the local share to
be paid, and the impact on the tax rate (per $100 of assessed) expressed in 2007 dollars.

In analyzing the latter column regarding Center Moriches debt schedule, the tax
impact of the debt declines linearly from $18.12 per $100/AV in 2007 to $13.19 in 2021,

when all Center Moriches debt is retired.

Analysis of the tax impact of debt in East Moriches shows a significantly different
pattern (page 4 of tables).

An increase in the tax impact (from $3.92 to $6.27) in 2008-09 is as a result of the

deficit bond borrowing required by the district’s several previous years of deficit

spending. The June 15, 2007 issue for $2,000,000 in Deficit financing Serial Bonds is
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detailed page 5 of the debt tables. [It should be noted that no amortized state aid is
eligible for deficit reduction borrowing and, as a result the full

principal + interest payment is borne by the local taxpayer.

Also of note in East Moriches GRAND TOTAL table is the significant increase in
tax impact caused by the payment structure of a Series A bond issued on July 2, 2003.
For a reason unknown to the consultants, the state building aid schedule for this issue
terminates in 2020, with the remaining principal + interest payments a scheduled
responsibility of the local taxpayer. This uneven schedule results in an increase in the tax
impact from $2.33 per $100/AV in 2019 to $10.45 in 2020, with the higher tax impact of
long term debt extending through 2033. All current debt in East Moriches would be
retired in 2034.

Following the tables, a bar chart entitled Local Share of Outstanding Bonded Debt

is includéd to more graphically show the differences in debt structure outlined above.
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MERGER STUDY

LOCAL SHARE OF OUTSTANDING BONDED DEBT
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Property Values, Tax Rates, and
Future Tax Rate Projections

On the Table that follows, Tax Levy and Assessed Values and Projections, the
levy and assessed values of Center Moriches and East Moriches are traced from 1992-93
through 2007-08.

For both the school tax levy and taxable values, the table also offers estimated
projections for the years 2008-09 through 2013-14 based upon historic trends.

The table further breaks down the data into three columns: Center Moriches;
East Moriches; and Combined. Within each of the three columns, data is further divided
into two additional columns, one for raw data-and one representing a percent of change

year to year.

Notes:

1. Both districts are located wholly in a single assessing municipality, the Town of
Brookhaven.

2. Each district experienced a significant spike in the tax levy in a previous year;
Center Moriches (+40.9%) in 2004-05 and East Moriches (+30%) in 2006-07.

3. The average levy increase in Center Moriches is $796,380 which represents a
4.7% increase against the 2007-08 levy total.

4. The average levy increase in East Moriches is $664,408 which represents a 4.5%
increase against the 2007-08 levy total.

5. 2008-09 is the first year that full payment of principal and interest on the
2,000,000 Deficit Reduction Bond is required by East Moriches. Therefore, the
projected levy in years 2008-09 through 2013-14 is impacted by this new
expenditure requirement. (See Debt section of this report for details of this bond
repayment schedule). For this reason, the projected levy increase in East
Moriches beginning with the year 2008-09 is not 4.5% but rather a higher
percentage to accommodate the principal and interest owed on the Deficit

Reduction Bond.
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6. In Center Moriches the assessed value increase from year to year has been
relatively stable.

7. In East Moriches, the sharp decline in assessed value in 2007-08 is attributable in
large part to the correcting of an error made by the Brookhaven Assessor the
previous year when a large taxable parcel was mistakenly counted twice on the

tax roll.
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Center Moriches - East Moriches MERGER STUDY

Tax Levy and Assessed Values and Projections
Levy and Assessment Values = Average 14 years of change

MORICHES
Center East Combined
(Proj. % based on (Proj. % based on 1993- (Proj. % based on 1993-
School FYE Ending June 30 1993-2008) 2008) 2008)

School Levy

Projections based on [(2008-1993)/15)/2008 = %
EMO

Applied

to Subsequent Years

new Deficit Bond added to EMO Levy 2009-2014

A

1993 4,971,924 4,827,671 9,799,595
1994 5,432,851 9.3% 5,334,056 [ 10.5% 10,766,907 9.9%
1995 5,754,727 5.9% 5,697,243 6.8% 11,451,970 6.4%
1996 6,558,701 [ 14.0% 5622377 | -1.3% 12,181,078 6.4%
1997 7,129,254 8.7% 6,072,946 8.0% 13,202,201 8.4%
1998 7,389,453 3.6% 6,183,490 1.8% 13,672,943 2.8%
1999 7,694,020 4.1% 6,185,962 0.0% 13,879,982 2.3%
2000 8,079,427 5.0% 6,923,982 11.9% 15,003,408 8.1%
2001 8,435,867 4.4% 7,171,043 3.6% 15,606,910 4.0%
2002 9,116,566 8.1% 7,734,294 7.9% 16,850,860 8.0%
2003 10,126,207 | 11.1% 8,354,618 8.0%. 18,480,825 9.7%
2004 11,408,733 | 12.7% 9,065,780 8.5% 20,474,512 10.8%
2005 16,075,620 | 40.9% 9,977,465 | 10.1% 26,053,085 27.2%
2006 16,163,445 0.5% 11,142,337 | 11.7% 27,305,783 4.8%
2007 16,741,590 3.6% 14,482,511 | 30.0% 31,224,101 14.3%
2008 16,917,620 1.1% 14,793,795 21% 31,711,415 1.6%

Dollar A 1993-2008| $ 11,945,696 $ 9,966,124 $ 21,911,820
1/15th of Dollar & 1993-2008| $ 796,380 | 4.7%| $ 664,408 | 4.5%| $ 1,460,788 | 4.6%
2009 17,714,000 4.7% 15,735,103 6.4% 33,172,203 4.6%
2010 18,547,868 4.7% 16,715,517 6.2% 34,115,138 2.8%
2011 19,420,990 4.7% 17,741,577 6.1% 34,516,366 1.2%
2012 20,335,214 4.7% 18,809,904 6.0% 34,350,932 0.5%
2013 21,292,473 4.7% 19,927,181 5.9% 33,592,734 -2.2%
2014 22,294,794 4.7% 21,095,011 5.9% 32,799,609 -2.4%

Includes 1 Deficit Bond Debt Less Phased in Savings EMO|
Service Tuition to CMO
Taxable Value - C$| Projections based on [(2008-1993)/15)/2008 = % Applied to Subsequent Years

1993 6,493,645 5,874,008 12,367,653
1994 6,566,649 1.1% 5,954,051 1.4% 12,520,700 1.2%
1995 6,635,527 1.0% 5,941,002 | -0.2% 12,576,529 0.4%
1996 6,691,528 0.8% 5,946,436 0.1% 12,637,964 0.5%
1997 6,717,853 0.4% 5,920,609 -0.4% 12,638,462 0.0%
1998 6,833,165 1.7% 5,966,719 0.8% 12,799,884 1.3%
1999 6,933,861 1.5% 6,015,366 0.8% 12,949,227 1.2%
2000 7,075,610 2.0% 6,094,625 1.3% 13,170,235 1.7%
2001 7,172,580 1.4% 6,185,133 1.5% 13,357,713 1.4%
2002 7,379,027 2.9% 6,290,703 1.7% 13,669,730 2.3%
2003 7,530,738 2.1% 6,470,279 2.9% 14,001,017 2.4%
2004 7,581,309 0.7% 6,445,035 | -04% 14,026,344 0.2%
2005 7,715,199 1.8% 6,924,227 7.4% 14,639,426 4.4%
2006 7,917,397 2.6% 7,332,270 5.9% 15,249,667 4.2%
2007 8,056,859 1.8% 7,835,292 6.9% 15,892,151 4.2%
2008 8,080,840 0.3% 7,481,291 -4.5% 15,562,131 2.1%

Dollar A 1993-2008| $ 1,587,195 $ 1,607,283 z‘f:fo’ 3,194,478
1/15th of Dollar A 1993-2008| $ 105813 | 1.3%]| ¢ 107,152 | 1.4%]| $ 212965 1.4%
2009 8,186,653 1.3% 7,588,443 1.4% 15,775,096 1.4%
2010 8,293,852 1.3% 7,697,130 1.4% 15,990,976 1.4%
2011 8,402,454 1.3% 7,807,374 1.4% 16,209,810 1.4%
2012 8,512,478 1.3% 7,919,196 1.4% 16,431,638 1.4%
2013 8,623,943 1.3%. 8,032,620 1.4% 16,656,503 1.4%
2014 8,736,868 1.3% 8,147,669 1.4% 16,884,444 1.4%

134




Projection of Tax Rates in Future Years

No different than in most districts who consider merging with another district,
property tax issues are an important consideration in Center Moriches and East
Moriches.

While working with the Feasibility Study Committee it soon became apparent to
the consultants that the Incentive Operating Aid which the districts would be eligible
to receive, estimated to be nearly $18 million but spread out on a declining scale over
14 years, would be insufficient to cause these two districts (with combined 2007-08
budget total of more than $50 million) to significantly alter instructional delivery and
build required new student space, much less impact the tax rate to a meaningful
degree.

It was determined that if the two districts were to earnestly and honestly explore
merging, other economies would have to present themselves in order to make such a
union worthwhile. It is with the above in mind that the following calculations were

developed and reviewed by the Feasibility Study Committee.

Calculation of Additional Savings Resulting From Merger
of Center Moriches and East Moriches

Two significant cost centers exist which must be included in the analysis of

financial impact following a potential merger of the two districts.

