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Preface 
 

Frankfort-Schuyler Central School District 
 
Board of Education Members:  Dominick Bellino; Jack Bono; Michael Button; Joseph Ciccone; 
Robert Gillette, Jr.; Lisa LoRe; Angela Service       
 
Superintendent of Schools:  Robert F. Reina 
 
Frankfort-Schuyler is situated in central New York State, Herkimer County, in the towns of 
Frankfort and Schuyler. The City of Utica is five miles to the west and the city of Little Falls is 
approximately eleven miles to the east. The village of Frankfort is the commercial center of the 
school district. 
 
The school district encompasses approximately 70 square miles. Of the four schools in this 
Feasibility Study, Frankfort-Schuyler is on the western edge.  
 
In 2010-11, students were housed in three school buildings; the Junior-Senior High School for 
grades 7-12; Reese Road Elementary School (grades K-6) and West Frankfort Elementary 
School (grades K-6).  While this study was in progress, the board of education decided to close 
the West Frankfort School for the 2011-12 school year. 
 
 

Herkimer Central School District 
 

Board of Education Members: Anthony Brindisi; John Cipriano; Mark Conley; Diann Fischer; 
Robert Mihevc; Nicholas Netti; Harry Reeder      
 
Superintendent of Schools:  Gary A. Tutty – Interim 
                Carol Zygo – former  

 
Herkimer Central School is in the western sector of Herkimer County. The city of Utica is 
located approximately thirteen miles to the west and Little Falls is approximately  five miles to 
the east. Major highways serving the District include Interstate 90 (at Exit 30) and New York 
State Routes 5 and 5S. 
 
The school district encompasses approximately one hundred square miles. The character of the 
school district is primarily residential and agricultural in nature. 
 
Herkimer is the home of Herkimer County Community College which offers opportunities to 
local students and families and well as provides employment to area residents. Other facilities 
and services include the Bassett Health Center; Wal-Mart Super Center, Lowe's Superstore and 
the Mohawk Valley Health Network. 
 
The Herkimer Central School District is housed in two buildings. The Herkimer Elementary 
School was constructed in 1991, located on a campus in East Herkimer and serves students in 
grades K-6.   The Junior-Senior High School serves students in grades 7-12. 
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Ilion Central School District 
 

Board of Education Members:  Bonnie C. Coffin; Stephen G. Coupe; Thomas F. Goldin; Daniel 
A. LaLonde; Clifford Lane; Deanna R. Stubley; James Vitale  
      
Superintendent of Schools:    Cosimo Tangorra, Jr. 

 
The Ilion Central School is an 11 square mile district located on the southern bank of the historic 
Mohawk River. Ilion is a quaint village steeped in tradition, but the community also boasts a 
progressive attitude.  The same might be said of the school district 
 
The Ilion Central School District is comprised of three buildings. Barringer Road Elementary 
serves students in grades K-6 and Remington Elementary serves grades Pre-K through 6. The 
Junior-Senior High School houses students in grades 7-12. In 2003, the district completed a $32 
million dollar building project and is currently completing a $25 million dollar EXCEL project to 
improve facilities, infrastructure and grounds. The district has a fitness center that is available for 
community use.    

Remington Arms is one of the largest employers in the district. 

 
 
 

Mohawk Central School District 
 

Board of Education Members:  Ronald Bunce; Vincent Casale; James Fleming; Vicki C. Judd; 
John Pickett; Lori Sementilli  
     
Superintendent of Schools:   Joyce M. Caputo 

 
 

The Mohawk Central School District is located in the heart of the Mohawk Valley encompassing 
the Village of Mohawk and the surrounding rural area. The school district encompasses 
approximately 39 square miles and includes the Towns of German Flats, Columbia, Little Falls 
and Litchfield.  The character of the district is primarily rural with the majority of homes being 
single-family dwellings. There is high  mobility between Mohawk and other valley school 
systems during the academic year. This calls on close networking of information to insure the 
smooth transition of services.  
 
Mohawk Central School is housed in two buildings; the Harry M. Fisher Elementary School (K-
6) and the Gregory B. Jarvis Jr/Sr High School. Harry M. Fisher was a beloved principal of the 
elementary school , Gregory B. Jarvis was a Challenger astronaut, who was a 1962 Mohawk 
graduate. In October 1994, the Jarvis building was devastated by fire and students were 
temporarily housed in Ilion Central School facilities. An ensuing four-year building project 
resulted in a total reconstruction of the Jarvis building and expansion of the Fisher building. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
A MATTER OF THE ECONOMY AND NOT POOR STEWARDSHIP OF PUBLIC 
RESOURCES 
 
Frankfort-Schuyler, Herkimer, Ilion, and Mohawk Central School Districts have a history of 
good stewardship of public resources as evidenced by the support of their communities.  
However, school districts just like individuals and businesses have had to reduce expenditures 
for staff, student programs, and general operations to deal with the recession of 2008 and its 
continued fallout for the foreseeable future. 
 
With state aid revenues likely to remain flat, it is projected that school district expenditure 
reductions will need to continue in order to offset these declining revenues. It is believed by the 
Boards of Education of the four school districts that local community members are unable to 
shoulder the burden of a transfer of the shortfall in state aid revenues to increased property taxes 
to raise the revenue. 
 
In addition with the passage of the 2% property tax levy limit law by the NYS Legislature and 
Governor, schools cannot legislatively go beyond that measure without over 60% of their voting 
residents agreeing to do so. For upstate school districts that typically receive 60+% of their 
revenues from state aid, it is becoming increasingly difficult to maintain even the most basic of 
school programs. Indeed, for both the short and long term, the forecast for upstate school districts 
is not good.  
 
THE DILEMMA FACING COMMUNITIES AND THEIR RESPECTIVE BOARDS OF 
EDUCATION 
 

1. State aid to support local school districts may stay flat for the foreseeable future;  
And, 

2. The capacity for local taxpayers of a school district to shoulder more revenue 
responsibility may or may not be possible;  

And, 
3. School district communities, the State of New York, and the Federal perspective are 

expecting higher measured student achievement for all students; 
And, 

4. School district communities, the State of New York, and the Federal perspective are 
requiring the delivery of an educational program to all students that will enable them to 
be productive citizens in the workforce, and to be competitive in the global economy, as 
well as have the basic skills to pursue post-high school specialized education 
opportunities. 

 
EXAMPLES OF OTHER DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES AT WORK AFFECTING THE 
DELIVERY OF PUBLIC SCHOOL EDUCATION 
 

A. Declining community population and a declining school-age population, 2/3 of 
NYS population resides in 12 downstate counties; 

B. Declining job market opportunities; 
C. Growing federal budget deficit and sluggish economy; 
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D. Rural NYS experiencing a 44% less growth in property values compared to 
metro areas of the State; 

E. Increasing health insurance and employee pension costs; 
F. Unemployment rate in rural NYS of about 10.5% is almost one fifth higher than 

the unemployment rate in metro areas of the State; 
G. Global threats to the US economy by increases in international student measured 

achievement;  
H. Unfunded mandates expected of school districts; 
I. Equity issues in how school funding by the state affects less wealthy school 

districts. 
 
DUE DILIGENT PLANNING BY THE FRANKFORT-SCHUYLER, HERKIMER, 
ILION, AND MOHAWK BOARDS OF EDUCATION AND THIS STUDY 
 
The four Boards of Education collaboratively applied for and were awarded a NYS Department 
of State Grant to determine if reorganization could provide enhanced opportunities for all pupils 
of the four school districts and, at the same time, increase efficiencies and lower cost for the 
overall operations by forming a reorganized school district.  
 
The four Boards of Education and their superintendents had no pre-conceived notions about the 
findings of the study or a pre-conceived advocacy for what the findings should be.  
 
They believe they can work together to deliver the program and deal with the long-term financial 
realty facing school districts, other municipalities, and local school district residents.  In addition, 
the Boards recognize that the financial projections and economic projections underscore that 
“business as usual” probably will not be a viable option for all school districts across the state 
and their residents.  
 
Because of the due diligence of the four Boards of Education in exploring options, the 
information offered in this study provides a concrete way for the four communities and their 
Boards of Education to engage public discussion in an open and transparent fashion.  The SES 
Study Team ‘holds up a mirror’ in the study to various kinds of data about the four school 
districts; organizes that data into useable resource tools; and reports the findings of the analyses 
of the data without bias or advocacy as to what decision the Boards and communities should 
implement.   
 
We hope our work in collaboration with 64 volunteer community members from the four school 
districts will be a valuable tool to help local decision-making deal with the dilemma facing 
public schools in an economy that likely will not provide increased financial support to deliver 
Pre-K through grade 12 public education.   
 
We thank the districts for allowing us to work with you and the four Community Advisory 
Committees on this study. 
 
 
The SES Study Team, LLC 
Fall, 2011
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PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 
 
The Boards of Education of Frankfort-Schuyler, Herkimer, Ilion and Mohawk Central School Districts 

engaged this study as part of their on-going long-range planning efforts.  The four Boards, similar to most 

school districts in New York State, continuously balance the mission to provide a comprehensive 

educational program as a foundation that will enable students to be ‘globally competitive’ as adult citizens, 

and the responsibility to provide such a program within the financial means of the communities that the 

school districts serve. 

 

The New York State Department of State and the New York State Education Department provided a grant 

opportunity for the four school districts to study the feasibility of reorganization of the districts as a possible 

method to deliver educational services collectively to the adjoining school districts and communities.   

 

The four districts accepted the grant with no preconceived conclusions as to what the findings of the study 

might be.  The four Boards of Education and their superintendents sought the grant as a resource to exercise 

their due diligence in providing information about a possible option for delivery of public education by the 

four districts for review and possible consideration by the respective communities.    

 

The services of the SES Study Team, LLC were engaged by the four Boards of Education to implement a 

feasibility study to answer:   

Would the reorganization (through centralization) of the four districts provide enhanced educational 
opportunities and, at the same time, increase efficiencies and lower cost for the overall operations by 

forming a reorganized school district? 
 
The role of the SES Study Team is to prepare a study that provides practical, useful data to help the Boards 

of Education, the Community Advisory Committees, and the communities to first engage in a public policy 

discussion as to how best to serve the young people of the communities in the future and, then, second to 

make decisions about that future. 

 
METHODOLOGY OF THE STUDY 

 Guiding values and principles of the study process included: 
 

1. Inclusion of, and sensitivity to, all points of view from the communities involved; 
2. A focus on answering a set of questions by school district and community stakeholders; 
3. An approach that begins with the collection of data, a review of major findings, sharing of 

perceptions, recommendations based upon challenges and opportunities, and finally 
modeling of potential options as a result of reorganization; 
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4. The role of school district instructional, instructional support, and administrative staff in 
providing comprehensive data for the study to use to answer its questions; 

5. Public transparency of the work and data developed and compiled by Community 
Committees and  the Study Team; 

6. The creation of a study report that becomes the prime useable tool by members of the 
communities as they decide how best to educate their children in the future. 

 
 The key element of the methodology of the study is the four Community Advisory Committees.  Sixty-

four community members from the four school districts met from January through September with the 
consultant team.  The purpose of the Community Advisory Committees is to provide representation for 
all residents, taxpayers and stakeholders of each respective district in the study process. The charge 
given to the ad hoc Committees appointed by each Board was: 

 
◊ To listen to presentations and discussions and provide perspectives and feedback about the data 

and their analysis during the study process. 
◊ To advise the consultants on issues related to the study. 
◊ To help keep district residents informed with accurate information about the study. 
◊ To promote 3-way communication among school district officials and personnel, the citizens of 

the districts, and the SES Study Team consultants. 
 
Starting on page -2- of the DATA section of the study report are the criteria used by the Boards to appoint 
Committee members from those who volunteered.   
 

 The Community Advisory Committees first identified a set of questions that their work and the study 
should address.  These questions became the guide for the research of the study and the agendas of the 
work sessions of the Community Advisory Committees. 

 
Starting on page -3- of the DATA section of the study report are the questions developed by the Committees 
to guide the work of the study. 
 

 The Community Advisory Committees met with the SES Study Team for ten work sessions from 
January through September 2011.  Data sets were collected, analyzed, and discussed by the Advisory 
Committees and the SES Study Team to address the purpose of the study: 
 
Would the reorganization (through centralization) of the four districts provide enhanced educational 
opportunities and, at the same time, increase efficiencies and lower cost for the overall operations by 

forming a reorganized school district? 
 
The role of The SES Study Team was to “hold up a mirror” to data about each of the school districts; 
organize the data without analysis; provide the data to the Community Advisory Committees in an 
unbiased manner; answer questions of the community volunteers; listen to the perceptions about what 
are the possible opportunities and challenges if the communities of the four school districts chose to 
reorganize into one school district.  The data included information about the following major categories: 

 
◊ Demographics of the four districts. 

 
◊ The current financial condition profiles of each district. 
◊ Current property taxes. 
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◊ Pupil capacities of the existing school buildings. 
◊ Building conditions of the existing school buildings. 
 
◊ Current class sizes in delivering the program currently. 
 
◊ The elementary program offerings. 
◊ The secondary program offerings. 
◊ Co-curricular and athletic offerings. 
◊ State student assessment data. 
◊ College enrollment data about school district graduates. 
 
◊ How the school districts currently share regionally with other school districts. 
 
◊ Current instructional and instructional support staffing and deployment. 
◊ Current expenditures for staffing and program. 
◊ Elements of current labor contracts. 
◊ Historical retention pattern of staff. 

 
◊ Current expenditures to deliver the educational program separately in the four districts. 

 
 

The agendas for each of the work session meetings of the Community Advisory Committees are included 
starting on page -8- of the DATA section of the study report 
 
 
FINDINGS OF THE RESEARCH AND ANALYSIS OF DATA ABOUT EACH SCHOOL 
DISTRICT 
 
A.  Demographics of the Four School Districts 
 

1.  Estimated Enrollment Projections of the four school districts. 
 
The six sources of current and projected school district enrollment are:  

• live births within the school district and their eventual kindergarten enrollment in the district; 
• new household population with children who move to the district; 
• new population who move to the district who are at child-bearing age and plan to begin a family;  
• enrollment of students from non-public schools or from home schooling settings;  
• school program and academic intervention changes that may increase the success of the school 

district in keeping existing enrollment as long as possible to culminate in high school graduation; 
• a change by other public schools, if any, who tuition students to attend the school district. 

 
All enrollment projections have inherent uncertainties because the assumptions on which they are based can 

be affected by changes in human behavior, by the economy, or by other events.  Key factors of population 

change relating to school enrollments are often interrelated and can multiply as one or more factors 

unexpectedly change or change significantly from their status at the time of this study.  Future enrollments 

are positively affected by: 
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• Added births in the district and the resulting added kindergarten enrollments. 
• The reductions in private school/home school/charter school enrollments 
• The increase in the enrollment retention of students through grade 12 as completers of a 

diploma program. 
• A robust employment market that can attract new residents with children and/or who are at 

childbearing age. 
• A robust housing market that can attract new residents with children and/ or who are at 

childbearing age. 
• Increased enrollment of tuitioned students from other school districts. 
 

Similarly, future enrollment projections can be negatively affected by the antitheses of the same variables. 

Therefore, the enrollment projection estimates should be revisited and updated yearly if there are any major 

changes in:  the assumptions that base the methodology of this study; the annual live birth data for the 

district; major shifts in the housing market and employment market opportunities from what has been 

expected; changes in the educational program offered; and/or changes in the non-public school, charter 

school, or out of school district enrollments by school district residents; or major immediate changes to the 

numbers of pupils tuitioned from other school districts.   

The enrollment projections calculation study data tool is in the DATA section of the study report starting on 
page -31-.  
 

The baseline cohort enrollment projections for the four districts five years into the future for grades K-6 and 

ten years into the future for grades 7-12 are charted below.  
DATA SNAPSHOT FRANKFORT-SCHUYLER 

Calculation Year Grades 
K-6 

Grades 
7-12 

CURRENT ENROLLMENT 2010-2011 622 583 
 

2015-2016 559  Baseline Cohort 
Low Range 2020-2021  530 

 
2015-2016 583  Baseline Cohort 

Mid Range 2020-2021  543 
 

2015-2016 589  Baseline Cohort 
High Range 2020-2021  537 

 
DATA SNAPSHOT HERKIMER 

Calculation Year Grades 
K-6 

Grades 
7-12 

CURRENT ENROLLMENT 2010-2011 653 556 
 

2015-2016 665  Baseline Cohort 
Low Range 2020-2021  629 

 
2015-2016 686  Baseline Cohort 

Mid Range 2020-2021  629 
 

2015-2016 699  Baseline Cohort 
High Range 2020-2021  656 
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DATA SNAPSHOT ILION 

Calculation Year Grades 
K-6 

Grades 
7-12 

CURRENT ENROLLMENT 2010-2011 790 734 
 

2015-2016 739  Baseline Cohort 
Low Range 2020-2021  661 

 
2015-2016 836  Baseline Cohort 

Mid Range 2020-2021  713 
 

2015-2016 847  Baseline Cohort 
High Range 2020-2021  714 

 

DATA SNAPSHOT MOHAWK 
Calculation Year Grades 

K-6 
Grades 

7-12 
CURRENT ENROLLMENT 2010-2011 419 388 

 
2015-2016 357  Baseline Cohort 

Low Range 2020-2021  298 
 

2015-2016 395  Baseline Cohort 
Mid Range 2020-2021  320 

 
2015-2016 415  Baseline Cohort 

High Range 2020-2021  324 
Summarized below are the enrollment projection data calculations as they apply to a reorganization of the 

four districts into one K-12 school district. 
DATA SNAPSHOT  

Calculation Year Grades 
K-6 

Grades 
7-12 

TOTAL GRADES  
K-12 FOR INITIAL 

IMPLEMENTATION 
PLANNING 

CURRENT COMBINED 
ENROLLMENT OF THE FOUR 

DISTRICTS 

2010-2011 2484 2261 4745 

 
2011-2012 2465 2208 4673 
2012-2013 2445 2153 4598 
2013-2014 2430 2121 4551 
2014-2015 2385 2112 4497 

Baseline Cohort 
Low Range 

2015-2016 2320 2150 4470 
 

2011-2012 2500 2208 4708 
2012-2013 2510 2153 4663 
2013-2014 2515 2121 4636 
2014-2015 2515 2112 4627 

Baseline Cohort 
Mid Range 

2015-2016 2500 2150 4650 
 

2011-2012 2513 2208 4721 
2012-2013 2523 2153 4676 
2013-2014 2538 2121 4659 
2014-2015 2550 2112 4662 

Baseline Cohort 
High Range 

2015-2016 2550 2150 4700 
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FINDINGS:   
 
Frankfort-Schuyler:  Elementary grades K-6 enrollment is estimated to decrease between 30 and 65 pupils 
over the next five years.  Grades 7-12 enrollment is estimated to decrease between 40 and 55 pupils over the 
next ten years. 
 
Herkimer:  Elementary grades K-6 enrollment is estimated to increase by about 10 to 45 pupils over the 
next five years.  Grades 7-12 enrollment is estimated to increase by about 70 and 100 pupils over the next 
ten years. 
 
Ilion:  Elementary grades K-6 enrollment is estimated to either increase by about 55 pupils or decrease by 
about 50 pupils over the next five years.  Grades 7-12 enrollment is estimated to decrease between 20 and 
65 pupils over the next ten years. 
 
Mohawk:  Elementary grades K-6 enrollment is estimated to remain stable and may likely decrease by 
about 60 pupils over the next five years.  Grades 7-12 enrollment is estimated to decrease between 60 and 
90 pupils over the next ten years. 
 
If the communities authorized a reorganization of the four districts into one, the new district can expect an 
elementary K-6 high range enrollment estimate of  2550 pupils in five years compared to the 2010-
2011enrollment of 2484 for grades K-6.  The new district can expect a grades 7-12 high range enrollment 
estimate of 2150 pupils in five years compared to the 2010-2011 enrollment of 2261 for grades 7-12. 
 
The most conservative enrollment projection estimates a total of 4470 pupils in grades K-12 for a 
reorganized district in five years.  A mid-range projection estimates a total of 4650 pupils and the high-
range projection estimates a total of 4700 pupils for grades K-12.  Currently, the four districts combined 
serve 4745 pupils in grades K-12. 
 
The study uses the most conservative enrollment projection in its analyses.  The high enrollment projection 
of 4700 pupils in grades K-12 is used as a baseline in reviewing program opportunities, staffing, and use of 
facilities to deliver a ‘what if’ program if the four districts reorganized into one. 
 
Themes of observations by the Community Advisory Committees regarding the enrollment projections data: 
 

Possible Opportunities: Possible Challenges: 
◊ The larger potential base of students 

combined allows more participation in 
more and different classes. 

◊ Combined K-12 data trend for each of 
the four districts is in overall decline. 

◊ Better use of the faculty and staff we 
have without increasing class sizes or 
running classes that are just too small 
because of declining overall 
enrollment. 

◊ Keeping costs under ‘control’ by 
individual districts while the student 
enrollment base may be declining 
probably will be difficult. 

 ◊ Will we need all the school buildings 
we have now as future enrollments 
probably will decrease? 

 ◊ When is the point when a student 
population just too small to offer a 
complete program with quality? 
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2.  Federal Census Demographic Data Snapshot of the Four School Districts 
 
A valuable tool to use as the Boards and communities make value judgments about future enrollments and 

the outlook for the Frankfort-Schuyler, Herkimer, Ilion, and Mohawk is Federal Census data.  Within 24 

months, 2010 Census data will begin to be available for use by school districts.  Below is a chart that lists 

some of the most salient demographic characteristics reported by the 2009 Census estimate.  The Census 

data are included in this report to provide a tool for more in-depth analysis which may provide insights into 

how potential new population, new housing or employment opportunities may or may not affect the 

enrollment of the school district in the future.  In addition, a review of the Census data variables can provide 

insights into: community education program opportunities, K-12 program variables related to the 

community profiles, public relations/communication strategies with various subsets of the population in the 

district, and other school district issues and roles as the school districts plan for the future.  Discussing the 

similarities and dissimilarities of the characteristics of the four school districts can be valuable as the 

Boards, senior leadership, and the communities define short range and long-range plans for the districts.  

The Census data are meant to engage discussion about how to serve the pupils and the communities of the 

school districts.   

 

The DATA section of the study report starting on page -80- includes a comprehensive list of demographic 
characteristics of each school district in four categories: Demographic and Housing Estimates, Social 
Characteristics, Economic Characteristics, and Housing Characteristics. 
 
An example discussion question for Frankfort-Schuyler, Herkimer, Ilion, and Mohawk based on the Census 

data might include:  

 What challenges and/or opportunities do the following demographic characteristics present to 
the mission of providing public education in the four districts reorganized into one; separately?  

o 6.4% of the F-S school district population is under five years old; 5.6% for the Herkimer 
school district;  7% for Ilion; 6.8% for Mohawk 

o the median age of the F-S school district is 40.7 years; 43.4 for Herkimer; 35.4 for Ilion, 
and 39.9 for Mohawk. The median ages of two of the districts are close to the top of the 
span considered to be ‘child-bearing years’ for the general population. 

o 29.3% of the F-S school district households include one or more people over 65; 28.8% 
for Herkimer; 23.1% for Ilion; and 24.4% for Mohawk 

o 28.5% of the F-S school district households include one or more people under 18; 30.3% 
for Herkimer; 37.2% for Ilion; and 31.3% for Mohawk  

o 87% of the population in the F-S school district were in the same residence one year 
ago—8.2% lived in the same county one year ago; 81.6% of the population in the 
Herkimer school district were in the same residence one year ago—9.7% lived in the 
same county one year ago; 89.1% of the population in the Ilion school district were in 
the same residence one year ago—7.6% lived in the same county one year ago; 87.7% of 
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the population in the Mohawk school district were in the same residence one year ago—
9.6% lived in the same county one year ago 

o 87% of the F-S population has a high school diploma or higher; 85.1% of the Herkimer 
school district population;  86.9% of the Ilion school district population; and 87.4% of 
the Mohawk school district population 

o average household income in the F-S district is $49,771; $44,128 in the Herkimer 
district; $51,682 in the Ilion district; and $49,926 in the Mohawk district  

o average family household income in the F-S district is $59,309; $56,590 in the Herkimer 
district; $59,264 in the Ilion district; and $60,064 in the Mohawk district  

o 8.4% of all the family households in F-S are below the poverty level; 11.6% in 
Herkimer; 11.5% in Ilion; and 7.2% in Mohawk 

o 17.2% of all the family households in F-S that are below the poverty level have related 
children under age 18; 15.9% in Herkimer; 18.3% in Ilion; and 12.1% in Mohawk 

o 5.1% of all the family households in F-S that are below the poverty level have related 
children under age 5; 15.2% in Herkimer; 32.7% in Ilion; and 20.5% in Mohawk 

o 11.6% of the total population of F-S are below the poverty level; 18.1% in Herkimer; 
13.9% in Ilion; and 10.3% in Mohawk 

o 20.1% of all people under 18 in F-S are below the poverty level; 16% in Herkimer; 
16.9% in Ilion; and 15.8% in Mohawk 

o 9.2% of all people 65 years and older in F-S are below the poverty level; 13.7% in 
Herkimer; 7.35 in Ilion; and 4.4% in Mohawk  

o 72.8% of the housing units in F-S are owner-occupied; 57.7% in Herkimer; 61.2% in 
Ilion; and 74.3% in Mohawk 

 
A team of ‘guest outsiders’ cannot judge what characteristics are similar or dissimilar—only those who live 

in the districts who are part of the culture and value system can make that judgment.  The ‘number’ data 

reported by the Census for many demographic characteristics of the four school districts seem to be in close 

range to each other.  

 

Themes of observations by the Community Advisory Committees regarding the census demographic 
characteristic data: 

 
Possible Opportunities: Possible Challenges: 

◊ Despite the four districts represent four 
district “communities”, the demographics are 
remarkably similar. 

◊ Overcoming community resistance to giving 
up unique sense of each school district. 

◊ Given that the demographics are very similar 
it’s possible a merger would be cohesive and 
that what individual communities desire for 
their children are aligned communities desire 
for their children are aligned. 

◊ Loss of identify by some because of what 
they sense are local ‘cultural’ differences. 

◊ Ability by the four communities to blend the 
Mohawk Valley to eliminate parochialism. 

◊ Some people’s attitudes about their private 
issues with the “other side of the tracks”. 

◊ The four school districts are supporting very 
similar students. 
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3.  Geographic Distances between the School Buildings of the Four School Districts 

Square Mile Sizes of School Districts in the Herkimer BOCES region: 
Poland Dolgeville W.Canada 

Valley 
Mount 

Markham 
Richfield 
Springs 

Oppenheim-
Ephratah 

Owen 
D. 

Young 

Little 
Falls 

Mohawk Frankfort Herkimer Ilion 

458.83 175.92 107.21 96.44 87.85 83.76 65.97 57.41 43.97 39.54 22.43 11.13 

 
 Potential size of  reorganized district made up of Frankfort, Herkimer, Ilion and Mohawk:  117.07 

square miles 
 Distances between the current ten school buildings in the four school districts and the BOCES 

campus: 
 

 MOHAWK 
 

JARVIS 
HS. 

 

MOHAWK 
 

FISHER 
EL. 

 

HERKIMER 
 

HS. 
 

HERKIMER 
 

EL. 
. 

ILION 
 

HS 
 

ILION 
BARR. 

RD. 
EL. 

. 

ILION 
 

REM. 
EL. 

 

F-S. 
 
 

HS. 
 

F-S. 
REESE 
RD. EL. 

 

F-S. 
W.FRANK 

 
EL. 

 
HERKIMER 

BOCES 
5.17 5.52 4.57 .53 6.51 7.87 5.68 7.85 8.69 14.9 

F-S. W.FRANK 
EL. 

 

11.39 

 

11.64 

 

11.78 

 

14.92 

 

10.91 

 

9.47 

 

10.0 

 

7.6 

 

7.89 

 

F-S. 
REESE RD. EL. 

 

4.24 

 

7.98 

 

4.99 

 

8.26 

 

3.36 

 

2.71 

 

2.82 

 

.46 

  

F-S. HS. 4.21 4.95 4.96 8.23 3.57 2.68 2.79    

ILION 
REM. EL. 

1.55 2.59 2.26 5.07 1.28 1.89     

ILION BARR. 
RD.EL. 

3.81 4.06 4.31 7.34 1.05      

ILION HS 3.25 3.50 3.17 5.98       

HERKIMER 
EL. 

3.88 4.13 4.04        

HERKIMER 
HS. 

2.12 2.37         

MOHAWK 
FISHER EL. 

1.09          

 
 Distances between the current bus garage/repair centers: 

 
 113 

SPRUCE 
STREET, 

ILION 

2245  
DWYER 

AVENUE, 
UTICA 

145  
GROS 

BOULEVARD, 
HERKIMER 

22 
EAST MAIN 

STREET, 
MOHAWK 

 

 

2.18 

 

 

11.89 

 

 

3.92 

145  
GROS 

BOULEVARD, 
HERKIMER 

 

4.78 

 

14.48 

 

2245  
DWYER 

AVENUE, 
UTICA 

 

10.45 
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Themes of observations by the Community Advisory Committees regarding the geography of the location of 
the existing school buildings of the four school districts: 
 
Possible Opportunities: Possible Challenges: 

◊ The locations of the buildings are close to 
each other to house different configurations 
of grade levels. 

◊ Looking at redefining the existing busing 
pattern to be more cost effective and allow 
children of different age levels to have their 
own bus routes.  

◊ The buildings can provide specialties that 
can provide ‘magnet school’ type specialty 
programs 

◊ Younger children (probably grades K 
through 4) should be bused the least.  
Possibly maintain local elementary schools 
in the overall plan. 

◊ West Frankfort is now closed, but it is the 
most ‘isolated’ school geographically in the 
region of the four school districts. 

◊ Try and keep bus routes to no longer than 
one hour for all students. 

◊ Separate bus runs for elementary and 
secondary students may help manage 
behavior on the buses. 

 

 

4. Fiscal Condition Profiles of the Four Districts 

Mr. Patrick J. Powers, CPA, PFS senior partner of D’Arcangelo & Co. analyzed the financial characteristics 
of the four school districts. School District fiscal condition is dependent on a number of issues.  A major 
challenge in the current economic environment the school district needs to be able to absorb State Aid 
decreases and increasing expenditures while maintaining a sound educational program. 
 
Some indicators of fiscal health include such items as: 
 

• Fund balance, including reserves 
• Excess of revenues over expenditures  
• How reliant is the school district on State aid? 
• Excess appropriation of fund balance 
• Comparison of budgeted revenues and expenditures to actual 
• School Lunch subsidies? 
• Status of tax  certiorari or any litigation outstanding 

 
The DATA section of the study report starting on page -92- includes an analysis of expenditures, revenues, 
fund balances, and long term debt of the four districts for the fiscal year ending June 30, 2010. 
 
Charted below are the unreserved/unallocated fund balance percentages of the annual approved budgets for 

the fiscal years ending June 30, 2010 and June 30, 2011. 

Unreserved/Unallocated Fund Balance as a % of the Annual Approved Budget 
 Frankfort-Schuyler Herkimer Ilion Mohawk 
June 30, 2010 4.39% 5.7% 13.31% 3.97% 
June 30, 2011 4.21% 5.01% 7.99% 3.59% 
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Below is a fiscal condition summary comparison of the four districts for 2010. 

Frankfort-Schuyler Herkimer Ilion Mohawk

1 General Fund Excess Revenues Over Expenditures Last Two Years? Yes Yes Yes Yes
Excess revenues for all but Mohawk decreased sharply 
in 2010. Mohawk excess was approx. $171,000 in 
2010, up from only $47,000 in 2009.

2 State and Federal Aid / Total Revenue 60.65% 60.79% 78.91% 71.77%

Ilion and Mohawk highly dependent on State Aid as a 
revenue source.  Future reductions in State Aid would 
force higher than average increases in the tax levy 
and/or expenditure reductions. The average for similar 
regions is 58%.

3 K-12 Public School Enrollment including Charter Schools 1,205 1,209 1,524 807 4,745 total enrollment

4 General Fund Expenditures per Pupil $13,454 $15,129 $14,717 $16,885
Mohawk has a higher expenditure per pupil due to the 
inability of the smaller enrolment to absorb the fixed 
costs.

5 Debt Service as a % of Expenditures 11.31% 13.67% 13.04% 10.96% Herkimer and Ilion are slightly higher than the 
percentage for similar regions - approx. 12%.

6 Percent of Unexpended 2010 Budget 5.3% 4.8% 6.0% 3.4%

7 Percent of Revenue Under Budget -1.00% 0 0 -1.0%

8 2010 Excess (Deficit) Revenues and Expenditures to Budget 4.3% 4.8% 6.0% 2.4% Mohawk at a total of 2.4% has a close budget. A total 
of 5.0-7.0% is acceptable.

9 % of Pupils Eligible for Free/Reduced Price Lunches 38.0% 55.0% 47.0% 43.5%

10 School Lunch Fund Balance at June 30, 2010 $93,559 $243 $62,062 $66,743 Mohawk operated at a loss in 2010.

11 School Lunch Subsidy from Genereal Fund? No-contracted out No-contracted out No. No.
Mohawk does not charged health insurance to the 
lunch fund. 

FISCAL CONDITION COMPARISON
AS OF JUNE 30, 2010

INDICATORS SCHOOL DISTRICT OBSERVATIONS

 
 

OVERALL FINDINGS: 

 Ilion is financially the strongest with 24% of expenditures in fund balance, including several 
reserves. 

 Mohawk is the weakest financially with 5.86% in fund balance with no reserves other than 
encumbrances from outstanding purchase orders from the year before. 

 Final expenditures by each district are within 96.4% to 94% of estimated expenditures at the time of 
budget preparation. The percent of unexpended budget in 2010 therefore ranges from 3.4% to 6.0%.  
Therefore, the districts are not inflating expected expenditures in their estimated budgets at the time 
of budget preparation.  Similarly, each district is accurately estimated their revenues at the time of 
budget preparation, therefore there is little to none money ‘left over’ from more than expected 
revenues received during the budget year.   

 Existing reserves are low and do not adequately protect the taxpayers from unexpected financial 
liabilities like unemployment, tax certiorari challenges, worker’s compensation, property loss and 
liabilities, and facility capital expenses. 

 Each district has allocated fund balances to reduce taxes.  It is unlikely that there will be sufficient 
funds from not spending estimated expenditures and from unexpected revenues not planned at the 
time of budget preparation to continue carrying over much money into a future year’s budget to 
offset the property tax levy.  
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A chart that shows the 2011-2011 property tax levies and rates of each of the school districts is provided 

below. 

 

Frankfort 214,441,923        0.7500 285,922,564       6,740,776           85.448290% 5,759,877.82         26.86              
Schuyler 43,579,489          0.8950 48,692,166         6,740,776           14.551710% 980,898.18            22.51              

Total 258,021,412        334,614,730       100.000000% 6,740,776
20.19                Tax Rate per $1000 on True

Herkimer 338,182,772        0.9400 359,768,906       7,475,944           96.782711% 7,235,421.28         21.40              
Little Falls 8,371,707            70.0000 11,959,581         7,475,944           3.217289% 240,522.72            28.73              

Total 346,554,479        371,728,487       100.000000% 7,475,944
20.86                Tax Rate per $1000 on True

German Flatts 119,562,576        0.7715 154,974,175                  3,876,316 80.277674% 3,111,816.32         26.03              
Columbia 28,975,415          0.95 30,500,437                    3,876,316 15.799433% 612,435.95            21.14              

Little Falls 5,175,860            0.7 7,394,086                      3,876,316 3.830187% 148,470.15            28.69              
Litchfield 170,019               0.95 178,967                         3,876,316 0.092706% 3,593.58                21.14              

Total 153,883,870        193,047,665       100.000000% 3,876,316
20.08                  Tax Rate per $1000 on True

Frankfort 16,416,810          0.75 21,889,080         4,590,000           8.057738% 369,850.17            22.53              
German Flats 189,324,250        0.7715 245,397,602       4,590,000           90.334984% 4,146,375.77         21.90              
Herkimer 3,550,341            0.94 3,776,959           4,590,000           1.390362% 63,817.62              17.98              
Schuyler 527,384               0.895 589,256              4,590,000           0.216915% 9,956.40                18.88              

Total 209,818,785        271,652,897       99.999999% 4,590,000
16.90                  Tax Rate per $1000 on True

Herkimer CS

Frankfort-Schuyler CS

Mohawk CS

Ilion CS

 
 

 

5.  Historical Perspective of Referendum Votes of Each District 

Since 2005 there have been a total of 39 public referenda in the four school districts for the annual budget, 

bus purchases, and capital projects.  Only 4 of the public referenda were not approved by the voters since 

2005.  
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HISTORY OF PUBLIC REFERENDUM:  FRANKFORT-SCHUYLER 

BUDGET REFERENDUM BUS REFERENDUM CAPITAL BUDGET REFERENDUM 
DATE $ 

AMOUNT 
# VOTED 

‘YES’ 
# VOTED 

‘NO’ 
DATE $ 

AMOUNT 
# VOTED 

‘YES’ 
# VOTED 

‘NO’ 
DATE $ 

AMOUNT 
# VOTED 

‘YES’ 
# VOTED 

‘NO’ 
May 2005 14,451,829 451 169         
May 2006 15,213,107 326 143         
May 2007 15,822,636 247 79     June 2007 $3.7 74 21 
May 2008 16,590,536 409 156         
May 2009 16,944,449 319 103         
May 2010 17,689,785 380 164         
May 2011 17,569,141 431 336         

HISTORY OF PUBLIC REFERENDUM:  HERKIMER 
05/17/05 $15,323,682 436 181         
 05/16/06  $16,191,012 323 186 07/25/06 $320,000 88 15     
05/15/07 $17,161,963 362 222     05/15/07 $11,900,000 321 260 
05/20/08 $18,072,477 272 136 05/20/08 $200,000 274 128     
05/19/09 $18,923,335 267 191 05/19/09 $250,000 276 180     
05/18/10 $19,969,462 423 258 05/18/10 $160,000 407 267     
05/17/11 $19,969,462 370 287 05/17/11 $218,000 300 335     

HISTORY OF PUBLIC REFERENDUM:  ILION 
May 2005 20,950,000        391       111         
May 2006 20,947,654       377       478         
June 2006 20,947,654       808       433         
May 2007 21,987,654       428       155         
May 2008 23,108,965       355         93     May 2008 25,006,000       283         65 
May 2009 23,839,590       313         97         
May 2010 25,901,000       307       138         

HISTORY OF PUBLIC REFERENDUM: MOHAWK 
5/17/05 11,827,221 320 134 5/16/06 240,000 259 98 5/15/07 11,812,000 334 247 
5/16/06 12,213,781 259 107 10/27/09 250,000 183 90     
5/15/07 12,760,575 403 195         
5/20/08 13,386,629 219 101         
5/19/09 14,139,348 236 273         
5/18/10 14,573,533 289 172         
5/17/11 14,209,294 282 221         
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B.  The School Buildings in the Four School Districts 

1.  Pupil Capacity of Each of the School Buildings  

The study provides a school building pupil capacity assessment that first documents how the instructional 

spaces in all of the school buildings of the four school districts are utilized in the 2010-2011 school year to 

deliver the pre-kindergarten through grade twelve program including special education. Second, it provides 

an assessment of pupil capacity of each building as defined by local class size teacher contractual 

definitions and the local school district goals of each school district. 

The pupil capacity analysis of each school building starts on page -102- in the DATA section of the study 
report.  
 

The pupil capacity analysis is based on the following assumptions: 

• There is no new construction of additional space and no immediate renovations of existing space 
forecasted. 

• Unassigned pupil capacity is factored to ensure flexibility of program delivery, allow for program 
enhancements, and allow for appropriate space for instructional support activities. 

• All existing instructional support spaces remain instructional support spaces. (Example: reading rooms, 
speech rooms, resource rooms.) 

• There is factored in an allocation of eight classrooms district-wide for Pre-K at class section size of 18 
pupils (288 half day; 144 full day pupils). 

• The analysis, at the present time, does not include renting classrooms to the BOCES to host consortium 
shared programs. 

• Current spaces currently used for central administration in each of the four school districts are not ‘re-
claimed’ for instructional program pupil capacity at this time. 

• Pupil Capacity of classrooms for direct instruction are based on the following class sizes:  
◊ Kindergarten and grade 1:    20 pupils 
◊ Grades 2 and 3:                     22 pupils 
◊ Grades 4, 5, and 6:                24 pupils 
◊ Grades 7-12:                          25 pupils*  

 *(Note:  Often for specialized Grades 7-12 courses, it is likely that the class sizes for such specialized courses may be between 
10-(or fewer pupils as approved by the board)-and 25 pupils.  During other instructional periods of the day, it is likely a 
classroom will host class sizes near the 25 pupil number for other courses less specialized.) 

 
During the process of the study, the Frankfort-Schuyler West Frankfort Elementary School was closed.  The 
Results of the Pupil Capacity Analysis below reflect that decision: 
 

CURRENT ELEMENTARY 
SCHOOL BUILDINGS 

K-6 
PUPIL 

CAPACITY 

CURRENT SECONDARY 
SCHOOL 

BUILDINGS 

7-12 
PUPIL 

CAPACITY 
FRANKFORT- 

SCHUYLER 
Reese Road El. 

634 
(the F-S housing plan 

for 2011-2012) 

 

FRANKFORT- 
SCHUYLER 
High School 

 
784 

FRANKFORT- 
SCHUYLER 

West Frankfort El. 

 
252 

  

 
HERKIMER 
Elementary 

 
800 

 HERKIMER 
High School 

 
879 
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ILION 
Barringer Rd Elementary 

 
584 

 ILION 
High School 

 
1340 

ILION 
Remington Elementary 

 
530 

  

 
MOHAWK Fisher 

Elementary 
 

578 
 MOHAWK 

Jarvis High School 
 

560 
 

TOTAL K-6 PUPIL CAPACITY 
AVAILABLE WITH THE CURRENT 

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL BUILDINGS 

 
3378 

TOTAL PUPIL CAPACITY 
 AVAILABLE WITH 
CURRENTGRADES 

 7-12 BUILDINGS 

 
3563 

Anticipated  
 Pupil Capacity Need in 

 five years: 

 
 

2320-2550 

 

Highest Anticipated 
 Pupil Capacity Need in 

ten years: 

 
 

2118-2231 
 

 
There exists between 1058 and 828 school building pupil capacity in excess of the 2320 to 2550 

kindergarten through grade 6 enrollment estimated in five years.  Between 33% and 24% of the existing 

grades kindergarten through grade 6 pupil capacity is likely not to be needed within five years.  There exists 

between 1445 and 1332 school building pupil capacity in excess of the 2118 to 2231 grades 7 through 12 

enrollment estimated in ten years.  Between 40% and 37% of the existing grades 7 through 12 pupil 

capacity is likely not to be needed within ten years.   

 

Themes of observations by the Community Advisory Committees regarding the existing school building 
pupil capacity in the four school districts: 
 
Possible Opportunities: Possible Challenges: 

◊ A reorganization of the four school districts 
into one likely will not need new 
construction or massive renovations. 