1. Savings realized by utilizing existing classroom seats Center Moriches
High School at no additional staffing cost.

2. Costs or savings as a result of differences in current tuition rates for
East Moriches high school pupils (both regular education and special
education) among Westhampton Beach High School, Eastport South
Manor High School, and Center Moriches High School
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Savings Realized Through Available Seats in
Center Moriches Classrooms

It is our experience and recommendation that, in order to balance cost efficiency
with academic integrity, secondary schools can operate effectively with 24-26 pupils per
academic section. Certainly, more students than 24-26 can be accommodated in some
school settings such as physical education and study halls, and less are optimum in
exploratory settings such as art or home and career skills classes.

After meeting with the Center Moriches high school principal, we are designating
the low end of this range, 24 pupils per class, as an acceptable number of pupils.

Using only the core area subjects, the table below indicates that conservatively 25
pupils per grade level could be additionally accommodated at Center Moriches high
school over and above the high school’s normal school growth patterns by fully utilizing
existing teaching staff at the above mentioned 24 pupils per classroom. Realistically, this
number could be higher if classrooms in non-core area subjects were to be considered
also, but we recognize that some growth in enrollment is projected for Center Moriches
high school over the next several years and that normal enrollment growth must also be
accommodated. We are aware too that the physical dimensions in several of the special
area classrooms are small and therefore would have difficulty accommodating
significantly more pupils. In addition we would prefer that all estimates of potential

savings be on the conservative side.
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Currently, according to Principal Bracco’s data, Center Moriches High School

conducts classes with a rich student/ staff ratio as follows:

Department Average Class Size | Additional Seats Available
English 18 +6

Math 19 +5

Social Studies 20 +4

Science 20 +4

Foreign Language | 18 +6

*

*Note- Student/staff ratios in the Center Moriches guidance department already are better
than Suffolk count averages.

Since the average local cost to educate a high school pupil in Center Moriches is
roughly $13,500, each 25 additional pupils who can be accommodated at Center
Moriches high school (without additional staff costs) from schools that currently charge
East Moriches tuition, would represent an additional savings, over and above the
difference in tuition costs, of $337,500 annually.

If 25 pupils were to be added over and above normal growth patterns in each

grade level 9 — 12, the annual savings to taxpayers would be $1,350,000.
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Savings as a Result of Different Tuition Rates

Currently, East Moriches students in grades 9-12 have the option of attending one
of three area high schools, Westhampton Beach HS, Eastport-South Manor HS, and
‘Center Moriches HS. Each charges tuition, which is ultimately paid by the East Moriches
taxpayers through the annual school budget process.. The tuition rates of each receiving

school district fluctuate dramatically from one to another.

East Moriches Tuition Projection 2007-08

Comparing
Estimated 2007-08 Costs/Savings
School 2007 Tuition of Tuition vs Educating
-08 Pupils | Cost Total At CM’s
Tuition*** cost per pupil $$
@$14,700**
Eastport- g;glél;l*r Ed7-12- | 31 $498,292 +$198,856
South Manor Sp’Ed 0% - )
$45,203
Sp Ed 20% - 2
$26,990
Center Reg l‘i;:) 7-12- 71 $1,154,700 | +-$0
. $13,500%*
Moriches Spee Ed 60%- \
$45,248
Spec Ed 20%-
$30,228 2
Westhampton | Reg Ed7- 236 $5,458831 -$1,189,435
Beach 12518,200
Spec Ed 60%- 9
$66,303
Spec Ed 20% -
$43,608 13
371 $7,111,823 | -$990,579 total savings

*Eastport-South Manor is currently receiving merger incentive aid of 40% for a
period of five years. As that aid begins to decline after 5 years, tuition costs at E-SM will
escalate accordingly.

In general tuition is calculated by determining the gross cost per pupil minus

state aid per pupil to the particular district.
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**The local cost of educating children at Center Moriches is calculated for this purpose
as $14,700 rather than the $13,500 contracted with East Moriches. This is in part due to
the fact that the State’s tuition calculation formula or “Seneca Falls Formula” does not
include all cost items. For this purpose, only, the consultants worked with Center
Moriches officials to establish a base line sum of pupil costs not funded through state aid.
By using the $14,700 estimate instead of the $13,500 the consultants seek to portray a

more conservative estimate of annual savings.

**% 2007-2008 Tuition Estimates per East Moriches Business Office

Impact on Property Taxes

The two calculations above:
1. the accommodating of 25 students per grade level into already existing
classrooms, and
2. the cost/savings resulting from eliminating the tuitioning of East
Moriches students
have the potential to significantly impact the local tax rate in the two communities

should a merger occur.
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Current Space Insufficient for All Secondary Pupils

Also requiring consideration in this study is the fact that all of the students
currently residing within the two districts would not fit into existing classroom
space in the two school districts combined. That is because approximately 275 -
300 high school pupils annually are tuitioned to either Westhampton Beach high
school or Eastport-South Manor high school, in addition to a number who already
attend Center Moriches high school on a tuition basis.. It is, therefore, estimated
that an additional 15 — 20 classrooms would need to be constructed to house all of

the students residing in the two districts following a merger.

Although the money to construct these classrooms would exist in the combination
of merger incentive aid plus building incentive aid following a merger, our
experience is that it would take approximately three years for classrooms to leave
the planning stage, obtain voter approval, complete State Education Department
review and approval, and competitive bidding and construction, in order to accept

student occupants.

For that reason, it would be necessary to phase in the movement of East Moriches
secondary pupils from current tuitioned status to a Center Moriches-East
Moriches high school building, should a merger occur.

One phase-in plan is offered below, which will be used to demonstrate how tax
impact might be calculated over the years of the phase in. The final phase in plan
would ultimately be determined by the board of education of the newly combined

district, hopefully with significant school and community input.
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Phase In of East Moriches Students
to Center Moriches-East Moriches High School

The consultants recommend that an important goal of the potential consolidation
be to allow students to complete high school experience in the school district in which

they begin in 9 grade.

It is estimated that 36 months would be required for new construction from initial
planning to completion.

The table that follows calculates the financial impact of the phase in plan. Each
class that is fully accommodated at the newly combined high school will be credited with
$337,500 in savings through utilizing existing classroom seats from the previous
calculation, and one-fourth (Y4) of the total tuition savings of $990,579, or $247,645 per
grade per year.
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Phase In of East Moriches Students
to Center Moriches-East Moriches High School, cont

Year Grade 9 Grade 10 Grade 11 Grade 12 Comments
2007- Finish Study; hold
08 vote
2008- | Remainon | Remainon | Remainon Remain on | Merger Aid Begins;
09 Current Current Current Current District works with
Tuition Plan | Tuition Plan | Tuition Plan | Tuition Plan architects;
Planning for new
school district and
instructional
program throughout
the year
2009- | EMO 9" Continue Continue Continue Construction begins
10 and CM 9™ Tuition Tuition . Tuition to add HS
attend CM classrooms
HS $585,144 total saved
$337,500 plus
$247,645 tuition
2010- | EMO 9" All 10" Continue Continue Construction
11 and CM 9™ graders Tuition Tuition Complete August
attend CM | attend CM 2011
HS. HS $1,170,288 total saved
$337,500 plus $337,500 plus
$247,645 tuition | $247,645 tuition
2011- |  An9" All 10" All 11" 12" grade | August 2011 move
12 graders graders graders choice: into expanded
attend attend attend Continue facility
expanded expanded expanded tuition or $1,755,432 total saved
HS HS HS attend
oty st o | 5547645 tution | 247,645 uion | ©<P2nded HS
2012- All resident
13 students from EMO
and CM attend
expanded HS

$2,340,576 total saved
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The Table and bar graph on the following pages, Tax Rates 2003-2008 &
Projections to 2014 represents estimated tax rates in the combined district in each year
following consolidation of Center Moriches UFSD and East Moriches UFSD. They do
not include any tax impact that might be enjoyed as a result of utilizing Merger Incentive
Aid to further offset or stabilize local property taxes. Those calculations follow in a

section entitled Final Tax Rate Projections.
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Center Moriches - East Moriches MERGER STUDY

Tax Rate Calculation and Projections
Calculations of Tax Rate Below Do Not Include 34% Merger Incentive Aid Addition

MORICHES
Center East ] Combined
Tax Rates/C Calculated from LEVY and ASSESSED

1993| $ 76.57 $ 82.19 $ 79.24

1994| $ 82.73 8.1%| $ 89.59 9.0%| $ 85.99 8.5%
1995] $ 86.73 4.8%| $ 95.90 7.0%| $ 91.06 5.9%
1996| $ 98.02 | 13.0%| $ 94.55 | -1.4%| $ 96.38 5.8%
1997| $ 106.12 8.3%| $ 102.57 8.5%| $ 104.46 8.4%
1998| $ 108.14 1.9%| $ 103.63 1.0%| $ 106.04 1.5%
1999 $ 110.96 26%| $ 102.84 -0.8%| $ 107.19 1.1%
2000| $ 114.19 2.9%) $ 113.61 10.5%| $ 113.92 6.3%
2001| $ 117.61 3.0%| $ 115.94 2.1%| $ 116.84 2.6%
2002| $ 123.55 5.0%| $ 122.95 6.0%| $ 123.27 5.5%
2003| $ 134.46 8.8%| $ 129.12 5.0%| $ 132.00 7.1%
2004| $ 150.49 | 11.9%| $ 140.66 8.9%| $ 145.97 10.6%
2005] $ 208.36 | 38.5%| $ 144.10 2.4%| $ 177.97 21.9%
2006| $ 204.15 2.0%] $ 151.96 5.5%| $ 179.06 0.6%
2007] $ 207.79 1.8%| $ 184.84 | 21.6%| $ 196.47 9.7%
2008] $ 209.35 0.8%| $ 197.74 7.0%| $ 203.77 3.7%
2009| $ 216.38 3.4%| $ 207.36 4.9%| $ 210.28 3.2%
2010| $ 223.63 | 3.4%| $ 217.17 4.1%| $ 213.34 1.5%
2011 $ 231.13 3.4%| $ 227.24 4.6%| $ 212.94 -0.2%
2012 $ 238.89 3.4%| § 237.52 4.5%| $ 209.05 -1.8%
2013| $ 246.90 3.4%| $ 248.08 4.4%| $ 201.68 -3.5%
2014 | $ 255.18 3.4%] $ 258.91 4.4%| $ 194.26 -3.7%