◊ Determining which buildings get used for 
what purpose.  Might be emotional for some. 

◊ Reorganization might make better use of the 
school buildings of the current four school 
districts.   

◊ Loss of identify by some because of what 
they sense are local ‘cultural’ differences. 

◊ The districts’ buildings are under utilized in 
that they are capable of serving many more 
students. 

◊ Other uses for school buildings in this 
economy are limited. 

◊ Reconfiguration of grade levels housed in the 
various buildings could enhance education 
concentration and success; and could 
eliminate some costs for the short and long 
term. 

◊ The buildings of the districts are 
underutilized—the districts separately will 
need to somehow deal with it since 
enrollment estimates for the future look to be 
flat at best. 

 

2.  Infrastructure Condition of the Existing School Buildings 
 

Prior to the commencement of the reorganization study, the four school districts operated a total of ten 

instructional school buildings. While the reorganization study was in progress in May 2011, the Frankfort-
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Schuyler board of education decided to close West Frankfort Elementary School for the 2011-12 school 

year. In addition, all four districts operate a maintenance and/or transportation facility for a total of 14 

buildings. 

 

Each of the districts completed its five-year Building Condition Survey during the 2010-11 school year as 

required by NYS law. Those documents, completed by licensed architects and filed with the New York 

State Education Department provide a thorough assessment of each of the buildings in each of the districts. 

 

The summary of the Building Condition Surveys of each School District building begins on page -127- in 
the DATA section of the study report.  
 

In the hundreds of items and systems examined in each of the 14 buildings, a small number of items were 

judged “Unsatisfactory.” One item was judged “non-functioning.” That was the swimming pool at Fisher 

Elementary School in Mohawk. No item was judged “critical failure.” (see DATA Set page -130- for 

definitions). The total estimated capital construction expenses for all four districts through 2015-2016 as per 

the Building Condition Survey Reports of 2010 would be approximately $14.1 million over the next five 

years. 

 

Those areas deemed “Unsatisfactory” include such items as : VCT floor tiles; exterior door hardware; hot 

water heater; furnace; lighting fixtures; gym wood flooring; air handling system; swimming pool (at Fisher 

Elementary).  

 

While the Building Condition Survey Reports do suggest some repairs, renovations etc, none of the 

buildings will require major renovations to house students safely in the new district should reorganization 

occur. 

 

The four school communities, through their respective boards of education and administration, have 

maintained their school buildings through periodic and responsible repairs, renovations and additions via 

capital projects over a sustained period of time. 

 

Due to declining enrollment over time, the economies of scale realized when reorganizing four districts into 

one and the planning the districts did in protecting and maintaining the facilities, no new construction or 

major renovations should be required to house students and staff safely in year one if these districts 

reorganize. It should be noted that demographics like enrollments and conditions may change over time for 
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this reorganized district as with other school districts in the state. Therefore, any housing or capital 

improvement initiatives will change in subsequent years from the plans considered for year one by the 

findings of this study. 

 

Themes of observations by the Community Advisory Committees regarding the building conditions of the 
buildings in the four school districts: 
 
Possible Opportunities: Possible Challenges: 

◊ The reorganized school district should be 
able to house safely all students and staff. 
The facilities would not require immediate 
additions, renovations or repairs. 

◊ At some time prior to or within the first year 
of the reorganized district, management may 
need to address issues of parking on several 
of the school campuses. A shift of student 
populations and staff (at the current Ilion 
High School for example) may require an 
immediate as well as long-term plan and 
policy to address parking. 

◊ The new District could avail itself of the 
possible 98% incentive building aid ratio that 
will exist for ten years. This state building 
aid ratio and subsequent contract with NYS 
could substantially fund repairs and 
renovations to all facilities and grounds. 

◊ The swimming pool in what is now the 
Herkimer High School may need an upgrade 
to its pool area, to replace the HVAC system 
and replace chemical tanks at an estimated 
cost of $400,000. 

 ◊ Since some schools in the reorganized 
district would not be scheduled to house the 
aged students as they were originally 
designed, some retrofitting in subsequent 
years may be required as to support 
program/curriculum delivery decisions made 
by the district. 

 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
If the Districts' communities affirm a reorganization as prescribed by law, the new district should 

immediately establish a Facilities Transition Committee to address the issues related to facilities, grounds 

and playing fields. This committee should have broad-based composition including, but not limited to, 

representatives from all merged districts; buildings and grounds staff, students, faculty, support staff, 

parents, community and perhaps a school architect as an advisor. 

 

The new District could avail itself of the possible 98% incentive building aid ratio that can be accessed 

during the first ten years of the new district. This state building aid for a newly organized school district 

could substantially fund repairs and renovations to all facilities and grounds that could last and serve the 

community and generations of pupils far into the future. 
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The new district has a ten-year window to qualify for the enhanced building aid.  The State Education 

Department requires signed contracts with a general contractor for any capital project within the ten-year 

window. Reasonably, it usually takes up to two years to plan a capital improvement project, propose a 

public referendum, design, obtain final SED approval and complete the competitive bidding process.  

Therefore, it is recommended that the new District upon organization should immediately engage the 

services of a professional architectural firm and, with their assistance, carefully and cost-effectively develop 

a long-range plan to address all the items listed in the Building Condition Survey Reports and any facilities-

related changes necessary for program improvement.  In addition, the newly organized District should 

consider engaging the services of an experienced architect and/or consultant with expertise in renewable 

energy systems. It is suggested that the long-range plan should also include steps to institute a variety of 

renewable energy options to reduce energy expenses in the district's annual operating budget. 

 
 
C.  The Educational Program in the Four School Districts 
 
1.  Current Class Sizes Grades preK-12   
 
Charted below is a list of any teacher contract language and/or School Board policies currently in place that 

refers to class size. 

Frankfort-
Schuyler 

Teacher contract; Article III, sub paragraph 4:  
 Any teacher, with a class size of more than twenty-seven (27), shall be permitted to 
have scheduled an individual fourth (4th) day of parent conferences, with appropriate 
relief, provided the supervisor approves. 

Herkimer Teacher contract; Article X, paragraph I (Distance Learning): 
The number of students in a class, including those at receiving sites, shall not exceed 
that which is traditional in the host district for teachers in the particular discipline 
being offered. 

Ilion Teacher contract: Article XIII, paragraph I: 
It shall be the policy of the Board to establish a district class size range of 25-30 
students insofar as it is practicable. 

Mohawk none 
 

Charted below is a summary of the grades pre-kindergarten through grade 6 class section size ranges and 

averages in each of the four school districts as of October 1, 2010.  The class sizes of self-contained special 

needs classrooms are also listed by district.  

 

The total collection of class size data, including the size of each grade level section across the four districts 
starts on page -131- of the DATA section of the study report. 
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2010-2011 SCHOOL YEAR GRADE LEVEL CLASS SECTION ENROLLMENTS AS OF 

OCTOBER 1, 2010 
 

GRADE 
 LEVEL 

FRANKFORT- 
SCHUYLER 

Reese Road El. 

FRANKFORT- 
SCHUYLER 

West Frankfort 
El. 

HERKIMER 
Herkimer 

Elementary 

ILION 
Barringer 

Rd 
Elementary 

Ilion 
Remington 
Elementary 

Mohawk 
Fisher 

Elementary 

RE-K  Range 18-18  17-17  13-19 16-17 
PRE-K  Average 18  17  16.2 16.3 

K Range 18-23 20-20 17-20 20-20 18-19 15-18 
GRADE 
 LEVEL 

FRANKFORT- 
SCHUYLER 

Reese Road El. 

FRANKFORT- 
SCHUYLER 

West Frankfort 
El. 

HERKIMER 
Herkimer 

Elementary 

ILION 
Barringer 

Rd 
Elementary 

Ilion 
Remington 
Elementary 

Mohawk 
Fisher 

Elementary 

K Average 21.3 20 18.9 20 18.3 16.3 
GRADE 1 Range 21-24 27-27 18-22 18-21 21-23 15-19 

GRADE 1 
Average 

22.5 27 20.6 19.3 22.3 16.5 

GRADE 2 Range 21-22 22-24 20-24 20-21 20-21 16-17 
GRADE 2 

Average 
21.5 23 22.5 20.3 20.6 16.3 

GRADE 3 Range 24-24 24-25 18-20 21-22 16-20 20-21 
GRADE 3 

Average 
24 24.5 19 21.5 18 20.3 

GRADE 4 Range 19-20 20-21 20-21 15-18 17-22 19-22 
GRADE 4 

Average 
19.5 20.5 20.75 16 19.3 20.3 

GRADE 5 Range 18-20 22-23 19-22 17-18 21-24 19-21 
GRADE 5 

Average 
19 22.5 20 17.3 22.6 19.7 

GRADE 6 Range 18-22 21-25 26-27 26-27 18-19 
GRADE 6 

Average 
20.5 22 26.5 26.5 18.3 

 
SPECIAL 

NEEDS SELF-
CONTAINED 

CLASSROOMS 
(TYPE-RATIO) 

FRANKFORT- 
SCHUYLER 

Reese Road El. 

FRANKFORT- 
SCHUYLER 

West Frankfort 
El. 

HERKIMER 
Herkimer 

Elementary 

ILION 
Barringer 

Rd 
Elementary 

Ilion 
Remington 
Elementary 

Mohawk 
Fisher 

Elementary 

12:1:1 12  13  9 5 
12:1:1 13  14    
12:1:1   9    
12:1:1   8 12   
15:1:1    12 7  
15:1:1     9  
15:1:1     9  
 
Charted below is a summary of the grades 7 through 12 English class section size ranges and averages in 

each of the four school districts as of October 1, 2011.  The class sizes of self-contained special needs 

classrooms are also listed by district. 
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2010-2011 SCHOOL YEAR GRADES 7-12 ENGLISH 

CLASS SECTION ENROLLMENTS AS OF OCTOBER 1, 2010 
 

 
The superintendents report that each district tries to achieve the following class section sizes as a best 
practice in serving the pupils and in utilizing the skill sets of the teachers at each grade level: 
 
Pre-Kindergarten:   18 pupils per class section 
Kindergarten and grade 1: 20 pupils per class section 
Grades 2 and 3:  22 pupils per class section 
Grade 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8: 24 pupils per class section 
Grades 9, 10, 11, and 12 
               (core subjects): 25 pupils per class section 
 
The chart below summarizes how the current grade level section average class sizes in each of the districts 

are below, at, or above the class section goals listed above. 

Findings: 
 

 Across the four school districts and across all grade levels, in only one instance is a district at the 
class section size goal. 

 Across the four school districts and across all grade levels, the class section sizes are below the class 
section size goal in 50 instances. 

 Across the four school districts and across all grade levels, the class section sizes are above the class 
section size goal in 12 instances. 

 
 
 
 

ENGLISH CLASSES GRADE LEVEL FRANKFORT-
SCHUYLER 
High School 

HERKIMER 
High School 

ILION 
High 

School 

MOHAWK 
Jarvis  

High School 
GRADE 7  Range 22-27 16-19 14-24 9-18 

GRADE 7  Average 23.75 17.6 18.8 14.25 
GRADE 8  Range 19-26 17-23 20-23 9-21 

GRADE 8  Average 21.7 20 22.2 14.25 
GRADE 9  Range 24-30 25-27 12-24 10-21 

GRADE 9  Average 26.9 25.5 18.7 17.25 
GRADE 10  Range 16-25 17-23 12-23 11-20 

GRADE 10  Average 21.3 19.8 20.1 16.25 
GRADE 11  Range 18-28 14-25 15-21 7-18 

GRADE 11  Average 24.75 19 18 13 
GRADE 12  Range 13-32 11-21 21-26 10-16 

GRADE 12  Average 20.6 17.3 23.5 13.5 
SPECIAL NEEDS SELF-CONTAINED 

CLASSROOMS 
(TYPE-RATIO) 

FRANKFORT-
SCHUYLER 
High School 

HERKIMER 
High School 

ILION 
High 

School 

MOHAWK 
Jarvis 

High School 
12:1:1  4 8 9 
12:1:1  3   
12:1:1  2   
12:1:1  4   
15:1:1   10  
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Average class section sizes: below the goal, at the goal, or above the goal. 

Grade/ 
Class 
Size 
Goal 

FRANKFORT- 
SCHUYLER 

Reese Road El. 

FRANKFORT- 
SCHUYLER 

West Frankfort 
El. 

HERKIMER 
Herkimer 

Elementary 

ILION 
Barringer Rd 
Elementary 

Ilion 
Remington 
Elementary 

Mohawk 
Fisher 

Elementary 

Pre- K; 
18  

At goal (not offered) Below 
 goal 

(not offered) Below 
 goal 

Below 
Goal 

Grade 
1;20 

Above 
 goal 

Above 
 goal 

Above 
 goal 

Below 
 goal 

Above 
 goal 

Below  
goal 

Grade 
2; 22 

Below  
goal 

Above 
 goal 

Above  
goal 

Below 
 goal 

Below  
goal 

Below 
 goal 

Grade 
3; 22 

Above  
goal 

Above 
 goal 

Below  
goal 

Below 
 goal 

Below  
goal 

Below 
 goal 

Grade 
4; 24 

Below 
 goal 

Below 
 goal 

Below  
goal 

Below  
goal 

Below  
goal 

Below  
goal 

Grade/ 
Class 
Size 
Goal 

FRANKFORT- 
SCHUYLER 

Reese Road El. 

FRANKFORT- 
SCHUYLER 

West Frankfort 
El. 

HERKIMER 
Herkimer 

Elementary 

ILION 
Barringer Rd 
Elementary 

Ilion 
Remington 
Elementary 

Mohawk 
Fisher 

Elementary 

Grade 
5; 24 

Below  
goal 

Below  
goal 

Below  
goal 

Below  
goal 

Below  
goal 

Below  
goal 

Grade 
6; 24 

Below 
 goal 

Below 
 goal 

Above  
goal 

Above 
 goal 

Below 
 goal 

 
Core Subject Class Size Goal: 

FRANKFORT- 
SCHUYLER 
High School 

HERKIMER 
High School 

ILION 
High School 

MOHAWK 
Jarvis 

High School 
Grade 7; 24 Below  

goal 
Below 
 goal 

Below 
 goal 

Below 
 goal 

Grade 8; 24 Below  
goal 

Below 
 goal 

Below 
 goal 

Below 
 goal 

Grade 9; 25 Above 
 goal 

Above  
goal 

Below 
 goal 

Below  
goal 

Grade 10; 25 Below  
goal 

Below 
 goal 

Below 
 goal 

Below  
goal 

Grade 11; 25 Below  
goal 

Below 
 goal 

Below 
 goal 

Below 
 goal 

Grade 12; 25 Below  
goal 

Below 
 goal 

Below 
 goal 

Below  
goal 
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Themes of observations by the Community Advisory Committees regarding the class section sizes currently 
in the four school districts: 
 
Possible Opportunities: Possible Challenges: 

◊ Together the districts might have a better 
chance of keeping the lower class size goals 
instead of having to increase them due to the 
lack of money to keep instructional staff. 

◊ Pupil enrollments are likely to continue to 
decline and they usually decline across all 
grade level ages as opposed to just one or 
two grade level age groups.  Low class 
section sizes may decrease even further 
without necessarily reducing expenses 
because of fewer children enrolled.  

◊ A combined volume of students at each age 
level/grade level probably will allow the four 
districts keep low class sizes and do it with 
the same or fewer employees than are now 
on staff. 

◊ The lack of a volume of enrollment at certain 
grade levels in the four districts does not 
allow the individual school districts to fully 
use the skills of the staff they have already. 
For example, if there are only 18 pupils in a 
grade 7 class with a local class size cultural 
standard of 24 pupils, then only 18/24 or 
75% of the professional skill sets of the 
instructor are being utilized to serve pupils.  
At least a 90% utilization of instructor skills 
and thus working to reach at least 90% of the 
grade level section class size goal is a 
prudent, diligent goal to deliver instruction. 

◊ A larger geographic area to provide public 
education in together will help to deal with 
decreases or increases of school age 
population in any one area. 

◊ As finances get tighter, will the separate 
districts have to raise the class size goals to 
meet an affordable total budget? 

◊ Similar class sizes now generally indicate 
that the districts have similar philosophies 
regarding appropriate class size. 

◊ Will the number of high school students in 
grade 9-12 decline so that a full 
comprehensive set of courses cannot be 
offered and still be affordable in each 
individual district? 

 
2.  The Elementary Program Offerings 
 
The Community Advisory Committee reviewed program offerings by analyzing district information 

provided in data sets from each district about the elementary program and through panel discussions with 

representatives of the four district elementary schools. 

 

The data set which begin on page -137- of the DATA section of the study provide a snapshot of the 
programs by listing out the various program elements of each district’s elementary offerings.  
 

As a result, the Community Advisory Committees were able to review a side-by-side analysis of the core 

and special area curriculum of each district. In addition, co-curricular and intramural sports available to 

students are listed as is information related to special education and enrichment program options. After a 
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review of the information at one of their meetings, the subsequent meeting brought school representatives 

including the superintendent, building principal, and a teacher representative. The CAC members were able 

to ask questions of the panel members to clarify information from the program charts and hear directly from 

the school representatives about the specific elementary programs in each district. 

 

Major findings from the review of the elementary program offerings include: 

 All four districts have maintained their core offerings for elementary students that meet required 
mandates and provide for an elementary program as per Part 100 of Commissioner’s Regulations. 

 The communities of all four districts hold their elementary schools in high regard. There is a strong 
feeling about the importance of the schools as the hub of their local communities. 

 As a result of budget limitations, enrichment opportunities for students have been reduced, or in the 
case of Mohawk were eliminated. 

 Psychological, speech, and other related services primarily are used to meet IEP requirements of 
special education students and are not generally available to the non-IEP student population. 

 The reading approaches of the districts are similar in scope and in reading book series used by each 
district.  

 All four districts provide Pre-K instruction for eligible students. 
 Special education programming in all four districts utilizes in-district classrooms as well as BOCES 

special education (both on site and at the center) and outside private placements as needed. 
 Although the Community Advisory Committee members and district staff mutulally expressed a 

desire to have foreign languages begin at the elementary levels, foreign language instruction is not 
available at the elementary level presently. 

 Both CAC members and district staff expressed the importance of the culture at their schools and the 
caring support of the faculty and staff for the students. 

Themes of observations by the Community Advisory Committees regarding the Pre-Kindergarten through 
grade 6 program offering in the four school districts: 
 
Possible Opportunities: Possible Challenges: 

◊ There is the potential for greater 
coordination and articulation of curriculum 
in one district. With a similar time schedule, 
textbook series and support materials that are 
unified, and professional development that 
can focus on similar goals, there is the 
opportunity for strong improvement in all 
areas of the curriculum. 

◊ Should the districts choose to 
reorganize, it will be very important to 
maintain the supportive culture of the 
individual schools that has been developed 
over the years. 

◊ There presently are not foreign 
language opportunities at the elementary 
level. Research points to the importance of 
beginning a secondary language at an early 
age. A reorganized district could provide 
new opportunities for second language 
instruction at the elementary school. 

◊ CAC members shared their concern 
regarding the potential loss of the individual 
cultures of the elementary schools. The 
challenge for a reorganized district would be 
to find an organizational structure that could 
both maintain and build upon that culture. As 
part of this, it will be important to continue 
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seeking ways to keep the closeness between 
the staff and students in order for that 
relationship to remain close. 

Possible Opportunities: Possible Challenges: 
◊ At the same time, the CAC members 
and district staff saw this challenge as a 
potential opportunity. The possibility of 
“fresh faces” in different buildings with 
different ideas could spur on a new sense of 
excitement in their new surroundings. 

◊ District staff and the CAC members 
discussed the challenge of blending new 
staff. If the district reorganizes and there are 
movements of staff to different buildings, 
this could pose challenges in integrating the 
staff into a new setting and potentially new 
curriculum and instruction models. 

◊ With combined staffing, there would 
be the potential for greater enrichment, co-
curricular and intramural offerings for 
students at the elementary level. 

◊ Parents are used to routines with their 
individual schools. It was shared that a 
challenge would be to work with parents to 
make them feel comfortable with the 
education of their children should there be 
any changes to the programs or settings of 
how/where their children receive their 
elementary instruction. 

◊ Coordinated scheduling and 
combining of staffing could lead to increased 
opportunities for students in the areas of 
speech and psychological support services. 
CAC members and district staff expressed a 
desire to expand these services to general 
education students where needed. 

 

◊ If the districts were to reorganize, 
there could be a better utilization of the talent 
of the different schools. As an example, there 
are several highly skilled instructors in the 
elementary schools who are advanced in the 
use of technology instruction. A reorganized 
district could better utilize and coordinate the 
various talents of staff in the different 
buildings. 

 

◊ The CAC and district staff expressed 
a desire to increase the instructional time for 
the arts. With a reorganized district, the 
possibility for coordinated scheduling and 
pooling of both staff and material resources 
could lead to both increased time and 
enhanced instruction for elementary students. 
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Long Range Opportunity for the Elementary Program in a Reorganized School District 
 
There is the potential for an instructional model change that could provide interesting benefits for the 

students of a potentially new reorganized district. If the districts were to reorganize, the instructional 

pattern of educating the elementary students could be set up to provide options for parents. If there were 

four elementary programs, the district could examine the potential of a mixed delivery system. One or 

more of the buildings could have a traditional grade level organization of the elementary program and 

one or more of the buildings could have a multi-age approach. The possibility of offering different 

instructional models could be an exciting benefit to parents and students. 

 

The multi-age instructional delivery technique uses a flexible age and curricular approach to instruction. 

Students within an age range of usually a two year span are grouped together into classroom sections. 

The focus of curriculum delivery in a multi-age classroom is using varied learning opportunities such as 

learning centers that emphasize a ‘shared learning’ experience with other students and the teacher. The 

multi-age delivery method can help students more readily learn at their own pace with recognition of the 

varied learning styles of individual students. 

 

Besides the potential for providing options for instruction of students, the multi-age model also can 

better handle fluctuations in student enrollment. In a traditional class section model, a drop in students at 

one level can cause one classroom to end up with higher enrollment while another may have quite lower 

enrollment. With a multi-age model, student numbers that go up or down can be more easily absorbed 

without negatively impacting other classrooms. 

 

Should the districts reorganize, there will be plenty to keep everyone busy without adding a new 

instructional model. At the same time, the reorganization of a school district provides an outstanding 

opportunity to examine how things have been done in the past and discuss how they might be improved 

upon for the future. 
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3.  The Secondary Program Offerings 
 
The Community Advisory Committee reviewed secondary program offerings in a similar manner as to how 

they examined the elementary program. They were given charts of the major program elements of the 

secondary programs of the four districts and had the opportunity to discuss these elements with 

representatives of the four districts. 

The data set which begin on page -144- of the DATA section of the study provide a snapshot of the 
programs by listing out the various program elements of each district’s secondary offerings.  
 

In a panel presentation format, the CAC met with the superintendent, building principal, guidance counselor 

and a secondary teacher from each of the four school districts to review and ask questions about the 

secondary program. 

 

Major findings of the review of the secondary program elements include: 

 The four districts have maintained a core educational program to meet the requirements of Part 
100 Regulations. At the same time, budget cuts of the recent past have limited the options 
available to students at the secondary levels of all four school districts. 

 The districts have worked  to continue to offer enrichment opportunities for their students. 
Although the superintendents of the districts would like to offer more advanced placement and 
college level courses, they have worked diligently to keep these options available to students in 
light of continuing budget cuts across the board. 

 The 7/8 core programs of F-S, Herkimer and Ilion have specific staff assigned to teach  core 
instruction at the 7/8 levels. Mohawk shares much of their 7/8 staff with their 9/12 program. 
All four districts share special areas staff between the two programs. Sharing of the staff makes 
it difficult to have a focused middle level instructional plan that can flexibly provide options to 
student learning at this level. 

 The use of technology for on-line learning has been explored mostly at Ilion with their Chinese 
language instruction and courses in Psychology and Sociology. F-S uses on-line learning for 
AP Biology. The technology has not been utilized at Herkimer and Mohawk. 

 Spanish and/or French are the major languages taught at the secondary levels. As noted above, 
Ilion offers Chinese as another choice to students. 

 Business course offerings are still in place at F-S, Herkimer, and Ilion, but they have been 
reduced.  There is concern about retaining the business courses in light of continued budgetary 
cuts. Mohawk is no longer able to offer business courses. 

 Basic fine arts of art, music and drama opportunities are available to students. All four Boards 
and their superintendents have maintained these program areas but are concerned they do not 
have the resources to provide more advanced offerings for students of talent in the arts. 

 F-S offers the Project Lead the Way engineering curriculum to secondary students.  The 
program is not available in the other districts. The other districts have expressed a desire to 
offer more technology rich programs, but limited budget funds have not made it possible. 
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 Each of the districts has many singleton courses with low enrollments.  These are courses that 
can only be offered in one class section because there is not the volume of students to justify 
more class sections. Usually these are advanced courses in math, science, language arts, and 
foreign language.   Often these courses are eliminated as budget revenue constraints require 
decisions that serve the most students first.  Since there is only one class section of these 
advanced courses it also is sometimes not possible to schedule enrollment in the course 
because of the other courses a student has chosen as part of his/her program.  The availability 
of more students wishing advanced courses would allow more sections of a subject to be 
offered which enables the scheduling of the course for more students who wish to take it.  

 The panels of district staff members who met with and worked with the Community Advisory 
Committees expressed that offering a comprehensive  academic program at the secondary level 
is a priority in budgeting decisions.  Due to the continued decline in budget revenue, it is likely 
that other program areas like interscholastic athletics, co-curricular, and music/drama will be 
reduced first in order to use what resources there are to provide as complete an academic 
offering as possible.  

Themes of observations by the Community Advisory Committees regarding the secondary program data: 
 
Possible Opportunities: Possible Challenges: 
◊ There is a strong desire to have more 
enrichment opportunities for students if the districts 
were to reorganize. 

◊ Successfully integrating the students of all 
four districts into a single middle level and high 
school program will be a challenging task. 

◊ An expanded curriculum that includes more 
course options such as engineering, technology, and 
business applications could be offered. 

◊ Successfully integrating the various staffs 
into one middle level and high school will pose 
challenges for the new district. 

◊ Expanded second language opportunities 
could be available to students. 

◊ Communication to all key constituencies 
regarding the secondary program will be very 
important and will need different strategies to be 
successful. 

◊ There may be more options available for 
special education classes in the home districts and 
options to rent more space to BOCES for special 
education instruction. 

◊ If there is one middle school and one high 
school, CAC members were concerned about the 
potential for different time schedules of those 
buildings in relation to the elementary schools. 
Many older siblings are responsible for younger 
ones and the new system may provide logistical 
problems for parents. 

◊ More opportunities for students involved 
with the fine arts. 

◊ The secondary program of the individual 
districts have local traditions and customs. It will be 
a major challenge to integrate those traditions into a 
newly formed secondary school program. 

◊ A separate middle level and high school 
program with dedicated staff to each program could 
provide strong program enhancements for students. 

◊ There are local community members who 
have very strong ties to the current individual High 
Schools. Encouraging the support of these 
community members is very important. 

◊ Combining singleton courses could allow for 
better utilization of teachers and as a result, provide 
more options for students. With coordinated staffing 

◊ CAC members discussed the challenge of 
keeping a small school feel in a much larger high 
school. If there is a reorganized district, the new 
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and scheduling, singleton courses could be offered 
on a more regular, semester to semester basis. 
 

district would have to develop a strategy to ensure 
that students do not “fall through the cracks” and get 
the instructional, counseling, and advocacy support 
valued by the community and four school districts 
now. 

◊ A reorganized district could provide a single, 
coordinated effort for staff development. More 
teachers receiving on-going professional 
development means a staff with more options in 
their professional “tool box” to help students 
succeed. This would hopefully lead to better results 
on secondary exams and higher percentages of 
students receiving Regents Diplomas 

 

◊ There could be greater opportunities for 
students in interscholastic sports and co-curricular 
programs if the districts reorganized. 

 
 
 

 

4.  Co-curricular, Music/Drama, and Athletic Offerings  
 
Currently, all four districts offer a wide array of sports for both boys and girls encompassing the fall, winter 

and spring seasons. 

 
The complete inventory of co-curricular, athletic and music/drama program offerings are charted starting on 
page -155- of the DATA section of the study report. 
 
All four districts compete in the Center State Conference within Section III of the New York State Public 

High School Athletic Association. While the classification may vary by sport, for the most part, Ilion 

competes at the Class B level while Frankfort-Schuyler, Herkimer and Mohawk compete at the Class C 

level. 

 

All schools offer opportunities within each sport season. However, the number of sports teams at all levels 

varies from a high of 48 teams in Ilion to a low of 32 teams in Frankfort-Schuyler. (Mohawk has 38 and 

Herkimer has 42). This is exclusive of elementary programs. Within those sports teams, there is also a wide 

range of participation levels. In some cases, the level of student participation is barely sufficient to safely 

field a competitive team. On other teams, the participation level is strong. 

 

Coaches in the sports within each district are remunerated for their services based upon contractual 

agreements developed through the collective bargaining process. 
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During the study process, the respective Directors of Athletics participated in discussions with the 

Community Advisory Committee.  The Community Advisory Committees and the athletic directors 

discussed current offerings, various participation levels, opportunities available if reorganization occurred 

and the challenges facing a new athletic program. 

 

The Community Advisory Committees discussed how important it would be in a reorganized school district 

that additional athletic opportunities be made available to order to ensure that if any student wants to 

participate there is an athletic activity or team that the student can pursue.  In keeping with the direction of 

the Community Advisory Committees that new opportunities for the students are created in the athletic, 

music/drama and co-curricular programs, the estimated expenditure budget for a reorganized district 

includes an additional 10% in financial resources to above the expenditures currently budgeted by the four 

districts separately. The four districts spent $1,335,073 in 2010-2011 for interscholastic athletics, co-

curricular and music/drama.  2010-2011 expenditures are used as a benchmarked because major reductions 

were made in athletics, co-curricular and music/drama programs for the 2011-2012 budget.  Therefore, it is 

suggested that an additional $133,507 be allocated in the budget of the reorganized districts. 

Themes of observations by the Community Advisory Committees regarding interscholastic athletics: 
 
Possible Opportunities: Possible Challenges: 

◊ A reorganized school district with a larger 
student population base may be able to offer 
more and different athletic opportunities for 
its students. Depending on student interest 
and community interest and support, the new 
district may be able to add new sports teams 
(i.e. lacrosse; Nordic or alpine skiing; 
swimming and diving; gymnastics; ice 
hockey). 

◊ An increase in the number of student athletes 
through a larger student body creates a 
situation whereby fewer opportunities (or 
slots on a team) may exist for an athlete to 
participate on the team or position of his/her 
choice (i.e. a starting point guard in the 
former district may not start on a reorganized 
district team). 

 
◊ The reorganized district may be able to 

provide junior varsity, freshman and/or 
modified teams in more sports, pending 
student interest 

◊ With one team per sport (vs. four teams 
currently), it reduces the number of slots 
available to play.  With more student athletes 
to select from, the competition to be selected 
for a particular team may increase. 

◊ All students would be eligible to participate 
in sports that might not be offered in their 
current district, but are offered in one of the 
new 'partner' schools. 

◊ The transition of supporting a different 
school with different loyalties may be 
difficult for some. The sense of identity with 
the local school (and community) will 
change. Some old rivalries will be lost. 

◊ With more sports teams available, more 
students might have the opportunity to play a 
high school sport. 

◊ The current schools are accustomed to 
playing in the relatively smaller Section III 
Classifications (B and C) for sectionals and 
the NYS tournaments. The new, larger 
student enrollment (approximately 1196) 
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could place the new district in Class AA. It 
could take time for the new athletic program 
to adjust to the new level of competition. It is 
possible that the local teams may not be 
prepared for the level of competition that 
comes with the new classification. 

Possible Opportunities: Possible Challenges: 
◊ Intramural sports opportunities to involve 

more students than those participating in 
interscholastic teams may be developed 
(elementary through high school). Currently, 
none exist in the four districts. 

 

◊ Reclassified in Class AA would necessitate a 
change in sports leagues and in opponents. 
This also could increase the travel time for 
students and costs to compete with more 
schools in other areas (i.e. Utica, Rome, 
Watertown, and Syracuse). This shift 
(combined with 'merging' local rivals) would 
eliminate the traditional school rivalries that 
go back in history. 

◊ A larger talented pool of teachers and others 
who are available to coach specific sports. 

◊ The new district will need to set up a process 
to identify, select and remunerate the 
coaching staffs from among the current 
quality coaches for many of the combined 
sports. One 'head coach' would be needed for 
a sport where four were needed prior to 
reorganization. 

◊ Swimming instruction will be provided for 
all students in grades 5 and 6 so that every 
student has the opportunity to move to the 
middle school having developed that life 
skill.  The potential of interscholastic 
swimming might be an opportunity in the 
future. 

◊ Initial cost to replace an entirely new set of 
uniforms and possibly new equipment needs 
to be planned and phased in. 

 

◊ The cooperative development of a new set of 
policies reflecting cultural issues and 
priorities will need to be established (i.e. 
policy about cutting; sportsmanship; 
academic eligibility; rubric for evaluation of 
skills). 

◊ The cooperative development of a new set of 
policies reflecting cultural issues and 
priorities will need to be established (i.e. 
policy about cutting; sportsmanship; 
academic eligibility; rubric for evaluation of 
skills). 

◊ The various town feeder programs (i.e. Pop 
Warner; basketball; soccer) could be 
coordinated with community sponsors and 
coaches. 

◊ The various town feeder programs (i.e. Pop 
Warner; basketball; soccer) should be 
coordinated with community sponsors and 
coaches. 

◊ Since each district prior to any 
reorganization has good quality facilities, 
gymnasiums and playing fields, there will be 
more gym space available for practices at all 
levels as well as good quality fields for all 
playing levels.(i.e. Herkimer High School 
currently does not have a practice field for 
girls' softball once the season begins) 

 

◊ The perception by some that student athletes 
may be chosen for teams based on 'location' 
in the new district. 
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Possible Opportunities: Possible Challenges: 
◊ Transition to new teammates may be easy 

since many student athletes from the 
different schools currently know each other 
from youth leagues, and other settings. 

 

◊ Exposure to increased levels of competition 
may increase the skill levels of individual or 
team athletes. It may also enhance the 
opportunity for a continuum of consistent 
skill development within the athletic program 
from elementary school through high school. 

 

◊ The increased level of competition that may 
come from reorganizing coupled with a more 
favorable state building aid ratio might 
provide an opportunity to further enhance the 
athletic facilities, playing fields and 
equipment. 

 

◊ Late buses to enable students to participate in 
athletics, co-curricular activities, and 
music/drama are a likely option because of 
the resources available to accommodate all 
students of the entire district.  

 

 
RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 
If the four communities affirm a reorganization referendum, the new district should immediately establish a 

Student Activities/Athletics Transition Committee to work together to plan and implement the new 

interscholastic athletic program. This committee should have broad-based composition including, but not 

limited to, representatives from all merged districts; athletic directors, coaches, students, faculty, support 

staff, community, and alumni. 

 

The reorganized district should acknowledge that any program expansion should be limited to and 

dependent upon availability of facilities, transportation costs, overall district budget priorities, availability of 

coaches, availability and cost of equipment and most of all, student interest. 

 
Many of the same OPPORTUNITIES and CHALLENGES listed above with respect to athletics are relevant 

and valid when viewing the music/drama and co-curricular programs. Many of the same clubs, music 

organizations, and honor societies exist in some manner in all of the schools. Similar to athletics, stipends 

are paid to faculty advisors to lead the various organizations according to collective bargaining agreements. 

A list of current co-curricular activities is a part of the Program Elements chart starting on page –155- in the 
DATA section of the study. 
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Themes of observations by the Community Advisory Committees regarding additional opportunities and 
challenges for co-curricular and the music/drama programs: 
 
Possible Opportunities: Possible Challenges: 

◊ A larger student body allows the new district 
to present larger and more intricate drama 
and musical productions with casts that are 
usually large enough to accommodate all 
students who wish to participate in main 
roles or in supportive roles. 

◊ An increase in the number of students 
interested in music/drama and co-curricular 
activities through a larger student body 
creates a situation whereby fewer 
opportunities (or slots) may exist for an 
student to participate in the activity or role of 
his/her choice (i.e. there may be only one 
female lead in the school musical). 

Possible Opportunities: Possible Challenges: 
◊ With a larger student body, students within 

the reorganized district could have more 
clubs and student organizations from which 
to choose, especially if the district elects to 
maintain all the clubs and organizations 
currently existing in all the former districts. 

 

◊ An increase in the number of students 
interested in music/drama and co-curricular 
activities through a larger student body 
creates a situation whereby fewer 
opportunities (or slots) may exist for an 
student to participate in the activity or role of 
his/her choice (i.e. there may be only one 
female lead in the school musical). 

◊ A larger talented pool of teachers and others 
who are available to advise and organize 
dramas and musicals. 

◊ Recruiting, selecting and remunerating the 
directors and advisors from among the 
current quality advisors for many of the 
clubs, organizations and music groups may 
be challenging 

◊ If the reorganized district maintains the 
string program currently in Ilion, more 
students will have the option of playing a 
string instrument and therefore, be eligible to 
play in the orchestra. 

 

◊ Recruiting, selecting and remunerating the 
directors and advisors from among the 
current quality advisors for many of the 
clubs, organizations and music groups may 
be challenging 

◊ The reorganized district might expand any 
music/drama and co-curricular program 
dependent upon availability of facilities, 
transportation costs, overall district budget 
priorities, availability of advisors and student 
interest. This is relatively less cumbersome 
since co-curricular programs are generally 
less expensive than interscholastic athletics. 

 

 
 
5. State Student Assessment Data and High School Graduation Data 
 
The Community Advisory Committees reviewed a summary of the elementary student academic 

performance on State student assessments to help illustrate a picture of the elementary school programs. 
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Each of the districts administered appropriate and required New York State student assessments during the 

2009-10 and 2010-11 school year.  The assessments include grades 3-8 mathematics and English language 

art along with grades 4 and 8 science. Published results for 2008-2009 and for 2009-2010 are in the DATA 

section of the study.  Published results for 2010-2011 are not available at this time. 

 
The summary of the student performance measures begins on page –162- of the DATA section of the study 
document. 
 
Comparisons of assessment results among schools with small student enrollments can vary depending on 

the year and composition of a specific grade level.  It is not uncommon also, for there to be differences 

between schools depending on the grade level as the scope and sequence of the English, math and science 

curriculums are delivered over a set of years. 

  

Therefore, in reviewing the assessment results in totality, there appears to be more similarities than 

differences in the student assessment performance as measured by the New York State Assessment tests 

among the four school districts. The range of the percentages of students who scored at or above a Level 3 

for the 2009-2010 state assessments is charted below.  Level 3 is defined as “Meeting Learning Standards; 

student performance demonstrates an understanding of the content expected in the subject and grade level.” 

 

 

Charted below are the high school diplomas awarded by the four school districts from 2008-2009. 

State 
Assessment: 

Range of the percentages of the students of the four  
school districts who scored at or above Level 3 

                                  ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS (ELA) 
Grade 3 55 – 80% 
Grade 4 50 – 74% 
Grade 5 46 – 69% 
Grade 6 68 -- 74% 
Grade 7 42 -- 8% 
Grade 8 42 -- 59% 

MATHEMATICS 
Grade 3 52 – 71% 
Grade 4 50 – 79% 
Grade 5 50 – 79% 
Grade 6 54 – 79% 
Grade 7 54 – 71% 
Grade 8  

SCIENCE 
Grade 4 89 – 98% 
Grade 8 60 – 87% 
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NUMBER OF HIGH SCHOOL DIPLOMAS 

YEAR OF 
GRAD 

DIPLOMA TYPE F-S HERKIMER ILION MOHAWK 

2008 ADVANCED REGENTS 18 27 42 26 
 REGENTS 31 44 31 30 
 LOCAL 18 14 27 18 
 IEP 2 3 4 15 
 GED 0 0 0 0 
2009 ADVANCED REGENTS 23 32 29 21 
 REGENTS 50 52 43 37 
 LOCAL 11 30 24 10 
 IEP 4 1 7 6 
 GED 0 0 0 0 
2010 ADVANCED REGENTS 32 27 36 21 
 REGENTS 43 44 47 29 
 LOCAL 11 17 24 9 
 IEP 1 4 3 7 
 GED 0 0 6 1 
  

Charted below are the high school graduation rates for 2007-2010.  The rates represent the percentage of 

grade 9 students who four years later graduated with a high school diploma. 
HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATION RATES  

 
YEAR ** COHORT COUNT 

 
FRANKFORT-
SCHUYLER 

HERKIMER ILION MOHAWK 

2007 ALL STUDENTS 72 97 113 48 
(2003  
grade 9 
COHORT) 

GRADUATION 
RATE % 

86% 85% 77% 71% 

2008 ALL STUDENTS 74 101 129 101 
(2004 
grade 9 
COHORT) 

GRADUATION 
RATE % 

82% 83% 75% 76% 

2009 ALL STUDENTS 94 139 116 96 
(2005  
grade 9 
COHORT) 

GRADUATION 
RATE % 

82% 77% 77% 74% 

2010 ALL STUDENTS 96 144 118 96 
(2006  
grade 9 
COHORT) 

GRADUATION 
RATE %  

80% 74% 76% 74% 

  
The important aspect of reviewing any student performance measures is to provide data for a school district 

to determine an instructional delivery plan the school can implement to help all students achieve at least a 

level 3 or 4 on the state assessments and to achieve a high school diploma. The assessment data snapshot 

from 2009-2010 results and the graduation rate data were the springboard for the Community Advisory 

Committees and the school district program representatives to discuss and list other instructional programs 

not now in place that could help increase the number of students who achieve at least a 3 or 4 on the state 

assessments and increase the numbers of students who complete high school. The discussion with staff 

helped the Community Advisory Committees to formulate their vision of the elementary and secondary 

programs if resources were available through a reorganization of the four districts into one. 
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6.  College Enrollment Data about School District Graduates 
 
The Community Advisory Committees analyzed data from the National Student Clearinghouse Database 

which collects collegiate enrollment and college degree data about high school graduates specific to each of 

the four high schools of this feasibility study.  For example, charted below are the most common institutions 

of initial enrollment for all Ilion, Frankfort-Schuyler, Herkimer, and Mohawk graduation classes since 2003.  

 
 ILION FRANK-SCHUYLER HERKIMER MOHAWK 
1 HCC-295 HCC-172 HCC-294 HCC-180 
2 MVCC-93 MVCC-119 MVCC-50 MVCC-40 
3 UTICA COLLEGE-15 UTICA COLLEGE-25 ONONDAGA CC-9 UTICA COLLEGE-16 
4 CLARKSON-10 RIT-8 ONEONTA-8 SUNY TECH UTICA-12 
5 SAINT ROSE-10 BUFFALO-7 ALBANY-7 CORTLAND-9 
 

The data helped the Committees consider what should be the vision of a high school program if the 

resources were available through a reorganization of the four school districts into one. 

 

The National Clearinghouse Data about High School Graduates Since 2003 that the Committees discussed 
starts on page –166- of the DATA section of the study.  
 
The data encouraged discussion about the following possible opportunities: 
 
What added high school learning opportunities might increase the success of the current efforts to: 

 
 Help students have the skill sets and goal setting skills to consider a higher education opportunity 

after high school graduation?  
 Help the students—who choose not to pursue higher education options after high school 

graduation—have marketable employability skills for the work place as a major part of their high 
school programs for graduation? 

 Help reduce the number of high school graduates of the four school districts who do not return to a 
college program after their freshman (first) year? 

 Help influence the number/share of high school graduates who achieve/obtain a higher education 
degree? 

 Enlarge the range of higher education options that are academically considered for attendance by 
high school graduates of the four school districts?  

 Enlarge the range of higher education options that are financially considered for attendance by high 
school graduates of the four school districts? 

 
The discussion and analysis by the Committees based their suggestion that there should be ample 

opportunities for students in the high school of a reorganized school district to take college and/or Advanced 

Placement Courses in addition to such opportunities as engineering curriculum through the Project Lead the 

Way courses.  The Community Advisory Committees also identified that a high school of a reorganized 

school district should provide access to business courses and to guidance counselors who specialize in 
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career counseling of all students; both thinking of going on to college right after high school and those 

thinking of the work world or the military first after high school. 

 
7.  Regional Sharing with Other School Districts 
 
It is expected that the new district if authorized will purchase a similar total of services from the Herkimer 

BOCES as well as through cross-contracts with other BOCES in the state.  Many of the purchased services 

will be the same.  For example, very few school districts on their own can afford the state-of-the-art Career 

and Technical instruction available cooperatively with other school districts through the BOCES.  It is likely 

that the BOCES will turn to the new district to rent any available classroom space in order to provide 

regional programming in the buildings of the newly organized district.  The newly formed district will have 

a comprehensive set of programs that can be a major asset in integrating special needs pupils in skill areas 

they can excel in like any other pupil.  In addition, the opportunity to begin new shared services is likely.  

For example, the Community Advisory Committees discussed with the guest secondary principals, teachers 

and guidance counselors the potential for the newly organized school district to offer a comprehensive 

alternative education program for pupils “who just need a different delivery of instruction to succeed.”  

There may be many benefits to the new school district as well as to the school districts of the region if the 

alternative education program, if implemented, is hosted by the new school district with the help of the 

BOCES. 

 Special Education Services: 

It is likely that the newly organized school district will purchase fewer shared services for special needs 

pupils because the new district likely will have enough students with a similar disability to provide the 

service at the home school with home school staff. Charted below are the numbers of special needs students 

served within the home schools and served outside the home schools as of October, 2011.   
Frankfort-Schuyler Herkimer Ilion Mohawk Special Needs 

Program K-12 
 

As of October, 2011 

#served 
in the 
home 
district 

# served 
outside 
the home 
district 
(by 
others, 
not the 
home 
district) 

#served 
in the 
home 
district 

# served 
outside 
the home 
district 
(by 
others, 
not the 
home 
district) 

#served 
in the 
home 
district 

# served 
outside 
the home 
district 
(by 
others, 
not the 
home 
district) 

#served in 
the home 
district 

# served 
outside the 
home 
district (by 
others, not 
the home 
district) 

12:1:1 (15:1:1) 37 14 69 9 124 8 64 2 
8:1:1  10  5  9  5 
6:1:1  2    1   
autistic   8 1  3   
Others receiving 
Sp.Ed. services 

 
92 

  
59 

 
2 

  
2 

 
55 

 
10 

TOTAL 129 26 136 17 124 23 119 17 
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Regardless of the financial means of a school district, it is prudent practice when beginning a new program 

or program enhancement to--as a step toward implementation-- request the BOCES District Superintendent 

to: one, let the district know if the shared service is allowed through the BOCES model; and, two what 

might be the gross and net cost to the district if there is multiple district sharing through the BOCES model.  

In this way, the district will have accurate up-to-date data as to which method—on its own or through a 

sharing model--is most advantageous financially. Simultaneously, the district can determine which approach 

might better achieve quality and comprehensiveness of the delivery of a pupil program or support service—

on the district’s own or through sharing with other districts. 

 

ANALYSIS BY THE COMMUNITY ADVISORY COMMITTEES ABOUT HOW TO USE THE 
EXISTING BUILDINGS WITH A POSSIBLE REORGANIZATION OF THE FOUR DISTRICTS 
INTO ONE 
 
D.  Building Use Options Identified by the Community Advisory Committees 
 
Over a series of three Community Advisory Committee meetings from March 2 through May 18, the 

members representing the four school districts identified the following options for use of the existing school 

buildings to deliver the program if a reorganized district is approved by the communities.  The options 

defined by the Committees are based upon the highest enrollment projections calculated for five years from 

now; the pupil capacities defined by the pupil capacity analysis (page -101- in the DATA section of the 

study); the class size goals of the four districts; and initial premises by the Committees of a future program 

vision of the elementary and secondary curricula that a reorganized school district could implement and 

deliver. 
 

PRIORITY OPTIONS FOR CONSIDERATION TO DELIVER THE PROGRAM IN A 
REORGANIZATION OF THE FOUR DISTRICTS INTO ONE 

OPTION 1 
Four K-5 elementary attendance zones are drawn with one K-5 school within what is now each school 
district. Secondary pupils are served in two grades 6-8 middle school attendance zones and one high 

school grades 9-12.  
OPTION 2 

Four K-5 elementary magnet schools are offered with one K-5 school within what is now each school 
district. Secondary pupils are served in two grades 6-8 middle school magnet schools and one high school 

grades 9-12. 
OPTION 3 

Five K-6 elementary attendance zones are drawn with at least one K-6 school within what is now each 
school district. Two grades 7-9 junior high school attendance zones and one high school grades 10-12. 

OPTION 4 
Four K-4 elementary attendance zones are drawn with at least one K-4 school within what is now each 

school district. One grades 5-6 elementary school; two grades 7-8 school attendance zones; and one high 
school grades 9-12. 
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PLUS THESE VARIANCES OF THE ABOVE OPTIONS 
 A. VARIANCE OF OPTION 3 AND OPTION 4 

Four K-4 elementary attendance zones are drawn with at least one K-4 school within what is now each 
school district. One grades 5-6; two 7-9 junior high school attendance zones; and one high school grades 

10-12. 
B.  VARIANCE OF OPTION 2 and 3  

Four K-4 elementary attendance zones are drawn with at least one K-4 school within what is now each 
school district. Two grades 5-8 attendance zones; and one high school grades 9-12. 

C.  VARIANCE OF OPTION 4 
Four K-4 elementary attendance zones are drawn with at least one K-4 school within what is now each 

school district. One grades 5-6 elementary school; one grades 7-8 school; and one high school grades 9-
12. 

D. VARIANCE OF OPTION 3 
Four K-6 elementary attendance zones are drawn with at least one K-6 school within what is now each 
school district. Two grades 7-9 junior high school attendance zones and one high school grades 10-12.  

 
The Committees further analyzed and discussed the opportunities and challenges of each option of how to 

use the existing buildings to deliver the program in a reorganized district with the elementary and secondary 

principals, guidance counselors, and the superintendents.  On June 9 the four Community Advisory 

Committees identified the following option as the prime option to be considered to implement if the four 

school districts reorganized into one. 

 

The comprehensive What if picture of how the program is delivered and how the buildings are used starts on 
page -201- of the DATA section of the study. 
 

Prime Option to Deliver the Program in a Reorganized School District 

Four K-4 elementary attendance zones are drawn with at least one K-4 school within what is now each 
school district. One grades 5-6 elementary school; one grades 7-8 school; and one high school 

 grades 9-12. 
 
The following opportunities and challenges of this prime building use option were discussed by the 

Committees with the leadership of the four school districts. 

 
OPPORTUNITIES  

Vertical and horizontal alignment of the curriculum is more possible—consistency, completeness, and definition of 
mastery steps for pupils will be enabled and possible because there will be enough of a cohort of professionals 
working together to share and achieve this time consuming, but critical instructional decision making. 
Neighborhood schools still in tact for the youngest of pupils. (Pre-K through grade 4) 
The grades 5-6 building will allow for effective transition time between elementary and middle school. 
The 7-8 building will allow the development of a true middle school that uses teaming, an integrated curriculum, and 
techniques that focus on learning and adolescent development. 
There are already 8 pre-k classrooms recognized to be served in the elementary Pre-K through 4 schools.  There is 
classroom space available to increase the number Pre-K rooms if the reorganized district wishes within the resources 
available. 
Reorganization of bus routes and runs. 
More flexibility in transportation options. 



FINDINGS OF THE STUDY 

 39

Probably lower cost in transportation. 
Two fewer buildings and the costs associated. 
Available room to rent to BOCES at the Pre-K to grade 4 level for support of regional shared programming to serve 
special needs pupils. 
Available room to rent or partner with other community service agencies to provide services to pupils and families in 
the four elementary attendance zones.  For example, the Advisory Committees discussed the possibility of the 
availability of health clinics in partnership with hospital(s) in the elementary schools. 
Opportunity to better match skill sets with specific grade levels. 
Finally enough room at primary grades for OT and PT services for special needs pupils 
Often, pupils move among the four school districts of the study throughout the year.  With reorganization, these 
children will have a new stability in that they might attend a different elementary school attendance zone, but they 
will have the same curriculum scope, materials, and expectations for them. 
Will be easier to meet the physical education requirements for the elementary grades. 
Team teaching and deeper collaboration among staff because the range of responsibilities will be more focused on 
specific grade levels. 
Staff development can now be delivered in a less generalist way.   
It will be more possible to have a consistency of curriculum and standards because there will be more colleague 
partners serving a more narrow range of grade levels at fewer buildings. 
Can customize professional assignments to the strengths of staff members---all do not have to be generalists. 
It seems we can bring back program items that recently have been lost to budget trimming and cuts. 

 
CHALLENGES  

Identifying new transportation routes. 
Maybe transportation cost; possibly travel time in some cases. 
Moth balling of two buildings and the effort to rent or sell them. 
The decisions about the deployment of the best available talent to serve the three schools serving grades 5 through 12. 
 
E. School Day Time Schedule and Pupil Transportation  
 
The Community Advisory Committees endorsed the following assumptions that should guide decisions 

about school day times, transportation times, and bus runs/routing if the four districts did reorganize into 

one. 

Assumptions: 

 All Pre-K through grade 4 pupils attend the elementary school within the original school district 
‘attendance zone’.  However, parents who wish to have their elementary children attend an 
elementary school of the new reorganized school district that is closer to their home may request 
that attendance at their discretion. 

 The goal is that no child is on a bus longer than 1 hour; the norm will be likely 45 minutes or less. 

 The existence of two current methods to provide transportation services—district owned and third 
party contractor—is an asset to the reorganized district to ensure the number of bus runs necessary to 
achieve the program and transportation goals.  Frankfort-Schuyler and Ilion contract pupil 
transportation services with Birnie Bus.  Herkimer and Mohawk own buses and the bus drivers are 
employees of the respective districts. 

 Smaller (less than 66 passenger) buses will probably be used to transport pupils who currently live at 
the most outer limits of the current school district geographic boundaries.  
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 A current ‘walker’ will be transported to his/her respective school if it is not located in the current 
school district.  The new district will define the definition of a ‘walker’.  It is suggested that ‘a 
walker’ reflect the current policy of the four school districts that is most beneficial for students. 

 
CURRENT PERSONNEL DATA AS REVIEWED BY THE COMMUNITY ADVISORY 
COMMITTEES   
 
F.  Profile of the Major Elements of all Labor Contracts in Place in the  
      Four Districts for the 2010-2011 School Year 
 
Instructional Contracts 
 
Of the four districts, two of the instructional contracts are in force. (Ilion through June 30, 2012 and 

Herkimer through June 30, 2011.) Frankfort-Schuyler’s contract ended June 30, 2009 and Mohawk’s on 

June 30, 2010. With all four districts being in such close proximity and with very similar demographics, it is 

understandable that the contracts are similar in nature. The districts have similar language regarding 

workplace conditions and time of instructional day and their leave language for sick/personal leave is also 

more alike than not. 

 

The health insurance plans and co-payments are also similar with three of the four districts taking part in the 

Herkimer BOCES insurance consortium. Only Frankfort-Schuyler is not a member of the consortium. The 

coverage for active employees is relatively the same across the four districts. For both Frankfort-Schuyler 

and Herkimer, employees pay 13% of the premium for individual and family plans. In Ilion and Mohawk, 

employees pay 10% of the costs for their health insurance plans. Although the costs for active employees 

are similar in premiums paid, the premium costs of coverage for retirees are not. Frankfort-Schuyler’s 

retirees pay 13% of the cost of insurance after 10 years of service and Mohawk’s retirees pay 10% of the 

cost after 15 years of service. Ilion’s retirees pay 25% of an individual policy and 40% of a family plan. 

Herkimer’s retirees have a formula for pay based upon years of service. Individuals who are already retired 

from a school district may have certain retiree health insurance protections contained in Chapter 504 of the 

Laws of 2009.  Chapter 504 prohibits reduction of health insurance for retirees and their dependents unless 

there is a corresponding reduction of benefits or contributions for the corresponding group of active 

employees. 

 

A review of the salary structure for the four districts also shows the districts are more similar than dissimilar 

in nature. The beginning base salary of all four districts is within a few thousand dollars. Frankfort-Schuyler 

beginning pay with Masters in $37,193, Herkimer is $37,000, Ilion is $39,000 and Mohawk’s is $34,400. 

Mohawk’s pay scale is the lowest throughout the range of salaries in comparison to the other districts. These 
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levels of pay remain fairly constant throughout the contract levels, with the exception of Ilion where 

beginning with 10+ year teachers, the gap in pay widens. Ilion’s 10th year faculty member earns $9,000 

more a year on base salary ($53,085) than the lowest salary schedule (Mohawk’s at $44,470).  This ratio 

continues with similar amounts for 15 year staff (F-S: $56,983, Herkimer: $$51,166, Ilion: $60,092, and 

Mohawk: $50,945).  By the time instructional staff reach the 20th year, the gap has closed somewhat with 

Ilion’s faculty earning $6,000 more per year than Mohawk’s. 

 

Instructional Support Staff Contracts 

Of the four school districts, two of the four have contracts in force. Ilion and Herkimer have contracts 

through June 20, 2012. Mohawk’s contract expired on June 30, 2011. Frankfort-Schuyler’s contract expired 

June 30, 2009.  The four contracts are very close in their major benefit elements of their contracts. Leave 

times and benefits associated with leave are nearly identical for all four districts.  For example: for personal 

sickness, F-S provides 13 days per year, Herkimer has 15, Ilion 12, and Mohawk has 12. Insurance 

packages are similar and the premium payments range from a low of 9% employees cost on a family plan to 

a high of 13% of the cost. F-S employees pay 9%, Herkimer 13%, Ilion 10%, and Mohawk 8%.  Similar to 

the instructional staff, the districts pay the majority of the costs associated with retiree health insurance.  

This ranges from the lowest percentage paid by Ilion (60% of a family plan for retirees) to the highest 

percentage paid by Mohawk (90% of an individual/family plan until age 65 and then 95% plus payment for 

Medicaid reimbursement). There are opt out plans in each of the districts if a staff member chooses to 

decline health insurance coverage. In F-S, the opt out is for $1,100, Herkimer is 50% of the premium 

savings, Ilion 25% of the premium savings and Mohawk is 50% of the premium savings. 

 

A profile of the major elements of the instructional and instructional support labor contracts starts on page 
 –184- of the DATA section of the study. 
 
The Appendix starting on page –240-- includes a Q and A about the process with regard to personnel when 

a school district reorganization through centralization.  The process is guided by New York State law, case 

law, and the Public Employee Relations Board (PERB) decisions.  If the communities approve of a 

reorganization of the school districts, the employee groups then choose what bargaining agents will 

represent them.  This is an employee responsibility and the Board of Education is not involved.  Once the 

new bargaining units identify their bargaining agents, then the agents and the new school district must make 

a good faith effort to negotiate new collective bargaining agreements.  The new negotiated agreements do 

not have to be in place by July 1, 2012.  The existing agreements specific to each school district are 

administered until a new contract is agreed upon and ratified.   
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There is one other opportunity/challenge to note regarding the contracts of the four districts. The incentive 

aid that will go to the four districts should they centralize, will help to support and increase programs for 

students, improve the long term fiscal stability of the district, and help to moderate the tax levies for the 

taxpayers of the new school district.   Additionally, part of the new incentive aid will be used to help create 

new labor contracts with each employee labor unit. There will be many conversations between the labor 

units and the board of education during the negotiation process relative to new language, benefits, and 

salaries. At this time of economic distress nationally, the negotiations process should be an open dialogue 

between all parties to eventually craft reasonable agreements that are balanced in all areas.  As with many 

aspects of our economy, “business as usual” actions probably will not ensure a viable long-term financial 

plan for the school district or for the employees.  In previous school district reorganizations in the 1980’s 

and 1990’s the practice of ‘leveling up’ salary amounts among existing salary schedules was common and 

the main focus of establishing new contracts with the new school district.  The practice of “leveling up” that 

has taken place in previous mergers is not required as a starting point for negotiations.  It is suggested that 

the process of coming to collaborative agreement on new contracts for a reorganized district be globally 

focused on how to balance all elements of remuneration including health insurance benefits, leave time, 

salary and other items that have specific dollar benefits for employees.    

 
G.  Average and Median Total Full Time Equivalent Personnel Expenditures Across the Four School 

Districts Benchmarked to the 2010-2011 School Year 
 
The study uses the average and median Full Time Equivalent Costs for each segment of employees 

employed by the four school districts in 2010-2011 to estimate possible future personnel costs for the first 

year of a newly organized school districts given the instructional program envisioned with the help of the 

Community Advisory Committees.  It is important to note that the full time equivalent costs reported equals 

the grand total of salary, PLUS employer FICA costs, employer health insurance costs, employer retirement 

costs, and any other benefits (if any).  Please note that the differences in cost per FTE per staff category is 

primarily due to the longevity differences of various FTE’s at each respective school district; the different 

retirement ‘tier’ an FTE falls under based on what state ‘tier’ was in place at time of hire; along with 

contractual pay guidelines.
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Summary of FTE Personnel Costs Benchmarked to 2010-2011 in the Frankfort-Schuyler, Herkimer, 
Ilion and Mohawk Central School Districts: 

 
STAFF  
SEGMENT 

Range of 
Total cost per FTE 
benchmarked to the 

2010-2011 School Year 

Average 
FTE Cost 

Median 
FTE 
Cost 

Pre-K through grade 6 certified teachers (including counselors, nurses and similar others): $67,917 - $72,633 $70,481 $70,688 
Grade 7-12 certified teachers (including counselors, nurses and similar others): $66,340 - $81,522 $75,111 $76,290 

 
Grades K-12:  
Teacher Assistants (certified) $12,486 - $31,970 $24,587 $29,304 
Teacher Aides (civil service payroll) $10,871 - $36,789 $22,358 $20,886 
 
Grades K-12:  
OT/PT (civil service payroll) $35,938 - $83,650 $59,790 $59,790 
Social worker (civil service payroll)    
Nurse (civil service payroll) $44,836 - $60,339 $53,444 $55,158 
 
K-12 certified administrators:  
Include all district administrators including the business official if she/he serves in a civil service position $117,398 - $131,767 $124,428 $124,274 

 
On Civil Service payroll: (CONSIDERED FTE’S)  
Supervisors of any support function $60,583 - $78,150 $70,182 $70,998 
Bus drivers na   
Bus aides    
School lunch workers na   
Operations and Maintenance workers $25,041 - $58,135 $43,743 $45,899 
Secretaries $37,911 - $48,587 $44,114 $44,979 
Business Office staff other than secretarial OR business official $49,732 - $84,267 $55,643 $51,008 
Technology support staff $64,264 - $71,854 $68,059 $68,059 
 
CONSIDERED HOURLY EMPLOYEES ON CIVIL SERVICE PAYROLL  
Bus drivers $14.67 - $17.47 $16 $16 
Bus aides $9.67 - $12.39 $11 $10 
School lunch workers $10.24 - $14.40 $12 $10 
Part-time cleaners na   
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A profile of the number of staff in each segment by district and the total expenditure in 2010-2011 of each 
segment starts on page –196-- of the DATA section of the study. 

 
 

H.  Full Time Equivalents of Staff Who Have Left the Districts for All Reasons Except Reduction in 
Force for the School Years 2007-2008 Through 2010-2011 

 
The combining of the pupils from four separate school districts to serve as one set of clients by one district 

inherently creates efficiencies in how human resources are able to be utilized to serve students.  Going from 

four high schools to one allows better scheduled use of the talents of the instructional staff.  For example, 

the “What if” staffing for a possible reorganized school district is based on a vision that includes many 

enhanced program offerings for all children Pre-K through grade 12.  Even with the comprehensive list of 

additional program offerings, the new reorganized school district is estimated to have 603 instructional and 

instructional support employees compared to the 628.9 instructional and instructional support employees 

employed currently by the four school districts.  In addition, some of the 603 employees estimated for the 

new school district have different certifications and/or skill sets compared to those employed by the four 

separate school districts currently.  Therefore, the reorganization of the four school districts into one could 

likely include the reduction in force of some employees and/or changes in how current employees serve 

their school and pupils now. 

 

However, implementing program enhancements is a planned, careful process.  For example, one 

enhancement suggested by the Community Advisory Committees is the expansion of the Project Lead the 

Way engineering curriculum for all grades 7-12 (a part of the program currently exists in Frankfort-

Schuyler).  It is a proven successful program across the state and is an outstanding opportunity for the 

pupils, but it takes time to decide how to phase in the curriculum. Many of the program enhancements will 

take 12 to 24 months to fully implement. 

 

Charted below are the total numbers of various segments of staff of the four separate school districts who 

have left their district for all reasons not including reduction in force by the school district over the past four 

years from 2007 – 2011. 

 

 

 

 

 



FINDINGS OF THE STUDY 

 45

 

STAFF SEGMENT  
TOTAL OVER 4 YEARS WHO HAVE 

LEFT ONE OF THE FOUR 
SCHOOL DISTRICTS 

(REDUCTION IN FORCE 
EMPLOYEES NOT INCLUDED) 

Pre-K through grade 6 certified teachers (including counselors, nurses and similar others) 46 
Grade 7-12 certified teachers (including counselors, nurses and similar others): 41 
Grades K-12:  
  Teacher Assistants (certified) 17 
  Teacher Aides (civil service) 48 
 Grades K-12: 
 OT/PT (civil service) 

 

 Social worker (civil service) 1 
 Nurse (civil service)  
 K-12 certified administrators: 10 
Civil Service: 
  Supervisors of any support function 1 
  Bus drivers 16 
  Bus aides 2 
  School lunch workers 4 
  Operations and Maintenance workers 18 
  Secretaries 9 
  Business Office not secretarial 3 
  Technology support staff  
 
The normal historical pattern of employees who leave the employment of the four districts in total suggests 

that it is quite possible that normal attrition will allow for a very few employees to actually have to 

experience reduction in force.   

A profile of the number of each staff segment by district who left their district is on page –200- of the 
DATA section of the study.  
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What might a ‘reorganization’ roadmap look like? 

 

What might the program for students look like? 
 
I. Breath of Program Offerings and Enhancements Suggested by the Community Advisory 

Committees if Reorganization of the Four School Districts into One is Approved by the 
Communities 

 

Over a series of meetings the Community Advisory Committee met with teams consisting of teachers, 

counselors, principals and the superintendents to discuss and analyze the current elementary and secondary 

program offerings. At each of the meetings, the staff representatives answered questions from Community 

Advisory members about the delivery of their instructional programs. As part of those conversations, school 

representatives were asked to respond to the following question: 

 “What are specific ideas and examples about enhanced (elementary/secondary) program/learning 
 opportunities that are possible for the pupils of the four districts if resources were available through 
 reorganization?” 
 
From the responses to the question by the different sets of school staff (superintendent, principals, 

elementary and secondary teachers, and guidance personnel) the Community Advisory Committees heard 

what district staff believed could be program enhancements specifically addressing the needs of the students 

of the four school districts if a reorganization did occur. This program visioning process helped the 

Community Advisory Committees to craft a set of program enhancements that they suggest ought to be 

planned for if a reorganization is approved by the communities.  

 

A district-wide program enhancement is basing grade level section class sizes as follows:  18 pupils in Pre-

K; 20 pupils in grades kindergarten and one; 22 pupils in grades two and three; 24 pupils in grades four, 

five, six, seven, and eight; and 25 pupils in grades nine through twelve in core subject classes. 

 

A second district-wide program enhancement is the availability of 8 Pre-K teachers, two per elementary 

school.  In this way, Pre-kindergarten education is available throughout the school district. 

 

Another district-wide enhancement is that it will be likely that more special needs pupils will be able to be 

served in the new school as opposed to having to travel to an out of district site.  There are 83 special needs 

pupils of the four school districts attending an instructional program outside the home school.  ‘Least 

restrictive environment’ and ‘educationally sound’ criteria must guide the decisions as to which program is 

best for these unique students.  It is expected that the resources and collective talent in the new school 
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district will enable such appropriate programs for many of these students to be delivered by the home school 

district.   

 

Listed below are program enhancements identified by the Community Advisory Committees and the Study 

Team to guide the ‘what if’ planning for a reorganization of the four districts into one. 

 

A comprehensive description of the program/staffing vision for the new school district starts on page –209- 
of the DATA section of the study. 
 

K-4 Program Enhancements 
 
A full-time librarian  
Full-time foreign language teacher. 
Full-time guidance counselor. 
Full-time social worker.  
Full-time speech teacher at each building to deliver services to special needs students as per their 
Individual Education Plans and to general education students in need of speech improvement 
services. 
Half-time occupational therapist and a half-time occupational therapist 
Half-time school psychologist  
Half-time English as a Second Language instructor 
Additional staffing for special needs/resource/reading/and Academic Intervention services. 
Instrumental music instruction as well as vocal music instruction 
Funds to develop co-curricular opportunities 
A technology technician to ensure that computers, software and other technology is functioning and 
available for instruction. 
Half-time Instructional Specialist/Trainer to work with teachers to create instructional strategies and 
to find ways to improve existing strategies in serving students. 
 
5-6 Program Enhancements 
 
Half-time English as a Second Language instructor. 
3 vocal and instrumental music teachers. 
Additional staffing for special needs/resource/reading/ and Academic Intervention services. 
2 Full-time foreign language teachers. 
2 Full-time art teachers 
2 Full-time guidance counselors. 
Full-time social worker.  
Half-time Psychologist. 
Full time health teacher, full time technology teacher, and full time Home and Careers Teacher to 
start students on beginning the requirements they must achieve by the end of 8th grade. 
Full-time speech teacher at each building to deliver services to special needs students as per their 
Individual Education Plans and to general education students in need of speech improvement 
services. 
Full time librarian. 
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Funds to develop co-curricular opportunities and athletic intramurals 
A technology technician to ensure that computers, software and other technology is functioning and 
available for instruction. 
Half-time Instructional Specialist/Trainer to work with teachers to create instructional strategies and 
to find ways to improve existing strategies in serving students. 
 
7-8 Program Enhancements 
 
Staffing resources to deliver instruction in a middle school model which includes 8 core subject teams 
of teachers with each team serving same 100 pupils for English, social studies, math and science.  
One math teacher, one foreign language teacher and one science teacher to join the 8 core teams to 
provide acceleration courses to those grade 8 pupils ready to begin high school courses for graduation 
credit. 
Additional staffing for special needs/resource/reading/ and Academic Intervention services. 
Half-time English as a Second Language instructor. 
3.5 vocal and instrumental music teachers 
Full-time social worker. 
4 guidance counselors 
Full-time speech teacher at each building to deliver services to special needs students as per their 
Individual Education Plans and to general education students in need of speech improvement services. 
Half time occupational therapist and a half time physical therapist. 
2 technology/Project Lead the Way engineering curriculum teachers 
3 Full-time art teachers 
Half-time Psychologist 
2 foreign language instructors. 
Full time health instructor. 
Full time school librarian. 
Funds to develop co-curricular opportunities and athletic intramurals 
A technology technician to ensure that computers, software and other technology is functioning and 
available for instruction. 
Half-time Instructional Specialist/Trainer to work with teachers to create instructional strategies and to 
find ways to improve existing strategies in serving students. 
  
9-12 Program Enhancements 
 
Additional staffing for special needs/resource/reading/ and Academic Intervention services. 
Full-time speech teacher at each building to deliver services to special needs students as per their 
Individual Education Plans and to general education students in need of speech improvement services. 
Full time English as a Second Language Teacher 
5 foreign language teachers  
2 business teachers 
4 vocal and instrumental music teachers 
4 art teachers 
4 additional English, social studies, science, and math subject area teachers to provide college level and 
Advance Placement courses. 
2 Project Lead the Way engineering instructors in addition to 3 Technology teachers 
2 social workers 
Half-time Psychologist 
5 counselors including 2 who specialize in career and vocational counseling  
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Half-time occupational therapist, and half-time physical therapist. 
Funds to develop co-curricular opportunities, athletic intramurals, and interscholastic athletics. 
A technology technician to ensure that computers, software and other technology is functioning and 
available for instruction. 
A full-time Instructional Specialist/Trainer to work with teachers to create instructional strategies and 
to find ways to improve existing strategies in serving students. 
 
Where would the students go to school? 
 
J.  Prime Building Use Option Identified by the Committees to Implement  
      the Pre-K through 12 Program if the Schools Reorganized into One 
 
The recommended consensus option by the four Community Advisory Committees to how the buildings 
would host the program is:   
 
Four K-4 elementary attendance zones are drawn with at least one K-4 school within what is now 
each school district. One grades 5-6 elementary school; one grades 7-8 school; and one high school 
grades 9-12. 

Grade Level: School: Estimated 
Enrollment: 

Pre-K-4 Frankfort-Schuyler 
Elementary 

415 

Pre-K-4 Herkimer 
Elementary 

485 

Pre-K-4 Fisher Elementary 310 
Pre-K-4 Barringer 

Elementary 
620 

   
5 and 6 Upper Elementary  

 
(Current Herkimer 
HS building) 

721 

   
7 and 8 Middle School 

  
(Current Frankfort-
Schuyler HS 
building) 

785 

   
9 through 12 High School 

 
(Current Ilion HS) 

1365 

 
 
The details that are foundation for the consensus about where grade level should be taught starts on page  
–201- of the DATA section of the study document. 
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What would be the plan for bus transportation? 
 
K.  Example School Day Time Schedule and Pupil Transportation if the 
      Prime Building Use Option is Implemented to Serve the Pupils in a  
      Reorganized District 
 
The foundation of the pupil transportation plan is that no student is on a bus longer than 1 hour; the norm 

will be likely 45 minutes or less. 

 

It is expected that the student day in a reorganized school district would closely follow the times charted 

below: 

 PreK-4 5-6 7-8 9-12 
Student 
Instructional Day-
Not counting an 
‘afterschool’ 
activity period (6.5 
hours) 

 
8:20-2:50 

 
8:35-3:05 

 
8:35-3:05 

 
7:55-2:35 

School location: Frankfort-Schuyler 
Elementary 

 
Herkimer  

Elementary 
 

Barringer 
Elementary 

 
Fisher  

Elementary 

Upper Elementary 
5-6  

(at current 
Herkimer High 

School) 

Middle School 
7-8  

(at current 
Frankfort High 

School) 

High School  
9-12 

(at current Ilion 
High School) 

 
The current school day schedule of the four school districts separately is: 
 
 FRANKFORT-

SCHUYLER 
HERKIMER ILION MOHAWK 

Current Elementary 
Student Day 

8:20-2:10 
 

8:10-2:30 8:30-2:30 7:55-2:30 

Current Secondary 
Student Day 

7:55-2:44 7:55-2:45 8:00-2:50 7:57-2:33 

First student pickup 
time: 

7:15 
 

6:55 
 

7:30 
 

7:00 
 

 
The current geographic boundary of each of the four current school districts will be the geographic 

boundary of the attendance zone of each of the four Pre-K through grade 4 elementary schools.  

 

To transport pupils under one hour or less to the designated grade level school buildings, each attendance 

zone will have separate bus runs as noted below based on age and grade level of students:  



FINDINGS OF THE STUDY 

 51

 
 Frankfort-

Schuyler 
Attendance Zone 

Herkimer 
Attendance Zone 

Ilion 
Attendance Zone 

Mohawk 
Attendance Zone 

PreK-4 and 7-8 Bus run    
PreK-6  Bus run   
Grades 5-6 Bus run    
Grades 7-8  Bus run   
Grades 9-12 Bus run Bus run Bus run Bus run 
PreK – grade 8   Bus run Bus run 

 
The newly organized school district would have more bus routes than the current four districts separately. 
 
 FRANKFORT-

SCHUYLER 
HERKIMER ILION MOHAWK 

Total number of 
bus routes 
currently: 

19 11 8 7 

Expected total 
number of bus 
routes with a 
reorganized school 
district: 

 
 

23 

 
 

25 

 
 

15 

 
 

14 

 
Two of the current school transportation programs are provided by a third party and two are provided by the 

districts. The combination of district-run transportation with employees and contract transportation with a 

vendor allows flexibility to implement the transportation plan for a reorganized district.  It is expected that 

no new buses (beyond what the four districts have historically done annually to achieve their replacement 

plans for old buses) will need to be purchased.    

 

All of the existing transportation bus drivers and buses on staff at Mohawk and Herkimer would be used 

first for the transportation plan.  All other routes would be contracted with the third party vendor as needed. 
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Estimated Cost to Achieve the Preliminary Transportation Framework Plan: 
 

Current Number of Bus Routes Collectively by the 
Four Districts: 

Estimated Number of Bus Routes for Initial Planning 
by a Reorganized School District Given the Program 
Grade Level Instructional Delivery Configurations 
and Transportation Assumptions: 

45 77 
Estimated transportation cost: 

In February 2011, a study commissioned by the districts of the Herkimer BOCES records the following total costs 
per bus route by each of the four is reported as follows: 

Frankfort-Schuyler Herkimer Ilion Mohawk 
$42,474 $53,467 $38,433 $52,146 

Average cost for per bus route run plus 10% for inflation and the cost of fuel 
 for budget planning : 

$51,293 
Estimated expenditure to the four school districts for transportation without reorganization: 

45 bus routes x $51,293 = $2,308,385 
Estimated budgeted expenditure cost to achieve the Preliminary Transportation Framework Plan in a 

reorganized school district: 
77 bus routes x $51,293 =$3,949,561 

Estimated budgeted revenue from state transportation aid which is 90% of all approved expenditures: 
It is suggested that this estimate be conservative.  In the February 2011 study, each of the school districts received 

the following state transportation aid percentages for expenditures submitted to the state:   
Frankfort: 84.7%; Herkimer 74%; Ilion 79.7%; Mohawk 87.5%. 

Estimated state transportation aid  to the four school districts for transportation without reorganization: 
$2,308,385 x .70 = $1,615,729; local cost without reorganization: $692,656 

Estimated state transportation aid to the new reorganized district based on the preliminary transportation 
framework plan: 

$3,949,561 x .70 = $2,764,693 
 

Estimated net local share to achieve the preliminary transportation framework plan with a reorganization 
into one school district: 

$1,184,868 
Estimated net change:  $492,212 

 
 
What staff would the reorganized school district probably need? 
 
L.  What if Picture of the Program and of the Staff Necessary to Deliver 
      the Program 
 
Below is a summary of the staff resources it is expected that the new organized school will need to deliver 

the enhanced comprehensive educational program to all students.   

The detailed program/staffing document analyzed and discussed by the Community Advisory Committees 
starts on page –209- of the DATA section of the study report. 
 
The staffing ‘what if’ picture takes into account the class size goals of:  20 pupils in grades Kindergarten 

and grade 1;  22 pupils in grades 2 and 3;  24 pupils in grades 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8; and 25 for grades 9 through 

12 in core courses (for example:  English, Social Studies).  The staff resources suggested also reflect the 

recommendation of the SES Study Team as to what resources the new school district would need to sustain 

the quality, comprehensiveness, and the ‘one-to-one’ service to students when needed as occurs now in each 
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of the four separate school districts.  The staffing scenario also ensures that each of the four Pre-K through 

grade 4 elementary schools have available the same equitable instructional and instructional support 

services for all students. 

Instructional Staffing:  
STAFF  
SEGMENT 

THE CURRENT 
PROGRAM STAFF 
COLLECTIVELY 

IN THE FOUR 
DISTRICTS 

ESTIMATED WHAT IF 
SCENARIO WITH 
A REORGANIZED 

SINGLE SCHOOL DISTRICT 

 Full Time Equivalents Full Time Equivalents 
Pre-K through grade 6 certified teachers (including 
counselors, social workers, librarians and similar 
others): 

 
211 

 
208.5 

  Plus 2 due to unforeseen grade level 
program delivery issues 

Grade 7-12 certified teachers (including counselors, 
nurses and similar others): 

 
207 

 
163.5 

  Plus 2 due to unforeseen subject 
program delivery issues 

Grades K-12: 
 OT/PT (civil service payroll) 

 
2 

 
7 

   
STAFF  
SEGMENT 

 

 Social worker (civil service payroll) 0 8 
 Nurse (civil service payroll) 7 8 

 
Estimated Totals: 427 399 
 

 

Instructional Supervision at the School Building Level: 

The What if instructional staffing picture uses a benchmark of about 25 full time equivalent staff as the 

number of direct reports that a supervisor can serve and evaluate performance with expected quality.  It is 

assumed that Special Needs teachers, social workers, speech teachers, Occupational therapists, Physical 

Therapists, Reading teachers, ESOL teachers, AIS teachers, librarians, guidance counselors, nurses, and 

psychologists are evaluated by a district-wide supervisor/administrator with the collaborative input of each 

building principal.  Such a benchmark also addresses the enrollment size of a school building with regard to 

resources necessary to help ensure the health and safety of students and staff. 
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Buildings: Estimated 
Enrollment of the 

Building 

Building/Program
Supervision 

Responsible for the 
Evaluation of Estimated 

Number of Class 
 Section and/or subject  

Instructional Staff 

Estimated Number of  Total 
Instructional Staff  in 

 the Building 

Frankfort-
Schuyler 

Elementary 

415 Principal 26 37 
 

Herkimer 
Elementary 

485 Principal 29.5 40 
 

Fisher  
Elementary 

310 Principal 21.5 32 
 

Barringer 
Elementary 

620 Principal 
Assistant Principal 

38 50.5 
 

Upper 
 Elementary 

721 Principal 
Assistant Principal 

43 56.5 
 

Middle School 785 Principal 
Assistant Principal 

52.5 70 

High School 1365 Principal 
Assistant Principal 
Assistant Principal 

84 100 

 
Estimated total: 

 
4701 

 
12 

 
294 

386 (not including up to 4 FTE’s 
available due to unforeseen grade 

level/subject level program delivery 
needs/issues) 

Instructional Support in each Building to Work with Teachers: 

The staffing plan for the buildings also includes 4 Instructional Specialist/Trainers.  The positions are held 

by well-experienced teachers or administrators on ‘special assignment’. They work daily in the school 

buildings to mentor, and help teachers and groups of teachers identify strategies to deliver instruction.  The 

four instructional specialists are also turn-key trainers.  For example, they help ensure that new staff are able 

and trained to execute district-wide instructional expectations like curriculum mapping.  They do not 

evaluate the performance of instructional staff, but likely would be helpers to individual teachers who may 

need help or support to improve performance.   
Buildings: Estimated Number of  Total Instructional 

Staff  in 
 the Building 

District-wide Resource Serving All 
Instructional Staff in Each 

Building 

Full Time 
Equivalent 

Frankfort-
Schuyler 

Elementary 

37 
 

Instructional Specialist/Trainer .5 

Herkimer  
Elementary 

40 
 

Instructional Specialist/Trainer .5 

Fisher 
 Elementary 

32 
 

Instructional Specialist/Trainer .5 

Barringer  
Elementary 

50.5 
 

Instructional Specialist/Trainer .5 

Upper  
Elementary 

56.5 
 

Instructional Specialist/Trainer .5 

Middle School 70 Instructional Specialist/Trainer .5 
High School 100 Instructional Specialist/Trainer 1 

Estimated total: 386 (not including up to 4 FTE’s available due to 
unforeseen grade level/subject level program 

delivery needs/issues) 

  
4 
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Instructional Support Teacher Aides and Teacher Assistants: 

The four school districts currently deploy 37 NYS certified Teacher Assistants.  There are 88 civil service 

teacher aides currently in the four school districts. 

Teacher Aides 
 
It is suggested that:   

 24 teacher aides be tentatively designated to serve the 8 pre-kindergarten classes and the estimated 
16 self-contained special needs classrooms  

 7 teacher aides be tentatively designated to serve the 7 libraries in the new district 
 It is estimated that there will be about 83 grade level classroom sections for grades kindergarten 

through grade 4.  It is suggested that 28 teacher aides be tentatively designated to serve 3 grade level 
sections each. 

 What cannot be defined at this time is how many special needs pupils may require one-to-one 
assistance as part of their Individual Education Plans as defined by the Committee on Special 
Education in collaboration with the pupils’ parents.  It is suspected that the remaining 29 teacher 
aides currently on staff in the four school districts will need to be deployed to serve these students. 

 
Teacher Assistants 
 
It is suggested that: 

 29 teacher assistants be tentatively designated to help the estimated 29 reading and Academic 
Intervention teachers serve students 

 7 teacher assistants be tentatively designated to serve the seven instructional computer labs expected 
in the new district  

 What cannot be defined at this time is how many special needs pupils may require one-to-one 
assistance as part of their Individual Education Plans as defined by the Committee on Special 
Education in collaboration with the pupils’ parents.  It is suspected that the remaining 1 teacher 
assistant currently on staff in the four school districts will need to be deployed to serve these 
students. 

 

Transportation, food service and buildings operation and maintenance:  
 
TRANSPORTATION:  No change. Two of the current school transportation programs are provided by a 

third party and two are provided by the districts. Utilize all current bus driver and mechanic employees.  

Contract with a third party vendor for added bus routes/runs that current staff cannot provide.  Within the 

first two years of the new school district it is suggested that the district review, analyze and study the 

delivery of transportation services to identify ways, if any, that the service can be delivered more efficiently. 

 

FOOD SERVICE:  No change.  Two of the current school lunch programs are provided by a third party and 

two are provided by the districts.  No general fund money is budgeted to support any of the four school 

lunch programs.  It is suggested that the school lunch programs as staffed continue for the newly 

reorganized school district (except in the school buildings that will not serve children—Jarvis, and 
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Remington).  Within the first two years of the new school district it is suggested that the district review, 

analyze and study the delivery of school lunch services to identify ways, if any, that the service can be 

delivered more efficiently. 