Equalization Rates ORPS Values ORPS Values ORPS Values

2003 1.12 1.12 1.12

2004 1.01 1.01 1.01

2005 0.84 0.84 0.84

2006 0.76 0.76 0.76

2007 0.70 0.70 0.70

Equalized Full Value| using ORPS ER's Using ORPS ER's Using ORPS ER's

2003 672,387,321 577,703,482 1,250,090,804

2004 750,624,653 638,122,277 1,388,746,931

2005 918,476,071 824,312,738 1,742,788,810

2006| 1,041,762,763 964,772,368 2,006,535,132

2007| 1,150,979,857 1,119,327,429 2,270,307,286

FULL VALUE TAX RATES PER THOUSAND

2003 15.06 14.46 14.78

2004 15.20 14.21 14.74

2005 17.50 12.10 14.95

2006 15.52 11.55 13.61

2007 14.55 12.94 13.75
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Final Tax Rate Projections

As noted before, the consultants recommend that 34% of available Incentive
Operating Aid be dedicated to tax stabilization in the newly formed district, as per the

schedule discussed in a previous section of this report.

POSSIBLE ALLOCATION OF 14-YEAR
OPERATING INCENTIVE AID

Taxes
$5,908,212
34%

Should the board of education of the newly merged school district agree to add
34% of available annual incentive aid as a revenue to stabilize taxes, in addition to the
other “economies of scale” projections detailed in this section, the bar graph on the page

which follows shows the estimated tax rate that would result.
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$150.49  $208.36  $204.15  $207.79  $209.35 $216.38  $223.63  $231.13  $238.89  $246.90 $255.18
$207.36

$140.66
$145.97

$134.46
$129.12

[ Center
OEast

$151.96 $184.84  $197.74 $217.17  $227.24  $237.52  $248.08  $258.91
$196.47  $203.77

$144.10

$209.81  $209.37 $205.45 $198.03  $190.94

$132.00 $177.97  $179.06 $206.68

ElCombined ~ 1/3 Incentive




Recommendations for the Use of
Incentive Operating Aid

With nearly 18 million dollars in Incentive Operating Aid available to Center

Moriches and East Moriches under current New York State school reorganization

procedures, it is important that great care be taken locally to spend this sum wisely,

should an consolidation occur. The recommendation of the consultants to the Feasibility

Study Committee is expressed below:

1.

It is the consultants’ belief that some these funds should be used to protect current
educational programs and, especially, to enhance needed programs in the newly
reorganized district.

Secondly, the consultants have shared with the committee a number of scenarios
and recommend some important taxpayer relief as a result of the infusion of this
additional revenue. This infusion of aid will only modestly reduce school taxes,
being best described as “tax stabilization”.

Also, the additional revenue provides a unique opportunity to fund the local share
of approved capital building projects and improvements.

Most importantly, this incentive money has the potential, if proper planning takes
place, to insure that the new district has a more secure financial base for the years
ahead.

The recommendations presented below were formed with the understanding that

projecting budgets and revenues far into the future is at best an uncertain science. The

longer one extends the projections, the less reliable they become.
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Recommendations

It is the consultants’ strong recommendation that the board of education of the
newly reorganized district must act wisely with the issue before them and use this sum of

incentive operating aid in accordance with the following recommendations:

1. 34% of the available Incentive Aid should be used in each year to help
offset to a degree the locally escalating tax rate. The amount of money
that this represents and the projected tax rates in the newly formed district

are displayed the previous Financial section of this report.

2. 33% of the Incentive Operating Aid available should be used to directly
enhance instructional programs within the district, to carry out
necessary employee contract leveling up, and to provide resources for the
upgrading of educational equipment and supplies that would normally not

be funded through the regular operating budget.

3. The balance of the Incentive Operating Aid not required in the above
recommendations (33%) should be placed in a series of reserve funds to
help ensure that the district has a secure financial base for the years
ahead, especially those years after the incentive operating aid formula
ends and exhausts additional resources to the new district. The district
should work closely with its auditors and other financial consultants to
appropriately place these funds in areas such as, especially, a capital
reserve fund, a tax stabilization reserve fund, a tax certiorari reserve fund,
and other reserve devices available to school districts as advised by
professional auditors. Ideally, wise use of these funds holds the potential
to protect against escalating fixed costs such as health insurance, tax
certiorari, and retirement system contributions, and to maintain or initiate
valuable and necessary student instructional programs, or to pay the local

portion of any new capital work which would be required in the newly
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combined district. Such use would forestall dramatic and damaging
spikes in future tax rates. It is recommended that this large amount of
money can best be used to keep any future tax increases at a reasonable

level while ensuring the best possible student programming.

4. The pie chart that follows again describes this recommended distribution.

POSSIBLE ALLOCATION OF 14-YEAR
OPERATING INCENTIVE AID

Taxes
$5,908,212
34%
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Final Feasibility Study Committee Recommendation

“Should the Boards of Education of Center Moriches UFSD and East
Moriches UFSD engage the two communities through the process of
public information meetings and a straw vote to determine support for a
reorganization of the two school districts?.”

Posed to the Feasibility Study Committee
November 14, 2007

At the conclusion of the study the consultants divided the Feasibility Study
Committee into two sub committees; one representing East Moriches members and one
representing Center Moriches. Since the Commissioner of Education requires that
evidence of community support be available before a binding vote on consolidation
would be considered, and since a straw vote is the recommended method to demonstrate
community support, the consultants posed the above question to the two sub committees
to deliberate. If the either or both sub committees believed that insufficient evidence
existed to engage the public at large on the issue of consolidation, they were instructed
that they should make that recommendation to their respective board of education. If,
however, they believed that there was sufficient evidence to go forward with the general
public in the two districts, then they should make that recommendation.

The results of those sub committee deliberations were as follows:

Center Moriches committee members unanimously recommended that the board

engage its public via a public information campaign and a straw vote.
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East Moriches committee members voted, with three dissenting votes, that their
board should engage its public via a public information campaign and a straw vote.

Both sub committees offered that a significant amount of work would be required
by the districts to effectively communicate the large body of data studied by the
committee to the public at large, and, therefore, that a straw vote should not be held prior

to May 2008.

Central Question

Would Instructional Opportunity Be Enhanced For All Students
At a Similar or Reduced Cost to Taxpayers by Combining the Two Districts?
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Consultants’ Final Recommendation on the Consolidation
Of Center Moriches UFSD and East Moriches UFSD

As consultants we see several clear benefits which could be attained through
combining of the two districts. The combined impact of tax savings plus instructional
enhancement is hard to overlook. First and foremost, the instructional programs currently
in place in the two fine school districts, but under threat due to rising costs, escalating tax
rates, and state resources which typically fall below rising operating costs can be
maintained and even expanded due to the additional resources that would follow the
consolidation. Attractive too is the potential to stabilize tax rates now and in the future by
wise use of Incentive Operating Aid offered to merged districts. Economies of scale
produced by the combining of the two student bodies produce some impressive savings,
while the elimination of costly tuitioning of students is an attractive inducement for
consolidation. Also, the infusion of Building Incentive Aid to pay a significantly
increased share of expensive capital projects, backed by Incentive Operating Aid to pay
any remaining local share, would mean that local residents could provide high quality
facilities to meet the needs of 21% Century educational requirements without further
burdening local taxpayers. Several millions of local dollars would be saved.

Yet, we have reservations about recommending at this time that the two
districts are ripe for a successful merger. Too much remains unknown about the fiscal
condition of the districts, especially East Moriches.

The Feasibility Study Committee, sensing that the public information phase
leading up to a straw vote would represent a significant undertaking for the districts,
wisely recommended that the two boards wait until at least May 2008 before holding
such an advisory referendum. We agree that it is wise to go slowly. In fact we believe
that the districts must hold off on any decision until more fiscal information becomes
available.

We recommend that no straw vote be scheduled until after October 2008 in
order for the next round of audit reports on each district’s fiscal health be available for
public scrutiny, and certain instructional data to become available to the districts. While

each district has had rough financial times over the past decade, it appears to the
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consultants that Center Moriches dealt with their own fiscal deficiencies in 2004-2005
and is now on relatively solid financial footing as a result.

In East Moriches, under pressure from the NYS Comptroller’s Office and the
NYS Education Department (see appendix for these documents) as well as local
taxpayers, the board of education borrowed heavily and cut expenses in 2006-07 to
eliminate a district deficit of over $3,000,000. It is our hope that the East Moriches
district has now turned the fiscal corner and will continue to employ budgeting and
spending practices which indicate good financial stewardship. In short, the one year
change seen in 2006-07 is encouraging.