 
BUILDING AND GROUNDS:  No change. It is suggested that the school buildings and grounds operations 

and maintenance resources as staffed in each building continue for the newly reorganized school district 

(except in the school buildings that will not serve children—Jarvis, and Remington).   Within the first two 

years of the new school district it is suggested that the district review, analyze and study the delivery of 

building services to identify ways, if any, that the service can be delivered more efficiently.  For example,  

such an analysis can identify how best the new district can use differentiated staffing to achieve expected 

standards in cleaning; planned and scheduled maintenance of systems and equipment; availability of on-

staff skill sets for electricity, plumbing, painting, refrigeration, and heating, ventilating and air conditioning 

to efficiently and cost-effectively operate the buildings of the district.  

 

Instructional Technology Support: 

It is suggested that one instructional support technology technician be deployed in each of the seven 

buildings.  This support staff keeps the instructional technology in functioning order and help staff with 

software questions or issues.  The reorganized district may wish to explore receiving the building site based 

service instead as part of a BOCES shared service through the Regional Information Center instead of hiring 

employees. 

 

School Business Office Support Staff: 

The four school districts currently employee 6.9 full time equivalents in total who support the four separate 

business office functions.  It is suggested that the business office of a newly organized school district will 

require at least: 

 One accounting support person for payroll. 
 One accounting support person for accounts payable. 
 One accounting support person for the accounting of employee benefits like health insurance. 
 One accounting support person who is designated the assistant treasurer and internal auditor. 
 One accounting support person for all grants accounting and financial reporting along with the 

responsibility for the accounting of any capital projects. 
  

Secretarial Support: 

The four districts currently employ in total 35 full time equivalent secretarial support positions.  It is 

suggested that the newly organized district will require 38 full time equivalent secretarial support positions.  

It is suggested that each school building have at least two secretaries; that support services like guidance, 
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social work, and that Committee on Special Education Committees have secretarial support; and that each 

central office supervisor/administrator be assigned one secretary. 

 

Suggested deployment of secretarial support: 
Location Administrators/Guidance 

Counselors/Social Workers 
Secretary FTE’s Assigned 

Frankfort-Schuyler Elementary 3 2 
Herkimer Elementary 3 2 

Fisher Elementary 3 2 
Barringer Elementary 4 2 

Upper Elementary 5 3 
Middle School 7 4 
High School 10 5 

Attendance Clerk  1 
CSE committees (elementary, middle, 

high school) 
 3 

Total in the School Buildings:  24   
District Office 14 14 

Total throughout the district:  38 
 

Supervision and Administration at the Central Office Level:  

Charted below is the suggested central office resource to supervise and administrator an over $80,000,000 

school district that serves over 4500 pupils and over 600 staff members. 
 Primary Function Full Time 

Equivalent 
Superintendent Chief Executive Officer 1 
Director of  Human 

Resources 
Organizes and implements all tasks related to personnel of the district 1 

Grant Writer Seeks out grants for the district and helps to write them 0; purchase the 
service through the 

BOCES 
consortium 

Public Information 
Specialist 

Plans, coordinates, and implements an ongoing public information plan to keep 
the communities well-informed about the school district 

0; purchase the 
service through the 

BOCES 
consortium 

Associate 
Superintendent for 

Transition 
(for at least 2 years) 

Develops a transition plan with other district leaders; Coordinates the elements 
of that plan with the efforts of all staff; troubleshoots unexpected challenges and 
opportunities as the transition from four districts to one evolves. 

1 

Assistant 
Superintendent for 

Instructional Services 

Coordinates, implements, and evaluates all instructional services collaboratively 
with the building principals 

1 

Director of  Pupil 
Services and 

Compensatory 
Education 

Plans, implements, and evaluates all pupil support services collaboratively with 
the building principals.  The role also coordinates, implements, and evaluates all 
government entitlement grants and other grants that serve instruction. 

1 

Director of Special 
Education 

Coordinates, implements, and evaluates all services for special needs pupils 
including supervising those already on staff who chair CSE and PCSE committee 
meetings (ex. social worker who also is chair of Elementary CSE) 

1 

Coordinator of 
Technology 

Coordinates, plans with others, and implements the technology plan for the 
district both for instruction and administrative services.  Supervises a team of 

1 
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seven technology technicians who work in the buildings ensuring that hardware 
and software issues/problems are solved.  Provide training to staff to ensure that 
they have the skill sets to use the technology available in the district. 

Director of Athletics, 
Physical Education and 

Recreation 

Plans, coordinates, implements, and evaluates all interscholastic and intramural 
program elements for Pre-K through 12 and supervises all coaches and physical 
education instructors.  

1 

Assistant 
Superintendent for 

Administrative  
Services 

Chief financial officer.  Coordinates the delivery and implementation of the 
budget and support services of the district.  Organizes and implements the 
internal audit function of the district 

1 

Director of  the Budget  
and Purchasing Agent 

Functionally executes the district budget and purchasing for the district. Plans the 
borrowing and investing plan for the district. 

1 

Treasurer Functionally monitors and executes the revenue plan for the district.  Implements 
the borrowing and investing plan for the district.  Implements the payroll and 
accounts receivable processes along with the functional implementation of the 
health insurance plan for employees. 

1 

Director of Buildings 
and Grounds 

Ensures the maintenance and upkeep of all of the facility resources of the district. 1 

Director of 
Transportation 

Organizes and implements all transportation services of the district. 1 

Director of Food 
Services 

Organizes and implements all school lunch and breakfast services of the district. 1 

Estimated Total 
Central 

Services/Office: 

14 

 

SUMMARY OF SUGGESTED STAFFING PLAN FOR THE NEWLY ORGANIZED SCHOOL 
DISTRICT COMPARED TO  

THE TOTAL STAFFING IN THE FOUR SCHOOL DISTRICTS SEPARATELY 
 

CURRENT STAFF IN THE FOUR SCHOOL DISTRICTS: 628.9 
ESTIMATED TOTAL STAFF IN THE REORGANIZED DISTRICT:  604 

 
STAFF  
SEGMENT 

FULL TIME EQUIVALENTS  IN 
THE FOUR SCHOOL DISTRICTS 
BENCHMARKED TO THE 2010-

2011 SCHOOL YEAR 

ESTIMATED FULL TIME 
EQUIVALENTS IN A 

REORGANIZED DISTRICT 
INCLUDING PUPIL PROGRAM 

ENHANCEMENTS 
Pre-K through grade 6 certified 
teachers (including counselors, social 
workers, librarians, teacher certified 
nurses and similar others): 

 
211 

210.5 including 2 undesignated FTE’s due 
to unforeseen grade level issues 

Grade 7-12 certified teachers (including 
counselors, nurses and similar others): 

 
207 

165.5 including 2 undesignated FTE’s due 
to unforeseen subject program delivery 
issues 

Instructional Specialists/Trainers 
building-based direct service to teachers 

 
0 

 
4 

OT/PT (civil service payroll) 2 7 
Social worker (civil service payroll) 0 8 
Nurse (civil service payroll) 7 8 

 
K-12 certified administrators (buildings 
and central office), and certified or civil 
service Directors of school lunch, 
transportation, facilities  

 
 

33 

 
 

25 

Technology Coordination 2 1 
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Teacher Assistants (certified) 37 37 
Teacher Aides (civil service payroll) 88 88 
Technology Technicians 0 7 

 
Secretarial 35 38 
Business Office Accounting 6.9 5 

 
Bus drivers 
Bus aides 

Continue current delivery plan 

School lunch workers Only  change is to reflect closing of Remington and different use for Jarvis 
Operations and Maintenance workers Only change is to reflect closing of Remington and different use for Jarvis 
 
What would the financial picture look like for the new school district? 
 
M.  What if Picture of the Estimated Long Term Budget Financials if the Four  
      Districts Reorganize into One District     
 
The members of the four Community Advisory Committees are in concert regarding long-term financial 

viability and sustainability of a reorganized district if approved by the communities.  The CAC members all 

advise that the Board of Education and the administration of a newly organized school district must make 

part of its operation culture to closely monitor with a clear planning process the annual expenditures and 

revenues with a long-term view.    

 

Therefore, the financial plan framework suggested by the study reflects this explicit guidance by outlining a 

financial blueprint that ends the budget and property tax reliance on reorganization incentive aid terminating 

in the same year that the aid stops coming to the newly organized school district. 

Estimated profile of the major elements of the first year’s expenditure budget of the newly organized 
school district: 
 

Total of the 2011-2012 school budgets of the four separate school districts. $78,247,874
Anticipated inflation for 2012-2013 of at least 3%.  + 2,347,436

Subtotal $80,595,310
Estimated difference in the staffing budgets of 2011-2012 of the four school districts 
separately and with the estimated staffing budget of the reorganized district. The staffing 
levels are based on the program vision developed with the Community Advisory 
Committees as described in the attached document.  This total savings results from the act 
of serving the pupils collectively as described in the grade level configuration document.  

 
 
 
 
-   2,129,946 

10% increase in the co-curricular, music/drama, and interscholastic resources budgeted 
separately by the four districts in 2010-2011 which totaled $1,335,073. 

 
+      133,507 

Estimated added expenditure for transportation based on the grade level configurations of 
the program and the location of the various school buildings. 

 
+   1,641,376 

Closure of the Remington Elementary Building (Fields and Athletic Facilities still used as 
assets for the student program and the community). 

-       350,000 

Expenditures to address developing new labor contracts. +      714,816 
Net estimated expenditure budget for the first year of the newly organized district in 

2012-2013: 
 

$80,605,063
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Estimated profile of the major elements of the first year’s revenue budget of a newly organized school 
district based on 2011 current law. 
 

Total estimate of the 2011-2012 regular state and federal aid revenues. (2% less 
than the previous year) 

$54,453,541

Estimated new ‘regular’ transportation state aid on additional bus routing. * +   1,148,963
Estimated annual additional building aid due to a common building aid ratio 
applied to all existing bond debt of the four individual school districts. 

+      303,492

Cash from the four districts on June 30, 2011 +   6,900,000
Year 1 of the reorganization incentive aid +   7,659,972  

Net estimated revenues not including property taxes for the first year of the 
newly organized district in 2012-2013: 

 
$70,465,968

 
*This is an expenditure driven state aid.  It is paid by the state in the year following the expenditure and will be paid to the new 
district in 2013-2014.  The reorganization incentive aid in year one only will supply the $1,148,963 revenue for the 2012-2013 

budget.  This is a prime example of how the incentive aid helps to enable the establishment of reorganized school districts. 
 

Elements of a Suggested Financial Blueprint for Planning: 
 It is estimated that the four districts combined will have about $6,900,000 in cash and approved 

reserves on June 30, 2012 if a reorganization is approved by the communities.  These funds are 
placed in reserves of the new district in the same pattern as they were in the approved reserves of 
each of the four school districts before reorganization. 

 
 In the first year only $1,148,963 of the reorganization incentive state aid is used to pay for the pupil 

transportation plan.  In future years, starting with year two, transportation aid received as a revenue 
from the previous year’s transportation expenditures will not require reorganization incentive aid to 
be allocated to transportation expenses. 

 
 Starting in the first year of the new district, a yearly planned amount of the reorganization incentive 

aid is placed into approved reserves to protect the district and the communities against unforeseen 
expenditures and/or unforeseen economy factors over the first 15 years of the new district. 

 
 Starting in 2013 through 2023, each year $1,000,000 of the reorganization incentive state aid is 

allocated to pay down the collective debt of the four districts that came to the new district at the time 
of reorganization.  The debt of the new district from the four districts ends more quickly.  Also, the 
state building aid revenue on the debt still comes in to the new district at the yearly schedule 
matching the original term of the bond. As the state building aid revenue is received through 2025 
on the advanced ‘mortgage’ pay-down payments, the revenue can be placed in an approved reserve 
for future projects or  is available as may be necessary to moderate the property tax levy through 
2026 and beyond.   

 
 $4,950,000 of the reorganization incentive state aid is allocated to reduce the tax levy and the 

property taxes for the 2012-2013 school year.  Starting in year two (2013-2014) the newly organized 
school district will identify annually at least $353,572 in on-going efficiencies to deliver the 
program over the next 14 years.  Thus, over 15 years the reorganization incentive aid used initially 
to reduce the tax levy is reduced to $0.  Therefore, the reorganization aid is not relied on for the 
financial future of the district after it is phased out starting in 2026.  Instead, financial efficiencies 
that are implemented over 15 years because of reorganization are the prime factor in 
moderating the reliance on the property tax to deliver the program.   
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Suggested Plan for Allocation of the Reorganization Incentive State Aid over 15 Years: 
 
Year Incentive 

Aid 
Incentive Aid 
Allocated to 

Reserves 

Incentive Aid 
Allocated to 
 Enable First  

Year Cost  
for the Pupil 

Transportation 
 Plan 

 

Incentive Aid Allocated 
to Pay Down the 

Existing Building Bond 
Debt of the four 
districts now the 

responsibility of the 
new district 

(Advanced Payment of 
Existing Debt) 

Incentive Aid 
Allocated to 

Reduce the Tax 
Levy and 

Property Taxes 

Totals: 

2012 $7,659,972 $1,561,009 $1,148,963  $4,950,000 $7,659,972 
2013 $7,659,972 $2,063,544  $1,000,000 $4,596,428 $7,659,972 
2014 $7,659,972 $2,417,116  $1,000,000 $4,242,856 $7,659,972 
2015 $7,659,972 $2,770,688  $1,000,000 $3,889,284 $7,659,972 
2016 $7,659,972 $3,124,260  $1,000,000 $3,535,712 $7,659,972 
2017 $6,893,974 $2,711,834  $1,000,000 $3,182,140 $6,893,974 
2018 $6,127,977 $2,299,409  $1,000,000 $2,828,568 $6,127,977 
2019 $5,361,980 $1,886,984  $1,000,000 $2,474,996 $5,361,980 
2020 $4,595,983 $1,474,559  $1,000,000 $2,121,424 $4,595,983 
2021 $3,829,986 $1,062,134  $1,000,000 $1,767,852 $3,829,986 
2022 $3,063,989 $649,709  $1,000,000 $1,414,280 $3,063,989 
2023 $2,297,991 $237,283  $1,000,000 $1,060,708 $2,297,991 
2024 $1,531,994 $824,858   $707,136 $1,531,994 
2025 $765,997 $412,433   $353,564 $765,997 
2026 $0 $0   $0 $0 

       
Totals: $72,769,731 $23,495,820 $1,148,963 $11,000,000 $37,124,948 $72,769,731 

 
 

What is expected to happen to property taxes? 
 
N.  What if Picture of the Estimated Property Taxes in the First Base Year 
      on a $100,000 Home in Each of the Towns Served by the Reorganized  
      School District  

 
Below is a chart showing the actual property taxes for 2011-2012 of the four school districts separately.  

Also charted are the estimated property taxes for the first year of the newly organized single school district.   
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       2011-2012 PROPERTY TAXES OF THE FOUR SCHOOL DISTRICTS SEPARATELY 
Assessed

Value 2011-2012
Apportionment Equalization Full School Tax Percent of Tax Levy Tax Rate/

Town August-11 Rate Value Levy Tax Levy Dollars $1000 assessed

Frankfort 214,441,923        0.7500 285,922,564       6,740,776           85.448290% 5,759,877.82         26.86              
Schuyler 43,579,489          0.8950 48,692,166         6,740,776           14.551710% 980,898.18            22.51              

Total 258,021,412        334,614,730       100.000000% 6,740,776
20.19                Tax Rate per $1000 on True

Herkimer 338,182,772        0.9400 359,768,906       7,475,944           96.782711% 7,235,421.28         21.40              
Little Falls 8,371,707            70.0000 11,959,581         7,475,944           3.217289% 240,522.72            28.73              

Total 346,554,479        371,728,487       100.000000% 7,475,944
20.86                Tax Rate per $1000 on True

German Flatts 119,562,576        0.7715 154,974,175                  3,876,316 80.277674% 3,111,816.32         26.03              
Columbia 28,975,415          0.95 30,500,437                    3,876,316 15.799433% 612,435.95            21.14              

Little Falls 5,175,860            0.7 7,394,086                      3,876,316 3.830187% 148,470.15            28.69              
Litchfield 170,019               0.95 178,967                         3,876,316 0.092706% 3,593.58                21.14              

Total 153,883,870        193,047,665       100.000000% 3,876,316
20.08                  Tax Rate per $1000 on True

Frankfort 16,416,810          0.75 21,889,080         4,590,000           8.057738% 369,850.17            22.53              
German Flats 189,324,250        0.7715 245,397,602       4,590,000           90.334984% 4,146,375.77         21.90              
Herkimer 3,550,341            0.94 3,776,959           4,590,000           1.390362% 63,817.62              17.98              
Schuyler 527,384               0.895 589,256              4,590,000           0.216915% 9,956.40                18.88              

Total 209,818,785        271,652,897       99.999999% 4,590,000
16.90                  Tax Rate per $1000 on True

GRAND TOTALS: 968,278,546        1,171,043,779  22,683,036       22,683,036           

2012-2013 "WHAT IF"  PROPERTY TAXES IF THE FOUR COMMUNITIES CHOSE TO REORGANIZE THE FOUR DISTRICTS INTO ONE

TOWN
German Flatts 308,886,826        0.7715 400,371,777       19,749,067         34.189309% 6,752,069.54         21.86              
Columbia 28,975,415          0.95 30,500,437         19,749,067         2.604551% 514,374.52            17.75              
Little Falls 13,547,567          0.7 19,353,667         19,749,067         1.652685% 326,389.87            24.09              
Litchfield 170,019               0.95 178,967              19,749,067         0.015283% 3,018.25                17.75              
Herkimer 341,733,113        0.94 363,545,865       19,749,067         31.044601% 6,131,019.05         17.94              
Frankfort 230,858,733        0.75 307,811,644       19,749,067         26.285238% 5,191,089.26         22.49              
Schuyler 44,106,873          0.895 49,281,422       19,749,067       4.208333% 831,106.50           18.84             

Total 968,278,546        1,171,043,779    -                      19,749,067
16.86                Tax Rate per $1000 on True

Estimated budget for the 
first year of a reorganized
district in 2012-2013: $80,605,063

Estimated 'regular' revenue for the 
first year of a reorganized 
district in 2012-2013: $55,905,996

Estmated reorganization incentive
aid applied to property taxes: $4,950,000

ESTIMATED TAX LEVY FOR 2012-2013: $19,749,067

Herkimer CS

Frankfort-Schuyler CS

Mohawk CS

Ilion CS
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Sample property taxes for a home with a $100,000 market (true value):  

 
Current Tax Year EXAMPLE FOR THE 2O11-2012 SCHOOL YEAR 

School District Town Example True 
Value 

Corresponding
Assessed 

Value 

2011-2012 Tax Rate 
Per $1000 Assessed 

Value 

2011-2012 Property 
Taxes 

Frankfort $100,000 $75,000 $26.86 $2015 Frankfort-
Schuyler Schuyler $100,000 $89,500 $22.51 $2015 

 
Herkimer $100,000 $94,000 $21.40 $2011 Herkimer 
Little 
Falls 

$100,000 $70,000 $28.73 $2011 

 
German 
Flats 

$100,000 $77,150 $26.03 $2008 

Columbia $100,000 $95,000 $21.14 $2008 
Little 
Falls 

$100,000 $70,000 $28.69 $2008 

Mohawk 

Litchfield $100,000 $95,000 $21.14 $2008 
 

Frankfort $100,000 $75,000 $22.53 $1690 
German 
Flats 

$100,000 $77,150 $21.90 $1690 

Herkimer $100,000 $94,000 $17.98 $1690 

Ilion 

Schuyler $100,000 $89,500 $18.88 $1690 
 

ESTIMATED FOR THE 2O12-2013 SCHOOL YEAR IF THE FOUR SCHOOL DISTRICTS 
 REORGANIZED INTO ONE SCHOOL DISTRICT: 

Town Example 
True 

Value of 
a home 

Corresponding
Assessed 

Value 

2012-2013 Tax Rate Per $1000 
Assessed Value  

based on the tax levy reflective 
of the outlined financial plan for 

the newly organized school 
district 

 for 2012-2013 

2012-2013 Estimated 
Property Taxes on a 

$100,000 market 
value (‘true value’) 

home 

Frankfort $100,000 $75,000 $22.49 $1686 
Schuyler $100,000 $89,500 $18.84 $1686 
Herkimer $100,000 $94,000 $17.94 $1686 
Little 
Falls 

$100,000 $70,000 $24.09 $1686 

German 
Flats 

 
$100,000 

 
$77,150 

 
$21.86 

 
$1686 

Columbia $100,000 $95,000 $17.75 $1686 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Reorganized 
School 
District 

Litchfield $100,000 $95,000 $17.75 $1686 
 
Summary: 

 Please note that the estimated 2012-2013 school budget and property tax levy are conservative in 

that the actual budget and levy might be less.  There are no expected additions.  The estimated 2012-

2013 property tax of a reorganized school district is compared to the 2011-2012 actual property 
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taxes paid in each of the four districts for a $100,000 home.  An estimate of the 2012-2013 budgets 

and tax levies for each of the separate school districts for 2012-2013 is outside the scope of the 

study.  The four Boards of Education are in the process of preparing estimated budgets and property 

tax levies for 2012-2013 as four separate school districts. 

 A property owner with a $100,000 home in Frankfort-Schuyler, Herkimer and Mohawk can expect a 

lower property school tax bill of between $315 and $322 in 2012-13 compared to 2011-2012.  The 

Ilion property tax owner will receive a smaller property tax reduction.  Ilion is the least wealthy of 

the four separate school districts.  As such, Ilion has relied less on the property tax for revenue 

because its lower wealth has generated higher levels of state aid in the past.   

 With the expected reduction of state aid for 2012-2013 for all school districts even those with low 

wealth like Ilion, it is very likely that Ilion taxpayers will pay less in property taxes in 2012-2013 in 

a reorganized school district compared to what the property tax obligation will be if Ilion remains a 

stand-alone district.  The same can be said for Frankfort-Schuyler, Herkimer, and Mohawk.  It is 

likely that the taxpayers of a $100,000 home in those districts will pay less in property taxes in 

2012-2013 in a reorganized school district compared to what the property tax obligation will be if 

each district remains a stand-alone district. 

 

The New York State Property Tax Limit Legislation: 

During the 2010-11 session, the New York State Legislature and Governor Cuomo enacted a “Property Tax 

Cap.” This new legislation limits the increases in annual school district property tax levies (not the tax rate). 

 

As this Feasibility Study goes to press, more information about this law is being released. For example, the 

amount that a tax levy may increase is now called a 'tax levy limit” by the governor and it will be 

determined by each school district according to an eight-step complex formula outlined in the law. Each 

school district must calculate that “limit” and it will vary by district. School districts will have the option to 

exceed their 'tax levy limit” with at least 60% voter approval. This new law will first affect the 2012-13 tax 

levies. 

 

The full impact of this newly-enacted Tax Levy Limit may not be known until the budget development 

process for each individual school district is underway. Any long-range financial planning (including 

expenditures, revenues and fund balance) will be influenced.  
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Below is the language in the Property Tax Law with respect to setting the property tax levy limit for 

reorganized districts: 

 
REORGANIZED SCHOOL DISTRICTS: WHEN TWO OR MORE SCHOOL DISTRICTS REORGANIZE, THE 
COMMISSIONER SHALL DETERMINE THE TAX LEVY LIMIT FOR THE REORGANIZED SCHOOL DISTRICT 
FOR THE FIRST SCHOOL YEAR FOLLOWING THE REORGANIZATION BASED ON THE RESPECTIVE TAX 
LEVY LIMITS OF THE SCHOOL DISTRICTS THAT FORMED THE REORGANIZED DISTRICT FROM THE LAST 
SCHOOL YEAR IN WHICH THEY WERE SEPARATE DISTRICTS, PROVIDED THAT IN THE EVENT OF 
FORMATION OF A NEW CENTRAL HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT, THE TAX LEVY LIMITS FOR THE NEW 
CENTRAL HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT AND ITS COMPONENT SCHOOL DISTRICTS SHALL BE DETERMINED IN 
ACCORDANCE WITH A METHODOLOGY PRESCRIBED BY THE COMMISSIONER. 

 

If the districts choose to go to binding referendum regarding reorganization, then information should be 

received from the State Education Department to determine how the above law pertains to the four districts 

of this study.  

What would the new school district need to do to prepare for the school year in September? 
 
O.   Outline of Major Transition Steps to Create One School District if the  
      Communities Approve the Reorganization Referendum 
 

If the four district communities affirm a centralization of the four districts by referendum, the reorganized 

district faces a series of transition decisions that must be addressed prior to formal establishment of the 

centralized district on July 1, 2012 and others that need to be addressed by September 2012.  In addition 

there are transition issues that will need decisions in the first one to two years of the new school district.  

 

It is rare that communities have the opportunity to create an entirely new school district, with a new vision 

for its students, a new educational culture focused on students and teaching and learning; and a chance to 

increase the opportunities for student growth and development. In order to effectively and efficiently 

combine the various systems into one coherent, coordinated and seamless school district, a transition plan 

should be developed if the communities elect to reorganize. 

 

The reorganized school district would be operating concurrently with the four original school districts for a 

period of time. Each district has its own activities, instructional calendar, assessment program and the like 

to conduct while the same people will be planning for a new school district to take affect July 1, 2012. 

Establishing a viable transition team and plan is critical to the smooth and successful implementation of a 

newly-reorganized district. 
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Implementing a transition plan will require the cooperation and collegiality of all aspects of the school and 

communities of each district. 

 

The major transition decisions (in no priority order) include, but are not limited to: 
 
By July 1, 2012: 
 

 Select and appoint a superintendent of schools 
 Develop and prepare a 2012-13 school district budget for voter consideration 
 Recognize bargaining units; begin to develop labor contracts with the various bargaining groups 
 Approve a 2012-13 school district calendar 
 Determine formal or 'common name' and file appropriate paperwork with SED 
 Determine the usual school district items like: select auditing firm; school attorney;  

            school physician, etc. 
 
 
By September 1, 2012: 
 

 Finalize the plan to house K-12 students and staff within the grade level configurations (K-4; 5-6; 7-
8 and 9-12) and the buildings of the reorganized district for educational programming. 

 Select and appoint  administrative staff, instructional staff, and support staff 
 Determine, implement and schedule grade 9-12 course offerings 
 Approve a district athletic plan; appoint coaches; identify practice and competition fields 
 Locate the District Office for the reorganized district 
 Establish bus transportation routes and pick up schedules 
 Prepare and approve student handbooks; code of conduct; faculty handbooks; parent handbooks 
 Develop a student orientation plan for each school building especially for the upper elementary 5-6, 

the middle school 7-8, and the 9-12.  The four elementary buildings are in place already in the four 
districts. 

 Determine school “management” systems and policies such as attendance, use of facilities, and other 
day-to-day operating guidelines. 

 
Within the first 12 to 24 months: 

 Commence a long-range facilities plan 
 Review and establish Board Policies 
 Study and review the school lunch, operations and maintenance, and transportation programs. 

 
The range of tasks and decisions are broad, but also exciting as a new district becomes set to serve the 

communities and the students.  Establishing a thorough, well-managed, participatory process to guide the 

new board of education, administration and staff in establishing this new district is recommended. 

 

One option is for the Board of Education to create a comprehensive Transition Committee to address and 

advise the Board about the many topics related to combining the systems of a new school district. This 

Committee should have broad-based composition including, but not limited to, representatives from the 
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instructional staff; support staff; administration; students; parents; and community as well as specialized 

staff as appropriate.  

 

The staffing plan suggested by this study includes an Associate Superintendent for Transition to be in place 

for at least two years.  The study suggests that this resource is key to the success of the new school district.  

As the transition develops all other staff including teachers, support staff, supervisors, and administrators 

are accomplishing all of the tasks and responsibilities of delivering the program to students.  Transition 

tasks and decisions are above and beyond the normal operation of a school district and should not be put on 

the ‘back burner’.   The board of education assigns this person to chair the Transition Committee and to 

oversee all the details of the transition for a period of one to two years.    

 

The Associate Superintendent for Transition: develops a transition plan with other district leaders and staff; 

coordinates the elements of that plan with the efforts and talents of all staff; troubleshoots unexpected 

challenges and opportunities as the transition from four districts to one evolves culturally.  

 

Other related topics that the four Community Advisory Committees discussed and wish the study to outline 

are: 

• Governance – Board of Education Seats 

                     The number of board of education seats and terms of office are determined, according to NYS 
Education Law; by the voting public at the time of a 'binding' vote should the reorganization process reach 
that point.  The voting public will vote to determine if there should be 5, 7 or 9 board members on the new 
Board of Education along with what the terms of office should be, either 3, 4, or 5 years in length. The 
board seats are considered 'at large' seats within this new district. It is important to note that “prior 
agreements” or “gentlemen's agreements” whereby board of education seats of elected school board 
members are allocated among communities or 'former districts' comprising the new district have been 
invalidated by the NYS Commissioner of Education. 

 
 The matter of governance was discussed by members of the Community Advisory Committee. 
Although there was no consensus with respect to the number or term of office for the new board, Advisory 
Committee members expressed the hope that anyone running for a seat would be willing and able to commit 
the necessary time to the position. 
 

• Name of the New District 
 
Sections 315 and 1801 (2) of Education Law refer to the naming of a newly centralized district. They 
specify that each school district shall have a legal name consisting of a geographic designation. Boards of 
education have the sole authority to adopt a simplified name to be filed with the Commissioner of 
Education. The Community Advisory Committees discussed what might be a 'common name' of the new 
district. Members of the Advisory Committees do recommend that there should be a 'common name' in 
addition to the legal name of the “Frankfort-Schuyler-Herkimer-Ilion-Mohawk Central School District”. 
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The Community Advisory Committee members suggest that the Transition committee establish a wide-
reaching process that includes students and community to select a ‘common name’ for the new school 
district.  The final ‘name’ must be approved by the new Board of Education and filed with the New York 
State Education Department by July 1, 2012. 
 

• School Colors and School Mascot 
 
The four districts all have different school colors, mascots and nicknames. The Community Advisory 
Committee discussed a process for choosing new ones. They believe strongly that all students currently 
attending each of the respective schools should be asked to determine these, under the direction of a student 
organization (i.e. Student Council) that represents all students. 
 
The Board of Education has the final legal authority for approval. However, this real life experience for the 
new student body to come together to both create and carry out a democratic process to select those aspects 
of the reorganized district that effect them most, is recommended by the Community Advisory Committees 
to be a valuable learning opportunity. The recommendation for school colors and mascot would be the 
initial accomplishment of a new student body which will help in creating a new school culture.  The process 
should be completed before commencement in June of 2012 while all students are still in attendance.  
Therefore, prompt attention by the students and the Transition committee would be required. 
 
The Committees cautioned against interference or ‘meddling’ from adults in what is recommended to be a 
student-directed process.  Parameters should be identified in advance by the Transition Committee.  Such 
parameters might include such items as:  all students in grades K-12 should be permitted to participate; 
school colors currently used by any of the four districts would not be eligible; school mascots currently used 
by any of the four districts would not be eligible; and that the students develop a set of criteria to screen 
ideas consistent with local community tastes. 

 
P.  Study Question Summary  
 
The four Boards of Education commissioned the feasibility study to research data to answer the question: 
 

Would the reorganization (through centralization) of the four districts provide enhanced educational 
opportunities and, at the same time, increase efficiencies and lower cost for the overall operations by 

forming a consolidated school district? 
 

The major question facing the four communities is:  

Should the Frankfort-Schuyler, Herkimer, Ilion, and Mohawk Central school districts 
 reorganize into one school district? 

 
The final opinion about the value of the study question asked by the Boards rests with the four communities. 

The decision judgment about proceeding with or not proceeding with the implementation of reorganization 

into one school district rests solely with the four communities as they review the opportunities and 

challenges documented in the study by the Community Advisory Committees and the SES Study Team.  
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PLEASE NOTE THAT ALL OF THE DATA ANALYSIS TOOLS IN THIS 
DATA SECTION WERE ORIGINALLY POSTED ON THE WEBSITES OF 
EACH OF THE FOUR SCHOOL DISTRICTS AS THE COMMUNITY 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEMBERS MET AND USED THEM TO HELP 
GUIDE THE STUDY.    
 
SOME OF THE TOOLS POSTED ON THE WEB CONTAINED 
TYPOGRAPHICAL CORRECTIONS AND SOME CLARIFICATION OF THE 
DATA HAS BEEN ADDED SINCE THE POSTING.  THEREFORE, IN SOME 
INSTANCES THE FINAL DATA REFERENCE TOOLS COMPILED HERE 
ARE NOT EXACTLY THE SAME AS WHEN THEY WERE ORIGINALLY 
POSTED ON THE WEBSITES. THERE ARE NO SUBSTANTIVE CHANGES, 
HOWEVER, FROM THE ORIGINAL DATA TOOLS. 
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Criteria used by the Boards to appoint Community Advisory Committee members from those 
who volunteered in each school district. 
 
GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS OF SUCCESSFUL COMMITTEE MEMBERS 
INCLUDE: 
 
• The ability to listen to all sides of an issue and to respect the opinions of others. 
• Acknowledged by the community as one who represents a ‘constituency’ within the 

respective district. 
• The ability and comfort to accurately convey ideas and information verbally to fellow 

community members. 
• The ability to see a 'big picture' yet able to appreciate and understand details with a focus on 

the main mission of a school district which is to serve students effectively and with quality as 
defined by the community. 

• Believes in transparency of the study work, data and process. 
• Has the willingness and ability to commit the necessary time to attend all (most) meetings in 

a timely manner and to contribute to the work of the Committee and study. 
• Has demonstrated a previous interest and involvement in some aspect of the school district 

and/or community.  
• Is a resident of the respective school district. 
• Is willing to be accessible to community members to help communicate about the work of 

the Committee and the study process. 
• Understands the process of consensus and is willing to work with others to identify and then 

support a consensus recommendation. 
• Understands and accepts that recommendations of the Committee are advisory in nature to 

the Boards of Education and to the communities of the districts. 
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FOUR DISTRICT 

REORGANIZATION FEASIBILITY STUDY 
COMMUNITY ADVISORY COMMITTEES 

 

What questions should the 
Community Advisory Committees 

and the Four District 
Reorganization Study 

address/answer? 
 
 
 

COMPILED COLLABORATIVELY BY THE MEMBERS 
OF THE FOUR COMMUNITY ADVISORY COMMITTEES 

AT THEIR JANUARY 19, 2011 WORK MEETING 
 
 
 

FRANKFORT-SCHUYLER CS 
HERKIMER CS 

ILION CS 
MOHAWK CS 
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Educational Program Questions Identified  
by the Community Advisory Committees 

Status  

Category One: Enhanced/Accelerated/New Offerings 
1.)  At the HS level, what enhancements to programming can be expected? 
2.)  Will students be able to take more AP Courses? 
3.)  Will there be magnet schools established for those students who excel in specialized curriculum? 
4.)  Will top students be offered more AP opportunities? 
5.)  Which configuration will enable us to offer the best courses to the greatest numbers of students? 
6.)  By creating a new district, how will affect the programs for our students? (More arts, cultural, etc. 
opportunities?!) 
7.)  What are additional enrichment programs that could be offered with a bigger district? 
8.)  How will merging districts enhance educational opportunities for our children? 
9.)  Will the larger student body increase the subjects available for both college bound and technology 
students  
at the secondary level? 
10.) Will there be more or less diversity of programs offered? 
11.) Do magnet schools have a role in reorganization? 
12.) How will educational opportunities improve? (Reversing the dropping of programs?) And, add 
more AP,  
better teachers (get rid of underachievers) and will commitments will there be to better and more 
teaching? 
13) What new or different classes could be offered? 
14.) Will more programs be offered: accelerated, special education? What types of electives will be 
offered? 
15.) Opportunity to challenge students and keep motivated to advance learning? 
16.) Will distance learning rooms finally be used? 

 

Category Two: BOCES Questions 
1.) What would happen to BOCES special education programs if there was a district big enough to 
create more opportunities? 
2.) If we merge, what happens to BOCES? 

 

Category Three: Extra-Curricular and Athletics 
1.) How will the athletic needs of students be met? 
2.) Extra-curricular? Not as many kids can participate in sports and musicals? Has to be answered? 

 

Category Four: Class Size Impacts 
1.) Will there be reductions in class size as a result of reorganization? 
2.) How large will classes be? (Two sheets read Class Size?) 
3.) How big will the classes be and will there be a loss of teachers? 
4.) Will this study mean smaller or larger classes? 
5.) Some programs need to be eliminated. 
6.) The committees need to address excessive overall classes. 
7.) What would the class size be? 
8.) How is it going to affect class size? 

 

Category Five: Improve Student Overall Opportunities 
1.)Are we doing what we can, technologically, to provide adequate educational opportunities? 
2.) How will you handle after school programs? 
3.) Will there be more one on one with students who need extra help? 
4.) Will the committee look at what the future holds for education or stay the course and try to improve  
on what we are doing now? 
5.) Will students be better off? 
6.) In what areas are we not preparing students for life after high school? 
7.)How will merging give each child a better quality of education 
8.) Will we be able to give our students better preparations for the future? 
9.) Will reorganization improve students’ education? 
10.)Could the size of the new district allow for the restructuring of the primary/elementary level to 

 



DATA 

“Custom tools and research to aid a school district in defining a vision and  
decision options for serving students in the future.” 

 

- 5 -

 be more open to advancement based on mastery of curriculum, rather than age/grade level? 
11.) How does it include improved opportunity for all children? 
12.)Will underachieving students be given more opportunities to succeed? 
13.)What about a Junior High? 

 

 
Financial Issues/Questions Determined by the Community Advisory Committees Status  
Category One: Jobs Impacts 
1.) How will the chain of command be determined? 
2.) Will there be an increase in department heads? 
3.) What will the table of organization look like and who decides it? 
4.) What happens to teacher contracts, collective bargaining, seniority, etc. if the merger occurs? 
5.) What is going to happen to educators and support staff? 
6.) Will staffing be cut? 
7.) If reorganization results in layoffs, what effect will current collective bargaining agreements have on 
timelines? 
8.) Jobs lost or jobs gained? 
9.) Student enrollment has declined substantially, but staff size has increased? What is driving this? 
10.) Are we going to make teachers teach outside their certified area in order to “fill” spaces? 
11.) What hurdles from employee unions, if any, cold stand in the way of reorganization? 
12.) Will there be a “district” wide seniority list and contract? 

 

Category Two: Issues Related to Money/Costs/Taxes 
1.) What could happen if there is a no? NYS funding? Programs? 
2.) Will the aid incentive be used to reduce taxes or to add more programs? 
3.) How will the budget be determined and by whom? 
4.) How will the new reorganized district apportion the tax basis in light of differences in the 
assessments  
of property in existing districts? 
5.) Are the lower costs sustainable consistent with eroding tax base and proposed tax cap? 
6.) What is the budget/financial bottom line? …With aid and without temporary state aid? (What’s the 
 point if there aren’t significant savings?) 
7.) Will our taxes be lowered and our funding increased? 
8.) Will the savings be significant enough to sell the plan? 
9.) How can this committee ensure any tax savings to local tax payers? 
10.) Tax Base? 
11.) What will be savings overall to all four school districts? (X2) 
12.) Is there an economy of scale limit in terms of savings based on total number of students in a 
district? 
13.) How much money can we save by pooling our orders for supplies, textbooks, etc.? 
14.) How will it affect taxes? (X3) 
15.) How will the savings of reorganization continue when the incentives provided by the state have 
ended? 
16.) Affordability per family? 
17.) Taxes…How much go down with four districts involved? 
18.) How will the cost savings be realized? 
19.) If we get commitment by Fed/State, can they back out? 
20.) What will financial implications be? How will state aid be affected? 
21.) Cost savings to reduce tax burden…How? 
22.) If a new district is created, how do we best define the personnel needs so that it’s cost effective  
without a loss of services for our students? 

 

Labor Relations/Other 
1.) How big is too big? 
2.) Enhancement of faculty? 
3.) How do we include upstate business, i.e. job decline? Equals less money. 
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4.) How will reorganization affect the retirement benefits of the staff? (Current employees?) 
5.) Will the teachers all keep their jobs? 
6.) Will this result in a loss of jobs? 
7.) What is going to happen to teachers that are not used? 
8.) How would this impact jobs? Create or lose? 
9.) What would happen with seniority/teacher unions? 
10.) What happens to teachers? Would larger classes result in teacher cuts? 
11.) How will personnel be affected? Current and new? 
12.) What is the raw data in terms of hiring/layoffs for the districts in the last five years? 
13.)Can personnel be cross-trained to do more than one job role as we move as a state to “doing more  
with less money” to be cost effective? 
14.) How much reorganization of administrative positions can be achieved? 
15.) What determines staff in the new combined districts? 
16,) How will this merger, if it happens, effect teacher and support staff pay? 
 

Functional Services/Operations Issues/Questions Determined by the Community 
Advisory Committees 

Status 

Category One: Student Transportation 
1.) In a reorganization, how do we address travel time for students, especially elementary students?  How 
long will students be on buses to and from school? 
2.) How will transportation needs be met?  Some schools have their own buses.  
3.) How can centralization not increase transportation costs?  How is transportation impacted?  Will there 
be a fiscal savings?  
4.) How will transportation sharing work?  How many bus runs? 
5.) Will the buses be owned by the merged district or contracted? 

 

Category Two: Issues Related to Food Service 
1.) Who and where is the food to be prepared? 
2.) How is the food to be transported? 

 

Category Three:  Maintenance 
1.) To what extent will maintenance personnel be shared between the buildings? 
2.) Can some of the programs already merged through BOCES be expanded? (example:  school lunch 
services, transportation, building and grounds services.) 
3.) How efficient will it be for reorganization? 
4.) Quality of services; maintained or increased?  How? 

 

 
 Status 

Timeline Questions 
1.) What is the earliest time merger could happen? 
2.) If the study indicates a merger is the right option and residents approve, what is a realistic timeframe? 
3.) If the study fails to unify all 4 districts, how quickly can the “agreeing” districts move to centralize? 
 

 

Safety Questions 
1.) How can a bigger district maintain the safety of a small school where everyone knows everyone? 
2.) Safety of children; maintained or increased? 

 

Facility Questions 
1.) If the study is approved, who decides what current buildings are used or closed? 
2.) Where would the main district offices be located? 
3.) How will the centralized district make efficient use of the many buildings that would be involved? 
4.) Will a new central high school be built? 
5.) Will elementary schools remain in each district? 
6.) Logistics of the school district itself; how will it be broken down geographically?  
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Governance Questions 
1.) How would the new school board be structured? 
2.) All at-large board members? 
3.) Specific members representing component (previous districts)? 
4.) How many board members? 
5.) How is the first board assembled?  (Some sort of interim until elections are held?) 

 

Public Communications/Information Questions 
1.) How do we make the general public understand what this is all about? 
2.) Can we really overcome old rivalries and prejudices to become a larger, reorganized, effective school 
community? 
3.) How to deal with local resistance to any change? 
4.) How do we overcome the emotional allegiance to our school district in view of the potential benefits 
of reorganization? 
5.) Who collected the data and from where? 
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FOUR DISTRICT REORGANIZATION FEASIBILITY STUDY 
COMMUNITY ADVISORY COMMITTEES 

AGENDA  
WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 19, 2011  

 6:00 – 9:00 p.m. 
HERKIMER BOCES 

 
(Community Advisory Committee Members, 

 please sign in and pick up your nametag and folder at the front of the room.) 
 

Please set your cell phone to ‘vibrate’ before we begin.  Thank you. 
 

A. (6:10) Welcome by a representative from each Board of Education and the 
Superintendents  

 
SES Study Team: 
B. (6:15)  What is “School Reorganization” that is applicable to the four districts of the 

study?  
Centralization:  A new district is created encompassing the entire area of the school 
districts to be merged. Centralization requires approval, by a majority vote, of the 
voters in each affected school district. 
Annexation:  Ordered by the Commissioner, a neighboring district is dissolved and 
becomes part of the annexing district. Annexation to a central school district is 
subject to a referendum in each district. For there to be a referendum, a petition 
must be filed within 60 days and the referendum must pass in each district.  
  

C. (6:20) Purpose of the Study:  
“To Determine if the reorganization (through centralization) of the four districts will 
provide enhanced educational opportunities and, at the same time, increase 
efficiencies and lower cost for the overall operations by forming a reorganized 
school district.  The Study will identify potential savings, educational opportunities, 
management improvements, and benefits to the community.” 
 
   The Study Process: 
Over a series of working meetings scheduled periodically through August, the 
Community Advisory Committees with the help of the SES Study Team will review 
comprehensive sets of data about the four districts and identify possible 
opportunities and challenges regarding the reorganization of the four school 
districts into one reorganized, merged school district. 
 
  The Role of the Community Advisory Committees: 
Each Board of Education has appointed 15 community volunteers to form the 
Community Advisory Committee for the district.  The volunteers from each school 
district provide a wide representation of the community.  The charge to the 
Committee volunteers is: 
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 To listen to presentations and discussions and provide perspectives and feedback 
about the  data and their analysis during the study process. 

 To advise the consultants on issues related to the study. 
 To help keep district residents informed with accurate information about the 

study. 
 To promote 3-way communication among school district officials and personnel, 
the citizens of the districts, and the SES Study Team consultants. 

 
  The Boards of Education used the following criteria to appoint the volunteers:   
 

• The ability to listen to all sides of an issue and to respect the opinions of others. 
• Acknowledged by the community as one who represents a ‘constituency’ within the 

respective district. 
• The ability and comfort to accurately convey ideas and information verbally to fellow 

community members. 
• The ability to see a 'big picture' yet able to appreciate and understand details with a focus on 

the main mission of a school district which is to serve students effectively and with quality as 
defined by the community. 

• Believes in transparency of the study work, data and process. 
• Has the willingness and ability to commit the necessary time to attend all (most) meetings in a 

timely manner and to contribute to the work of the Committee and study. 
• Has demonstrated a previous interest and involvement in some aspect of the school district 

and/or community.  
• Is a resident of the respective school district or is a ‘resident’ business owner in the district. 
• Is willing to be accessible to community members to help communicate about the work of the 

Committee and the study process. 
• Understands the process of consensus and is willing to work with others to identify and then 

support a consensus recommendation. 
• Understands and accepts that recommendations of the Committee are advisory in nature to the 

Boards of Education and to the communities of the districts. 
 

The Boards of Education also have appointed each member to serve on one of three 
subcommittees.  Each district of the four districts has 5 Committee Members serving 
on each subcommittee.  The three subcommittees are:  The Educational Program 
Subcommittee; The Finance, Personnel, Governance, and Local 
Assurances/Guidelines Subcommittee; and the Functional Services/Operations 
Subcommittee.  (red, yellow, blue dots) 

 
The Role of The SES Study Team (Paul Seversky, Doug Exley, and Sam 

Shevat): 
To organize and lead the study process; research, collect and organize various sets 
of data about the four school districts; listen to citizens and school personnel;  
document various points of view and perceptions about the data collected and 
analyzed by the Community Advisory Committees;  help ensure public transparency 
of the work of the study and data compiled; develop and  prepare the study 
document.  The SES Study Team will take no formal position about what each 
district should do or not do with regard to reorganization.  The Study Report in an 
unbiased fashion will identify opportunities and challenges that reorganization 
might provide the four districts. 
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  The Current Timeline for the Study: 

 January-May:  scheduled meetings of the Community Advisory 
Committees 

 June-August:  crafting of the Study Report 
 September:  review of the Study Report by the State Education 

Department 
 End of September-October:  public forum meetings in the four 

communities to present the Study and engage public discussion 
 

Potential Step After the Study is Completed: 
 Boards of Education decide if a straw vote in each community 

should be undertaken to determine the point of view of each 
community about reorganization of the four districts.   

 
 
Questions from the Community Advisory Committee Members at this juncture of tonight’s 
meeting? 
 

D. (7:00) Our first task together with the study: 
In order for the study to achieve its purpose (above in C.), what questions should the 
Community Advisory Committees and the study address/answer? 

  
E. (7:20)  Time for a cup of coffee, tea or water. 

 
F. (7:30)  BASELINE DATA:  ENROLLMENT PROJECTION CALCULATIONS 

 
G. (8:30) Viewing of the questions that the Committee members said should be 

addressed/answered by the Community Advisory Committees and the study. Any 
additional ones? 

 
H. (8:50)  Next meeting:  Thursday, February 3; 6:00 to 9:00 pm at the Herkimer BOCES 

At this meeting, we will finish identifying opportunities and challenges 
suggested by the Enrollment Projection Calculations.  A second set of 
Baseline Data will be presented.   The sub committees will convene. 

 
Some “House Keeping” for today’s meeting: 
 

 Please remember to sign-in for today’s meeting. 
 Please leave your name badge with us.  We will bring them to the next 

meeting for you. 
 The large envelope folder is for you to keep and take home the materials 

from our meetings.  Please bring the folder to each meeting because you 
may want to refer to various data in your work on the subcommittees. 

 If you need to contact Paul, Doug, or Sam, the email address 
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4district@ses-studyteam.org gets you to all three of us simultaneously. 
 If you are contacted personally by the media and are asked questions 

about how you feel about your involvement as a Community Advisory 
Committee Member, please share your thoughts as you believe is 
appropriate.  If you are contacted personally by the media and are asked 
questions or opinions about the data the study is analyzing together with 
the four Community Advisory Committees, please refer all such 
questions to your home school superintendent, Paul, Doug or Sam.  The 
review and analysis of the study data is a collaborative effort--with and 
by--all Advisory Members.  The fruit of that effort will be a 
comprehensive study report which will publicly be available in the fall.  
Thank you.  

 
 
 

Thank you for your time and help to your school district and community. 
  Please drive home safely. 
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FOUR DISTRICT REORGANIZATION FEASIBILITY STUDY 
COMMUNITY ADVISORY COMMITTEES 

AGENDA  
THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 3, 2011  

 6:00 – 9:00 p.m. 
HERKIMER BOCES 

 
(Community Advisory Committee Members, 

 please sign in and pick up your nametag and folder at the front of the room.) 
 

Please set your cell phone to ‘vibrate’ before we begin.  Thank you. 
 

Sub-committees, please sit together in groups of three or four folks  
representing the four districts.  

‘red dot’, Education Committee 
‘yellow dot’, Finance/Personnel Committee 

‘blue dot’,  Functional Support Services and Operations Committee 
 

A. (6:00) Welcome to all and members not present on January 19  
 Updated list of Advisory Committee Members. 
Please choose a “committee partner”.  If one partner cannot attend a meeting, the 
other partner gets copies of all documents and information used at the meeting to 
give the absent partner at the next meeting.  Thank you. 

  
B. (6:10) Compilation of questions developed by the Community Advisory Committees 

on January 19  
“What questions should the Community Advisory Committees and the Four District 
Reorganization Study address/answer? 
a. Set of questions is a tool to make sure the study addresses the topics, and 

questions important to the Advisory Committee representatives. 
 

C. (6:20)  Follow up from January 19 Meeting 
a. Data from social services. 
b. Data References:  Map of the four districts and ‘bus travel’ distances between the 

ten school buildings of the four school districts. 
◊ Observations; opportunities and challenges. 

 
D. (6:40)  Data review, discussion, and analysis (Observations; opportunities and 

challenges.) 
 Data Reference:  Census demographic data about the four districts. 
 Data Reference:  Current class sizes of elementary class sections and English 

classes 7-12 
 School building pupil capacity data and updated enrollment projection estimates. 

 
E. (7:30)  Time for a cup of coffee, tea or water. 
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F. (7:45)  Observations; opportunities and challenges  identified with Data References in 
D. 

 
G. (8:15)  Information about the following questions identified by the Community 

Advisory Committees: 
 

Timeline Questions 
1.) What is the earliest time merger could happen? 
2.) If the study indicates a merger is the right option and residents approve, what is a realistic timeframe? 
3.) If the study fails to unify all 4 districts, how quickly can the “agreeing” districts move to centralize? 

Governance Questions 
6.)  How would the new school board be structured? 
7.) All at-large board members? 
8.) Specific members representing component (previous districts)? 
9.) How many board members? 
5.)   How is the first board assembled?  (Some sort of interim until elections are held?) 
 

H. (8:50)  Next meeting (three):  Wed., February 23; 6:00 to 9:00 pm at the Herkimer 
BOCES 

                        Meeting four:  Tuesday, March 29;  6:00 to 9:00 pm at the Herkimer BOCES 
      Meeting five:   Thursday, April 14; 6:00 to 9:00 pm at the Herkimer BOCES 
 
Some “House Keeping” for today’s meeting: 
 

 Please remember to sign-in for today’s meeting. 
 Please leave your name badge with us.  We will bring them to the next meeting for 

you. 
 The large envelope folder is for you to keep and take home the materials from our 

meetings.  Please bring the folder to each meeting because you may want to refer to 
various data in your work on the subcommittees. 

 If you need to contact Paul, Doug, or Sam, the email address 4district@ses-
studyteam.org gets you to all three of us simultaneously. 

 If you are contacted personally by the media and are asked questions about how you 
feel about your involvement as a Community Advisory Committee Member, please 
share your thoughts as you believe is appropriate.  If you are contacted personally by 
the media and are asked questions or opinions about the data the study is analyzing 
together with the four Community Advisory Committees, please refer all such 
questions to your home school superintendent, Paul, Doug or Sam.  The review and 
analysis of the study data is a collaborative effort--with and by--all Advisory 
Members.  The fruit of that effort will be a comprehensive study report which will 
publicly be available in the fall.  Thank you.  

 
Thank you for your time and help to your school district and community. 

  Please drive home safely. 
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FOUR DISTRICT REORGANIZATION FEASIBILITY STUDY 
COMMUNITY ADVISORY COMMITTEES 

AGENDA  
WEDNESDAY, MARCH 2, 2011  

 6:00 – 9:00 p.m. 
HERKIMER BOCES 

 
Community Advisory Committee Members, 

please sign in and pick up your nametag and data resources at the front of the room. 
 

Please set your cell phone to ‘vibrate’ before we begin.  Thank you. 
 

Sub-committees, please sit together in groups of three or four folks  
representing the four districts.  

‘red dot’, Education Committee 
‘yellow dot’, Finance/Personnel Committee 

‘blue dot’,  Functional Support Services and Operations Committee 
 

A. (6:00)  Follow up from February 3 meeting.   
 Data Reference:  Census demographic data about the four districts. 

o  Observations; opportunities and challenges 
 Data Reference:  Current class sizes of elementary class sections and English 

classes 7-12 
◊ Observations; opportunities and challenges 

 Data Reference:  School building pupil capacity data and updated enrollment 
projection estimates. 

◊ Observations; opportunities and challenges 
◊ Identify list of possible options to configure and serve grades pre-k 

through 12 given the enrollment projections over the next five years, and 
the pupil capacities currently available in the school buildings of the four 
school districts 

 
B. (7:10)  Data Reference:  Profile of the Current Pre-Kindergarten through grade 6 
elementary programs in the four school districts. 

 (7:10-7:30) Scan of data set by the Community Advisory Committees 
      Scan of 2009-2010 Report Card Summary Data 

 (7:30-7:40) Time for a cup of coffee, tea or water. 
 

 (7:40-8:50)  
◊ Clarifying questions asked of Staff Guests from the four school districts. 
◊ Advisory Committee discussion with Staff Guests regarding possible 

answers to the questions:   
"What are specific ideas and examples about enhanced elementary program/learning opportunities 
that are possible for the pupils of the four districts if resources were available through 
reorganization?"  How and why will these possible enhanced learning opportunities benefit the 
elementary children of the four-district region?   
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◊ Observations; opportunities and challenges regarding the Pre-K through 
Grade 6 Elementary Program and school district reorganization. 

 
Staff Guest Resources for the Community Advisory Committee attending this meeting: 

 
ILION FRANKFORT-

SCHUYLER 
HERKIMER MOHAWK 

Maggie Wesolowski, 
Elementary Teacher 

Sandy Nelson,  
Elementary Teacher 

Claudia Gloo,  
Elementary Teacher 

Jessica Bowman, 
Elementary Teacher 

Jeremy Rich, Elementary 
Principal 

Joyce Dayton, Elementary 
Principal 

Kathy Carney, Elementary 
Principal 

Colleen Vetere, 
Elementary 
Principal 

Cosimo Tangorra, 
Superintendent 

Robert Reina,  
Superintendent 

Jim Hawley,  
Assistant Superintendent 

Joyce Caputo, 
Superintendent 

Please note that Carol Zygo, Superintendent of Herkimer CSD, is unable to attend this evening as a Guest Resource 
because of a serious illness of a family member out of state. 
 

C. (8:50)   Status of efforts of the study to date with: 
“What questions should the Community Advisory Committees and the Four District 
Reorganization Study address/answer? 
 

 Next Meeting:  Tuesday, March 29;  6:00 to 9:00 pm at the Herkimer BOCES 
       Meeting five:   Thursday, April 14; 6:00 to 9:00 pm at the Herkimer BOCES 
 
Some “House Keeping” for today’s meeting: 
 

 Please remember to sign-in for today’s meeting. 
 Please leave your name badge with us.  We will bring them to the next meeting for 

you. 
 The large envelope folder is for you to keep and take home the materials from our 

meetings.  Please bring the folder to each meeting because you may want to refer to 
various data in your work on the subcommittees. 

 If you need to contact Paul, Doug, or Sam, the email address 4district@ses-
studyteam.org gets you to all three of us simultaneously. 

 If you are contacted personally by the media and are asked questions about how you 
feel about your involvement as a Community Advisory Committee Member, please 
share your thoughts as you believe is appropriate.  If you are contacted personally by 
the media and are asked questions or opinions about the data the study is analyzing 
together with the four Community Advisory Committees, please refer all such 
questions to your home school superintendent, Paul, Doug or Sam.  The review and 
analysis of the study data is a collaborative effort--with and by--all Advisory 
Members.  The fruit of that effort will be a comprehensive study report which will 
publicly be available in the fall.  Thank you.  

 
Thank you for your time and help to your school district and community. 

  Please drive home safely. 
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FOUR DISTRICT REORGANIZATION FEASIBILITY STUDY 

COMMUNITY ADVISORY COMMITTEES AGENDA  
Meeting Four, TUESDAY, MARCH 29, 2011  

 6:00 – 9:00 p.m. 
HERKIMER BOCES 

 
Community Advisory Committee Members, 

please sign in and pick up your nametag and data resources at the front of the room. 
 

Please set your cell phone to ‘vibrate’ before we begin.  Thank you. 
 

Sub-committees, please sit together in groups of three or four folks  
representing the four districts.  

‘red dot’, Education Committee 
‘yellow dot’, Finance/Personnel Committee 

‘blue dot’,  Functional Support Services and Operations Committee 
 

A. (6:00)  Follow up from March 2 meeting.   
 Data Reference:  Profile of the Current Pre-Kindergarten through grade 6 

elementary programs in the four school districts.  The discussion at the March 2 
meeting with the district elementary school staff representatives was engaging as 
the Committees reviewed and analyzed the currently available program elements 
in the elementary offering by the four school districts.  Time ran out at the last 
meeting and a summary answer to the following questions was not able to be 
presented. 

 
"What are specific ideas and examples about enhanced elementary program/learning opportunities 
that are possible for the pupils of the four districts if resources were available through 
reorganization?"  How and why will these possible enhanced learning opportunities benefit the 
elementary children of the four-district region?   
 

The four superintendents worked with the elementary staff representatives after the 
March 2 meeting and will present a written summary list addressing the two 
questions. 

o Observations; opportunities and challenges regarding the Pre-K through 
Grade 6 Elementary Program and school district reorganization. 

 
 

B. (6:30)  Data Reference:  Profile of the Current Grades 7 through grade 12 secondary 
programs in the four school districts. 

 (6:30-6:45) Scan of data set by the Community Advisory Committees 
 

 (6:45-7:20) Clarifying questions asked of Staff Guests from the four school 
districts. 

 
 (7:20-7:30) Time for a cup of coffee, tea or water. 
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Staff Guest Resources for the Community Advisory Committee attending this meeting: 

 
ILION FRANKFORT-

SCHUYLER 
HERKIMER MOHAWK 

Karen Anderson, 
Secondary Teacher 

Carm Lore Cooper, 
Secondary Teacher 

Michelle Ploss, 
 Secondary Teacher 

David Buckley, 
Secondary Teacher 

Leon Frost 
Guidance Counselor 

Glade Cook, 
Guidance Counselor 

Suzanne Rodio, 
Guidance Counselor 

Shannon Buttacaroli, 
Guidance Counselor 

Renee Rudd, 
Secondary Principal 

Don Stankavage, 
Secondary Principal 

Terry Dangle, 
Secondary Principal 

Cindy Stocker, 
Secondary Principal 

Cosimo Tangorra, 
Superintendent 

Robert Reina,  
Superintendent 

Carol Zygo, 
Superintendent 

Joyce Caputo, 
Superintendent 

 
C. (7:30) Supplemental Data References:  National Clearinghouse Data about High 
School Graduates Since 2003 with Regard to College Attendance, Persistence, and 
Degree Attainment; and General Education and Diploma Requirements 9-12, a resource 
by the NYS Education Department 

 (7:30-7:45) Scan of program questions on pages two and three of the 
Clearinghouse Data  by the Community Advisory Committees and the staff guests 
 

 (7:45- 8:40) Advisory Committee discussion with Staff Guests regarding possible 
answers to the questions:  

 
"What are specific ideas and examples about enhanced secondary program/learning opportunities 
that are possible for the pupils of the four districts if resources were available through 
reorganization?"  How and why will these possible enhanced learning opportunities benefit the 
secondary pupils of the four-district region?   
  

o Observations; opportunities and challenges regarding the grades 7 through 
12 secondary program and school district reorganization. 

 
D. (8:40)  Follow-up to March 2 meeting during which the Community Advisory 
Committees identified a list of possible options to configure and serve grades pre-k 
through 12 given the enrollment projections over the next five years, and the pupil 
capacities currently available in the school buildings of the four school districts. 

o Discussion and Analysis Tool:  Draft Summary of the Initial Discussion of 
the Community Advisory Committees on March 2 that listed some possible 
“what if” ideas to use existing school buildings if the communities chose to 
reorganize the four districts into one.   

Between now and the next Community Advisory Community Committees Meeting on 
Thursday, April 28, please list your perceptions of the opportunities and challenges for 
each of the scenarios/options to use the buildings listed by the Committees.  The 
Discussion and Analysis Tool also contains blank worksheets to suggest refinements of 
the scenarios/options already identified by the Committees and/or to suggest other 
scenarios/options not listed by the Committees on March 2 if you wish.  
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Next Meeting, number five:  Thursday, April 28; 6:00 to 9:00 pm at the Herkimer 
BOCES 

      Meeting Six:  Wednesday, May 18; 6:00 to 9:00 pm at the Herkimer BOCES 
      Meeting Seven:  Tuesday, June 7; 6:00 to 9:00 pm at the Herkimer BOCES  
 
 
Some “House Keeping” for today’s meeting: 
 

 Please remember to sign-in for today’s meeting. 
 Please leave your name badge with us.  We will bring them to the next meeting for 

you. 
 The large envelope folder is for you to keep and take home the materials from our 

meetings.  Please bring the folder to each meeting because you may want to refer to 
various data in your work on the subcommittees. 

 If you need to contact Paul, Doug, or Sam, the email address 4district@ses-
studyteam.org gets you to all three of us simultaneously. 

 If you are contacted personally by the media and are asked questions about how you 
feel about your involvement as a Community Advisory Committee Member, please 
share your thoughts as you believe is appropriate.   

 
If you are contacted personally by the media and are asked questions or opinions 
about the data the study is analyzing together with the four Community Advisory 
Committees, please tell folks that all the data tools that you are using as a Community 
Advisory Member are on-line on the website of each school district.  Encourage them 
to review the data as community members.  Please refer all data specific questions to 
your home school superintendent, Paul, Doug or Sam.  The review and analysis of the 
study data is a collaborative effort--with and by--all Advisory Members.  The fruit of 
that effort will be a comprehensive study report which will publicly be available in 
the fall.  Thank you.  

 
 

Thank you for your time and help to your school district and community. 
  Please drive home safely. 
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FOUR DISTRICT REORGANIZATION FEASIBILITY STUDY 
COMMUNITY ADVISORY COMMITTEES AGENDA  

Meeting Five, THURSDAY, APRIL 28, 2011  
 6:00 – 9:00 p.m. 

HERKIMER BOCES 
 

Community Advisory Committee Members, 
please sign in and pick up your nametag and data resources at the front of the room. 

 
Please set your cell phone to ‘vibrate’ before we begin.  Thank you. 

 
Sub-committees, we will be working mostly in the work rooms of each subcommittee this evening. 

 
A. (6:00-7:40)  Possible Scenarios and Options to use the existing school buildings if the 
communities chose to reorganize the four districts into one.   

Data Reference:  DRAFT SUMMARY OF THE INITIAL DISCUSSIONS OF THE 
COMMUNITYADVISORY COMMITTEES ON MARCH 2 of some possible ‘what if’ ideas to 
use existing school buildings in a reorganized school district. 
 
Staff Guest Resources for the Community Advisory Committee attending this meeting: 

 
ILION FRANKFORT-

SCHUYLER 
HERKIMER MOHAWK 

Frances LaPaglia 
Elementary Principal 

Joyce Dayton, 
Elementary Principal 

Kathy Carney, 
Elementary Principal 

Can not attend due to a 
death in her family. 
Elementary Principal 

James Humphrey 
Assit. Jr-Sr. High 
Principal 

Donald Stankavage, 
Secondary Principal 

Terry Dangle, 
Secondary Principal 

Cindy Stocker 
Secondary Principal 

Cosimo Tangorra, 
Superintendent 

Robert Reina,  
Superintendent 

Carol Zygo, 
Superintendent 

Can not attend due to 
illness. 
Superintendent 

 
Process for discussion, analysis, identification of opportunities and challenges, 

identification of other possible uses of buildings that may not be necessary to serve pupils 
in a reorganized district. 

 
Each set of staff guest resources meet with each subcommittee in the subcommittee work rooms.  

Each subcommittee discusses the scenarios with the respective guests and asks clarifying 
questions from the perspective of the focus of each subcommittee. 

 
Expectations:  List opportunities and challenges for each scenario; identify potential uses 
for buildings that may not be needed by a reorganized district; identify any other options. 
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Time Education Subcommittee Finance/Personnel 
Subcommittee 

Functional Support 
Services  

and Operations 
Subcommittee 

6:10-6:25 Superintendents Elementary Principals Secondary Principals 
6:30-6:45 Elementary Principals Secondary Principals Superintendents 
6:50-7:05 Secondary Principals Superintendents Elementary Principals 

 
7:10-7:45 Time for a cup of coffee, tea or water while each subcommittee identifies a rank-ordering of 

the various scenario options for the possible uses of the school buildings with a reorganization 
of the districts 

 
 (7:50-8:30)   The three subcommittees come together in the large meeting room and 

debrief their rank-orderings of the various scenario options. 
 

B. (8:30-9:00)  Data References:   
◊ Summary of the major elements of the instructional and instructional support 

contracts currently in place in the four districts. 
◊ Summary of staff turnover in the four school districts since 2007-2008. 
◊ Summary of the total 2010-2011 cost per FTE for the various categories of staff 

employed by the school district. 
Please review the data and record your perceptons about opportunities and challenges in 
preparation for our next meeting on May 18. 

 
     Next  Meeting number Six:  Wednesday, May 18; 6:00 to 9:00 pm at the Herkimer BOCES 
     Meeting Seven:  Thursday, June 9; 6:00 to 9:00 pm at the Herkimer BOCES  
 
Some “House Keeping” for today’s meeting: 
 

 Please remember to sign-in for today’s meeting. 
 Please leave your name badge with us.  We will bring them to the next meeting for you. 
 The large envelope folder is for you to keep and take home the materials from our meetings.  

Please bring the folder to each meeting because you may want to refer to various data in your 
work on the subcommittees. 

 If you need to contact Paul, Doug, or Sam, the email address 4district@ses-studyteam.org 
gets you to all three of us simultaneously. 

 If you are contacted personally by the media and are asked questions about how you feel 
about your involvement as a Community Advisory Committee Member, please share your 
thoughts as you believe is appropriate.   

 
If you are contacted personally by the media and are asked questions or opinions about the 
data the study is analyzing together with the four Community Advisory Committees, please 
tell folks that all the data tools that you are using as a Community Advisory Member are on-
line on the website of each school district.  Encourage them to review the data as community 
members.  Please refer all data specific questions to your home school superintendent, Paul, 
Doug or Sam.  The review and analysis of the study data is a collaborative effort--with and 
by--all Advisory Members.  The fruit of that effort will be a comprehensive study report 
which will publicly be available in the fall.  Thank you.  

 
Thank you for your time and help to your school district and community. 

  Please drive home safely. 
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FOUR DISTRICT REORGANIZATION FEASIBILITY STUDY 
COMMUNITY ADVISORY COMMITTEES AGENDA  

Meeting Six, WEDNESDAY, MAY 18, 2011  
 6:00 – 9:00 p.m. 

HERKIMER HIGH SCHOOL CAFETERIA 
 

5:30 TO 6:15 ‘WANDERING TOUR OF THE BUILDING  
FOR THOSE WHO CAN ARRIVE EARLY’ 

 
Community Advisory Committee Members, 

please sign in and pick up your nametag and data resources at the front of the room. 
 

Please set your cell phone to ‘vibrate’ before we begin.  Thank you. 
 

 
A.  (6:00-6:15)  Finish ‘wandering tour’ of the building. 
B.  Data Sets:  Extracurricular and Athletic Program Data 

 (6:15-6:30)  Scan of program data by the committee members. 
 (6:30-7:15)  Clarifying questions and discussion with the Staff Guests from the 

four   
                                   districts 
 
Staff Guest Resources for the Community Advisory Committee attending this meeting: 

 
ILION FRANKFORT-

SCHUYLER 
HERKIMER MOHAWK 

Bob Mcann, 
Athletic Director 

Jeff LaGase, 
Athletic Director 

Stan Congden, 
Athletic Director 

Lisa Upson, 
Athletic Scheduler 

Renee Rudd, 
High School Principal 

Don Stankavage, 
High School Principal 

Terry Dangle, 
High School Principal 

Cynthia Stocker, 
High School Principal 

Cosimo Tangorra, 
Superintendent 

Robert Reina,  
Superintendent 

Carol Zygo, 
Superintendent 

Joyce Caputo, 
Superintendent 

 
  (7:15-7:30)  Each subcommittee identifies opportunities and challenges with 

regard to the extracurricular and athletic program if the four school 
districts reorganized into one. 

  (7:30-7:45)  Community Committees prepare a collaborative list of opportunities 
and challenges. 

 (7:45-7:55) Time for a cup of coffee, tea or water. 
 

C.   (7:55-8:20) Opportunities and Challenges perceived about the following data: 
◊ Summary of the major elements of the instructional and instructional support 

contracts currently in place in the four districts. 
◊ Summary of staff turnover in the four school districts since 2007-2008. 
◊ Summary of the total 2010-2011 cost per FTE for the various categories of staff 

employed by the school district. 
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D.  (8:20-8:50)  Data Tool: Use of Buildings Priority Options Identified by the 
Community Advisory Committees at the April 28 Community Advisory 
Meeting 

Between now and the next Community Advisory Community Committees Meeting on 
Thursday, June 9, please list your perceptions of the program, transportation, building 
operation, and personnel deployment  opportunities and challenges for each of the 
priority options to use the buildings listed by the Committees.  The Study Team will meet 
with school district business officials, transportation directors, facility operation and 
maintenance supervisors, and the principals and superintendents to help them identify 
opportunities and challenges from their point of view as the folks responsible to the 
pupils and the communities to implement and deliver the program. 

 
          Next Meeting number Seven:  Thursday, June 9; 6:00 to 9:00 pm at Herkimer BOCES 
                                                 Eight:  Wednesday, July 6; 6:00 to 9:00 pm at Ilion High School  
     District 
                                                  Nine:   Wednesday, July 27; 6:00 to 9:00 pm TBD 
 
 
Some “House Keeping” for today’s meeting: 
 

 Please remember to sign-in for today’s meeting. 
 Please leave your name badge with us.  We will bring them to the next meeting for you. 
 The large envelope folder is for you to keep and take home the materials from our meetings.  

Please bring the folder to each meeting because you may want to refer to various data in your 
work on the subcommittees. 

 If you need to contact Paul, Doug, or Sam, the email address 4district@ses-studyteam.org 
gets you to all three of us simultaneously. 

 If you are contacted personally by the media and are asked questions about how you feel 
about your involvement as a Community Advisory Committee Member, please share your 
thoughts as you believe is appropriate.   

 
If you are contacted personally by the media and are asked questions or opinions about the 
data the study is analyzing together with the four Community Advisory Committees, please 
tell folks that all the data tools that you are using as a Community Advisory Member are on-
line on the website of each school district.  Encourage them to review the data as community 
members.  Please refer all data specific questions to your home school superintendent, Paul, 
Doug or Sam.  The review and analysis of the study data is a collaborative effort--with and 
by--all Advisory Members.  The fruit of that effort will be a comprehensive study report 
which will publicly be available in the fall.  Thank you.  

 
Thank you for your time and help to your school district and community. 

  Please drive home safely. 
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FOUR DISTRICT REORGANIZATION FEASIBILITY STUDY 
COMMUNITY ADVISORY COMMITTEES AGENDA  

Meeting Seven, Thursday, June 9, 2011  
 6:00 – 9:00 p.m. 

HERKIMER BOCES 
 

Community Advisory Committee Members, 
please sign in and pick up your nametag and data resources at the front of the room. 

 
Please set your cell phone to ‘vibrate’ before we begin.  Thank you. 

 
A. (6:00-7:30)  Data Set:  Current “Financial Health” profile of each school district  

 
Guest:  Mr. Patrick Powers, CPA, PFS, partner of D’Arcangelo and Company, certified 
public accountants and consultants 
 
Staff Guest Resources for the Community Advisory Committee attending this meeting: 
 
ILION FRANKFORT-

SCHUYLER 
HERKIMER MOHAWK 

Ken Long, 
Business Official 

Christopher Abdoo, 
Business Official 

Kurt Sunderland, 
Business Official 

Joseph Baretta, 
Business Official 

Cosimo Tangorra, 
Superintendent 

Robert Reina,  
Superintendent 

Carol Zygo, 
Superintendent 

Joyce Caputo, 
Superintendent 

 
(7:30-7:40) Time for a cup of coffee, tea or water 
 

 
B. (7:40-8:50)  Use of Buildings Priority Options Identified by the Community 

Advisory Committees at the April 28 Community Advisory Meeting  
 

 Data Tool:  Perceptions of the Four District Leadership Teams of the 
Opportunities and Challenges of the Recommended Prime Option to Deliver the 
Pre-K through Grade 12 Program in the Current School Buildings 

 Data Tool: Summary of the Most Recent Building Condition Surveys 
 

GOAL:  Discussion with the superintendents; identify the building use options that 
seems to be the most supportive of the program values discussed so far and seems to 
be most feasible to implement. 

 
 

Next Meeting number Eight:  Wednesday, July 6; 6:00 to 9:00 pm at Ilion High School (Tours start 
at 5:30) 
                                        Nine:   Wednesday, July 27; 6:00 to 9:00 pm at Mohawk High School (Tours 

start at  5:30) 
 
 
 



DATA 

“Custom tools and research to aid a school district in defining a vision and  
decision options for serving students in the future.” 

 

- 24 -

 
UPCOMING AGENDA TOPICS:  

◊ List of transition items, actions, preparations if a reorganization is authorized. 
◊ All of the financials:  estimated expenditures; estimated revenue; estimated taxation; 

estimated financial practices for the reorganized district 
 
 
Some “House Keeping” for today’s meeting: 
 

 Please remember to sign-in for today’s meeting. 
 Please leave your name badge with us.  We will bring them to the next meeting for you. 
 The large envelope folder is for you to keep and take home the materials from our meetings.  

Please bring the folder to each meeting because you may want to refer to various data in your 
work on the subcommittees. 

 If you need to contact Paul, Doug, or Sam, the email address 4district@ses-studyteam.org 
gets you to all three of us simultaneously. 

 If you are contacted personally by the media and are asked questions about how you feel 
about your involvement as a Community Advisory Committee Member, please share your 
thoughts as you believe is appropriate.   

 
If you are contacted personally by the media and are asked questions or opinions about the 
data the study is analyzing together with the four Community Advisory Committees, please 
tell folks that all the data tools that you are using as a Community Advisory Member are on-
line on the website of each school district.  Encourage them to review the data as community 
members.  Please refer all data specific questions to your home school superintendent, Paul, 
Doug or Sam.  The review and analysis of the study data is a collaborative effort--with and 
by--all Advisory Members.  The fruit of that effort will be a comprehensive study report 
which will publicly be available in the fall.  Thank you.  

Thank you for your time and help to your school district and community. 
  Please drive home safely. 
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FOUR DISTRICT REORGANIZATION FEASIBILITY STUDY 

COMMUNITY ADVISORY COMMITTEES AGENDA  
Meeting Eight, Wednesday, July 6, 2011  

 6:00 – 9:00 p.m. 
ILION HIGH SCHOOL 

 
5:30 TO 6:15 ‘WANDERING TOUR OF THE BUILDING  

FOR THOSE WHO CAN ARRIVE EARLY’ 
 

Community Advisory Committee Members, 
 please sign in and pick up your nametag and data resources at the front of the room. 

 
Please set your cell phone to ‘vibrate’ before we begin.  Thank you. 

 
 

A. (6:15-7:30)  Grade configurations and use of the buildings to deliver the program in 
a reorganized district---discussion with the four superintendents and 
elementary/secondary principals. 

 
 Data Tool from June 9 meeting:  Perceptions of the Four District Leadership 

Teams of the Opportunities and Challenges of the Recommended Prime Option to 
Deliver the Pre-K through Grade 12 Program in the Current School Buildings 

 Data Tool from June 9 meeting: Summary of the Most Recent Building Condition 
Surveys 

 Data Tool: Preliminary Framework Plan for School Day Times, Transportation 
Times and   Bus Run Resources 

 
(7:30-7:40) Time for a cup of coffee, tea or water. 
 

B.  (7:40-8:10)  Guest:  Mr. Mark Vivacqua, District Superintendent of the Herkimer 
BOCES;  regional shared services through the BOCES collaborative and perspective 
for regional collaboration if a reorganization of the four districts occurred. 

 
 Data Tool:  Current Services Purchased by the Four Districts through the 

BOCES 
 

C. (8:10-8:50)  Data Tool:  Reorganization Incentive Aid 
 
D. (8:50-9:00)  “Homework”  Please review the list of questions that the four community 

advisory committees compiled collaboratively on January 19. On July 27 we will 
review together the status of the questions.  Thank you.  
 

Next Meeting number Nine:   Wednesday, July 27; 6:00 to 9:00 pm at Mohawk High School (Tours 
start at   5:30) 
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UPCOMING AGENDA TOPICS:  

◊ List of transition items, actions, preparations if a reorganization is authorized. 
◊ All of the financials:  estimated expenditures; estimated revenue; estimated taxation; 

estimated financial practices for the reorganized district 
 
 
Some “House Keeping” for today’s meeting: 
 

 Please remember to sign-in for today’s meeting. 
 Please leave your name badge with us.  We will bring them to the next meeting for you. 
 The large envelope folder is for you to keep and take home the materials from our meetings.  

Please bring the folder to each meeting because you may want to refer to various data in your 
work on the subcommittees. 

 If you need to contact Paul, Doug, or Sam, the email address 4district@ses-studyteam.org 
gets you to all three of us simultaneously. 

 If you are contacted personally by the media and are asked questions about how you feel 
about your involvement as a Community Advisory Committee Member, please share your 
thoughts as you believe is appropriate.   

 
If you are contacted personally by the media and are asked questions or opinions about the 
data the study is analyzing together with the four Community Advisory Committees, please 
tell folks that all the data tools that you are using as a Community Advisory Member are on-
line on the website of each school district.  Encourage them to review the data as community 
members.  Please refer all data specific questions to your home school superintendent, Paul, 
Doug or Sam.  The review and analysis of the study data is a collaborative effort--with and 
by--all Advisory Members.  The fruit of that effort will be a comprehensive study report 
which will publicly be available in the fall.  Thank you.  

 
Thank you for your time and help to your school district and community. 

  Please drive home safely. 
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FOUR DISTRICT REORGANIZATION FEASIBILITY STUDY 
COMMUNITY ADVISORY COMMITTEES AGENDA  

Meeting Nine, WEDNESDAY, July 27, 2011  
 6:00 – 9:00 p.m. 

MOHAWK JARVIS HIGH SCHOOL 
 

5:30 ‘WANDERING TOUR OF THE BUILDING  
FOR THOSE WHO CAN ARRIVE EARLY’ 

 
Community Advisory Committee Members, 

please sign in and pick up your nametag and data resources at the front of the room. 
 

Please set your cell phone to ‘vibrate’ before we begin.  Thank you. 
 

A. (6:00-7:00) Grade configurations and use of the buildings to deliver the program 
in a reorganized school district—a wrap-up discussion. 
◊ Ideas/advice as to how the study should report this element of the feasibility study. 

 6:15-6:35  School District Community Advisory Committees meet with 
their respective superintendents for a review discussion. 

 6:35-6:55 The three sub-committees meet for a review discussion. 
 6:55-7:15  The four Community Advisory Committees meet for a wrap up 

discussion 
 

B. (7:00-8:30)  Ideas/advice as to how the study should report  other various elements 
related to the reorganization of the four school districts into one.  In the 
subcommittees, please discuss the following:  (Take time for a cup of coffee, tea or 
water as you need to.) 

 Governance:  How many board members should there be on the new 
district’s Board of Education?  What should be the term of office?  What 
personal and professional characteristics would you want to see in the 
members serving on the new Board of Education? (Tool:  Q and A from 
the February 3 meeting) 

 Ed Law 1801(2) states that the Commissioner of Education designates the 
name of a newly centralized district in the centralization order. Subject to 
the commissioner’s approval, school boards of new or reorganized central 
school districts may select a different name by filing a written request for a 
name change with the commissioner no later than 14 days before the 
centralization order is to become effective. (Ed Law 315).   What might be 
an appropriate process to select a new district name to recommend to the 
commissioner?  

 What might be an appropriate process to choose school colors and mascot 
for the reorganized school district? 

 
 8:00  Report out of the ideas/advice to SES from the subcommittees. 
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D.  (8:30-9:00) Presentation of the first draft of the feasibility study financial section that 
addresses staffing allocation in a reorganized school district. 

 
 
          Next Meeting number Ten:  Early September.  Meeting ten will report a What if picture of 
the reorganized district financially.  On element of that picture is tax rates.  The 2011-2012 tax 
rates and equalization rates will not be available until the end of August.  An email to all 
Community Advisory Members will be sent before August 31 to notify when meeting ten will meet.   
 

Please review the list of questions that the four community advisory committees compiled 
collaboratively on January 19. We will review together the status of the questions at our 

tenth meeting.  Thank you. 
 

 
Some “House Keeping” for today’s meeting: 
 

 Please remember to sign-in for today’s meeting. 
 Please leave your name badge with us.  We will bring them to the next meeting for you. 
 The large envelope folder is for you to keep and take home the materials from our meetings.  

Please bring the folder to each meeting because you may want to refer to various data in your 
work on the subcommittees. 

 If you need to contact Paul, Doug, or Sam, the email address 4district@ses-studyteam.org 
gets you to all three of us simultaneously. 

 If you are contacted personally by the media and are asked questions about how you feel 
about your involvement as a Community Advisory Committee Member, please share your 
thoughts as you believe is appropriate.   

 
If you are contacted personally by the media and are asked questions or opinions about the 
data the study is analyzing together with the four Community Advisory Committees, please 
tell folks that all the data tools that you are using as a Community Advisory Member are on-
line on the website of each school district.  Encourage them to review the data as community 
members.  Please refer all data specific questions to your home school superintendent, Paul, 
Doug or Sam.  The review and analysis of the study data is a collaborative effort--with and 
by--all Advisory Members.  The fruit of that effort will be a comprehensive study report 
which will publicly be available in the fall.  Thank you.  

 
Thank you for your time and help to your school district and community. 

  Please drive home safely. 
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FOUR DISTRICT REORGANIZATION FEASIBILITY STUDY 
COMMUNITY ADVISORY COMMITTEES AGENDA  

Meeting Ten, THURSDAY, September 29, 2011  
 6:00 – 9:00 p.m. 

FRANKFORT-SCHUYLER HIGH SCHOOL 
 

5:30 ‘WANDERING TOUR OF THE BUILDING  
FOR THOSE WHO CAN ARRIVE EARLY’ 

 
Community Advisory Committee Members, 

please sign in and pick up your nametag and data resources at the front of the room. 
 

Please set your cell phone to ‘vibrate’ before we begin.  Thank you. 
 

I. (6:00-7:15) Please meet in your subcommittee groups.  In the next hour and a quarter, 
please review and discuss the following three documents.  Start with A ‘What if’ 
Program/Staffing Picture of a Reorganization of the Four School Districts into One.  
Then, move to A ‘What if’ Picture of How the Program is Delivered and How the School 
Buildings are Used in a Reorganization of the four School Districts into One.  Finally, 
turn your attention to A ‘What if’ Financial Picture of a Reorganization of the Four 
School Districts into One. 

 
      The Study Team, the visiting superintendents, business officials, principals and Board 

members will circulate to the three subcommittees to listen to the discussion.  Our 
participation should be kept to a very minimum.  Please remember that the three 
documents each present a framework to implement the overall student program in 
existing facilities in a financially prudent and responsible manner.   

 
      The overriding focus at this stage is to make sure there is enough estimated resource to 

implement the vision for the program and its delivery that the Community Advisory 
Committees have discussed and identified since January.  For example, the program 
framework has a total of 23 social workers and guidance counselors to serve the entire K-
12 enrollment.  The overall program vision description has 15 guidance counselors and 8 
social workers district-wide.  The germane topic at this stage is a judgment if the 
professional support service represented by the guidance counselors and social workers 
meets the program vision.  The specific numbers of each type of professional is a 
program development task that is addressed if the reorganization process gets to the 
implementation stage.    