Yet, we remain very cautious in our recommendation since all realize that one
year does not insure that a new trend is in place. For that reason we offer the following
set of questions for residents of the two districts, as well as both boards of education, to
contemplate before deciding if consolidation of the two districts is truly in the best
interest of all and if both parties make worthy merger partners.

It is our hope that the questions listed below will help individuals determine
whether or not the risks inherent in the consolidation are worth the rewards. For East
Moriches, those risks mean a loss of the choice of high school programs which residents
have enjoyed over the years without any guarantee that a new district’s high school will
meet their needs as effectively. The rewards for that community include fiscal stability,
reduced tax rates, and the potential enhancement of its K-8 program. Center Moriches
must decide if it wants to merge with a district that has incurred serious financial
difficulty in the recent past and then must calculate how many of those fiscal issues
remain to become the responsibility of the newly formed district. Center Moriches, on
the other hand, may reap the rewards of a merger that include fiscal stability in the form
of economies of scale and reduced tax rates, and a potential for expansion of both middle
and high school academic programming.

It is with these risks and rewards in mind that we ask the boards of education of
Center Moriches UFSD and East Moriches UFSD to weigh the following questions

before determining whether to go forward with a consolidation of the two districts.
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1. Is 2007-2008 school district spending in excess of the total

authorized by voters in East Moriches?

Section 1718(1) of the Education Law expressly states that “no
school board shall incur a district liability in excess of the amount
appropriated by a district meeting {vote} unless the board is expressly
authorized to incur such a liability.”

Yet, for several years, East Moriches’ spending has exceeded the
total authorized by its voters. As the NY State Education Department
chart below indicates, the East Moriches district has routinely spent in
excess of what the district’s taxpayers have approved. The line segmented
by diamond shapes show what the district spent each year while the line
segmented by square shapes show the spending total approved by the
district’s voters. Again, from the SED report:

East Moriches Union Free School District Original Expenditure Budget
Versus Actual Expenditures and Other Uses For the General Fund
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In fact, in 2006-07, despite being under scrutiny by both the New
York State Comptroller and by the State Education Department for its
previously documented lack of fiscal stewardship, the East Moriches
district still exceeded its contingency budget cap by some $230,000, a

violation as outlined in Ed Law 2023.
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A true indication of the district’s success or failure to place an
accurate budget before its voters last May 2007 will be indicated in the in

the auditor’s report available in October of 2008.

2. Does the 2007-2008 budget contain sufficient funds to fully cover
all tuition costs for the school year, including those tuition costs

for students with disabilities?

A significant portion of the East Moriches historical deficit
spending can be traced to high school tuition costs experienced by the
district and the failure to budget accurately for those costs. From the

Comptroller’s letter of April, 2007 (see appendix for full text):

In addition, we noted that the district’s budgeted tuition

expenditures for the 2006-07 fiscal year are $5,962,600. District

officials (now) project the total expenditures to be $6,735,637 for

the 2006-07 fiscal year, approximately $773,037 over-budget.

The auditor’s report in October of 2008 will determine whether the
East Moriches district continued to repeat past budgeting mistakes in
2007-08 or has in fact developed a plan which accurately reflects the costs

associated with tuitioning its high school students.

3. Has the Assessed Value in East Moriches or Center Moriches
changed significantly in either direction?

A district’s capacity to raise funds for school district programming
is tied directly to property values within the district. If spending rises
faster than the capacity to raise funds, tax rates increase. In Center
Moriches, property values have been relatively flat for the past S years,
ranging from a high yearly increase in value of +2.6% to a low (2007) of
+0.3%. In East Moriches the story had been more positive until 2007-08.
In the years 2004-05 through 2006-07, property values in East Moriches

averaged a very healthy +6.7% increase. In 2007-08, assessments in the
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East Moriches district actually dropped approximately 1.0% in addition to
the loss of assessed value attributable to an assessor’s error the previous |
year. It will be an important consideration to know if this drop in
assessments in East Moriches is a one year anomaly or a portent of thing
to come.

Assessed values in the two districts may be compared to the
previous year when the Town of Brookhaven’s assessor’s office releases

the data in late spring or early summer.

4. Have standardized test scores among East Moriches students
continued a downward trend in 2007-08?

In 2006-07, the East Moriches district was forced to deal with its
fiscal plight not only in the form of dramatically increased taxes but,
perhaps more importantly, with a significant decrease in staffing at the
elementary and middle levels. In that year’s (06-07) contingency budget,
eleven (11) teachers out of a district staff of 70 were cut and thirteen (13)
non-instructional positions out of approximately 50 positions were
eliminated. In addition, a building principal was eliminated with those
duties being passed on to the superintendent, and athletics (funded through
local fund-raising), field trips, and student activities were eliminated from
the budget process.

Perhaps by coincidence or, more worrisome, through cause and
effect, many standardized test score results in East Moriches are showing a
downward trend. The district was able to add four teaching positions and
one aide position back into the 2007-08 budget passed by district voters in
May 2007. However, to fully fund all personnel cut in 2006-07, including
the instructional leader of the elementary school, the building principal,
would require an additional investment of nearly $1,000,000.

The East Moriches district, evidenced in the superintendent’s
presentation on instructional programs to the Feasibility Study Committee

on September 18, 2007, maintains that it has learned to “do more with
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less” and that instruction has not suffered as a result of these cuts in
staffing.

Admittedly, one year does not make a trend. It would be wise for
interested parties in each district pay close attention to the direction these
standardized scores take as the school’s report card is issued by the

Commissioner for 2007-08. If the staffing “hole” ultimately needs to be

filled to reverse the direction of the test sores, in a merged district the
monies must come either by increasing the tax rate or by tapping into
operating incentive aid monies which were recommended to be used to

expand high school offerings.

5. Is East Moriches’ fund balance on June 30, 2008 sufficient to
offset “one-shot” revenues used to balance the 2007-2008 budget?

On June 30, 2007, the East Moriches district’s auditor reported that
the district had an excess of revenues over spending for the previous year
of $1,297,179 which when added to the $2,000,000 the district bonded for,
eliminated its previous deficit of $3,214,468 with $82,711 remaining in
fund balance. This is certainly positive news for the district and its
taxpayers. However, the consultants recognize that one year does not
insure a trend.

The 2007-08 budget approved by the voters in East Moriches in
May contained several revenue items used to balance the current year’s
budget which might be considered “one shot” revenues, in that they are
unlikely to be a recurring source of funding for the district as the 2008-09
budget is prepared. Among those items are included a half million dollars
transferred from East Moriches’ debt service fund and another quarter of a
million dollars in legislative “bullet aid”.

In the 2008-09 budget development these monies would hopefully
be replaced by the East Moriches fund balance as of June 30, 2008. If that
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fund balance is insufficient, the shortfall would have to be made up
through higher taxes.

The district’s auditors report will detail the district’s June 30, 2008
fund balance and will be available in October 2008.

6. Has 2007-2008 spending in East Moriches exceeded 2007-2008
revenues, again placing the district in a deficit mode?

As mentioned above #5 above, the East Moriches district’s
revenues in 2006-07 exceeded its expenditures, allowing for a very modest
fund balance after paying off previous deficit-produced debt. That
represents a good sign. However, again, one year does not make a trend.

The graph below, provided by the State Education Department,
shows that the district’s prior recent history has been one in which the
opposite was true...the district spent more than it took in. The line
segmented by diamond shapes shows the amount of revenue received by
the district, while the line segmented by “x” shapes shows what the board
of education actually spent. Prior to the 2006-07 turnaround, the district
spent within its means only twice in the last seven years. Such lack of
fiscal stewardship calls into question the advisability of taking on such a

district as a consolidation partner.
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East Moriches Union Free School District Revenues and Expenditures for
the General Fund
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The auditor’s report on 2007-08 spending, available in October 2008, will answer
this question.

If these questions can be answered favorably by the parties after the requisite
information becomes available by the end of October 2008 there is much potential for a
positive outcome of a consolidation of Center Moriches and East Moriches.

If, however, these issues remain troublesome, we recommend that all parties

involved proceed very cautiously, if at all, with consolidation processes.
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Study Consultants’ Final Comments

It has been a pleasure working with the many fine individuals in both school
districts and communities. We know that a report such as this cannot possibly answer all
questions a reader may have. While it is intended to be all inclusive, we urge citizens
from both communities to attend public information meetings and speak directly with
members of their respective Boards of Education and members of the Feasibility Study
Commiittee.

The final decision as to how best to configure the two districts — to come together
or to remain apart — is an important one that has far reaching consequences. If the two
elected Boards of Education follow the recommendation of the Feasibility Study
Committee and decide that the reorganization of Center Moriches and East Moriches is
worthy of going forward to a vote, that decision should and will be made solely by
informed residents whose lives are directly effected by the decision. Consultants can
guide but not decide.

As consultants we see several benefits which could be attained through combining
of the two districts. First and foremost, the instructional programs currently in place in
the two fine school districts, but under threat due to rising costs, escalating tax rates, and
state resources which typically fall below rising operating costs can be maintained and
even expanded due to the additional resources that would follow the consolidation.
Attractive too is the potential to stabilize tax rates now and in the future by wise use of
Incentive Operating Aid offered to merged districts. Economies of scale produced by the
combining of the two student bodies produce some impressive savings, while the
elimination of costly tuitioning of students is an attractive inducement for consolidation.
The infusion of Building Incentive Aid to pay a significantly increased share of
expensive capital projects such as those identified by the Feasibility Study Committee,
backed by Incentive Operating Aid to pay any remaining local share, would mean that

local residents could provide high quality facilities to meet the needs of 21* Century
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educational requirements without further burdening local taxpayers. Several millions of
local dollars would be saved.