 
      Please give the Study Team feedback about the clarity of the three documents. 
 

Take time for a cup of coffee, tea or water as you need to. 
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J. (7:15-8:00)  Please meet by each district’s Community Advisory Committee. Your 
visiting superintendent, business official, principals and Board Members will join you.  
Share thoughts, ideas, and perceptions.  The SES Study Team will circulate and listen. 

 
K. (8:00-8:15)   Please scan the list of questions that the four community advisory 

committees compiled collaboratively on January 19. Are there questions that were not 
addressed with data reference tools, staff guests, or discussion/deliberation by the 
Community Advisory Committees?  The SES Study Team will circulate and listen. 

 
L. (8:15-9:00)  Come together.  We will in a ‘round-robin’ fashion among the four 

Community Committees record thoughts and perceptions of the committee members. 
  
Next Step:  Based on what we have learned with the Community Advisory Committees since 
January, the Study Team will draft a study report.  Before the end of October, we will invite all of 
the Community Advisory Committee members to a meeting at the Herkimer BOCES to review the 
draft report of the study.  We will let you know by email when the meeting is scheduled. 
 
Soon after the study will be sent to the State Education Department for their review which will take 
about three weeks.  After their review and approval, the Study Team will host a community forum 
meeting in each of the four school districts to present the study and its findings. 
 
After the community forum presentations, the Boards of Education who have ‘listened’ since 
January and the beginning of the study, will deliberate to decide if reorganization of the four school 
districts should be presented to each respective community for a ‘straw vote’.  
 

Some “House Keeping” for today’s meeting: 
 Please remember to sign-in for today’s meeting. 
 Please leave your name badge with us.  We will bring them to the study draft review meeting 

for you. 
 The large envelope folder is for you to keep and take home the materials from our meetings.  

Please bring the folder to each meeting because you may want to refer to various data in your 
work on the subcommittees. 

 If you need to contact Paul, Doug, or Sam, the email address 4district@ses-studyteam.org 
gets you to all three of us simultaneously. 

 If you are contacted personally by the media and are asked questions about how you feel 
about your involvement as a Community Advisory Committee Member, please share your 
thoughts as you believe is appropriate.   

 
If you are contacted personally by the media and are asked questions or opinions about the 
data the study is analyzing together with the four Community Advisory Committees, please 
tell folks that all the data tools that you are using as a Community Advisory Member are on-
line on the website of each school district.  Encourage them to review the data as community 
members.  Please refer all data specific questions to your home school superintendent, Paul, 
Doug or Sam.  The review and analysis of the study data is a collaborative effort--with and 
by--all Advisory Members.  The fruit of that effort will be a comprehensive study report 
which will publicly be available in the fall.  Thank you.  

Thank you for your time and help to your school district and community. 
  Please drive home safely. 
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DATA FOR DISCUSSION BY THE 
COMMMUNITY ADVISORY 

COMMITTEES: 
 

ENROLLMENT PROJECTION 
CALCULATIONS 

2011-2020 
 
 
 
 

FRANKFORT-SCHUYLER CS 
HERKIMER CS 

ILION CS 
MOHAWK CS 

 
 

February 2011 
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PURPOSE AND USE OF THE ENROLLMENT PROJECTION  
CALCULATIONS DATA 
 
This demographic/enrollment projection calculations update study provides historical and current 

enrollment data and suggests enrollment projection scenarios based on the trending of patterns of 

historical data. A cohort survival statistic methodology is used.  The calculations provide present 

and projected pupil enrollments based on different assumptions about the future.  The study 

enables the school districts to comply with Commissioner’s Regulation Section 155.1. The 

Regulation requires long-range planning of program requirements, pupil capacity of existing 

facilities, and a plan for repair or modernization of facilities and/or provision for additional 

facilities to support the delivery of program.  The Regulation outlines that planning for grades K-

6 should be done with a five year view of future enrollments and a ten year view of future 

enrollments for grades 7-12. 

 

The enrollment estimates are projections and not predictions.  All enrollment projections for 

years further in the future (plus five years) have inherent uncertainties because the assumptions 

on which they are based can be affected by changes in human behavior, by the economy, or by 

other events.  The projections do offer a starting point for analyzing and understanding the 

elements of future school district demographic change.  The enrollment projection study 

calculations combined with the values, intuition, and vision of school district officials and their 

communities can frame planning discussions as the school districts project their facilities, 

staffing and program needs into the future.   

 

VARIABLES THAT INFLUENCE FUTURE SCHOOL DISTRICT ENROLLMENTS 

The six sources of current and projected school district enrollment are:  

• live births within the school district and their eventual kindergarten enrollment in the 
district; 

• new household population with children who move to the district; 
• new population who move to the district who are at child-bearing age and plan to begin a 

family;  
• enrollment of students from non-public schools or from home schooling settings;  
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• school program and academic intervention changes that may increase the success of the 
school district in keeping existing enrollment as long as possible to culminate in high 
school graduation; 

• a change by other public schools, if any, who tuition students to attend the school 
districts. 

BASIC ASSUMPTION GUIDING THE PROJECTION CALCULATIONS 

When using the Cohort Survival Statistic to project future enrollments, it is assumed that the 

following variables will continue in the future in a similar manner as they have since 2005 unless 

data are identified to the contrary: 

-     the death rate of children 
7. the live birth rate 
8. migration of students both into and out of the district 
9. grade retention patterns 
10. residential construction and housing market 
11. increase or decrease of local employment opportunities 
12. dropout rate 
13. graduation rate 
14. private school enrollments 
15. number of non-residents enrolled on a tuition basis 
 

If there are data to suggest that one or more of the variables listed above will not continue into 

the near future of the next five years in the same historical pattern, then the base Cohort Survival 

Statistic results are modified to estimate the potential impact the variable(s) may have on future 

school district enrollments.  As of January 2011, there are no substantial data to suggest the 

expectation of significant new population sparked by a growing job market to the enrollment 

area of the four school districts, and/or a significant increase of new residential construction that 

could attract households with school-age children over the next five years.  Also, the death rate 

of children, the rate of private school enrollments, and the few numbers of non-resident tuitioned 

enrollments are not expected to change significantly over the next five years.  School program 

and academic intervention changes that may increase the success of the school districts in 

keeping existing enrollment as long as possible to culminate in high school graduation may be a 

variable that might influence future enrollments and  should be analyzed if significant 

educational program opportunities are added and/or if academic support-intervention services are 

changed systemically.    
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The variable of live births is integral to the methodology used to estimate future kindergarten 

enrollments.  The enrollment projection calculations are baseline projections in that they analyze 

two of the six variables that may influence future enrollments: historic live birth patterns, and 

historic grade-level enrollments.  

 

METHODOLOGY TO PROJECT BASELINE ENROLLMENT FORECASTS  
 
Compilation of Data 

The study collects the following data to execute the cohort survival statistic to project 

baseline future enrollments of each school district: 

• Student enrollments by grade level from 2005-2006 through 2010-2011 are compiled 
from data provided by district personnel.  All enrolled children including special needs 
students, temporarily home-bound pupils, and non-resident tuitioned pupils regardless of 
instructional program are included in the calculations.  

• Annual kindergarten class enrollments are compared to the total school district 
enrollment area live births five years earlier. 

• Live birth numbers in the school district since 2002 as reported by the NYS Department 
of Health are analyzed.  

 

 Application of the Baseline Cohort Survival Statistic    
  
The cohort survival statistic identifies a ‘percentage of survival’ ratio that describes the 

relationship of a grade   level enrollment in a given year compared to the grade enrollment in the 

next lower grade from the previous year.  If a ratio falls below 1.0, the ratio signifies that the 

enrollment of students in a grade level decreased or did not ‘survive’ enrollment into the next 

grade level of the next year.  If a ratio rises above 1.0, the ratio then signifies new enrollment has 

moved to the district or a significant change in grade-to-grade promotion policy. 

 

Calculating the survival ratios from 2005-2006 through 2010-2011 for each of the grade 

enrollments provides the basis for a set of average grade-to-grade survival ratios that can be used 

to estimate future baseline grade enrollments in the Frankfort-Schuyler, Herkimer, Ilion and 

Mohawk school districts. 

Limitations of the Calculations Study 

Future enrollments are positively affected by: 
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• Added births in the district and the resulting added kindergarten enrollments. 
• The reductions in private school/home school/charter school enrollments 
• The increase in the enrollment retention of students through grade 12 as 

completers of a diploma program. 
• A robust employment market that can attract new residents with children and/or 

who are at childbearing age. 
• A robust housing market that can attract new residents with children and/ or who 

are at childbearing age. 
• Increased enrollment of tuitioned students from other school districts. 
 

Similarly, future enrollment projections can be negatively affected by the antitheses of the same 

variables. Therefore, the enrollment projection estimates should be revisited and updated yearly 

if there are any major changes in:  the assumptions that base the methodology of this study; the 

annual live birth data for the district; major shifts in the housing market and employment market 

opportunities from what has been expected; changes in the educational program offered; and/or 

changes in the non-public school, charter school, or out of school district enrollments by 

residents of the school districts; or major immediate changes to the numbers of pupils tuitioned 

from other school districts.   

 

The Enrollment Projection Calculations provide sets of estimates about future K-12 enrollments 

ranging from ‘low’ to ‘high’ based on defined assumptions and historical patterns of population 

and enrollment data. It is suggested that the Boards of Education, the school district leadership 

team and the respective communities discuss the projection scenarios and come to consensus 

about what the school district and the community believe about the local future—will the “glass 

be filled, half filled or half empty?” with regard to such items as increased numbers of pupils 

completing graduation, new residential construction, the existing residential market, new 

population to the district, and increased jobs within commuting distance of the district. 
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A.  HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE OF ANNUAL ENROLLMENTS 
 

 Grades K-12, K-6, and 7-12: 
 

DATA SNAPSHOT 
District: Net Change of 2005 and 

2010 enrollments K-12: 
Six-Year Average 
Enrollment K-12: 

Six Year Median 
Enrollment K-12: 

Frankfort-Schuyler +21; +1.8% 1205 1210 
Herkimer -39; -3.1% 1222 1224 
Ilion -107; -6.6% 1559 1541 
Mohawk -150; -15.7% 900 910 
 

District: Net Change of 2005 and 2010 
enrollments K-6: 

Net Change of 2005 and 2010 
enrollments 7-12: 

Frankfort-Schuyler -29; -4.5% +50; +9.4% 
Herkimer +60; +10.1% -99; -15.1% 
Ilion -56; -6.6% -51; -6.5% 
Mohawk -58; -12.2% -92; -19.2% 

 
 Grade Kindergarten: 

 
District: Net Change of 2005 and 2010 Kindergarten Enrollments: 
Frankfort-Schuyler -5; --5.6% 
Herkimer +21; +23.3% 
Ilion -12; -9.3% 
Mohawk -19; -28% 

 

CHART ONE:  FRANKFORT-SCHUYLER 
HISTORICAL K-12 ENROLLMENT
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CHART ONE:  HERKIMER 
HISTORICAL K-12 ENROLLMENT

2005-2010
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CHART ONE:  ILION 
HISTORICAL K-12 ENROLLMENT

2005-2010
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y = -24x + 1643.3
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CHART ONE:  MOHAWK 
HISTORICAL K-12 ENROLLMENT

2005-2010
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y = -29.514x + 1002.8
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 CHART TWO:  FRANKFORT-SCHUYLER
HISTORICAL K-6, 7-12 ENROLLMENT 
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 CHART TWO:  HERKIMER
HISTORICAL K-6, 7-12 ENROLLMENT 

  2005-2010
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 CHART TWO:  ILION
HISTORICAL K-6, 7-12 ENROLLMENT 
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 CHART TWO:  MOHAWK
HISTORICAL K-6, 7-12 ENROLLMENT 
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  FIGURE FIVE: FRANKFORT-SCHUYLER 
KINDERGARTEN  ENROLLMENT 2005-2010
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  FIGURE FIVE: HERKIMER KINDERGARTEN 
ENROLLMENT 2005-2010
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  FIGURE FIVE: ILION KINDERGARTEN  ENROLLMENT 
2005-2010
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  FIGURE FIVE: MOHAWK KINDERGARTEN 
ENROLLMENT 2005-2010
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B.  HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE OF ANNUAL LIVE BIRTHS IN HERKIMER 
COUNTY AND IN THE ENROLLMENT AREAS OF EACH OF THE FOUR SCHOOL 
DISTRICTS 
 

DATA SNAPSHOT 
 Live Births Net Change from 2002 through 2008 

Herkimer County -36; -5.3% 
 

District Enrollment Area:  
Frankfort-Schuyler -9; -12.3% 

Herkimer -6; -5.8% 
Ilion +18; +18.4% 

Mohawk -1; --1.9% 
 

FIGURE ONE:  HERKIMER COUNTY 
LIVE BIRTHS 2002-2008
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FIGURE TWO: LIVE BIRTHS IN THE 
FRANKFORT-SCHUYLER SCHOOL DISTRICT 

ENROLLMENT AREA
2002-2008
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FIGURE TWO: LIVE BIRTHS IN THE 
HERKIMER SCHOOL DISTRICT ENROLLMENT AREA

2002-2008
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FIGURE TWO: LIVE BIRTHS IN THE 

ILION SCHOOL DISTRICT ENROLLMENT AREA
2002-2008
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FIGURE TWO: LIVE BIRTHS IN THE 

MOHAWK SCHOOL DISTRICT ENROLLMENT AREA
2002-2008
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C.  HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE OF THE TREND PATTERNS OF THE LIVE 
BIRTHS IN HERKIMER COUNTY, THE ‘CATCHMENT AREA TOWNS’ OF EACH 
DISTRICT, AND WITHIN THE ATTENDANCE AREA OF EACH SCHOOL DISTRICT 
 

DATA SNAPSHOT 
The measurement of the slope of a pattern of consecutive birth numbers over the years 2002-2008, signifies 
that the pattern of births is decreasing (-) or increasing (+) over the seven consecutive years.   Note the 
instances where the slope of the live births within the school district is more positive or more negative than 
the slope lines for the County as a whole and/or for the ‘catchment area towns’ in which the enrollment area 
of the school district is located. The specific annual live births for the County, the school districts, and the 
‘catchment area towns’ are illustrated in the Figures, Tables, and Charts Attachment.  

Pattern of live births from 2002-2008 
Herkimer County Frankfort-Schuyler Herkimer Ilion Mohawk 
Pattern slope: -4.89 Slope: -1.64 Slope: -1.32 Slope: +2.5 Slope: -.93 

“Catchment Area of 
the Towns” where 
the district is 
located. 

 
Slope: -4.75 

 
Slope: -2.39 

 
Slope: -.03 

 
Slope: +1.93 

 
FIGURE THREE: FRANKFORT-SCHUYLER ENROLLMENT AREA, CATCHMENT 

AREA, AND HERKIMER COUNTY BIRTH TRENDS 2002-2008
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FIGURE THREE: HERKIMER ENROLLMENT AREA, CATCHMENT AREA, AND 
HERKIMER COUNTY BIRTH TRENDS 2002-2008
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FIGURE THREE: ILION ENROLLMENT AREA, CATCHMENT AREA, AND 

HERKIMER COUNTY BIRTH TRENDS 2002-2008
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FIGURE THREE: MOHAWK ENROLLMENT AREA, CATCHMENT AREA, AND 

HERKIMER COUNTY BIRTH TRENDS 2002-2008
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D.  HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE OF THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN ANNUAL 
LIVE BIRTHS AND KINDERGARTEN ENROLLMENTS IN EACH DISTRICT 
 

DATA SNAPSHOT 
District: Pattern of total live births from 

2002-2005 and total kindergarten 
enrollments five years later 2007-

2010  (K enroll divided by live 
births in district 5 years earlier): 

Median result of yearly 
comparisons of kindergarten 

enrollments and births five years 
earlier: 

Frankfort-Schuyler 321/286; 1.12 (112%) Ratio of 1.15 (115%) 
Herkimer 404/445; .91 (91%) Ratio of .91 (91%) 
Ilion 467/455; 1.02 (102%) Ratio of 1.02 (102%) 
Mohawk 249/222; ratio of 1.12 (112%) Ratio of 1.14 (114%) 

 

 

COMPARISON K LIVE KIND/
YEARS ENROLL BIRTHS BIRTHS

ENROLLMENT RATIO
AREA

2007 K STUDENTS TO 2002 BIRTHS 76 73 1.041096
2008 K STUDENTS TO 2003 BIRTHS 88 70 1.257143
2009 K STUDENTS TO 2004 BIRTHS 73 82 0.890244
2010 K STUDENTS TO 2005 BIRTHS 84 61 1.377049

TABLE 3

RATIOS OF  KINDERGARTEN ENROLLMENTS (2007-2010)
OF THE FRANKFORT-SCHUYLER SCHOOL DISTRICT
 AND  LIVE BIRTHS FIVE YEARS EARLIER (2002-2005)

 IN THE ENROLLMENT AREA 
OF THE DISTRICT 

HISTORICAL LIVE BIRTH RATIOS
2007-2010  

0.5
0.6
0.7
0.8
0.9

1
1.1
1.2
1.3
1.4
1.5

2007 2008 2009 2010
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FIGURE SIX:  PATTERN OF KINDERGARTEN ENROLLMENT AND THE PATTERN OF LIVE 
BIRTHS FIVE YEARS EARLIER IN THE FRANKFORT-SCHUYLER SCHOOL DISTRICT

95 92 91 91 89

80
76

88

73

84

73 70

82

61

71
64

61

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

110

120

130

140

150

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

KINDERGARTEN ENROLLMENT YEAR

N
U

M
B

ER
 O

F 
B

IR
TH

S 
A

N
D

 P
U

PI
LS

KINDERGARTEN ENROLLMENT LIVE BIRTHS FIVE YEARS EARLIER

WILL THE RATIO BETWEEN K 
ENROLLMENT AND LIVE BIRTHS FIVE 
YEARS EARLIER CONTINUE INTO 
THE FUTURE?  WHAT FACTORS 
MIGHT INFLUENCE THE RATIO?

 

COMPARISON K LIVE KIND/
YEARS ENROLL BIRTHS BIRTHS

ENROLLMENT RATIO
AREA

2007 K STUDENTS TO 2002 BIRTHS 107 103 1.038835
2008 K STUDENTS TO 2003 BIRTHS 90 114 0.789474
2009 K STUDENTS TO 2004 BIRTHS 96 113 0.849558
2010 K STUDENTS TO 2005 BIRTHS 111 115 0.965217

TABLE 3

RATIOS OF  KINDERGARTEN ENROLLMENTS (2007-2010)
OF THE HERKIMER SCHOOL DISTRICT

 AND  LIVE BIRTHS FIVE YEARS EARLIER (2002-2005)
 IN THE ENROLLMENT AREA 

OF THE DISTRICT 

HISTORICAL LIVE BIRTH RATIOS
2007-2010  

0.5
0.6
0.7
0.8
0.9

1
1.1
1.2
1.3
1.4
1.5

2007 2008 2009 2010
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FIGURE SIX:  PATTERN OF KINDERGARTEN ENROLLMENT AND THE PATTERN OF LIVE 
BIRTHS FIVE YEARS EARLIER IN THE HERKIMER SCHOOL DISTRICT
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COMPARISON K LIVE KIND/
YEARS ENROLL BIRTHS BIRTHS

ENROLLMENT RATIO
AREA

2007 K STUDENTS TO 2002 BIRTHS 109 98 1.112245
2008 K STUDENTS TO 2003 BIRTHS 126 123 1.02439
2009 K STUDENTS TO 2004 BIRTHS 115 119 0.966387
2010 K STUDENTS TO 2005 BIRTHS 117 115 1.017391

TABLE 3

RATIOS OF  KINDERGARTEN ENROLLMENTS (2007-2010)
OF THE ILION SCHOOL DISTRICT

 AND  LIVE BIRTHS FIVE YEARS EARLIER (2002-2005)
 IN THE ENROLLMENT AREA 

OF THE DISTRICT 

HISTORICAL LIVE BIRTH RATIOS
2007-2010  

0.5
0.6
0.7
0.8
0.9

1
1.1
1.2
1.3
1.4
1.5

2007 2008 2009 2010
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FIGURE SIX:  PATTERN OF KINDERGARTEN ENROLLMENT AND THE PATTERN OF LIVE 
BIRTHS FIVE YEARS EARLIER IN THE ILION SCHOOL DISTRICT
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COMPARISON K LIVE KIND/
YEARS ENROLL BIRTHS BIRTHS

ENROLLMENT RATIO
AREA

2007 K STUDENTS TO 2002 BIRTHS 66 53 1.245283
2008 K STUDENTS TO 2003 BIRTHS 64 66 0.969697
2009 K STUDENTS TO 2004 BIRTHS 70 56 1.25
2010 K STUDENTS TO 2005 BIRTHS 49 47 1.042553

TABLE 3

RATIOS OF  KINDERGARTEN ENROLLMENTS (2007-2010)
OF THE MOHAWK SCHOOL DISTRICT

 AND  LIVE BIRTHS FIVE YEARS EARLIER (2002-2005)
 IN THE ENROLLMENT AREA 

OF THE DISTRICT 

HISTORICAL LIVE BIRTH RATIOS
2007-2010  

0.5
0.6
0.7
0.8
0.9

1
1.1
1.2
1.3
1.4
1.5

2007 2008 2009 2010

 
 



DATA 

“Custom tools and research to aid a school district in defining a vision and  
decision options for serving students in the future.” 

 

- 52 -

FIGURE SIX:  PATTERN OF KINDERGARTEN ENROLLMENT AND THE PATTERN OF LIVE 
BIRTHS FIVE YEARS EARLIER IN THE MOHAWK SCHOOL DISTRICT
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E.  KINDERGARTEN ENROLLMENT FORECASTS  

Estimating future kindergarten enrollments is the most speculative aspect of projecting   K-12 

enrollments.  However, analyzing historical annual kindergarten enrollments in concert with 

historical annual live birth data and patterns do reveal a set of defendable estimates of future 

kindergarten enrollments. These estimated future kindergarten enrollments then can be included 

in the base cohort survival statistic application to project future K-12 enrollments.  Historical 

kindergarten enrollments of the four school districts and historical live birth data are analyzed 

three ways.  The three analyses form the basis for three kindergarten enrollment forecasts for 

each school district.  The three kindergarten forecasts are used to develop Low, Mid, and a High 

K-12 enrollment projection calculations for the Frankfort-Schuyler, Herkimer, Ilion, and 

Mohawk school districts.  The nomenclature of low, mid, and high is determined by the 

estimated total K-6 enrollment five years from now consistent with the planning guidelines in 

CR 155.1.  The methodology and the assumptions that underscore the three estimated 

kindergarten enrollment projections for each district are illustrated in the Figures, Tables, and 

Charts Attachment. 
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DATA SNAPSHOT 
Forecasted 
Kindergarten 
Enrollment 
Estimate 

Frankfort-Schuyler 
 

Herkimer Ilion Mohawk 

Current 2010 
Kindergarten 

Enrollment 

 
84 

 

 
111 

 
117 

 
49 

2011  
‘low range’ 68 80 110 55 
‘mid range’ 78 80 124 66 
‘high range’ 70 100 124 67 

2012  
‘low range’ 80 106 108 53 
‘mid range’ 77 106 133 59 
‘high range’ 82 99 133 61 

2013  
‘low range’ 72 88 106 51 
‘mid range’ 76 88 118 58 
‘high range’ 74 98 119 59 

2014  
‘low range’ 70 91 104 50 
‘mid range’ 75 101 127 57 
‘high range’ 80 97 131 65 

2015  
‘low range’ 68 90 102 48 
‘mid range’ 74 100 127 57 
‘high range’ 80 95 133 65 

 

The 2011, 2012, and 2013 projected kindergarten enrollments are based on published actual 

historical live births in the district respectively for the years 2006, 2007, and 2008.  The future 

kindergarten enrollment estimates for 2014 and 2015 are based on mathematical theoretical live 

birth patterns because the actual live birth counts for the years 2009 and 2010 are unknown at 

this time.  

 

F.  BASELINE K-12 ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS FOR THE FOUR SCHOOL 
DISTRICTS 
 
Tables 7A, B, and C in the Figures, Tables, Charts Attachment present Low, Mid, and High 

range K-12 enrollment projections calculated using forecasted future kindergarten enrollments 

and the cohort survival statistic.  Each calculation is based on historical K-12 enrollments as 

reported by the school district for each of the school years 2005-2006 through 2010-2011.  The 

historical enrollment data are used to calculate ‘percentage of survival’ ratios for each grade 

level K-12.  The ratios quantify the rate of change in number of students in a particular grade 
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level compared to the number of students in the next higher grade level in the following year.  

The ‘survival ratios’ are averaged for each grade level from 2005-2006 through 2010-2011.  The 

six-year average ratios for each grade level are used to calculate estimated future grade 1-12 

enrollments through 2020-21.   

 
DATA SNAPSHOT FRANKFORT-SCHUYLER 

Calculation Year Grades 
K-6 

Grades 
7-12 

CURRENT ENROLLMENT 2010-2011 622 583 
 

2015-2016 559  Baseline Cohort 
Low Range 2020-2021  530 

 
2015-2016 583  Baseline Cohort 

Mid Range 2020-2021  543 
 

2015-2016 589  Baseline Cohort 
High Range 2020-2021  537 

 

 

TABLE 8:  BASE COHORT ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS SUMMARY FOR 
FRANKFORT-SCHUYLER CS

LOW RANGE PROJECTION MID RANGE PROJECTION HIGH RANGE PROJECTION
YEAR K-6 7-12        TOTAL K-12 K-6 7-12           TOTAL K-12 K-6 7-12           TOTAL K-12
2011 616 570 1187 626 570 1197 618 570 1189
2012 602 566 1168 611 566 1176 607 566 1172
2013 604 563 1167 615 563 1178 610 563 1174
2014 579 567 1147 597 567 1164 596 567 1163
2015 559 576 1135 583 576 1159 589 576 1165
2016 558 561 1119 590 561 1150 602 561 1163
2017 537 570 1107 577 570 1147 597 570 1166
2018 533 543 1076 571 555 1126 608 546 1154
2019 513 551 1064 564 559 1123 606 556 1162
2020 501 530 1031 558 543 1100 613 537 1150  
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CHART SIX: FRANKFORT-SCHUYLER 

GRADES K-6 ESTIMATED ENROLLMENT 
SCENARIOS 2011-2015 
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CHART SEVEN: FRANKFORT-SCHUYLER 
GRADES 7-12 ESTIMATED ENROLLMENT 

SCENARIOS 2011-2020
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DATA SNAPSHOT HERKIMER 

Calculation Year Grades 
K-6 

Grades 
7-12 

CURRENT ENROLLMENT 2010-2011 653 556 
 

2015-2016 665  Baseline Cohort 
Low Range 2020-2021  629 

 
2015-2016 686  Baseline Cohort 

Mid Range 2020-2021  629 
 

2015-2016 699  Baseline Cohort 
High Range 2020-2021  656 

 

TABLE 8:  BASE COHORT ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS SUMMARY FOR 
           HERKIMER CS

LOW RANGE PROJECTION MID RANGE PROJECTION HIGH RANGE PROJECTION
YEAR K-6 7-12        TOTAL K-12 K-6 7-12           TOTAL K-12 K-6 7-12           TOTAL K-12
2011 650 552 1202 650 552 1202 670 552 1222
2012 673 537 1210 673 537 1210 687 537 1224
2013 677 534 1211 677 534 1211 700 534 1233
2014 668 556 1224 678 556 1234 697 556 1253
2015 665 574 1240 686 574 1260 699 574 1274
2016 656 593 1249 687 593 1280 695 593 1288
2017 632 624 1256 675 624 1299 676 624 1300
2018 640 620 1260 696 620 1316 669 643 1311
2019 618 644 1262 688 644 1332 660 657 1317
2020 614 629 1243 699 629 1328 650 656 1306  



DATA 

“Custom tools and research to aid a school district in defining a vision and  
decision options for serving students in the future.” 
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CHART SIX: HERKIMER 

GRADES K-6 ESTIMATED ENROLLMENT 
SCENARIOS 2011-2015 
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BASE COHORT MID RANGE 650 673 677 678 686

BASE COHORT HIGH RANGE 670 687 700 697 699

CURRENT ENROLLMENT 2010 653

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

C
U

R
R

EN
T 

EN
R

O
LL

M
E

N
T 

20
10

-2
01

1

 
 

 

  
CHART SEVEN: HERKIMER 

GRADES 7-12 ESTIMATED ENROLLMENT 
SCENARIOS 2011-2020

150
175
200
225
250
275
300
325
350
375
400
425
450
475
500
525
550
575
600
625
650
675
700
725
750
775
800

PU
PI

LS

BASE COHORT LOW RANGE 552 537 534 556 574 593 624 620 644 629

BASE COHORT MID RANGE 552 537 534 556 574 593 624 620 644 629

BASE COHORT HIGH RANGE 552 537 534 556 574 593 624 643 657 656

CURRENT ENROLLMENT 2010 556
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“Custom tools and research to aid a school district in defining a vision and  
decision options for serving students in the future.” 
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DATA SNAPSHOT ILION 
Calculation Year Grades 

K-6 
Grades 

7-12 
CURRENT ENROLLMENT 2010-2011 790 734 

 
2015-2016 739  Baseline Cohort 

Low Range 2020-2021  661 
 

2015-2016 836  Baseline Cohort 
Mid Range 2020-2021  713 

 
2015-2016 847  Baseline Cohort 

High Range 2020-2021  714 
 
TABLE 8:  BASE COHORT ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS SUMMARY FOR 

           ILION CS

LOW RANGE PROJECTION MID RANGE PROJECTION HIGH RANGE PROJECTION
YEAR K-6 7-12        TOTAL K-12 K-6 7-12           TOTAL K-12 K-6 7-12           TOTAL K-12
2011 787 716 1503 801 716 1517 801 716 1517
2012 769 699 1468 808 699 1508 808 699 1508
2013 763 679 1442 813 679 1492 814 679 1493
2014 763 659 1422 835 659 1494 840 659 1499
2015 739 665 1404 836 665 1500 847 665 1511
2016 717 678 1395 838 678 1516 858 678 1535
2017 700 682 1381 847 682 1529 878 682 1559
2018 687 666 1354 850 681 1531 894 681 1575
2019 675 662 1336 843 702 1545 905 702 1606
2020 663 661 1324 851 713 1564 930 714 1644  
 
 



DATA 

“Custom tools and research to aid a school district in defining a vision and  
decision options for serving students in the future.” 
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CHART SIX: ILION 

GRADES K-6 ESTIMATED ENROLLMENT 
SCENARIOS 2011-2015 
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BASE COHORT LOW RANGE 763 739 717 700 687

BASE COHORT MID RANGE 835 836 838 847 850

BASE COHORT HIGH RANGE 840 847 858 878 894

CURRENT ENROLLMENT 2010 790
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CHART SEVEN: ILION 

GRADES 7-12 ESTIMATED ENROLLMENT 
SCENARIOS 2011-2020
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BASE COHORT HIGH RANGE 716 699 679 659 665 678 682 681 702 714

CURRENT ENROLLMENT 2010 734
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“Custom tools and research to aid a school district in defining a vision and  
decision options for serving students in the future.” 
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DATA SNAPSHOT MOHAWK 
Calculation Year Grades 

K-6 
Grades 

7-12 
CURRENT ENROLLMENT 2010-2011 419 388 

 
2015-2016 357  Baseline Cohort 

Low Range 2020-2021  298 
 

2015-2016 395  Baseline Cohort 
Mid Range 2020-2021  320 

 
2015-2016 415  Baseline Cohort 

High Range 2020-2021  324 

TABLE 8:  BASE COHORT ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS SUMMARY FOR 
           MOHAWK CS

LOW RANGE PROJECTION MID RANGE PROJECTION HIGH RANGE PROJECTION
YEAR K-6 7-12        TOTAL K-12 K-6 7-12           TOTAL K-12 K-6 7-12           TOTAL K-12
2011 412 370 782 423 370 793 424 370 794
2012 401 351 752 418 351 769 421 351 772
2013 386 345 732 410 345 755 414 345 759
2014 375 330 705 405 330 735 417 330 747
2015 357 335 692 395 335 731 415 335 751
2016 336 341 677 385 341 725 413 341 754
2017 332 329 661 390 329 719 428 329 757
2018 321 320 640 378 330 708 426 331 757
2019 309 308 617 374 324 697 430 326 756
2020 299 298 596 369 320 689 434 324 758  

 

  
CHART SIX: MOHAWK 

GRADES K-6 ESTIMATED ENROLLMENT 
SCENARIOS 2011-2015 
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“Custom tools and research to aid a school district in defining a vision and  
decision options for serving students in the future.” 

 

- 61 -

  
CHART SEVEN: MOHAWK 

GRADES 7-12 ESTIMATED ENROLLMENT 
SCENARIOS 2011-2020
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G.  SUMMARY OF ENROLLMENT PROJECTION DATA CALCULATIONS AS THEY 
APPLY TO A REORGANIZATION OF THE FOUR DISTRICTS INTO ONE K-12 
SCHOOL DISTRICT 
 

DATA SNAPSHOT  
Calculation Year Grades 

K-6 
Grades 

7-12 
TOTAL GRADES  
K-12 FOR LONG 

TERM PLANNING 
CURRENT COMBINED 
ENROLLMENT OF THE 

FOUR DISTRICTS 

2010-2011 2484 2261 4745 

 
2015-2016 2320  Baseline Cohort 

Low Range 2020-2021  2118 
4438 

 
2015-2016 2500  Baseline Cohort 

Mid Range 2020-2021  2205 
4705 

 
2015-2016 2550  Baseline Cohort 

High Range 2020-2021  2231 
4781 

 
 

 



DATA 

“Custom tools and research to aid a school district in defining a vision and  
decision options for serving students in the future.” 
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DATA SNAPSHOT  
Calculation Year Grades 

K-6 
Grades 

7-12 
TOTAL GRADES  

K-12 FOR INITIAL 
IMPLEMENTATION 

PLANNING 
CURRENT COMBINED 
ENROLLMENT OF THE 

FOUR DISTRICTS 

2010-2011 2484 2261 4745 

 
2011-2012 2465 2208 4673 
2012-2013 2445 2153 4598 
2013-2014 2430 2121 4551 
2014-2015 2385 2112 4497 

Baseline Cohort 
Low Range 

2015-2016 2320 2150 4470 
 

2011-2012 2500 2208 4708 
2012-2013 2510 2153 4663 
2013-2014 2515 2121 4636 
2014-2015 2515 2112 4627 

Baseline Cohort 
Mid Range 

2015-2016 2500 2150 4650 
 

2011-2012 2513 2208 4721 
2012-2013 2523 2153 4676 
2013-2014 2538 2121 4659 
2014-2015 2550 2112 4662 

Baseline Cohort 
High Range 

2015-2016 2550 2150 4700 
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“Custom tools and research to aid a school district in defining a vision and  
decision options for serving students in the future.” 
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TOWN 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 TOTAL

                                                           BIRTHS IN EACH MUNICIPALITY

HERKIMER COUNTY

Village of Frankfort 31 25 38 28 27 32 28 209
100.00%

Frankfort 74 70 87 65 62 76 62 496
74.95%

Schuyler 50 32 32 21 30 21 32 218
30.42%

Percentages refer to the share of residential parcels that are in the Frankfort-Schuyler School District

TOTAL BIRTHS IN CATCHMENT AREA 155 127 157 114 119 129 122 923

NYS HEALTH DEPARTMENT
'LIVE BIRTHS BY SCHOOL DISTRICT' 73 70 82 61 61 71 64 482

DISTRICT/CATCHMENT AREA
         LIVE BIRTH RATIO 47.10% 55.12% 52.23% 53.51% 51.26% 55.04% 52.46%

6 YEAR RATIO 53.255%
HERKIMER COUNTY 

TOTAL BIRTHS 682 702 698 672 651 711 646

 DISTRICT/HERKIMER 10.70% 9.97% 11.75% 9.08% 9.37% 9.99% 9.91%
COUNTY LIVE BIRTH RATIO 6 YEAR RATIO 10.025%

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
95 92 91 91 89 80 76 88 73 84

TABLE 1
LIVE BIRTHS IN THE CATCHMENT AREA SERVED BY THE 

FRANKFORT-SCHUYLER SCHOOL DISTRICT
 AS REPORTED BY THE NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH

2002-2008 

TABLE 2
KINDERGARTEN ENROLLMENT OF THE FRANKFORT-SCHUYLER SCHOOL DISTRICT

 2001-2010

 
 



DATA 

“Custom tools and research to aid a school district in defining a vision and  
decision options for serving students in the future.” 
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TOWN 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 TOTAL

                                                           BIRTHS IN EACH MUNICIPALITY

HERKIMER COUNTY

Village of Herkimer 84 95 94 89 78 101 81 622
100.00%

Herkimer 109 113 113 114 91 115 97 752
88.38%

Little Falls 17 13 7 12 14 14 14 91
12.66%

Percentages refer to the share of residential parcels that are in the Herkimer School District

TOTAL BIRTHS IN CATCHMENT AREA 210 221 214 215 183 230 192 1465

NYS HEALTH DEPARTMENT
'LIVE BIRTHS BY SCHOOL DISTRICT' 103 114 113 115 88 117 97 747

DISTRICT/CATCHMENT AREA
         LIVE BIRTH RATIO 49.05% 51.58% 52.80% 53.49% 48.09% 50.87% 50.52%

6 YEAR RATIO 51.315%
HERKIMER COUNTY 

TOTAL BIRTHS 682 702 698 672 651 711 646

 DISTRICT/HERKIMER 15.10% 16.24% 16.19% 17.11% 13.52% 16.46% 15.02%
COUNTY LIVE BIRTH RATIO 6 YEAR RATIO 15.784%

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
80 69 70 81 90 86 107 90 96 111

TABLE 1
LIVE BIRTHS IN THE CATCHMENT AREA SERVED BY THE 

HERKIMER SCHOOL DISTRICT
 AS REPORTED BY THE NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH

2002-2008 

TABLE 2
KINDERGARTEN ENROLLMENT OF THE HERKIMER SCHOOL DISTRICT

 2001-2010

 

TOWN 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 TOTAL

                                                           BIRTHS IN EACH MUNICIPALITY
HERKIMER COUNTY

Village of Ilion 89 117 108 104 109 119 106 752
100.00%

German Flats 140 170 158 147 158 170 147 1090
21.00%

Schuyler 50 32 32 21 30 21 32 218
0.35%

Frankfort 74 70 87 65 62 76 62 496
10.62%

Herkimer 109 113 113 114 91 115 97 752
0.03%

Percentages refer to the share of residential parcels that are in the Ilion School District

TOTAL BIRTHS IN CATCHMENT AREA 279 319 298 272 297 310 285 3308

NYS HEALTH DEPARTMENT
'LIVE BIRTHS BY SCHOOL DISTRICT' 98 123 119 115 121 130 116 822

DISTRICT/CATCHMENT AREA
         LIVE BIRTH RATIO 35.13% 38.56% 39.93% 42.28% 40.74% 41.94% 40.70%

6 YEAR RATIO 40.651%
HERKIMER COUNTY 

TOTAL BIRTHS 682 702 698 672 651 711 646

 DISTRICT/HERKIMER 14.37% 17.52% 17.05% 17.11% 18.59% 18.28% 17.96%
COUNTY LIVE BIRTH RATIO 6 YEAR RATIO 17.745%

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
143 135 111 128 129 107 109 126 115 117

TABLE 1
LIVE BIRTHS IN THE CATCHMENT AREA SERVED BY THE 

ILION SCHOOL DISTRICT
 AS REPORTED BY THE NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH

2002-2008 

TABLE 2
KINDERGARTEN ENROLLMENT OF THE ILION SCHOOL DISTRICT

 2001-2010

 



DATA 

“Custom tools and research to aid a school district in defining a vision and  
decision options for serving students in the future.” 
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TOWN 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 TOTAL

                                                           BIRTHS IN EACH MUNICIPALITY
HERKIMER COUNTY

Village of Mohawk 25 28 30 25 31 35 25 199
100.00%

German Flats 140 170 158 147 158 170 147 1090
78.75%

Litchfield 13 15 20 16 17 21 16 118
0.38%

Columbia 15 22 19 20 18 17 19 130
12.85%

Little Falls 17 13 7 12 14 14 14 91
12.66%

Percentages refer to the share of residential parcels that are in the Mohawk School District

TOTAL BIRTHS IN CATCHMENT AREA 178 213 208 188 206 226 188 1628

NYS HEALTH DEPARTMENT
'LIVE BIRTHS BY SCHOOL DISTRICT' 53 66 56 47 59 53 52 386

DISTRICT/CATCHMENT AREA
         LIVE BIRTH RATIO 29.78% 30.99% 26.92% 25.00% 28.64% 23.45% 27.66%

6 YEAR RATIO 27.095%
HERKIMER COUNTY 

TOTAL BIRTHS 682 702 698 672 651 711 646

 DISTRICT/HERKIMER 7.77% 9.40% 8.02% 6.99% 9.06% 7.45% 8.05%
COUNTY LIVE BIRTH RATIO 6 YEAR RATIO 8.162%

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
76 55 65 59 68 61 66 64 70 49

TABLE 1
LIVE BIRTHS IN THE CATCHMENT AREA SERVED BY THE 

MOHAWK SCHOOL DISTRICT
 AS REPORTED BY THE NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH

2002-2008 

TABLE 2
KINDERGARTEN ENROLLMENT OF THE MOHAWK SCHOOL DISTRICT

 2001-2010

 

YEAR    PROJECTED YEAR LIVE K-ENROLLTO LIVE
K-ENROLL. BIRTHS        BIRTH RATIO 

ENROLL.                 '07-'10
AREA

2011 68 2006 61 1.122378
2012 80 2007 71 1.122378
2013 72 2008 64 1.122378

PROJECTED
LIVE BIRTHS

2014 70 2009 62 1.122378
2015 68 2010 61 1.122378
2016 67 2011 59 1.122378
2017 65 2012 58 1.122378
2018 64 2013 57 1.122378
2019 62 2014 55 1.122378
2020 61 2015 54 1.122378

TABLE 4

PROJECTED FRANKFORT-SCHUYLER 2011-2020 KINDERGARTEN ENROLLMENTS 
BASED UPON (A) THE EXPONENTIAL TREND ANALYSIS OF THE HISTORICAL 

PATTERN OF ENROLLMENT AREA LIVE BIRTHS FROM 2002 THROUGH 2008, AND 
(B) THE RATIO DERIVED FROM TOTAL ENROLLMENT AREA LIVE BIRTHS ('02-'05) 

AND TOTAL DISTRICT KINDERGARTEN ENROLLMENT ('07-'10)

ESTIMATED FUTURE KINDERGARTEN ENROLLMENTS SCENARIO I

y = -1.6242x + 86.835
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“Custom tools and research to aid a school district in defining a vision and  
decision options for serving students in the future.” 
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YEAR    PROJECTED YEAR LIVE EST. K-ENROLL TO
K-ENROLL. BIRTHS             LIVE BIRTH

ENROLL.    RATIO
AREA

2011 70 2006 61 1.149119
2012 82 2007 71 1.149119
2013 74 2008 64 1.149119

PROJECTED
LIVE BIRTHS

2014 80 2009 70 Future birth 1.149119
2015 80 2010 70 modeling 1.149119
2016 80 2011 70 protocol 1.149119
2017 80 2012 70 1.149119
2018 80 2013 70 1.149119
2019 80 2014 70 1.149119
2020 80 2015 70 1.149119

Future birth modeling protocol:
.10025 times Herkimer County projected births 09-14: 701,699,698,697,697,695,694

TABLE 5

PROJECTED FRANKFORT-SCHUYLER SCHOOL DISTRICT 2011-2020 KINDERGARTEN 
ENROLLMENTS BASED UPON  (A) THE MEDIAN OF THE RATIOS DERIVED FROM 

COMPARING ANNUAL KINDERGARTEN ENROLLMENTS 2007 THROUGH 2010 WITH 
ANNUAL ENROLLMENT AREA BIRTHS FIVE YEARS EARLIER ('02-'05);  AND (B) THE 

ESTIMATED FUTURE ENROLLMENT AREA LIVE BIRTHS RESULTING FROM  
MODELING THE PAST THREE YEARS OF MORTALITY, DOMESTIC MIGRATION, 

INTERNATIONAL MIGRATION, AND CHILD-BEARING AGE COHORT DATA ESTIMATED 
BY THE FEDERAL CENSUS FOR HERKIMER COUNTY MULTIPLIED BY THE RATIO OF 

COUNTY LIVE BIRTHS ATTRIBUTED TO THE DISTRICT ENROLLMENT AREA FROM '03-
'08 (SEE TABLE 1)

ESTIMATED FUTURE KINDERGARTEN ENROLLMENTS SCENARIO II
y = -0.6x + 83.236
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“Custom tools and research to aid a school district in defining a vision and  
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YEAR    PROJECTED YEAR LIVE EST. K-ENROLL TO
K-ENROLL. BIRTHS ENROLL. AREA LIVE  

ENROLL.          BIRTH RATIO
AREA

2011 78 2005
2012 77 2006
2013 76 2007

PROJECTED
LIVE BIRTHS

2014 75 2009
2015 74 2010
2016 74 2011
2017 73 2012
2018 72 2013
2019 71 2014
2020 70 2015

TABLE 6
PROJECTED FRANKFORT-SCHUYLER SCHOOL DISTRICT

 2011-2020 KINDERGARTEN ENROLLMENTS  
BASED UPON AN EXPONENTIAL TREND ANALYSIS

 OF THE HISTORICAL PATTERN OF KINDERGARTEN ENROLLMENT
 DATA FOR THE PAST SIX YEARS 2005-2010

ESTIMATED FUTURE KINDERGARTEN ENROLLMENTS SCENARIO III
y = -1.0182x + 85.2
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YEAR    PROJECTED YEAR LIVE K-ENROLLTO LIVE
K-ENROLL. BIRTHS        BIRTH RATIO 

ENROLL.                 '07-'10
AREA

2011 80 2006 88 0.907865
2012 106 2007 117 0.907865
2013 88 2008 97 0.907865

PROJECTED
LIVE BIRTHS

2014 91 2009 101 0.907865
2015 90 2010 99 0.907865
2016 89 2011 98 0.907865
2017 88 2012 97 0.907865
2018 87 2013 95 0.907865
2019 85 2014 94 0.907865
2020 84 2015 93 0.907865

TABLE 4

PROJECTED HERKIMER 2011-2020 KINDERGARTEN ENROLLMENTS BASED UPON 
(A) THE EXPONENTIAL TREND ANALYSIS OF THE HISTORICAL PATTERN OF 

ENROLLMENT AREA LIVE BIRTHS FROM 2002 THROUGH 2008, AND (B) THE RATIO 
DERIVED FROM TOTAL ENROLLMENT AREA LIVE BIRTHS ('02-'05) AND TOTAL 

DISTRICT KINDERGARTEN ENROLLMENT ('07-'10)

ESTIMATED FUTURE KINDERGARTEN ENROLLMENTS SCENARIO I

y = -0.1909x + 95.236
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“Custom tools and research to aid a school district in defining a vision and  
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YEAR    PROJECTED YEAR LIVE EST. K-ENROLL TO
K-ENROLL. BIRTHS             LIVE BIRTH

ENROLL.    RATIO
AREA

2011 80 2006 88 0.907387
2012 106 2007 117 0.907387
2013 88 2008 97 0.907387

PROJECTED
LIVE BIRTHS

2014 101 2009 111 Future birth 0.907387
2015 100 2010 110 modeling 0.907387
2016 100 2011 110 protocol 0.907387
2017 100 2012 110 0.907387
2018 100 2013 110 0.907387
2019 99 2014 109 0.907387
2020 99 2015 109 0.907387

Future birth modeling protocol:
.15784 times Herkimer County projected births 09-14: 701,699,698,697,697,695,694

BIRTHS

TABLE 5

PROJECTED HERKIMER SCHOOL DISTRICT 2011-2020 KINDERGARTEN 
ENROLLMENTS BASED UPON  (A) THE MEDIAN OF THE RATIOS DERIVED FROM 

COMPARING ANNUAL KINDERGARTEN ENROLLMENTS 2007 THROUGH 2010 WITH 
ANNUAL ENROLLMENT AREA BIRTHS FIVE YEARS EARLIER ('02-'05);  AND (B) THE 

ESTIMATED FUTURE ENROLLMENT AREA LIVE BIRTHS RESULTING FROM  
MODELING THE PAST THREE YEARS OF MORTALITY, DOMESTIC MIGRATION, 

INTERNATIONAL MIGRATION, AND CHILD-BEARING AGE COHORT DATA ESTIMATED 
BY THE FEDERAL CENSUS FOR HERKIMER COUNTY MULTIPLIED BY THE RATIO OF 

COUNTY LIVE BIRTHS ATTRIBUTED TO THE DISTRICT ENROLLMENT AREA FROM '03-
'08 (SEE TABLE 1)

ESTIMATED FUTURE KINDERGARTEN ENROLLMENTS SCENARIO II

y = 0.6273x + 92.145
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YEAR    PROJECTED YEAR LIVE EST. K-ENROLL TO
K-ENROLL. BIRTHS ENROLL. AREA LIVE  

ENROLL.          BIRTH RATIO
AREA

2011 100 2005
2012 99 2006
2013 98 2007

PROJECTED
LIVE BIRTHS

2014 97 2009
2015 95 2010
2016 94 2011
2017 93 2012
2018 92 2013
2019 90 2014
2020 89 2015

TABLE 6
PROJECTED HERKIMER SCHOOL DISTRICT
 2011-2020 KINDERGARTEN ENROLLMENTS  

BASED UPON AN EXPONENTIAL TREND ANALYSIS
 OF THE HISTORICAL PATTERN OF KINDERGARTEN ENROLLMENT

 DATA FOR THE PAST SIX YEARS 2005-2010

ESTIMATED FUTURE KINDERGARTEN ENROLLMENTS SCENARIO III

y = 0.5818x + 93.691
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YEAR    PROJECTED YEAR LIVE K-ENROLLTO LIVE
K-ENROLL. BIRTHS        BIRTH RATIO 

ENROLL.                 '07-'10
AREA

2011 124 2006 121 1.026374
2012 133 2007 130 1.026374
2013 119 2008 116 1.026374

PROJECTED
LIVE BIRTHS

2014 131 2009 127 1.026374
2015 133 2010 130 1.026374
2016 136 2011 132 1.026374
2017 138 2012 135 1.026374
2018 141 2013 137 1.026374
2019 144 2014 140 1.026374
2020 146 2015 142 1.026374

TABLE 4

PROJECTED ILION 2011-2020 KINDERGARTEN ENROLLMENTS BASED UPON (A) 
THE EXPONENTIAL TREND ANALYSIS OF THE HISTORICAL PATTERN OF 

ENROLLMENT AREA LIVE BIRTHS FROM 2002 THROUGH 2008, AND (B) THE RATIO 
DERIVED FROM TOTAL ENROLLMENT AREA LIVE BIRTHS ('02-'05) AND TOTAL 

DISTRICT KINDERGARTEN ENROLLMENT ('07-'10)

ESTIMATED FUTURE KINDERGARTEN ENROLLMENTS SCENARIO I

y = 1.556x + 112.83
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YEAR    PROJECTED YEAR LIVE EST. K-ENROLL TO
K-ENROLL. BIRTHS             LIVE BIRTH

ENROLL.    RATIO
AREA

2011 124 2006 121 1.020891
2012 133 2007 130 1.020891
2013 118 2008 116 1.020891

PROJECTED
LIVE BIRTHS

2014 127 2009 124 Future birth 1.020891
2015 127 2010 124 modeling 1.020891
2016 127 2011 124 protocol 1.020891
2017 127 2012 124 1.020891
2018 127 2013 124 1.020891
2019 126 2014 123 1.020891
2020 126 2015 123 1.020891

Future birth modeling protocol:
.17745 times Herkimer County projected births 09-14: 701,699,698,697,697,695,694

TABLE 5

PROJECTED ILION SCHOOL DISTRICT 2011-2020 KINDERGARTEN ENROLLMENTS 
BASED UPON  (A) THE MEDIAN OF THE RATIOS DERIVED FROM COMPARING ANNUAL 
KINDERGARTEN ENROLLMENTS 2007 THROUGH 2010 WITH ANNUAL ENROLLMENT 

AREA BIRTHS FIVE YEARS EARLIER ('02-'05);  AND (B) THE ESTIMATED FUTURE 
ENROLLMENT AREA LIVE BIRTHS RESULTING FROM  MODELING THE PAST THREE 
YEARS OF MORTALITY, DOMESTIC MIGRATION, INTERNATIONAL MIGRATION, AND 
CHILD-BEARING AGE COHORT DATA ESTIMATED BY THE FEDERAL CENSUS FOR 

HERKIMER COUNTY MULTIPLIED BY THE RATIO OF COUNTY LIVE BIRTHS 
ATTRIBUTED TO THE DISTRICT ENROLLMENT AREA FROM '03-'08 (SEE TABLE 1)

ESTIMATED FUTURE KINDERGARTEN ENROLLMENTS SCENARIO II

y = 1.0595x + 114.63
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YEAR    PROJECTED YEAR LIVE EST. K-ENROLL TO
K-ENROLL. BIRTHS ENROLL. AREA LIVE  

ENROLL.          BIRTH RATIO
AREA

2011 110 2005
2012 108 2006
2013 106 2007

PROJECTED
LIVE BIRTHS

2014 104 2009
2015 102 2010
2016 101 2011
2017 99 2012
2018 97 2013
2019 95 2014
2020 94 2015

TABLE 6
PROJECTED ILION SCHOOL DISTRICT

 2011-2020 KINDERGARTEN ENROLLMENTS  
BASED UPON AN EXPONENTIAL TREND ANALYSIS

 OF THE HISTORICAL PATTERN OF KINDERGARTEN ENROLLMENT
 DATA FOR THE PAST SIX YEARS 2005-2010

ESTIMATED FUTURE KINDERGARTEN ENROLLMENTS SCENARIO III

y = -1.7909x + 122.84
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YEAR    PROJECTED YEAR LIVE K-ENROLLTO LIVE
K-ENROLL. BIRTHS        BIRTH RATIO 

ENROLL.                 '07-'10
AREA

2011 66 2006 59 1.121622
2012 59 2007 53 1.121622
2013 58 2008 52 1.121622

PROJECTED
LIVE BIRTHS

2014 57 2009 51 1.121622
2015 57 2010 51 1.121622
2016 56 2011 50 1.121622
2017 55 2012 49 1.121622
2018 54 2013 48 1.121622
2019 54 2014 48 1.121622
2020 53 2015 47 1.121622

TABLE 4

PROJECTED MOHAWK 2011-2020 KINDERGARTEN ENROLLMENTS BASED UPON 
(A) THE EXPONENTIAL TREND ANALYSIS OF THE HISTORICAL PATTERN OF 

ENROLLMENT AREA LIVE BIRTHS FROM 2002 THROUGH 2008, AND (B) THE RATIO 
DERIVED FROM TOTAL ENROLLMENT AREA LIVE BIRTHS ('02-'05) AND TOTAL 

DISTRICT KINDERGARTEN ENROLLMENT ('07-'10)

ESTIMATED FUTURE KINDERGARTEN ENROLLMENTS SCENARIO I

y = -0.9909x + 67.309
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YEAR    PROJECTED YEAR LIVE EST. K-ENROLL TO
K-ENROLL. BIRTHS             LIVE BIRTH

ENROLL.    RATIO
AREA

2011 67 2006 59 1.143918
2012 61 2007 53 1.143918
2013 59 2008 52 1.143918

PROJECTED
LIVE BIRTHS

2014 65 2009 57 Future birth 1.143918
2015 65 2010 57 modeling 1.143918
2016 65 2011 57 protocol 1.143918
2017 65 2012 57 1.143918
2018 65 2013 57 1.143918
2019 65 2014 57 1.143918
2020 64 2015 56 1.143918

Future birth modeling protocol:
.08162 times Herkimer County projected births 09-14: 701,699,698,697,697,695,694

TABLE 5

PROJECTED MOHAWK SCHOOL DISTRICT 2011-2020 KINDERGARTEN ENROLLMENTS 
BASED UPON  (A) THE MEDIAN OF THE RATIOS DERIVED FROM COMPARING ANNUAL 
KINDERGARTEN ENROLLMENTS 2007 THROUGH 2010 WITH ANNUAL ENROLLMENT 

AREA BIRTHS FIVE YEARS EARLIER ('02-'05);  AND (B) THE ESTIMATED FUTURE 
ENROLLMENT AREA LIVE BIRTHS RESULTING FROM  MODELING THE PAST THREE 
YEARS OF MORTALITY, DOMESTIC MIGRATION, INTERNATIONAL MIGRATION, AND 
CHILD-BEARING AGE COHORT DATA ESTIMATED BY THE FEDERAL CENSUS FOR 

HERKIMER COUNTY MULTIPLIED BY THE RATIO OF COUNTY LIVE BIRTHS 
ATTRIBUTED TO THE DISTRICT ENROLLMENT AREA FROM '03-'08 (SEE TABLE 1)

ESTIMATED FUTURE KINDERGARTEN ENROLLMENTS SCENARIO II
y = -0.2636x + 64.764
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YEAR    PROJECTED YEAR LIVE EST. K-ENROLL TO
K-ENROLL. BIRTHS ENROLL. AREA LIVE  

ENROLL.          BIRTH RATIO
AREA

2011 55 2005
2012 53 2006
2013 51 2007

PROJECTED
LIVE BIRTHS

2014 50 2009
2015 48 2010
2016 46 2011
2017 45 2012
2018 43 2013
2019 41 2014
2020 40 2015

TABLE 6
PROJECTED MOHAWK SCHOOL DISTRICT

 2011-2020 KINDERGARTEN ENROLLMENTS  
BASED UPON AN EXPONENTIAL TREND ANALYSIS

 OF THE HISTORICAL PATTERN OF KINDERGARTEN ENROLLMENT
 DATA FOR THE PAST SIX YEARS 2005-2010

ESTIMATED FUTURE KINDERGARTEN ENROLLMENTS SCENARIO III

y = -2.0545x + 70.055
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                                     FRANKFORT-SCHUYLER CENTRAL SCHOOL DISTRICT

YEAR KNDG R 1ST R 2ND R 3RD R 4TH R 5TH R 6TH R 7TH R 8TH R 9TH R 10TH R 11TH R 12TH TOTAL

05-06 89 100 88 91 90 88 105 105 99 103 73 78 75 1184
06-07 80 1.11 99 0.88 88 0.97 85 0.98 89 0.97 87 1.02 90 1.03 108 0.95 100 1.01 100 1.00 103 1.01 74 0.95 74 1177
07-08 76 1.24 99 0.92 91 0.97 85 1.16 99 1.13 101 1.13 98 1.11 100 1.05 113 1.06 106 0.99 99 0.87 90 1.03 76 1233
08-09 88 1.28 97 0.74 73 1.15 105 1.06 90 0.92 91 0.93 94 0.99 97 0.96 96 0.96 108 0.93 99 0.90 89 0.97 87 1214
09-10 73 0.98 86 1.04 101 1.04 76 0.95 100 1.02 92 1.09 99 1.04 98 1.11 108 0.94 90 1.04 112 0.92 91 1.01 90 1216
10-11 84 1.07 78 1.05 90 0.97 98 1.07 81 1.02 102 0.97 89 0.97 96 0.97 95 0.98 106 0.97 87 0.92 103 1.05 96 1205

Average Ratio 1.134 0.925 1.019 1.044 1.013 1.027 1.028 1.008 0.989 0.986 0.925 1.002

11-12 68 95 72 92 102 82 105 92 97 94 104 80 103 1187
12-13 80 77 88 74 96 104 84 108 92 96 93 97 81 1168
13-14 72 91 71 90 77 97 106 87 109 91 94 86 97 1167
14-15 70 82 84 73 94 78 100 109 87 107 90 87 86 1147
15-16 68 79 76 86 76 95 80 102 110 86 106 83 87 1135
16-17 67 77 73 77 89 77 98 82 103 109 85 98 83 1119
17-18 65 76 71 75 80 90 79 100 83 102 108 79 98 1107
18-19 64 74 70 73 78 81 93 81 101 82 101 99 79 1076
19-20 62 73 68 72 76 79 84 96 82 100 81 93 100 1064
20-21 61 70 67 70 75 77 81 86 96 81 99 75 93 1031

TABLE 7-A:  LOW RANGE BASELINE COHORT SURVIVAL STATISTIC ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS GRADES K-12

 
 
 
 
 
 

                                     FRANKFORT-SCHUYLER CENTRAL SCHOOL DISTRICT

YEAR KNDG R 1ST R 2ND R 3RD R 4TH R 5TH R 6TH R 7TH R 8TH R 9TH R 10TH R 11TH R 12TH  TOTAL

05-06 89 100 88 91 90 88 105 105 99 103 73 78 75 1184
06-07 80 1.11 99 0.88 88 0.97 85 0.98 89 0.97 87 1.02 90 1.03 108 0.95 100 1.01 100 1.00 103 1.01 74 0.95 74 1177
07-08 76 1.24 99 0.92 91 0.97 85 1.16 99 1.13 101 1.13 98 1.11 100 1.05 113 1.06 106 0.99 99 0.87 90 1.03 76 1233
08-09 88 1.28 97 0.74 73 1.15 105 1.06 90 0.92 91 0.93 94 0.99 97 0.96 96 0.96 108 0.93 99 0.90 89 0.97 87 1214
09-10 73 0.98 86 1.04 101 1.04 76 0.95 100 1.02 92 1.09 99 1.04 98 1.11 108 0.94 90 1.04 112 0.92 91 1.01 90 1216
10-11 84 1.07 78 1.05 90 0.97 98 1.07 81 1.02 102 0.97 89 0.97 96 0.97 95 0.98 106 0.97 87 0.92 103 1.05 96 1205

Average Ratio 1.134 0.925 1.019 1.044 1.013 1.027 1.028 1.008 0.989 0.986 0.925 1.002

11-12 78 95 72 92 102 82 105 92 97 94 104 80 103 1197
12-13 77 88 88 74 96 104 84 108 92 96 93 97 81 1176
13-14 76 87 82 90 77 97 106 87 109 91 94 86 97 1178
14-15 75 86 81 83 94 78 100 109 87 107 90 87 86 1164
15-16 74 85 80 82 87 95 80 102 110 86 106 83 87 1159
16-17 74 84 79 81 86 88 98 82 103 109 85 98 83 1150
17-18 73 84 78 80 85 87 91 100 83 102 108 79 98 1147
18-19 72 83 78 79 84 86 89 93 101 82 101 99 79 1126
19-20 71 82 77 79 83 85 88 92 94 100 81 93 100 1123
20-21 70 81 76 78 83 84 87 91 93 93 99 75 93 1100

TABLE 7-B:  MID RANGE BASELINE COHORT SURVIVAL STATISTIC ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS GRADES K-12
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                                     FRANKFORT-SCHUYLER CENTRAL SCHOOL DISTRICT

YEAR KNDG R 1ST R 2ND R 3RD R 4TH R 5TH R 6TH R 7TH R 8TH R 9TH R 10TH R 11TH R 12TH  TOTAL

05-06 89 100 88 91 90 88 105 105 99 103 73 78 75 1184
06-07 80 1.11 99 0.88 88 0.97 85 0.98 89 0.97 87 1.02 90 1.03 108 0.95 100 1.01 100 1.00 103 1.01 74 0.95 74 1177
07-08 76 1.24 99 0.92 91 0.97 85 1.16 99 1.13 101 1.13 98 1.11 100 1.05 113 1.06 106 0.99 99 0.87 90 1.03 76 1233
08-09 88 1.28 97 0.74 73 1.15 105 1.06 90 0.92 91 0.93 94 0.99 97 0.96 96 0.96 108 0.93 99 0.90 89 0.97 87 1214
09-10 73 0.98 86 1.04 101 1.04 76 0.95 100 1.02 92 1.09 99 1.04 98 1.11 108 0.94 90 1.04 112 0.92 91 1.01 90 1216
10-11 84 1.07 78 1.05 90 0.97 98 1.07 81 1.02 102 0.97 89 0.97 96 0.97 95 0.98 106 0.97 87 0.92 103 1.05 96 1205

Average Ratio 1.134 0.925 1.019 1.044 1.013 1.027 1.028 1.008 0.989 0.986 0.925 1.002

11-12 70 95 72 92 102 82 105 92 97 94 104 80 103 1189
12-13 82 79 88 74 96 104 84 108 92 96 93 97 81 1172
13-14 74 93 73 90 77 97 106 87 109 91 94 86 97 1174
14-15 80 84 86 75 94 78 100 109 87 107 90 87 86 1163
15-16 80 91 78 88 78 95 80 102 110 86 106 83 87 1165
16-17 80 91 84 79 92 79 98 82 103 109 85 98 83 1163
17-18 80 91 84 86 83 93 81 100 83 102 108 79 98 1166
18-19 80 91 84 86 89 84 95 84 101 82 101 99 79 1154
19-20 80 91 84 86 89 90 86 98 84 100 81 93 100 1162
20-21 80 91 84 86 89 90 93 88 99 83 99 75 93 1150

TABLE 7-C:  HIGH RANGE BASELINE COHORT SURVIVAL STATISTIC ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS GRADES K-12

 
 
 
 
 
 

                                     HERKIMER CENTRAL SCHOOL DISTRICT

YEAR KNDG R 1ST R 2ND R 3RD R 4TH R 5TH R 6TH R 7TH R 8TH R 9TH R 10TH R 11TH R 12TH TOTAL

05-06 90 84 65 75 79 94 106 108 105 144 107 98 93 1248
06-07 86 1.00 90 1.01 85 0.94 61 0.99 74 1.03 81 0.97 91 1.12 119 0.79 85 1.11 117 1.00 144 0.94 101 0.98 96 1230
07-08 107 1.09 94 0.88 79 1.00 85 1.08 66 1.04 77 1.00 81 1.07 97 0.96 114 1.08 92 0.91 107 0.93 134 0.99 100 1233
08-09 90 0.96 103 0.88 83 1.01 80 0.96 82 1.05 69 1.03 79 1.10 89 1.02 99 1.04 119 1.05 97 0.93 99 0.96 128 1217
09-10 96 1.08 97 0.94 97 1.05 87 1.11 89 1.05 86 1.19 82 1.05 83 0.98 87 1.02 101 0.93 111 0.89 86 0.96 95 1197
10-11 111 1.07 103 0.93 90 0.99 96 0.98 85 0.91 81 1.01 87 1.16 95 0.98 81 1.06 92 1.01 102 0.89 99 1.01 87 1209

Average Ratio 1.041 0.928 0.998 1.025 1.014 1.039 1.099 0.944 1.064 0.982 0.916 0.979

11-12 80 116 96 90 98 86 84 96 90 86 90 93 97 1202
12-13 106 83 107 95 92 100 90 93 90 95 85 83 91 1210
13-14 88 110 77 107 98 93 104 98 87 96 94 77 81 1211
14-15 91 92 102 77 110 99 97 114 93 93 94 86 76 1224
15-16 90 95 85 102 79 111 103 107 108 99 91 86 84 1240
16-17 89 94 88 85 105 80 116 113 101 114 97 84 85 1249
17-18 88 93 87 88 87 106 83 127 107 107 112 89 82 1256
18-19 87 92 86 87 90 88 110 92 120 114 105 103 87 1260
19-20 85 91 85 86 89 91 92 121 86 128 112 96 101 1262
20-21 84 89 84 85 88 90 95 101 115 92 125 102 94 1243

TABLE 7-A:  LOW RANGE BASELINE COHORT SURVIVAL STATISTIC ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS GRADES K-12
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                                     HERKIMER CENTRAL SCHOOL DISTRICT

YEAR KNDG R 1ST R 2ND R 3RD R 4TH R 5TH R 6TH R 7TH R 8TH R 9TH R 10TH R 11TH R 12TH  TOTAL

05-06 90 84 65 75 79 94 106 108 105 144 107 98 93 1248
06-07 86 1.00 90 1.01 85 0.94 61 0.99 74 1.03 81 0.97 91 1.12 119 0.79 85 1.11 117 1.00 144 0.94 101 0.98 96 1230
07-08 107 1.09 94 0.88 79 1.00 85 1.08 66 1.04 77 1.00 81 1.07 97 0.96 114 1.08 92 0.91 107 0.93 134 0.99 100 1233
08-09 90 0.96 103 0.88 83 1.01 80 0.96 82 1.05 69 1.03 79 1.10 89 1.02 99 1.04 119 1.05 97 0.93 99 0.96 128 1217
09-10 96 1.08 97 0.94 97 1.05 87 1.11 89 1.05 86 1.19 82 1.05 83 0.98 87 1.02 101 0.93 111 0.89 86 0.96 95 1197
10-11 111 1.07 103 0.93 90 0.99 96 0.98 85 0.91 81 1.01 87 1.16 95 0.98 81 1.06 92 1.01 102 0.89 99 1.01 87 1209

Average Ratio 1.041 0.928 0.998 1.025 1.014 1.039 1.099 0.944 1.064 0.982 0.916 0.979

11-12 80 116 96 90 98 86 84 96 90 86 90 93 97 1202
12-13 106 83 107 95 92 100 90 93 90 95 85 83 91 1210
13-14 88 110 77 107 98 93 104 98 87 96 94 77 81 1211
14-15 101 92 102 77 110 99 97 114 93 93 94 86 76 1234
15-16 100 105 85 102 79 111 103 107 108 99 91 86 84 1260
16-17 100 104 98 85 105 80 116 113 101 114 97 84 85 1280
17-18 100 104 97 97 87 106 83 127 107 107 112 89 82 1299
18-19 100 104 97 96 100 88 110 92 120 114 105 103 87 1316
19-20 99 104 97 96 99 101 92 121 86 128 112 96 101 1332
20-21 99 103 97 96 99 100 105 101 115 92 125 102 94 1328

TABLE 7-B:  MID RANGE BASELINE COHORT SURVIVAL STATISTIC ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS GRADES K-12

 
 
 
 
 
 

                                     HERKIMER CENTRAL SCHOOL DISTRICT

YEAR KNDG R 1ST R 2ND R 3RD R 4TH R 5TH R 6TH R 7TH R 8TH R 9TH R 10TH R 11TH R 12TH  TOTAL

05-06 90 84 65 75 79 94 106 108 105 144 107 98 93 1248
06-07 86 1.00 90 1.01 85 0.94 61 0.99 74 1.03 81 0.97 91 1.12 119 0.79 85 1.11 117 1.00 144 0.94 101 0.98 96 1230
07-08 107 1.09 94 0.88 79 1.00 85 1.08 66 1.04 77 1.00 81 1.07 97 0.96 114 1.08 92 0.91 107 0.93 134 0.99 100 1233
08-09 90 0.96 103 0.88 83 1.01 80 0.96 82 1.05 69 1.03 79 1.10 89 1.02 99 1.04 119 1.05 97 0.93 99 0.96 128 1217
09-10 96 1.08 97 0.94 97 1.05 87 1.11 89 1.05 86 1.19 82 1.05 83 0.98 87 1.02 101 0.93 111 0.89 86 0.96 95 1197
10-11 111 1.07 103 0.93 90 0.99 96 0.98 85 0.91 81 1.01 87 1.16 95 0.98 81 1.06 92 1.01 102 0.89 99 1.01 87 1209

Average Ratio 1.041 0.928 0.998 1.025 1.014 1.039 1.099 0.944 1.064 0.982 0.916 0.979

11-12 100 116 96 90 98 86 84 96 90 86 90 93 97 1222
12-13 99 104 107 95 92 100 90 93 90 95 85 83 91 1224
13-14 98 103 97 107 98 93 104 98 87 96 94 77 81 1233
14-15 97 102 96 96 110 99 97 114 93 93 94 86 76 1253
15-16 95 101 95 95 99 111 103 107 108 99 91 86 84 1274
16-17 94 99 94 95 98 100 116 113 101 114 97 84 85 1288
17-18 93 98 92 94 97 99 104 127 107 107 112 89 82 1300
18-19 92 97 91 92 96 98 103 114 120 114 105 103 87 1311
19-20 90 96 90 91 94 97 102 113 108 128 112 96 101 1317
20-21 89 94 89 90 93 95 101 112 107 115 125 102 94 1306

TABLE 7-C:  HIGH RANGE BASELINE COHORT SURVIVAL STATISTIC ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS GRADES K-12
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                                     ILION CENTRAL SCHOOL DISTRICT

YEAR KNDG R 1ST R 2ND R 3RD R 4TH R 5TH R 6TH R 7TH R 8TH R 9TH R 10TH R 11TH R 12TH TOTAL

05-06 129 121 111 115 116 121 133 126 134 143 143 142 97 1631
06-07 107 1.02 132 0.93 113 1.00 111 1.03 118 0.99 115 1.03 125 1.12 149 1.02 128 1.02 137 0.83 119 0.94 135 0.84 119 1608
07-08 109 0.95 102 0.92 121 0.96 109 0.94 104 1.02 120 1.03 118 1.06 132 1.00 149 0.90 115 0.96 131 1.03 122 0.86 116 1548
08-09 126 0.99 108 1.00 102 0.98 118 0.99 108 0.95 99 1.00 120 1.09 129 0.96 127 1.01 151 0.97 112 0.98 128 0.87 106 1534
09-10 115 0.96 121 0.87 94 1.04 106 1.02 120 0.99 107 1.01 100 1.07 128 0.98 127 1.02 129 0.91 137 0.98 110 0.91 117 1511
10-11 117 1.09 125 0.99 120 1.04 98 1.00 106 0.98 118 0.99 106 1.15 115 0.98 126 0.98 125 0.98 127 0.99 135 0.96 106 1524

Average Ratio 1.003 0.943 1.004 0.994 0.987 1.012 1.097 0.989 0.987 0.931 0.983 0.889

11-12 110 117 118 121 97 105 119 116 114 124 116 125 120 1503
12-13 108 110 111 118 120 96 106 131 115 112 116 114 111 1468
13-14 106 108 104 111 118 118 97 116 130 114 105 114 102 1442
14-15 104 106 102 104 110 116 120 107 115 128 106 103 101 1422
15-16 102 104 100 103 104 109 117 131 106 113 119 104 91 1404
16-17 101 102 98 101 102 102 110 129 130 104 106 117 92 1395
17-18 99 101 96 99 100 101 104 121 128 128 97 104 104 1381
18-19 97 99 95 97 98 99 102 114 120 126 119 95 92 1354
19-20 95 97 94 96 96 97 100 112 113 118 117 117 85 1336
20-21 94 95 92 94 95 95 98 110 111 111 110 115 104 1324

TABLE 7-A:  LOW RANGE BASELINE COHORT SURVIVAL STATISTIC ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS GRADES K-12

 
 
 
 
 
 

                                     ILION CENTRAL SCHOOL DISTRICT

YEAR KNDG R 1ST R 2ND R 3RD R 4TH R 5TH R 6TH R 7TH R 8TH R 9TH R 10TH R 11TH R 12TH  TOTAL

05-06 129 121 111 115 116 121 133 126 134 143 143 142 97 1631
06-07 107 1.02 132 0.93 113 1.00 111 1.03 118 0.99 115 1.03 125 1.12 149 1.02 128 1.02 137 0.83 119 0.94 135 0.84 119 1608
07-08 109 0.95 102 0.92 121 0.96 109 0.94 104 1.02 120 1.03 118 1.06 132 1.00 149 0.90 115 0.96 131 1.03 122 0.86 116 1548
08-09 126 0.99 108 1.00 102 0.98 118 0.99 108 0.95 99 1.00 120 1.09 129 0.96 127 1.01 151 0.97 112 0.98 128 0.87 106 1534
09-10 115 0.96 121 0.87 94 1.04 106 1.02 120 0.99 107 1.01 100 1.07 128 0.98 127 1.02 129 0.91 137 0.98 110 0.91 117 1511
10-11 117 1.09 125 0.99 120 1.04 98 1.00 106 0.98 118 0.99 106 1.15 115 0.98 126 0.98 125 0.98 127 0.99 135 0.96 106 1524

Average Ratio 1.003 0.943 1.004 0.994 0.987 1.012 1.097 0.989 0.987 0.931 0.983 0.889

11-12 124 117 118 121 97 105 119 116 114 124 116 125 120 1517
12-13 133 124 111 118 120 96 106 131 115 112 116 114 111 1508
13-14 118 133 117 111 118 118 97 116 130 114 105 114 102 1492
14-15 127 118 126 118 110 116 120 107 115 128 106 103 101 1494
15-16 127 127 112 126 117 109 117 131 106 113 119 104 91 1500
16-17 127 127 120 112 126 115 110 129 130 104 106 117 92 1516
17-18 127 127 120 121 111 124 117 121 128 128 97 104 104 1529
18-19 127 127 120 121 120 110 125 128 120 126 119 95 92 1531
19-20 126 127 120 121 120 118 111 138 127 118 117 117 85 1545
20-21 126 126 120 121 120 118 120 122 136 125 110 115 104 1564

TABLE 7-B:  MID RANGE BASELINE COHORT SURVIVAL STATISTIC ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS GRADES K-12
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                                    ILION CENTRAL SCHOOL DISTRICT

YEAR KNDG R 1ST R 2ND R 3RD R 4TH R 5TH R 6TH R 7TH R 8TH R 9TH R 10TH R 11TH R 12TH  TOTAL

05-06 129 121 111 115 116 121 133 126 134 143 143 142 97 1631
06-07 107 1.02 132 0.93 113 1.00 111 1.03 118 0.99 115 1.03 125 1.12 149 1.02 128 1.02 137 0.83 119 0.94 135 0.84 119 1608
07-08 109 0.95 102 0.92 121 0.96 109 0.94 104 1.02 120 1.03 118 1.06 132 1.00 149 0.90 115 0.96 131 1.03 122 0.86 116 1548
08-09 126 0.99 108 1.00 102 0.98 118 0.99 108 0.95 99 1.00 120 1.09 129 0.96 127 1.01 151 0.97 112 0.98 128 0.87 106 1534
09-10 115 0.96 121 0.87 94 1.04 106 1.02 120 0.99 107 1.01 100 1.07 128 0.98 127 1.02 129 0.91 137 0.98 110 0.91 117 1511
10-11 117 1.09 125 0.99 120 1.04 98 1.00 106 0.98 118 0.99 106 1.15 115 0.98 126 0.98 125 0.98 127 0.99 135 0.96 106 1524

Average Ratio 1.003 0.943 1.004 0.994 0.987 1.012 1.097 0.989 0.987 0.931 0.983 0.889

11-12 124 117 118 121 97 105 119 116 114 124 116 125 120 1517
12-13 133 124 111 118 120 96 106 131 115 112 116 114 111 1508
13-14 119 133 117 111 118 118 97 116 130 114 105 114 102 1493
14-15 131 119 126 118 110 116 120 107 115 128 106 103 101 1499
15-16 133 131 112 126 117 109 117 131 106 113 119 104 91 1511
16-17 136 133 124 113 126 115 110 129 130 104 106 117 92 1535
17-18 138 136 126 124 112 124 117 121 128 128 97 104 104 1559
18-19 141 138 129 126 124 111 125 128 120 126 119 95 92 1575
19-20 144 141 130 129 126 122 112 138 127 118 117 117 85 1606
20-21 146 144 133 131 128 124 123 123 136 125 110 115 104 1644

TABLE 7-C:  HIGH RANGE BASELINE COHORT SURVIVAL STATISTIC ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS GRADES K-12

 
 
 
 
 
 

                                     MOHAWK CENTRAL SCHOOL DISTRICT

YEAR KNDG R 1ST R 2ND R 3RD R 4TH R 5TH R 6TH R 7TH R 8TH R 9TH R 10TH R 11TH R 12TH TOTAL

05-06 68 63 65 62 76 68 75 81 90 93 83 55 78 957
06-07 61 1.00 68 1.00 63 0.97 63 1.00 62 1.01 77 1.06 72 1.08 81 0.99 80 0.96 86 0.99 92 1.05 87 0.96 53 945
07-08 66 1.08 66 0.93 63 0.97 61 0.94 59 0.97 60 0.94 72 1.03 74 1.02 83 0.99 79 0.84 72 0.97 89 1.06 92 936
08-09 64 0.94 62 0.91 60 1.05 66 0.90 55 0.95 56 0.98 59 1.00 72 1.05 78 1.01 84 0.94 74 0.92 66 0.99 88 884
09-10 70 1.08 69 0.97 60 1.05 63 0.94 62 1.04 57 1.02 57 1.02 60 1.06 76 0.97 76 1.02 86 0.91 67 0.98 65 868
10-11 49 0.99 69 0.94 65 1.02 61 0.97 61 0.95 59 0.96 55 1.00 57 0.97 58 1.00 76 0.83 63 0.81 70 0.96 64 807

Average Ratio 1.017 0.949 1.010 0.949 0.984 0.992 1.025 1.018 0.986 0.923 0.930 0.990

11-12 55 50 65 66 58 60 59 56 58 57 70 59 69 782
12-13 53 56 47 66 62 57 60 60 57 57 53 65 58 752
13-14 51 54 53 48 63 61 56 61 61 57 53 49 65 732
14-15 50 52 51 54 45 62 61 58 62 60 52 49 49 705
15-16 48 51 49 52 51 45 61 62 59 61 56 49 49 692
16-17 46 49 48 50 49 50 44 63 63 58 57 52 48 677
17-18 45 47 46 49 47 48 50 45 64 63 54 53 51 661
18-19 43 46 44 47 46 46 48 51 46 63 58 50 52 640
19-20 41 44 43 45 44 46 46 49 52 46 58 54 49 617
20-21 40 42 42 44 43 44 45 47 50 51 42 54 53 596

TABLE 7-A:  LOW RANGE BASELINE COHORT SURVIVAL STATISTIC ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS GRADES K-12
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                                     MOHAWK CENTRAL SCHOOL DISTRICT

YEAR KNDG R 1ST R 2ND R 3RD R 4TH R 5TH R 6TH R 7TH R 8TH R 9TH R 10TH R 11TH R 12TH  TOTAL

05-06 68 63 65 62 76 68 75 81 90 93 83 55 78 957
06-07 61 1.00 68 1.00 63 0.97 63 1.00 62 1.01 77 1.06 72 1.08 81 0.99 80 0.96 86 0.99 92 1.05 87 0.96 53 945
07-08 66 1.08 66 0.93 63 0.97 61 0.94 59 0.97 60 0.94 72 1.03 74 1.02 83 0.99 79 0.84 72 0.97 89 1.06 92 936
08-09 64 0.94 62 0.91 60 1.05 66 0.90 55 0.95 56 0.98 59 1.00 72 1.05 78 1.01 84 0.94 74 0.92 66 0.99 88 884
09-10 70 1.08 69 0.97 60 1.05 63 0.94 62 1.04 57 1.02 57 1.02 60 1.06 76 0.97 76 1.02 86 0.91 67 0.98 65 868
10-11 49 0.99 69 0.94 65 1.02 61 0.97 61 0.95 59 0.96 55 1.00 57 0.97 58 1.00 76 0.83 63 0.81 70 0.96 64 807

Average Ratio 1.017 0.949 1.010 0.949 0.984 0.992 1.025 1.018 0.986 0.923 0.930 0.990

11-12 66 50 65 66 58 60 59 56 58 57 70 59 69 793
12-13 59 67 47 66 62 57 60 60 57 57 53 65 58 769
13-14 58 60 64 48 63 61 56 61 61 57 53 49 65 755
14-15 57 59 57 64 45 62 61 58 62 60 52 49 49 735
15-16 57 58 56 58 61 45 61 62 59 61 56 49 49 731
16-17 56 58 55 57 55 60 44 63 63 58 57 52 48 725
17-18 55 57 55 56 54 54 60 45 64 63 54 53 51 719
18-19 54 56 54 56 53 53 53 61 46 63 58 50 52 708
19-20 54 55 53 55 53 52 52 55 62 46 58 54 49 697
20-21 53 55 52 54 52 52 51 54 56 61 42 54 53 689

TABLE 7-B:  MID RANGE BASELINE COHORT SURVIVAL STATISTIC ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS GRADES K-12

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                     MOHAWK CENTRAL SCHOOL DISTRICT

YEAR KNDG R 1ST R 2ND R 3RD R 4TH R 5TH R 6TH R 7TH R 8TH R 9TH R 10TH R 11TH R 12TH  TOTAL

05-06 68 63 65 62 76 68 75 81 90 93 83 55 78 957
06-07 61 1.00 68 1.00 63 0.97 63 1.00 62 1.01 77 1.06 72 1.08 81 0.99 80 0.96 86 0.99 92 1.05 87 0.96 53 945
07-08 66 1.08 66 0.93 63 0.97 61 0.94 59 0.97 60 0.94 72 1.03 74 1.02 83 0.99 79 0.84 72 0.97 89 1.06 92 936
08-09 64 0.94 62 0.91 60 1.05 66 0.90 55 0.95 56 0.98 59 1.00 72 1.05 78 1.01 84 0.94 74 0.92 66 0.99 88 884
09-10 70 1.08 69 0.97 60 1.05 63 0.94 62 1.04 57 1.02 57 1.02 60 1.06 76 0.97 76 1.02 86 0.91 67 0.98 65 868
10-11 49 0.99 69 0.94 65 1.02 61 0.97 61 0.95 59 0.96 55 1.00 57 0.97 58 1.00 76 0.83 63 0.81 70 0.96 64 807

Average Ratio 1.017 0.949 1.010 0.949 0.984 0.992 1.025 1.018 0.986 0.923 0.930 0.990

11-12 67 50 65 66 58 60 59 56 58 57 70 59 69 794
12-13 61 68 47 66 62 57 60 60 57 57 53 65 58 772
13-14 59 62 65 48 63 61 56 61 61 57 53 49 65 759
14-15 65 60 59 65 45 62 61 58 62 60 52 49 49 747
15-16 65 66 57 59 62 45 61 62 59 61 56 49 49 751
16-17 65 66 63 58 56 61 44 63 63 58 57 52 48 754
17-18 65 66 63 63 55 56 61 45 64 63 54 53 51 757
18-19 65 66 63 63 60 54 55 62 46 63 58 50 52 757
19-20 65 66 63 63 60 59 53 56 63 46 58 54 49 756
20-21 64 66 63 63 60 59 59 55 57 62 42 54 53 758

TABLE 7-C:  HIGH RANGE BASELINE COHORT SURVIVAL STATISTIC ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS GRADES K-12
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SOURCE OF DATA: 

Federal Census Bureau 2005-2009 American Community Survey  
5-Year Estimates 

 
 Page 1:  Selected Demographic Estimates (Sex and Age, Race, 

Housing Units..) 
 