What is missing from this list and from studies such as this is an accurate measure
of the loss of local traditions and customs which accompany all district mergers to some
degree. The study process has been helped immensely by the thoughtful and
comprehensive work of the Feasibility Study Committee. The spirit of cooperation and
interest exhibited by these citizens of the two communities set the tone for others to
follow.

Yet questions will remain. How important are school traditions some of which
are sure to end if a new school district replaces the two former districts? What about
school colors, school mascots, and the school district’s name? Do lower taxes and
upgraded facilities fully offset sending one’s child to a new setting on a different bus
route? Will residents who have historically enjoyed a choice of high schools be satisfied
with one high school? The consultants believe the positives outweigh the negatives, but
it is not for us to decide. Other school districts around the state which have reorganized
have found answers to these questions, but what is important here are the answers that
Center Moriches and East Moriches develop for these questions and others.

School districts that have been the most successful following a reorganization
have given great thought to those and other “immeasurable” but quality-of-life questions
which are sure to bring about changes in the lives of resident children and taxpayers. If
the residents of these two proud districts decide that this process is to move forward, first
through a straw vote and later through a binding vote, we urge that the two boards of
education consider setting up a series of Transition Committees, made up of local
employees, parents, residents, administrators, and, where appropriate, students, to
facilitate the smoothest transition possible from two districts to one. While Transition
Committees for such areas as course offerings, student housing short- and long-range,
athletics, and classroom usage are important, we believe that a Transition Committee to
deal with “Traditions” should be one of the first to be chartered. Finding acceptable
alternatives to important local school traditions can be key as to whether a reorganization

will be ultimately judged as successful.




Finally, should the two boards of education agree to go forward with these
committees, we suggest that they do everything possible to tap into the significant
expertise gained by members of the Feasibility Study Committee representing both
communities through this study process. We believe that many of these fine community
volunteers would be willing to continue to offer guidance and local knowledge to this
transition process. They have a great deal to contribute.

We wish both communities much success and we know that the final decision that

is reached will be in the best interest of the children and their futures.
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Appendix

May 2007 State Education Department Audit Review of East
Moriches

April 2007 NYS Comptroller letter to East Moriches re $2 million
borrowing

Local Newspaper Articles regarding the Feasibility Study
Schedule of Study Sessions

Summary Chart of Costs/Savings
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THE STATE EDUCATION DEPARTMENT | THE UNIVERSITY OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK / ALBANY, NY 12234

James A. Conway

Director

Office of Audit Services

Tel. (518) 473-4516

Fax (518) 473-0259

E-mail: jconway@mail.nysed.gov

May 1, 2007

Dr. Charles Russo
Superintendent

East Moriches UFSD

9 Adelaide Avenue

East Moriches, NY 11940

Dear Dr. Russo:

The Office of Audit Services reviews and processes district financial statements and
federal Single Audit reports. The information is reviewed to assess a district’s fiscal condition,
evaluate the quality of the financial statements and Single Audit reports, and identify issues that
require management's attention. The review of your District’s financial statements for the year
ended June 30, 2006 indicates that they generally comply with the format and content found in
the document “Reference Manual for Audits of Financial Statements of New York State
School Districts” issued by the New York State Education Department (available at

http://www.emsc.pysed. gov/mgtserv/EducM gmt/ReferenceManual/2006/2006auditreferenceman
ual.htm).

Attachment: A provides a summary -of the results of our review and identifies the District
as showing signs of fiscal stress. Attachment B includes graphs showing some key financial
data. Attachment C explains factors that affect fiscal condition.

Please provide a written response to this office within 30 days of the date of this letter
that addresses items 1-3, 9, 10, 11a, and 11b noted in Attachment A. The items identified in
Attachment A, in all likelihood, do not require a change to the financial statements for 2005-06,
but the items should be considered when preparing the 2006-07 financial statements. If you
require further clarification, please contact John Cushin at (518) 473-4516, (518) 474-5928, or
jcushin@mail.nysed.gov. Thank you for your cooperation.

: Sm?rely,
/ i e / [Lxﬁ()’"
James A. Conway
Attachments
cc: Charles Szuberla
Dr. George Chesterton, Business Consultant
Dr. Stephen A. Curtis, Board President

Edward J. Zero, District Superintendent, Eastern Suffolk BOCES
Coughlin, Foundotos, Cullen & Danowski, LLP
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Attachment B
East Moriches Union Free School District Fund Balance and
Surplus/(Deficit) for the General Fund
$3,000,000 1 e L R
$1,922,792
‘ $1.718.495 o8
$2,000,000 $1,459,493 ' $1,487,589
$1,083,814
$1,000,000 L\ $803,299 $586:507
N /.\ \ '
(8259,002) (385,203) ($389,114)
($1,000,000) 5E55.05) :
($2,000,000) \_($2,303,380)
($1,966,302)
($3,000,000) N
($3,214,468)
(54,000,000) -
99-00 00-01 01-02 02-03 03-04 04-05 05-06
—— Fund Balance —#--- Surplus/(Deficit)
/

Note:

Fund balance was decreased by $340,000 in 01-02 due to other changes to fund balance/prior
period adjustment; decreased an additional $350,000 in 02-03 due to other changes to fund
balance; increased by $987,680 in 04-05 due to other changes to fund balance; and decreased an
additional $521,974 in 05-06 due to a prior period adjustment.
East Moriches Union Free School District Revenues and Expenditures for
the General Fund
5 $20.88
2 $20 pd
$18.5/3/ $18.58
$18 //'//‘
s16 $15.13 33397 $16:56
$14 $]505 €14 6O
(rev's)
$12
$ 1 0 T T T T T T 1
99-00 00-01 01-02 02-03 03-04 04-05 05-06
‘:-O—Total Revenues and Other Sources —— T otal Expenditures and Other Uses—‘
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East Moriches Union Free School District Fund Balance as a Percent of
Adopted Expenditure Budget for the General Fund

20%
15.16%
13.719
15% Lo T1:37% 3.11%
L0% UW?% 8.17% 8.29% 8.54%
° S . - .
5% < - - A " \ 3739
6.15% 6.29% 6.45% 7.55% \
0% r - r v ¥ \ .
-5% =2:33% \
-10%
-15% \
\17.31%
-20%
99-00 00-01 01-02 02-03 03-04 04-05 05-06
—— District —e— SIatewidﬂ
East Moriches Union Free School District Original Expenditure Budget
Versus Actual Expenditures and Other Uses For the General Fund
. $22
=
(=]
= $20
P>
$18
$16
$12.84
$14 (actual)
$11.34 _
$12 / 31237 $1240
$10 $10.69 i
99-00 00-01 01-02 02-03 03-04 04-05 05-06
l-o—Total Expenditures and Other Uses —#— Original Expenditure Budget
East Moriches Union Free School District Current Ratio for the General
30 Fund 2.732 2.613
2.5 e ———
1.723
2.0 4- 1-45% 1462— 1582 —— . 1.591
1.5 I____'_____-___——l/
1.0 17269 1.286 > —
0.5 1.205 . 1.142 1.073 I— 4
N 0.954 0.756
0.0 . ’ , . . .
99-00 00-01 01-02 02-03 03-04 04-05 05-06

«——g— District —m— Statewide
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Attachment C

Fiscal Condition

Many districts are or will be facing fiscal difficulties and will need to raise additional
revenue or limit expenditures. The Department's review of general fund financial information
for the 2004-05 school year showed that 165 districts, or 24.4 percent of 675 districts Statewide,
had operating deficits of at least $250,000 (i.e., the districts' expenditures exceeded revenues by
$250,000 or more for the year). These districts had to rely upon surpluses from prior years,
reserves, and loans to fund the excess expenditures.

For the 2005-06 school year, many districts will continue to experience fiscal difficulties
given the State's budget situation and the need for additional funds to meet the higher student
performance standards.

Fiscal health is defined as the ability of a district to fund the level and quality of service
expected by its citizens in good times and bad. A board of education has the responsibility to
monitor the fiscal condition of its district.. Districts need to have adequate resources to provide
educational services on an ongoing basis. Resources should be available to address emergencies
and unforeseen situations without interrupting or negatively affecting educational services
provided to students. While there is no consensus on measuring the adequacy of resources or
fiscal condition of districts, there are certain fiscal condition indicators that should be monitored.

Districts and their boards need to be aware of these indicators and act to ensure the
district operates in a fiscally responsible manner. A district can use certain key indicators, ratios,
and trend analysis to help identify areas of fiscal concern. These indicators are discussed as
follows.

e Operating Deficit - When expenditures exceed revenue for a given period, a district has
an operating deficit. A deficit in one year can be offset by surpluses from other years,
reserve funds, or loans that must be repaid in subsequent years. However, several years
of deficits or a significant deficit in one year can deplete those surpluses and reserve
funds. Districts need to be on guard to ensure their budgets are balanced and that timely
revisions are made to the budget to reflect any changes to estimated revenues and
expenditures. The review of financial statements for the 2002-03, 2003-04, and 2004-05
school years showed that 181 districts had general fund operating deficits for two of the
three years, with 36 of those districts having deficits in all three years. In addition, some
districts had significant operating deficits in the special aid fund and the school food
service fund.

e Negative Fund Balance - The operating surplus or deficit for each year is added to or
subtracted from fund balance. A positive fund balance can be used to address revenue
shortfalls or expenditure overruns. However, continuous use of the fund balance will
ultimately result in a negative balance. While there is no legal provision for a negative
fund balance, the review of 2004-05 financial information showed 11 districts had a
negative fund balance in the general fund. A negative fund balance is the accumulation
of spending more than was received in revenue.
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e Declining Fund Balance - Districts may use the fund balance to establish three types of
accounts: '

eReserves that are specifically authorized by law;
e Appropriated fund balance for next year's budget; and

eUnreserved, undesignated fund balance (up to two percent of the upcoming budget) to
use for cash flow and unanticipated expenditures.

A decreasing trend in total fund balance or any of the three accounts may indicate fiscal
stress or that a district is using its fund balance as a financing source. For example, one
district used its fund balance to fund expenditures and, over a three-year period,
decreased its reserves from $2,162,691 to $1,298,471 and its fund balance from
$4,722,136 to anegative $1,808,154.

In order to reserve or appropriate a portion of the fund balance, a district would need to
have that amount available in fund balance. However, the financial data for the 2004-05
year showed that 30 districts reserved or appropriated more funds than they had available.
This is reported on the financial statements as negative unreserved, undesignated fund
balance (fund deficit).

e (Cash Flow - Districts must have adequate cash and current resources to meet their current
liabilities. Without the necessary current assets, a district will not be able to pay its bills
in a timely manner. The current ratio, which is calculated by dividing current assets by
current liabilities, is a measure of a district's ability to meet its current obligations. While
there are many factors to consider, a standard indicator of fiscal health is a current ratio
of at least 2 to 1. A trend of a less than 2 to 1 ratio,.a decreasing trend in the ratio or in
cash, or an increase in short-term borrowing may indicate a district is experiencing fiscal
stress. The average median current ratio for districts in the State for the previous two
years was 2.90 to 1. About 211 districts had a ratio of less than 2 to 1 in the 2004-05
year.

Districts need to be aware of the signs of fiscal stress and take the necessary action to
ensure fiscal stability. Districts need to:

eCarefully develop balanced budgets for revenues and expenditures for all fund groups.

eEnsure expenditures are within the budgeted amounts.

eMonitor the budgets on an ongoing basis and ensure that appropriations are not
overspent.

eDevelop a long-term (five-year) fiscal plan and update it annually.

eMaintain a capital asset preservation plan.

eUse reserve funds as part of fiscal planning.

Failure to do so may have a negative impact on districts including lower bond ratings and
higher costs to borrow money.
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The board and management of the district should monitor the district’s finances on an

ongoing basis throughout the year as well as at year-end. Some key questions to ask when
reviewing the year-end financial statements follow.

D

2)
3)
4

Did the district end the year with a surplus or deficit with revenues and expenditures? What
caused the district to have a surplus or deficit? At what point did the district become aware
of the surplus or deficit?

How are revenues trending in comparison to expenditures over the past three to five years?
Are expenditures outpacing revenues?

Can the reasons for significant variances that occurred during the year between the district’s
budget and actual revenues and expenditures be explained?

How much is in the district’s general fund - fund balance account? Has the district been
adding to or depleting this account in the past three to five years?
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THOMAS P. DiNAPOLI 110 STATE STREET

STATE COMPTROLLER ALBANY, NEW YORK 12236
STATE OF NEW YORK -
OFFICE OF THE STATE COMPTROLLER o
. RECF"
April 17, 2007

APR 19 2007
Dr. Charles T. Russo Cliitvtion. .~ -
Superintendent of Schools and WTlON

Memnibers of the Board of Education

East Moriches Union Free School District -
9 Adelaide Avenue

East Moriches, NY 11940

Report Number B7-7-09
Dear Dr. Russo and Members of the Board of Education:

Pursuant to Chapter 33 of the Laws of 2002, the State Legislature authorized the East Moriches
Union Free School District (District) to issue debt totaling $2 million to liquidate the
accumulated deficit in the District’s general fund as of June 30, 2006. Chapter 33 requires the
District’s chief fiscal officer to submit the District’s tenfative budget to the State Comptroller
within five days afier its preparation. The State Comptroller must examine the tentative budget
and make recommendations for any changes that are needed to bring the proposed budget into
balance. Such recommendations are made after the examination into the estimates of revenues
and expenditures of the District and prior to the approval of the budget.

Our office has recently completed an audit of the District’s proposed budget for the 2007-2008
fiscal year. The objective of the audit was to provide an independent evaluation of the tentative
budget. Our audit addressed the following questions related to the District’s budget for the 2007-
2008 fiscal year:

e Are the District’s significant revenue and expenditure projections in the proposed budget
reasonable?

We conducted our audit in accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards
(GAGAS) with the exception of reporting views of responsible officials, which were not
solicited for this report due to the necessity of providing the District with this time-sensitive
information. However, the results of this audit have been discussed with District officials and
their comments have been considered in preparing this report. GAGAS requires that we plan and
perform our audit to adequately assess the estimates in the tentative budget. Further, those
standards require that we understand the internal control structure at the District and the
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District’s compliance with those laws, rules and regulations that are relevant to preparing
estimates for the tentative budget.

To accomplish our objectives in this audit, we requested your tentative budget along with other
pertinent information. We analyzed the composition of revenues and expenditures in order to
determine if the revenue and expenditure estimates are reasonable and if the budget is
structurally balanced so that recurring costs are financed with recurring revenues. It was not our
intent and we do not offer comments on public policy decisions, such as, the type and level of
services to be provided.

The tentative budget package for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2008, submitted for audit,
consisted of the following:

e 2007-2008 Tentative Budget
e Supplementary Information

The tentative budget, as modified on March 23, 2007, is summarized as follows:

Appropriations Real Estimated
and Provisions Property Revenues Other | Appropriated
Fund for Other Uses | Taxes (RPT) Than RPT Fund Balance

General $22,491,691 $15,112,250 $6.929,711 $450,000

The observations and recommendations resulting from our audit are, to a great extent, influenced

by the quality and quantity of materials submitted, and the time between submission and budget
adoption.

Based on the results of our audit, we do not find that significant revenue and expenditure
projections in the tentative budget are reasonable. District officials have not provided sufficient
documentation that the District will complete the 2006-07 fiscal year with a surplus fund balance
to appropriate for 2007-08. In addition, they do not have a viable plan to address the $1.2 of their
accumulated deficit in excess of authorized financing. Our audit disclosed the following findings
that should be reviewed by the Board of Education (Board) for appropriate action. Good
management practices require that District officials take prompt action concerning our

recommendations. We believe that prompt action by District officials will help to improve the
District’s financial condition.

General Fund Deficit

The District had a general fund deficit of $3,214,468 at June 30, 2006, which was approximately
$1.2 million more than the $2 million in deficit financing authorized by the State Legislature.
Although the $2 million has been authorized and approved, the District has not issued the serial
bonds yet. District officials informed us that they still intend to issue this debt. Chapter 33 of the
Laws of 2002 requires the District to issue the bonds on or before June 30, 2007.
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District officials report that they will address the unexpected $1.2 million in fund deficit in two
ways. First, officials decided to raise taxes above the amount needed to support the 2006-07
budget in order to eliminate a portion of the deficit. The District adopted a tax levy of $14.5
million for the 2006-07 fiscal year, which was $882,000 more than necessary to cover their
adopted budget. The tax levy, adopted on October 25, 2006, kept the same tax rate which
generated a surplus of real property tax revenues because of increased assessed values.

District officials plan to eliminate the remaining portion of the $1.2 million deficit by using
$317,000 in surplus funds from completed capital projects. However, these funds are not legally
available for this purpose. Unexpended proceeds of debt from capital projects may only be used
- to pay for debt service and not to reduce a general fund operating deficit. Therefore, the Board
will have to develop an alternative plan to eliminate the remaining unexpected general fund
deficit.

Appropriated Fund Balance

In addition to eliminating a portion of the unexpected operating deficit from 2005-06, District
officials are also projecting that the general fund will have a surplus of $550,000 at June 30,
2007. However, District officials have not given us any explanation of how this surplus will be
achieved. In addition, we noted that the District’s budgeted tuition expenditures for the 2006-07
fiscal year are $5,962,600. District officials project total expenditures to be $6,735,637 for the
2006-07 fiscal year, approximately -$773,037 over-budget. Given this lack of supporting
information, we cannot determine how District officials determined that a surplus of $550,000
will occur.

The 2007-2008 proposed budget includes the appropriation of $450,000 of fund balance to help
finance 2007-08 operations. The practice of appropriating fund balance as a source of financing
is used by many local governments as a means of reducing the amount of the tax levy. However,
in order to avoid a budgetary deficit, the amount of fund balance appropriated must not exceed
the actual amount of surplus fund balance available. Based on the issues noted above, there is no
assurance that the District will have sufficient funds to appropriate in the 2007-2008 budget. In
addition, even if this fund balance is available, we generally advise that excess fund balance be
used to finance non-recurring expenses or to reduce outstanding debt. Using excess fund balance
to finance ongoing costs can result in future budget gaps, since this funding source will not
necessarily be available in subsequent years.

We recommend that District officials closely monitor the use of fund balance to ensure that
action is taken, if necessary, to identify other funding sources that can be used if fund balance is
no longer available to fund District operations.

We recommend that the Board reconsider appropriating fund balance in the 2007-2008 budget.
Pursuant to Chapter 33 of the Laws of 2002, the Board shall review the recommendations in this
report and make adjustments to its proposed budget. The Board must explain in writing to our

office and the Commissioner of Education any recommendations rejected.

The Board has the responsibility to initiate corrective action. Pursuant to Section 35 of General
Municipal Law, the Board should prepare a plan of action that addresses the recommendations in

179




this report and forward the plan to our office within ninety days. We encourage the Board to
make this plan available for public review in the District Clerk’s office. For guidance in
preparing your plan of action and filing this report, please refer to the attached documents.

We request that you provide us with a copy of the adopted budget.

We hope that this information is useful as you adopt a budget for the school district. If vou have

any questions on the scope of our work, please feel free to contact Richard Rennard at (631) 952-
6534.

Very truly yours,
Y T

- L’L /},,1 T S
*  Mark P. Pattison
Deputy Comptroller

Division of Local Government Services
and Economic Development

Attachments

cc:  Dr. George Chesterton, Business Official

Patricia Prendergast, District Clerk

Hon. Owen H. Johnson, Chair, Senate Finance Committee

Hon. Herman D. Farrell, Jr., Chair, Assembly Ways and Means Committee
Hon. Fred W. Thiele, Jr., NYS Assemblyman

Hon. Kenneth LaValle, NYS Senator

Paul E. Francis, Director, Division of Budget

Richard P. Mills, Commissioner, NYS Education Department

James Conway, Director, Office of Audit Services, NYS Education Department
Richard Rennard, Chief Examiner, Office of the State Comptroller
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Media Coverage

During the course of the study all Feasibility Committee Study Sessions were open to the

public and the media.

The process received regular media coverage in the Press of Manorville and The

Moriches, a weekly regional newspaper in the form of editorials and news articles.

Samples of that coverage are included on the following pages.
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Publication: The Press Of Manorville And The Moriches; Date:2007 Nov 23; Section:Opinion;
Page Number: Al2

EDITORIAL
Face the facts

It's time for East Mariches school officials to realize that the old adage is true: You can't have
it both ways. For months they've been saying that they support a merger study with the Center
Moriches School District and would let district residents decide the matter after the facts were
in. But now that a $50,000, nine-month feasibility study of such a merger has been
completed—one that offers an overtly positive outlook—some East Moriches officials are crying
foul, criticizing the study’s methodology and results. A committee of community members
assignhed to assist with the study voted to recommend that the twb school boards hold unofficial
straw polls this spring to gauge each community’s interest in the merger. But East Moriches
School Board President Dr. Stephen A. Curtis said he would not support such a public opinion
vote, citing what he deemed flaws in the study, particularly in enrocliment and tax rate
projections. Also, East Moriches School Superintendent Dr. Charles T. Russo, at the final
meeting of the committee and consultants last Wednesday, questioned the tax rate projections,
claiming that a $2 million loan to offset the district’s overspending was somehow counted twice.
The consultants maintain that they used standard and accepted formulas in the calculations.

. Center Moriches officials, who have been pushing for a merger for the past couple of years, had

no issues with the resuits. The preliminary results show that a consolidation of the school
districts will save taxpayers money, in the long run, at least. While tax rates might rise a little
at first, they eventually will decrease, and taxpayers of a combined district would actually pay
less than they are paying now. While the decision should not be made singly on the issue of
taxes, it's also reasonable to assume that a combined district with combined resources would be
able to build a much stronger academic program than the individual districts now offer. The
objections of Dr. Curtis and Dr. Russo ring hollow. They read like the next in a series of
disinformation campaigns in the district designed to maintain the status quo. But that status
quo has resulted in the near death of the district, with $3.2 million in overspending in recent
years, a 21-percent tax hike last year and another 9-percent tax hike this year. It is time to put
aside worn-thin tradition, personal agendas and foolish pride, and, finally, stop the bleeding. In
his objections this week, Dr. Curtis—who has been a strong proponent of maintaining a choice
of high schools for students in the district, which does not have its own high school—whispered
that better deals might be offered by the other two districts that serve the East Moriches
population. While those whispers are intriguing, even the most astute negotiator knows there is
a time to stop bargaining and close a good deal. A merger between the two districts is a good
deal for everyone. The districts’ boards of education must finally put the decision to the voters,
and taxpayers must embrace the consolidation—far their own sake and the sake of the children
in the district.
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Publication: The Press Of Manorville And The Moriches; Date:2007 Nov 02; Section:News;
Page Number: A2

School district has $3.2M surplus

By Bryan Finlayson

The Center Moriches School District posted a $3.2-million surpius for the 2006-2007 school
year, more than half of which will be used to offset school taxes this year, according to a
recently completed audit of the district’s finances.

The surplus is unprecedented in the history of the school district, which had subjected
taxpayers to a one-year 38.4-percent property tax increase just three years ago. Jill S. Fichter,
a partner with the Port Jefferson Station-based auditing firm Coughlin Foundotos Cullen and
Danowski, discussed the results of a recently completed external audit of district finances with
the Center Moriches School Board during a special meeting last Wednesday, October 24.

She explained that in addition to spending $1.5 million less than it budgeted for in last year's
$30.5-million budget, the district was the recipient of about $1 million of unexpected revenues.
Ms. Fichter noted that about half of the $3.2-million surplus comes from last year’s budget,
while the remainder is from unanticipated revenues. About $1 million in revenue was generated
in the increased number of special eduction students from East Moriches and the Poospatuck
Indian Reservation in Mastic who are now attending the district, according to school officials.
Other revenue came in from various investments and an increase in state grant money totaling
about $400,000. The district received about $2 million in state funding last year.

“At this time, the district is in its best financial standing in its history,” Center Moriches School
Superintendent Dr. Donald James said.

As a result of the surpius, district taxpayers will be paying slightly less than they expected this
year in school property taxes, as $1.8 million from the surplus will be used to offset the tax
rate. School taxes still increased this year, but by a lower than projected margin.

The district tax rate will increase by $1.56 per $100 of assessed valuation this year, less than 1
percent overall, bringing the rate to $209.35 per $100, according to school administrators.
The remaining $1.4 million from the surplus has been placed in the district’s fund balance and
its emergency repair fund. That money can be tapped for future expenses.

“They are financially healthy,” said Ms. Fichter of the district’s finances. “They really watch and
they do a good job, considering they are a small district.

“I've been here for a number of weeks, and the district is in good shape. As your auditor, I'm
happy to see that,” she continued. "The programs are being run, the programs are being
monitored. There is almost no overspending. From a financial standpoint, I'm very pleased.”
School Board members alsc were pleased with the results of the external audit, which they are
required to complete.

“It’s the best financial condition that we have ever been in for this district,” said School Board
President Joseph W. McHeffey. “"Things are better than ever, academically, financial, and
facility-wise, and we are determined to make it better.”
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Publication: The Press Of Manorvilie And The Moriches; Date:2007 Nov 02; Section:News;
Page Number: A2

Error forces rise in tax rate

By Bryan Finlayson

l The East Moriches School Board agreed to raise school property taxes by three times its

preliminary estimates this year, in order to offset an assessment error made by Brookhaven

l Town in 2006.

Last week’s 6-1 vote will increase the district tax rate to $197.74 per $100 of assessed

valuation, a 6.9-percent increase from last year. The tax hike was a departure from the

l anticipated tax rate of $189.58 per $100, which had equated to a 2.1-percent increase. School

Board members used that figure when estimating the tax rate and while formulating the

district’s $20.3 million 2007-2008 budget.

The board was forced to raise taxes a second time due to an asseSsment error made by

l Brookhaven Town in 2006. School officials said they were forced to raise taxes after the town

mistakenly conducted a double-assessment of the Walden Pond community on Frowein Road,

the largest tax entity in the hamlet. To help offset the full impact of the error, the board

l accepted $250,000 in emergency aid from New York State. Glenn Neuschwender was the only

board

member to oppose the measure to readjust the tax rate, stating that more should have been

done to assist East Moriches residents.

l *I think we are pricing people right out of their homes,” Mr. Neuschwender said. “They moved

here expecting a certain quality of life, and now that quality of life on the financial side has

changed dramatically.

I “There is a void in the vision of where we are going,” he continued. “I don’t know where it is. It

has to be more than asking [taxpayers] for money and writing checks.” A glitch in a relatively

new computer program used by the Brookhaven Town assessor’s office mistakenly counted the

' parcel—assessed at $3.4 million—twice. The error was discovered last December and resulted in

a 5.5-percent drop in the overall assessment for the district. However, the district was not

notified of the error until the end of September, when school officials received this year’s final

assessment numbers.

I School Board members formulated the 2007-2008 budget without being aware of the error,
which made them think they had an added windfall of $880,000. The error caught up with the
district this year. “Unfortunately, no one contacted the district,” East Moriches Schools

l Superintendent Dr. Charles T. Russo said of the assessor’s office. “The error drastically
decreased the tax assessment.”

As a result of the error, the hamlet’s total assessed valuation dropped last year from

' $7,835,293 to $7,481,291. As a result, district officials were forced to raise the tax rate,
something they said they were pained to do considering that school property taxes have
jumped by about 43 percent over the past five years.

“To sit here now and say we are going to raise the tax rate is a difficult burden,” School Board

' member Thomas Vitale said. "I don’t think any of us have an answer right now except to Band-
Aid the problem.”

On the brighter side, East Moriches finished the 2006-2007 school year approximately $55,000

I in the black, meaning the district is in its best financial shape since 2004. In 2006, the district
ended the school year $3.2 million in debt.

That debt was paid off this year with a combination of state money and unanticipated revenue

l from last year’'s budget. In July, the district borrowed $2 million from the state white bringing in
an extra $1.5 million in unexpected revenues. The money was used to pay off the $3.2-million
debt.

“The deficit spending has been paid off and there is a unappropriated fund balance of $55,000,”

l Dr. Russo said. “This is a happy story.”

Prior to receiving the state aid and unanticipated revenue, the district had overspent its budget
last year to the tune of $233,000, according to district officials. The overspending was the resuit

I of the district having to adopt an austerity budget last year after voters twice rejected the
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School Board's proposed $18.6-million budgets. Due to the contingency budget, some district
programs were left underfunded, accounting for the $233,000 debt.

“"We were forced into a budget number,” Dr. Russo said. "Whether it was going to meet the
expenditures or not, that was the number we were forced into.”

To address the double-assessment error, school officials met last week with members of
Brookhaven Supervisor Brian X. Foley’s staff. It was the first of a series of planned meetings.
Though no agreement has been reached, Dr. Russo said the town is considering at least one
option that would ultimately help stabilize the East Moriches schoot tax rate. “I am awaiting a
response to a request that we had to adjust the new assessment rate over multiple years as
opposed to a one-year adjustment,” Dr. Russo said. "We want to try to find a solution that
works for everybody.”

Tom Burke, a spokesman for the town, emphasized this week that a final decision has not been
reached. “There was no expectation on anyone’s part that any action would be taken as a result
of the meeting,” he said. .
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Publication: The Press Of Manorville And The Moriches; Date:2007 Nov 23; Section:Front
Page; Page Number: Al

SCHOOL MERGER COULD GET PUBLIC VOTE

Study results are disputed by some
By Bryan Finlayson

East Moriches school districts might cast votes this spring in separate straw polis designed to
gauge the public’s opinion on whether the two districts should consolidate into a single district.
The two boards of education still must approve the preliminary polling, but if they are held and
both communities support the initiative, a more formal referendum could be held later in the
spring, officials said this week, which would settle the consolidation issue.

News of the possible straw votes followed the final in a series of merger committee meetings
last Wednesday night, November 14, conducted by consultants with School Efficiency Services,
a Syracuse-based firm that is developing a study of the proposed merger.

Since this spring, the merger committee has explored how a merger between the two districts
would function and what it would cost. The tax impact for residents of both districts has been a
central theme of the meetings, and early resuits of the study project that while taxes might
initially increase, they would actually decrease over time. Last week’s meeting summed up
months of discussions on the pros and cons of a merger.

Following the meeting, in a unanimous vote, members of the committee representing Center
Moriches voted to conduct a straw vote in May or June. Members of the committee representing
East Moriches voted 6-3 in favor of a similar vote.

However, East Moriches School Board President Dr. Stephen A. Curtis said he had misgivings
about the study that could cause him—and others on the School Board—to vote against
approving a straw vote if the concerns, centering on enroliment figures and tax rate projections
in the study, were not addressed.

*I have some serious reservations as to the way it was done, just the philosophy of it,” Dr.
Curtis said of the study. According to Dr. Curtis, the study reached conclusions different from
several merger studies of other districts comparable to East Moriches. “I would like to see this
move forward to a merger vote—if and only if—1I feel the study is valid. If I don‘t think that
report is accurate, how in God can I accept it?”

Meanwhile, Joseph W. McHeffey, president of the Center Moriches School Board, expressed no
qualms about the study and noted that the committee’s recommendation will be taken into
account when the board moves to approve a straw vote.

The school board would not vote until after a final version of the report is submitted to both
boards on or about January 15.

The straw votes could take place as soon as March 2008, said Daniel Porter, president of School
Efficiency Services, which is preparing a 150-page merger study report for the neighboring
districts.

A formal public vote to approve a merger, held in each district, must be passed bilaterally in
order for a merger to happen. Depending on the resuits of the straw votes, a final vote on the
merger could take place as soon as May 2008. If approved, the new district would be formed as
of July 1, 2008.

“It takes two to tango,” Mr. Porter said last Wednesday of the bilateral vote. “It's a tough
decision whether two districts merge. This is high stakes in both communities.”

The tax impact to residents in East Moriches was debated last week, and not until last
Wednesday were the results of a recent audit of East Moriches’s 2006-2007 finances presented
to the merger committee. A major impetus for 8 merger would be to stabilize taxes for
residents living in both districts, which have each seen dramatic increases in recent years.
According to the School Efficiency Services study, residents of East Moriches and Center
Moriches could end up with lower school tax rates by 2014,

But East Moriches Superintendent of Schools Dr. Charles T. Russo challenged the consultants’
projections of the East Moriches tax rate. In fact, Dr. Russo said that the savings for East
Moriches residents could be much lower than what the projection states.

Dr. Russo believes a number relating to the district’s debt service payments on a $2 million loan
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that it floated last year to offset overspending in the district was counted twice in the study,
once as an individual asset, the second time indirectly in the district’s budget last year and this
year. Dr. Russo said the debt service has been budgeted for over the past two years and should
not have been included in the study’s tax rate projection.

*It's double-hitting the issue,” Dr. Russo said. “The issue is that it is inflating the tax rate. I
disagree with it wholeheartedly.”

Dr. Russo said that the tax rate in East Moriches could be as much as $75 lower—without a
merger—in 2014 than the study predicts. The study predicts East Moriches residents will be
paying $259 per $100 in 2014 if a merger does not occur.

A consultant with School Efficiency Services, Lee Peters, stood by the projection, stating that he
would be remiss to not include it in the study’s calcuiations.

“We've predicted some growth,” Mr. Peters said. Dr. Russo “says ‘no,’ but we don’t know. The
method we are using is an established formula used across the state. If he disagrees, then,
hey, we don't care.” According to the study, East Moriches taxes, which are currently $185 per
$100 of assessed valuation, would jump by about $20 per $100 if a merger occurred in 2008. If
the districts were combined, the school tax rate would be about $202 per $100 in 2008.

Center Moriches, which currently pays $208 per $100 of assessed valuation, would see taxes
decrease by about $5 in 2008 if a merger occurred. However by 2014, the combined tax rate of
a merged district is projected to actually decrease to about $194 per $100 of assessed
valuation.

Also at the meeting, the consultants rehashed the pros and cons of a8 merger. The consultants
said a merger of the two school districts could resuit in an annual savings of $1.1 million, a
direct result of East Moriches no longer having to pay tuition to outside schools for its high
school-age students.

However, administrative costs and extra staffing could result in an increase in spending of about
$150,000, and as many as 20 new classrooms would have to be built to handle the influx of
East Moriches students currently being educated out of district.

Other benefits of a merger could include $17 million in extra state aid over 14 years and a 95-
percent state financing of all new construction approved by the newly merged district for 10

years.

2

A merger committe omposed of East Moriches and Center Moriches residents held their final meeting
last Wednesday, November 14. Committee members from both the East Moriches and Center Moriches
school district voted to recommend a straw vote to gauge public opinion. BRYAN FINLAYSON
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Center Moriches UFSD and East Moriches UFSD
Reorganization Feasibility Study Committee
Work Schedule

Organizational Meeting Wednesday, May 30" @ Center Moriches @ 5 pm

e Explanation of work
Study areas
Ground rules
Timeline
Incentive Aid Overview
Tour
e Governance
Work Study #1 Tuesday, June 26th @ East Moriches @ 5 pm

e TFinance

Work Study #2 Tuesday, August 21 @ Center Moriches @ 5 pm
e Personnel

Pupil Enrollments

Use of Facilities (options)

Governance study

Work Study # 3 Tuesday, September 18 @ East Moriches @ 5 pm
e Instructional Programs
e Facilities Priorities

Optional Study Session — November 5 @ Center Moriches
e Comparison of Instructional Programs (Special Meeting)

Work Study #4 Tuesday, November 14@ Center Moriches @ 5 pm
e Co-curricular
e Options for Instructional Enhancement
e Facilities (condition)
e Transportation if needed

Tentative

Report of Study Recommendations to Boards — January 15, 2008
Straw vote (if approved) -

Final Vote —
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Center Moriches- East Moriches
Feasibility Study

Summary of Costs/Savings as a Result of a Merger

Item Savings Cost Notes and Comments

Absorption of $1,350,000 25 pupils per grade level @ $13,500

EMO 9-12 Per year per pupil; need several years to fully

students phase in; already in tax rate
calculation

Transportation 70,000 Estimated savings of not traveling to

per year WHB and some efficiencies at CM as

a result of better filling contract buses

Staff Contract

Level up

-Teachers $0 $0 Estimated equivalent contracts; no
cost or savings
- Non-Instruct $85,000 | Worst case scenario to level up
Per year

Administrative $250,000 | Additional MS or HS assistant

Costs Per year | principal; asst superintendent for
instruction

Tuition Savings $990,500 Figured on 07-08 enrollment numbers,
annual savings if all hs students were
educated at CM instead of ESM and
WHB.

Operating $17,725,635 Recommend divided one-third for

Incentive Aid

Over 14 years

instruction, one-third for tax
stabilization, and one-third for reserve
funds including capital reserve to pay
for local share of capital construction

Building $200,000 per For at least 10 years after merger;
Incentive Aid each would include costs for borrowing,
$1 million of architects fees, etc. Local share of
approved project would decrease form 31% of
capital total to 11 % of total
Construction
projects
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