 Page 2:  Selected Social Characteristics (Education, Marital Status, 
Relationships, Grandparents..) 

 
 Page 5:  Selected Economic Characteristics (Income, Occupation, 

Commuting to Work..) 
 

 Page 9:  Selected Housing Characteristics (Occupancy and Structure, 
Housing Value..) 

 
To maintain confidentiality, the Census Bureau applies statistical procedures that introduce some uncertainty into 
data for geographic areas with small population groups. The data in this table contain sampling error and 
nonsampling error.  Each demographic characteristic has a corresponding Margin of Error.  The margin of error is 
the difference between an estimate and its upper or lower confidence bound.  All American Community Survey 
margins of error are based on a 90 percent confidence level.  The margins of error are not reported in this discussion 
tool due to space considerations.  The demographic estimates are reported here to encourage community discussion 
about possible similarities and differences in characteristics of the Mayfield and Northville school districts.  The 
compilation of the Census data is to help the community and school leaders discuss and suggest insights about the 
school districts and the communities they serve as part of the long-term planning effort of the school districts.  
Additional information on the design and methodology of the American Community Survey, including data 
collection and processing, can be found at: http://www.census.gov/acs/www/methodology/methodology main/  
 
 
 
 
 

Copyright 2011  
As to Original Text, and Format 

All Rights Reserved. 
 

Authorized in perpetuity for the exclusive use for planning by the Frankfort-Schuyler, Herkimer, 
Ilion, and Mohawk Boards of Education, their Superintendents and by all government agencies to 

which the districts provide the study. 

 
 

SES Study Team



DATA 

“Custom tools and research to aid a school district in defining a vision and  
decision options for serving students in the future.” 

 
 

- 82 -

Demographic 5-Year Estimates: 2005-2009                     Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2005-2009 American Community Survey 
 

FRANKFORT HERKIMER ILION MOHAWK Demographic 
Estimates Estimate 

 
Percent 

 
Estimate 

 
Percent 

 
Estimate 

 
Percent 

 
Estimate 

 
Percent 

 
SEX AND AGE         
Total population 6,991  9,391  9,263  5,273  

Male 3,443 49.2% 4,043 43.1% 4,608 49.7% 2,618 49.6% 
Female 3,548 50.8% 5,348 56.9% 4,655 50.3% 2,655 50.4% 
Under 5 years 449 6.4% 524 5.6% 646 7.0% 361 6.8% 
5 to 9 years 377 5.4% 460 4.9% 677 7.3% 308 5.8% 
10 to 14 years 453 6.5% 570 6.1% 472 5.1% 325 6.2% 
15 to 19 years 330 4.7% 706 7.5% 603 6.5% 346 6.6% 
20 to 24 years 470 6.7% 622 6.6% 988 10.7% 341 6.5% 
25 to 34 years 1,029 14.7% 884 9.4% 1,195 12.9% 619 11.7% 
35 to 44 years 808 11.6% 1,077 11.5% 1,378 14.9% 644 12.2% 
45 to 54 years 1,015 14.5% 1,248 13.3% 1,361 14.7% 879 16.7% 
55 to 59 years 444 6.4% 506 5.4% 469 5.1% 481 9.1% 
60 to 64 years 462 6.6% 518 5.5% 378 4.1% 265 5.0% 
65 to 74 years 606 8.7% 780 8.3% 596 6.4% 366 6.9% 
75 to 84 years 330 4.7% 820 8.7% 372 4.0% 275 5.2% 
85 years and over 218 3.1% 676 7.2% 128 1.4% 63 1.2% 
         
Median age (years) 40.7  43.4  35.4  39.9  
         
18 years and over 5,488 78.5% 7,481 79.7% 7,019 75.8% 4,042 76.7% 
21 years and over 5,295 75.7% 6,987 74.4% 6,635 71.6% 3,900 74.0% 
62 years and over 1,400 20.0% 2,517 26.8% 1,343 14.5% 808 15.3% 
65 years and over 1,154 16.5% 2,276 24.2% 1,096 11.8% 704 13.4% 
         
18 years and over 5,488  7,481  7,019  4,042  

Male 2,658 48.4% 3,055 40.8% 3,470 49.4% 2,021 50.0% 
Female 2,830 51.6% 4,426 59.2% 3,549 50.6% 2,021 50.0% 
         
65 years and over 1,154  2,276  1,096  704  

Male 517 44.8% 813 35.7% 437 39.9% 295 41.9% 
Female 637 55.2% 1,463 64.3% 659 60.1% 409 58.1% 
RACE         
Total population 6,991  9,391  9,263  5,273  

One race 6,831 97.7% 9,249 98.5% 9,223 99.6% 5,246 99.5% 
Two or more races 160 2.3% 142 1.5% 40 0.4% 27 0.5% 
 
 
 
 
 



DATA 

“Custom tools and research to aid a school district in defining a vision and  
decision options for serving students in the future.” 

 
 

- 83 -

Selected Social Characteristics 5-Year Estimates: 2005-2009                     Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2005-2009 American Community Survey 
FRANKFORT HERKIMER ILION MOHAWK Selected Social 

Characteristics  Estimate Percent Estimate Percent Estimate Percent Estimate Percent 
HOUSEHOLDS 
BY TYPE 

        

Total households 2,920  3,712  3,707  2,243  
Family households 
(families) 1,910 65.4% 2,114 57.0% 2,442 65.9% 1,458 65.0% 

With own children 
under 18 years 711 24.3% 1,096 29.5% 1,295 34.9% 610 27.2% 

Married-couple family 1,500 51.4% 1,495 40.3% 1,701 45.9% 1,130 50.4% 
With own children 
under 18 years 500 17.1% 626 16.9% 786 21.2% 419 18.7% 

Male householder, no 
wife present, family 82 2.8% 184 5.0% 227 6.1% 84 3.7% 

With own children 
under 18 years 39 1.3% 176 4.7% 137 3.7% 29 1.3% 

Female householder, no 
husband present, family 328 11.2% 435 11.7% 514 13.9% 244 10.9% 

With own children 
under 18 years 172 5.9% 294 7.9% 372 10.0% 162 7.2% 

Nonfamily households 1,010 34.6% 1,598 43.0% 1,265 34.1% 785 35.0% 
Householder living 
alone 828 28.4% 1,359 36.6% 1,015 27.4% 693 30.9% 

65 years and over 341 11.7% 581 15.7% 412 11.1% 256 11.4% 
         
Households with one or 
more people under 18 
years 

832 28.5% 1,124 30.3% 1,380 37.2% 702 31.3% 

Households with one or 
more people 65 years 
and over 

857 29.3% 1,070 28.8% 856 23.1% 547 24.4% 

         
Average household size 2.39  2.25  2.50  2.35  
Average family size 2.89  2.97  3.02  2.91  
         
MARITAL 
STATUS 

        

Males 15 years and 
over 2,742  3,239  3,716  2,158  

Never married 782 28.5% 1,011 31.2% 1,419 38.2% 613 28.4% 
Now married, except 
separated 1,683 61.4% 1,605 49.6% 1,789 48.1% 1,169 54.2% 

Separated 16 0.6% 86 2.7% 55 1.5% 106 4.9% 
Widowed 76 2.8% 320 9.9% 105 2.8% 69 3.2% 
Divorced 185 6.7% 217 6.7% 348 9.4% 201 9.3% 
Females 15 years and 
over 2,970   

4,598 
  

3,752 
 2 

,121 
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FRANKFORT HERKIMER ILION MOHAWK Selected Social 
Characteristics  Estimate Percent Estimate Percent Estimate Percent Estimate Percent 
Never married 786 26.5% 1,462 31.8% 919 24.5% 410 19.3% 
Now married, except 
separated 1,524 51.3% 1,670 36.3% 1,767 47.1% 1,112 52.4% 

Separated 62 2.1% 103 2.2% 154 4.1% 68 3.2% 
Widowed 295 9.9% 966 21.0% 453 12.1% 215 10.1% 
Divorced 303 10.2% 397 8.6% 459 12.2% 316 14.9% 
         
GRANDPARENTS         
Number of 
grandparents living 
with own grandchildren 
under 18 years 

172 
 

99 
 

235 
 

86  

Responsible for 
grandchildren 145  

84.3% 50  
50.5% 84  

35.7% 53 61.6% 

         
EDUCATIONAL 
ATTAINMENT 

        

Population 25 years 
and over 4,912  6,509  5,877  3,592  

Less than 9th grade 177 3.6% 224 3.4% 161 2.7% 61 1.7% 
9th to 12th grade, no 
diploma 462 9.4% 746 11.5% 614 10.4% 391 10.9% 

High school graduate 
(includes equivalency) 1,652 33.6% 2,651 40.7% 2,013 34.3% 1,266 35.2% 

Some college, no degree 1,105 22.5% 1,011 15.5% 1,228 20.9% 602 16.8% 
Associate's degree 695 14.1% 590 9.1% 985 16.8% 560 15.6% 
Bachelor's degree 472 9.6% 606 9.3% 571 9.7% 490 13.6% 
Graduate or professional 
degree 349 7.1% 681 10.5% 305 5.2% 222 6.2% 

Percent high school 
graduate or higher 87.0%  85.1%  86.8%  87.4%  

Percent bachelor's 
degree or higher 16.7%  19.8%  14.9%  19.8%  

         
RESIDENCE 1 

YEAR AGO 
        

Population 1 year and 
over 6,892  9,201  9,148  5,169  

Same house 5,994 87.0% 7,507 81.6% 8,149 89.1% 4,535 87.7% 
Different house in the 
U.S. 898 13.0% 1,671 18.2% 999 10.9% 634 12.3% 

Same county 564 8.2% 892 9.7% 696 7.6% 494 9.6% 
Different county 334 4.8% 779 8.5% 303 3.3% 140 2.7% 
Same state 274 4.0% 638 6.9% 230 2.5% 115 2.2% 
Different state 60 0.9% 141 1.5% 73 0.8% 25 0.5% 

Abroad 0 0.0% 23 0.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 
PLACE OF BIRTH         
Total population 6,991  9,391  9,263  5,273  
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FRANKFORT HERKIMER ILION MOHAWK Selected Social 
Characteristics  Estimate Percent Estimate Percent Estimate Percent Estimate Percent 
Native 6,619 94.7% 9,185 97.8% 9,130 98.6% 5,212 98.8% 
Born in United States 6,603 94.5% 9,079 96.7% 9,035 97.5% 5,185 98.3% 
State of residence 6,123 87.6% 8,096 86.2% 8,422 90.9% 4,552 86.3% 
Different state 480 6.9% 983 10.5% 613 6.6% 633 12.0% 

Born in Puerto Rico, 
U.S. Island areas, or 
born abroad to 
American parent(s) 

16 0.2% 106 1.1% 95 1.0% 27 0.5% 

Foreign born 372 5.3% 206 2.2% 133 1.4% 61 1.2% 
LANGUAGE 
SPOKEN AT 
HOME 

        

Population 5 years and 
over 6,542   

 8,867   
8,617 

  
4,912 

 

English only 6,000 91.7% 8,343 94.1% 8,359 97.0% 4,761 96.9% 
Language other than 
English 542 8.3% 524 5.9% 258 3.0% 151 3.1% 

Speak English less 
than "very well" 163 2.5% 65 0.7% 66 0.8% 37 0.8% 

Spanish 147 2.2% 129 1.5% 143 1.7% 57 1.2% 
Speak English less 
than "very well" 45 0.7% 31 0.3% 24 0.3% 27 0.5% 

Other Indo-European 
languages 307 4.7% 275 3.1% 50 0.6% 60 1.2% 

Speak English less 
than "very well" 118 1.8% 22 0.2% 28 0.3% 5 0.1% 

Asian and Pacific 
Islander languages 29 0.4% 105 1.2% 65 0.8% 34 0.7% 

Speak English less 
than "very well" 0 0.0% 12 0.1% 14 0.2% 5 0.1% 

Other languages 59 0.9% 15 0.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 
Speak English less 
than "very well" 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 
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Selected Economic Characteristics 5-Year Estimates: 2005-2009                     Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2005-2009 American Community Survey 

FRANKFORT HERKIMER ILION MOHAWK Selected 
Economic 
Characteristics 

Estimate 
 

Percent 
 

Estimate 
 

Percent 
 

Estimate 
 

Percent 
 

Estimate 
 

Percent 
 

Mean travel time to 
work (minutes) 23.2  17.2  20.4  23.6  

OCCUPATION         
Civilian employed 
population 16 years 
and over 

3,297 
 

3,606 
 

4,341  2,489 
 

Management, 
professional, and 
related occupations 

1,050 31.8% 1,206 33.4% 1,105 25.5% 641 25.8% 

Service occupations 487 14.8% 848 23.5% 855 19.7% 474 19.0% 
Sales and office 
occupations 981 29.8% 933 25.9% 1,210 27.9% 668 26.8% 

Farming, fishing, 
and forestry 
occupations 

0 0.0% 31 0.9% 0 0.0% 11 0.4% 

Construction, 
extraction, 
maintenance, and 
repair occupations 

400 12.1% 191 5.3% 393 9.1% 230 9.2% 

Production, 
transportation, and 
material moving 
occupations 

379 

   
11.5% 

 
397 

 
11.0% 

 
778 

 
17.9% 

  

 
465 

 
18.7% 

INDUSTRY          
Civilian employed 
population 16 years 
and over 

3,297 
 

3,606 
 

4,341 
 

2,489 
 

Agriculture, 
forestry, fishing and 
hunting, and mining 

27 0.8% 27 0.7% 0 0.0% 11 0.4% 

Construction 199 6.0% 102 2.8% 275 6.3% 135 5.4% 
Manufacturing 396 12.0% 308 8.5% 499 11.5% 389 15.6% 
Wholesale trade 73 2.2% 75 2.1% 176 4.1% 102 4.1% 
Retail trade 330 10.0% 563 15.6% 593 13.7% 249 10.0% 
Transportation and 
warehousing, and 
utilities 

175 5.3% 53 1.5% 161 3.7% 136 5.5% 

Information 132 4.0% 71 2.0% 82 1.9% 34 1.4% 
Finance and 
insurance, and real 
estate and rental and 
leasing 

382 11.6% 251 7.0% 395 9.1% 152 6.1% 
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FRANKFORT HERKIMER ILION MOHAWK Selected 
Economic 
Characteristics 

Estimate 
 

Percent 
 

Estimate 
 

Percent 
 

Estimate 
 

Percent 
 

Estimate 
 

Percent 
 

Professional, 
scientific, and 
management, and 
administrative and 
waste management 
services 

154 4.7% 96 2.7% 284 6.5% 103 4.1% 

Educational 
services, and health 
care and social 
assistance 

820 24.9% 1,383 38.4% 1,158 26.7% 803 32.3% 

Arts, entertainment, 
and recreation, and 
accommodation and 
food services 

258 7.8% 255 7.1% 267 6.2% 100 4.0% 

Other services, 
except public 
administration 

221 6.7% 185 5.1% 119 2.7% 114 4.6% 

Public 
administration 130 3.9% 237 6.6% 332 7.6% 161 6.5% 

INCOME AND 
BENEFITS (IN 

2009 INFLATION-
ADJUSTED 
DOLLARS) 

     

    

Total households 2,920  2,114  3,707  2,243  
Less than $10,000 212 7.3% 141 14.3% 312 8.4% 95 4.2% 
$10,000 to $14,999 124 4.2% 112 11.2% 206 5.6% 150 6.7% 
$15,000 to $24,999 381 13.0% 200 15.6% 424 11.4% 392 17.5% 
$25,000 to $34,999 523 17.9% 390 13.0% 538 14.5% 268 11.9% 
$35,000 to $49,999 469 16.1% 287 12.3% 626 16.9% 446 19.9% 
$50,000 to $74,999 655 22.4% 512 17.4% 871 23.5% 456 20.3% 
$75,000 to $99,999 299 10.2% 208 7.9% 428 11.5% 275 12.3% 
$100,000 to 
$149,999 176 6.0% 186 6.4% 155 4.2% 131 5.8% 

$150,000 to 
$199,999 69 2.4% 53 1.4% 125 3.4% 3 0.1% 

$200,000 or more 12 0.4% 25 0.7% 22 0.6% 27 1.2% 
         
Median household 
income (dollars) 40,913  31,569  41,339  42,390  

Mean household 
income (dollars) 49,771  44,128  51,682  49,926  

         
With earnings 2,217 75.9% 2,525 68.0% 2,919 78.7% 1,722 76.8% 
Mean earnings 
(dollars) 50,444  48,208  51,821  51,830  

With Social 
Security 999 34.2% 1,421 38.3% 1,238 33.4% 753 33.6% 
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FRANKFORT HERKIMER ILION MOHAWK Selected 
Economic 
Characteristics 

Estimate 
 

Percent 
 

Estimate 
 

Estimate 
 

Estimate 
 

Percent 
 

Estimate 
 

Percent 
 

Mean Social 
Security income 
(dollars) 

15,736  13,194  14,866  
 

13,102 
 

With retirement 
income 683 23.4% 832 22.4% 781 21.1% 525 23.4% 

Mean retirement 
income (dollars) 15,523  13,037   15,628  14,412  

With Supplemental 
Security Income 78 2.7% 142 3.8% 202 5.4% 64 2.9% 

Mean 
Supplemental 
Security Income 
(dollars) 

9,303  5,790  6,501  7,094  

With cash public 
assistance income 54 1.8% 184 5.0% 62 1.7% 35 1.6% 

Mean cash public 
assistance income 
(dollars) 

3,183  1,507  3,610  2,477  

With Food 
Stamp/SNAP 
benefits in the past 
12 months 

257 8.8% 621 16.7% 504 13.6% 191 8.5% 

Families 1,910  2,114  2,442  1,458  
Less than $10,000 103 5.4% 141 6.7% 90 3.7% 58 4.0% 
$10,000 to $14,999 14 0.7% 112 5.3% 130 5.3% 18 1.2% 
$15,000 to $24,999 160 8.4% 200 9.5% 265 10.9% 182 12.5% 
$25,000 to $34,999 310 16.2% 390 18.4% 275 11.3% 124 8.5% 
$35,000 to $49,999 276 14.5% 287 13.6% 424 17.4% 310 21.3% 
$50,000 to $74,999 551 28.8% 512 24.2% 635 26.0% 387 26.5% 
$75,000 to $99,999 249 13.0% 208 9.8% 342 14.0% 222 15.2% 
$100,000 to 
$149,999 166 8.7% 186 8.8% 142 5.8% 127 8.7% 

$150,000 to 
$199,999 69 3.6% 53 2.5% 117 4.8% 3 0.2% 

$200,000  
or more 12 0.6% 25 1.2% 22 0.9% 27 1.9% 

Median family 
income (dollars) 54,659  47,599  51,076  53,750 53,750 

Mean family 
income (dollars) 59,309  56,590  59,264  60,064 60,064 

Per capita income 
(dollars) 21,388  19,498  20,981  21,452  

Nonfamily 
households 1,010  1,598  1,265  785  

Median nonfamily 
income (dollars) 25,268  16,243  27,596  23,203  

Mean nonfamily 
income (dollars) 28,753  24,357  32,100  27,515  
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FRANKFORT HERKIMER ILION MOHAWK Selected 
Economic 
Characteristics 

Estimate 
 

Percent 
 

Estimate 
 

Percent 
 

Estimate 
 

Percent 
 

Estimate 
 

Percent 
 

PERCENTAGE OF 
FAMILIES AND 
PEOPLE WHOSE 
INCOME IN THE 
PAST 12 MONTHS 
IS BELOW THE 
POVERTY LEVEL 

 

       

All families 8.4%  11.6%  11.5%  7.2%  
With related 
children under 18 
years 

17.2% 
 

15.9% 
 

18.3% 
 

12.1% 
 

With related 
children under 5 
years only 

5.1% 
 

15.2% 
 

32.7% 
 

20.5% 
 

Married couple 
families 2.4%  6.7%  5.2%  2.7%  

With related 
children under 18 
years 

5.1% 
 

7.0% 
 

9.8% 
 

4.3% 
 

With related 
children under 5 
years only 

0.0% 
 

7.0% 
 

35.0% 
 

13.9% 
 

Families with 
female householder, 
no husband present 

31.4% 
 

29.2% 
 

37.5% 
 

28.7% 
 

With related 
children under 18 
years 

41.8% 
 

38.8% 
 

45.0% 
 

34.5% 
 

With related 
children under 5 
years only 

38.1% 
 

15.6% 
 

27.9% 
 

100.0% 
 

All people 11.6%  18.1%  13.9%  10.3%  
Under 18 years 20.1%  16.0%  16.9%  15.8%  
Related children 
under 18 years 19.0%  16.0%  16.9%  14.7%  

Related children 
under 5 years 3.8%  23.7%  25.1%  14.4%  

Related children 5 
to 17 years 24.6%  13.0%  13.6%  14.8%  

18 years and over 9.3%  18.7%  13.0%  8.7%  
18 to 64 years 9.4%  20.2%  14.0%  9.6%  
65 years and over 9.2%  13.7%  7.3%  4.4%  

People in families 8.9%  11.6%  11.8%  8.9%  
Unrelated 
individuals 15 years 
and over 

22.1% 
 

37.7% 
 

22.5% 
 

16.1% 
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Housing 5-Year Estimates: 2005-2009                     Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2005-2009 American Community Survey 
 

FRANKFORT HERKIMER ILION MOHAWK Selected Housing 
Characteristics Estimate 

 
Percent 

 
Estimate 

 
Percent 

 
Estimate 

 
Percent 

 
Estimate 

 
Percent 

 
HOUSING 
OCCUPANCY 

        

Total housing units 3,200  4,104  4,072  2,386  
Occupied housing units 2,920 91.3% 3,712 90.4% 3,707 91.0% 2,243 94.0% 
Vacant housing units 280 8.8% 392 9.6% 365 9.0% 143 6.0% 
         
UNITS IN 
STRUCTURE 

        

Total housing units 3,200  4,104  4,072  2,386  
1-unit, detached 1,988 62.1% 2,466 60.1% 2,196 53.9% 1,630 68.3% 
1-unit, attached 59 1.8% 40 1.0% 51 1.3% 37 1.6% 
2 units 468 14.6% 469 11.4% 697 17.1% 187 7.8% 
3 or 4 units 121 3.8% 342 8.3% 381 9.4% 205 8.6% 
5 to 9 units 113 3.5% 180 4.4% 240 5.9% 65 2.7% 
10 to 19 units 11 0.3% 126 3.1% 8 0.2% 0 0.0% 
20 or more units 81 2.5% 374 9.1% 276 6.8% 62 2.6% 
Mobile home 359 11.2% 107 2.6% 223 5.5% 200 8.4% 
Boat, RV, van, etc. 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 
         
YEAR STRUCTURE 
BUILT         

Total housing units 3,200  4,104  4,072  2,386  
Built 2005 or later 69 2.2% 0 0.0% 31 0.8% 0 0.0% 
Built 2000 to 2004 42 1.3% 48 1.2% 40 1.0% 70 2.9% 
Built 1990 to 1999 350 10.9% 107 2.6% 180 4.4% 143 6.0% 
Built 1980 to 1989 367 11.5% 237 5.8% 203 5.0% 145 6.1% 
Built 1970 to 1979 209 6.5% 397 9.7% 462 11.3% 202 8.5% 
Built 1960 to 1969 300 9.4% 279 6.8% 182 4.5% 245 10.3% 
Built 1950 to 1959 329 10.3% 535 13.0% 427 10.5% 352 14.8% 
Built 1940 to 1949 204 6.4% 461 11.2% 293 7.2% 149 6.2% 
Built 1939 or earlier 1,330 41.6% 2,040 49.7% 2,254 55.4% 1,080 45.3% 
         
ROOMS         
Total housing units 3,200  4,104  4,072  2,386  

1 room 0 0.0% 26 0.6% 18 0.4% 19 0.8% 
2 rooms 22 0.7% 218 5.3% 115 2.8% 18 0.8% 
3 rooms 233 7.3% 299 7.3% 304 7.5% 172 7.2% 
4 rooms 383 12.0% 634 15.4% 509 12.5% 358 15.0% 
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FRANKFORT HERKIMER ILION MOHAWK Selected Housing 
Characteristics Estimate Percent EstimatE Percent Estimate Percent Estimate Percent 
5 rooms 796 24.9% 703 17.1% 686 16.8% 495 20.7% 
6 rooms 732 22.9% 956 23.3% 1,027 25.2% 470 19.7% 
7 rooms 503 15.7% 575 14.0% 621 15.3% 334 14.0% 
8 rooms 241 7.5% 314 7.7% 356 8.7% 285 11.9% 
9 rooms or more 290 9.1% 379 9.2% 436 10.7% 235 9.8% 
Median rooms 5.7  5.7  5.9  5.8  
BEDROOMS         
Total housing units 3,200  4,104  4,072  2,386  

No bedroom 18 0.6% 39 1.0% 28 0.7% 19 0.8% 
1 bedroom 262 8.2% 733 17.9% 393 9.7% 289 12.1% 
2 bedrooms 900 28.1% 1,124 27.4% 1,213 29.8% 648 27.2% 
3 bedrooms 1,510 47.2% 1,482 36.1% 1,650 40.5% 959 40.2% 
4 bedrooms 408 12.8% 617 15.0% 605 14.9% 386 16.2% 
5 or more bedrooms 102 3.2% 109 2.7% 183 4.5% 85 3.6% 
         
HOUSING TENURE         
Occupied housing units 2,920  3,712  3,707  2,243  

Owner-occupied 2,125 72.8% 2,141 57.7% 2,270 61.2% 1,667 74.3% 
Renter-occupied 795 27.2% 1,571 42.3% 1,437 38.8% 576 25.7% 
         
Average household size of 
owner-occupied unit 2.47  2.55  2.59  2.47  

Average household size of 
renter-occupied unit 2.18  1.85  2.36  2.01  

         
YEAR HOUSEHOLDER MOVED INTO UNIT 
Occupied housing units 2,920  3,712  3,707  2,243  

Moved in 2005 or later 585 20.0% 1,076 29.0% 1,019 27.5% 409 18.2% 
Moved in 2000 to 2004 631 21.6% 774 20.9% 940 25.4% 498 22.2% 
Moved in 1990 to 1999 539 18.5% 727 19.6% 837 22.6% 517 23.0% 
Moved in 1980 to 1989 403 13.8% 344 9.3% 390 10.5% 342 15.2% 
Moved in 1970 to 1979 327 11.2% 340 9.2% 271 7.3% 255 11.4% 
Moved in 1969 or earlier 435 14.9% 451 12.1% 250 6.7% 222 9.9% 
         
VALUE         
Owner-occupied units 2,125  2,141  2,270  1,667  

Less than $50,000 397 18.7% 347 16.2% 425 18.7% 187 11.2% 
$50,000 to $99,999 920 43.3% 1,067 49.8% 1,177 51.9% 969 58.1% 
$100,000 to $149,999 451 21.2% 424 19.8% 344 15.2% 194 11.6% 
$150,000 to $199,999 203 9.6% 132 6.2% 139 6.1% 172 10.3% 
$200,000 to $299,999 101 4.8% 108 5.0% 121 5.3% 88 5.3% 
$300,000 to $499,999 25 1.2% 51 2.4% 29 1.3% 29 1.7% 
$500,000 to $999,999 28 1.3% 12 0.6% 14 0.6% 28 1.7% 
$1,000,000 or more 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 21 0.9% 0 0.0% 
Median (dollars) 86,700  80,400  77,400  82,100  
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DATA FOR DISCUSSION BY THE COMMMUNITY 

ADVISORY COMMITTEES: 
SCHOOL DISTRICT FINANCIAL 

 CHARACTERISTICS/FISCAL CONDITION PROFILES  
2010-2011 SCHOOL YEAR 

 
FRANKFORT-SCHUYLER CS 

HERKIMER CS 
ILION CS 

MOHAWK CS 
 

June 2011
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FRANKFORT/SCHUYLER, HERKIMER, ILION, MOHAWK CSD 
 

FISCAL CONDITION CHARACTERISTICS 
 
School District fiscal condition is dependent on a number of issues.  In the current economic environment the school district needs to 
be able to absorb State Aid decreases and increasing expenditures while maintaining a sound educational program. 
 
Some indicators of school district fiscal condition are as follows: 
 

• Fund balance, including reserves 
• Excess of revenues over expenditures  
• How reliant is the school district on State aid? 
• Excess appropriation of fund balance 
• Comparison of budgeted revenues and expenditures to actual 
• School Lunch subsidies? 
• Status of tax  certiorari or any litigation outstanding 

 
OBSERVATIONS: 
 

• Ilion is financially the strongest with 24% of expenditures in fund balance, including several reserves. 
 

• Mohawk is the weakest financially with 5.86% in fund balance and no reserves other than encumbrances.  Mohawk’s actual 
expenditures are closer to the budgeted amount than the other schools. 
 

• Each school had an excess of revenues over expenditures for the last two years, increasing fund balances. 
 

• Revenues are very close to budgeted amounts in each school.  Reductions in State Aid in 2010 were replaced with ARRA 
funding. 
 

• Expenditures are within 3.4% (Mohawk) to 6.0% (Ilion) of budgeted amounts. 
 

• Each school has received their Education Jobs Money in 2011. 
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9
Sub-total General Support, Instruction, and 
Employee Benefits            13,451,211               14,843,148            18,927,557                  11,533,791 

10
% Total General Support, Instruction, and 
Employee Benefits of Total 82.97 81.15 84.39 84.64 Consistent among all four districts

12

13

Transfers 0.00 215,000                  10,825                      215,000 Transfer to the Capital Fund for projects.

8

1

2

3

14

15

16

EXPENDITURES
FOR THE YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 2010

4

5

6

7

11

0.05 1.58

Debt Service 1,833,221 2,501,000             2,924,538                   1,469,678 

% Transfers of Total 0.00 1.18

50.28 50.12 50.90                          51.71 

            2,907,762                   1,696,962 General support increased in 2010 for each school due to Herkimer  
BOCES building project payments

% Transportation of Total 5.72 4.00 2.52 2.99 Ilion transportation cost lower due to smaller district area.

% Instruction of Total

$8,728,437  in total annual debt service prior to State Aid.  

% Debt Service of Total 11.31 13.67 13.04 10.79

Average expenditures of $14,870  per student

Employee Benefits 3,148,233 3,408,183             4,603,503                   2,790,753 

General Support 2,151,668 2,268,052

Mohawk Observation/Items to note or consider:

Expenditures (2010):

                13,626,376 

19.42 18.63 20.53 20.48

12.40 12.96

Consistent among all four districts

Transportation 927,311 732,107                565,695                      407,907 Herkimer and Mohawk have their own buses

% Employee Benefits of Total

18,291,255           22,428,614 

Financial Characteristic/ Element Frankfort-Schuyler Herkimer Ilion

Total 16,211,743

                         12.45 

Instruction 8,151,310 9,166,913           11,416,292                   7,046,076 

% General Support of Total 13.27

 
                                           



DATA 

 “Custom tools and research to aid a school district in defining a vision and  
decision options for serving students in the future.” 

 

- 95 -

FRANKFORT-SCHUYLER CENTRAL SCHOOL DISTRICT
EXPENDITURES

General Support
13%

Instruction
51%

Employee Benefits
19%

Transportation
6%

Debt Service
11%

HERKIMER CENTRAL SCHOOL DISTRICT
EXPENDITURES

General Support
12%

Instruction
50%

Employee Benefits
19%

Transportation
4%

Debt Service
14% Transfers

1%

ILION CENTRAL SCHOOL DISTRICT
EXPENDITURES

General Support
0.12970779

Instruction
0.509251447

Employee Benefits
0.205350438

Transportation
0.0252342

Debt Service
0.130456124

MOHAWK CENTRAL SCHOOL DISTRICT
EXPENDITURES

General Support
12%

Instruction
52%

Employee Benefits
20%

Transportation
3%

Debt Service
11%

Transfers
2%
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Financial Characteristic/ 
Element Frankfort-Schuyler Herkimer Ilion Mohawk Observation/Items to note or consider:

3.64

9,272,677

3

4

Total 16,350,166

REVENUES
FOR THE YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 2010

1

2

5

6

7

8

% State Aid of Total 56.68 57.41 74.86

Revenues (2010):

Federal Aid 649,195 630,257 927,103

% Federal Aid of Total 3.97 3.39 4.05

37.74 37.78 18.94 26.41 Ilion and Mohawk have a lower property tax base

495,844 Major portion is ARRA funding - no longer available after 2011.

State Aid 9,266,763 10,685,490 17,155,760

68.12 Ilion and Mohawk highly reliant on State Aid due to lower property tax base

% Real Property Taxes of 
Total

13,612,293 Mohawk total excludes $185,000 transfer from Debt Service fund.

Real Property Taxes and Tax Items 
(including STAR) 6,171,239 7,032,613 4,341,098

18,613,636 22,916,340

3,594,445 Includes PILOT (Payment In Lieu of Taxes) 
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FRANKFORT-SCHUYLER CENTRAL SCHOOL DISTRICT
REVENUE

Real Property Taxes 
and Tax Items 

(including STAR)
38%

State Aid
58%

Federal Aid
4%

HERKIMER CENTRAL SCHOOL DISTRICT
REVENUE Real Property Taxes 

and Tax Items 
(including STAR)

38%

State Aid
59%

Federal Aid
3%

ILION CENTRAL SCHOOL DISTRICT
REVENUE

Real Property Taxes 
and Tax Items 

(including STAR)
19%

State Aid
77%

Federal Aid
4%

MOHAWK CENTRAL SCHOOL DISTRICT
REVENUE Real Property Taxes 

and Tax Items 
(including STAR)

27%

State Aid
69%

Federal Aid
4%
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Financial Characteristic/ Element Frankfort-Schuyler Herkimer Ilion Mohawk Observation/Items to note or consider:

FUND BALANCE
AS OF JUNE 30, 2010

19

20

Combined limited to 3% of budget

Total Unreserved 

23

13

14

15

16

17

18

21

22

Primarily compensated absences

50,213 Only Ilion has a  Capital Reserve. Should consider 
establishing in a combined district for future building needs.

11

12

7

8

9

10

Unemployment Insurance 222,871

Reserves:

5

6

Property Loss and Liability

Employee Benefit Accrued Liability Reserve 752,213
Capital Reserve (Voter approval required to 
establish and fund)

Insurance

1

2

3

4

Insurance recoveries until expended

For assessment challenges

386,271 350,000

296,472 These funds must be used to offset future debt service 
expenditures.

For outstanding debt on sale of a building

0.06 Mohawk has only encumbrances as a reserve

Sale of real property (10 years)

Debt Service Fund Balance - 2010 239,458 314,225 758,860

Mandatory Reserve Fund

Worker's Compensation

75,000

Employees' Retirement Contributions 325,000 Only Ilion has reserved for ERS costs - other districts should 
consider doing so with increased costs

Encumbrances (Purchase Orders Still Open)                    38,989 34,595 7,992

1,661,752

Unreserved:

Appropriated Fund  Balance to Reduce Taxes in 
2010-11
Unreserved Undesignated  Fund Balance (Subject to 
4.0% of subsequent year's budget)

Tax Reduction

Total Reserves               1,271,425 

25,000

Repair Reserve (Voter approval required to fund, 
public hearing to spend) 55,928

Unreserved Undesignated  

Tax Certiorari 257,352 100,000

Fund Balance as a % of 2010 Expenditures

Reserves 7.84 2.85
Unreserved Appropriated to Reduce Taxes in 2010-
11 5.86 3.28 6.69 1.83 Ilion and Frankfort appropriation higher than average

1,642,620 4,485,373 790,592

5.70 13.31

3.93

950,519 250,000

4.39

600,000 1,500,000

3.97

1,042,620 2,985,373 540,592711,233

 Mohawk's only reserve is encumbrances.  Need to work on 
increasing reserves.                   881,141                       7,992                  520,866 

 
 
 
 
 



DATA 

 “Custom tools and research to aid a school district in defining a vision and  
decision options for serving students in the future.” 

 

- 99 -

FRANKFORT-SCHUYLER CENTRAL SCHOOL DISTRICT
FUND BALANCE

0%

Total Reserves
33%

Appropriated Fund 
Balance to Reduce 
Taxes in 2010-11

24%

, 0, 0%

Total Unreserved 
43%

HERKIMER CENTRAL SCHOOL DISTRICT
FUND BALANCE

0%

Total Reserves
19%

Appropriated Fund 
Balance to Reduce 
Taxes in 2010-11

22%
0%

Total Unreserved 
59%

ILION CENTRAL SCHOOL DISTRICT
FUND BALANCE

0%

Total Reserves
13%

Appropriated Fund 
Balance to Reduce 
Taxes in 2010-11

22%

0%
Total Unreserved 

65%

MOHAWK CENTRAL SCHOOL DISTRICT
FUND BALANCE

0%
Appropriated Fund 
Balance to Reduce 
Taxes in 2010-11

24%

Total Reserves
1%

0%

Total Unreserved 
75%
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Financial Characteristic/ Element Frankfort-Schuyler Herkimer Ilion Mohawk Observation/Items to note or consider:

2

3

4

239,458 314,225

12

LONG‐TERM DEBT
AS OF JUNE 30, 2010

5

6

7

8

9

10

1

11

Funds Available:

2,198                   1,823                   

758,860 296,472
Debt Service Fund

Funds Available Per Student
199 260 498 367

Net Debt Per Student 1,513                   3,401                   

8,726                   16,453                 21,595                 15,766                 

0.889                   0.878                   

Debt Per Student 1,712                   3,661                   2,696                   2,191                   

Estimated Aid Per Student

Total Estimated Debt Per Student 10,437                 20,114                 24,291                 17,957                 

Building Aid % 0.836                   0.818                   

2,715,000 0 20,000,000 0

                   1,524                        807 

Total Estimated Debt 12,577,000 24,318,000 37,020,000 14,491,000

Anticipated Bonding on Projects

Total of 4,745

Serial Bonds Due at 6-30-10 (1,000s)             9,862,000           24,318,000           17,020,000            14,491,000 

Enrollment                    1,205                    1,209 
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Frankfort-Schuyler Herkimer Ilion Mohawk

1 General Fund Excess Revenues Over Expenditures Last Two Years? Yes Yes Yes Yes
Excess revenues for all but Mohawk decreased sharply 
in 2010. Mohawk excess was approx. $171,000 in 
2010, up from only $47,000 in 2009.

2 State and Federal Aid / Total Revenue 60.65% 60.79% 78.91% 71.77%

Ilion and Mohawk highly dependent on State Aid as a 
revenue source.  Future reductions in State Aid would 
force higher than average increases in the tax levy 
and/or expenditure reductions. The average for similar 
regions is 58%.

3 K-12 Public School Enrollment including Charter Schools 1,205 1,209 1,524 807 4,745 total enrollment

4 General Fund Expenditures per Pupil $13,454 $15,129 $14,717 $16,885
Mohawk has a higher expenditure per pupil due to the 
inability of the smaller enrolment to absorb the fixed 
costs.

5 Debt Service as a % of Expenditures 11.31% 13.67% 13.04% 10.96% Herkimer and Ilion are slightly higher than the 
percentage for similar regions - approx. 12%.

6 Percent of Unexpended 2010 Budget 5.3% 4.8% 6.0% 3.4%

7 Percent of Revenue Under Budget -1.00% 0 0 -1.0%

8 2010 Excess (Deficit) Revenues and Expenditures to Budget 4.3% 4.8% 6.0% 2.4% Mohawk at a total of 2.4% has a close budget. A total 
of 5.0-7.0% is acceptable.

9 % of Pupils Eligible for Free/Reduced Price Lunches 38.0% 55.0% 47.0% 43.5%

10 School Lunch Fund Balance at June 30, 2010 $93,559 $243 $62,062 $66,743 Mohawk operated at a loss in 2010.

11 School Lunch Subsidy from Genereal Fund? No-contracted out No-contracted out No. No.
Mohawk does not charged health insurance to the 
lunch fund. 

FISCAL CONDITION COMPARISON
AS OF JUNE 30, 2010

INDICATORS SCHOOL DISTRICT OBSERVATIONS

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



DATA 

“Custom tools and research to aid a school district in defining a vision and  
decision options for serving students in the future.” 

 

- 102 -

 
     

DATA FOR DISCUSSION BY THE 
COMMMUNITY ADVISORY 

COMMITTEES: 
 

AVAILABLE PUPIL CAPACITY 
 OF EACH SCHOOL BUILIDNG FOR 

POSSIBLE USE IN A REORGANIZED SCHOOL 
DISTRICT 

 
 

FRANKFORT-SCHUYLER CS 
HERKIMER CS 

ILION CS 
MOHAWK CS 

 
 
 

February 2011 
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SOURCE OF DATA: 
Inventory of each instructional and instructional support space by each 

principal/superintendent based on how the space is used to deliver the kindergarten 
through grade twelve educational program in 2010-2011.  Classrooms used to deliver pre-

kindergarten are also included. 
 

ASSUMPTIONS: 
The method and assumptions for estimating pupil capacity per existing school building for 

potential use by a reorganized school district includes:  
 

 The pupil capacity analysis is based on delivering instruction with the following class 
size goals: 

 Kindergarten and grade 1:  20 pupils 
 Grades 2 and 3:                   22 pupils 
 Grades 4, 5, and 6:              24 pupils 
 Grades 7-12:                        25 pupils  

 (Note:  Often for specialized Grades 7-12 courses, it is likely that the class sizes for 
such specialized courses may be between 10-(or fewer pupils as approved by the 
board)-and 25 pupils.  During other instructional periods of the day, it is likely a 
classroom will host class sizes near the 25 pupil number for other courses less 
specialized.) 

 Spaces now designated for instructional support are generally assumed to continue for 
instructional support.  

 Pre-kindergarten is assumed to be part of the delivered program at each potential 
elementary school as charted below: 

 
 

Location 

Frank-
Schuyler 
Reese 
Elem. 

Frank-
Schuyler 
W. 
Frank. 
Elem. 

Frank-
Schuyler 
HS/MS 
as  an 
elem.  

Herk. 
Elem. 

Herk. 
HS as 
an 
elem. 

Ilion 
Barringer 
Elem. 

Ilion 
Remington 
Elem. 

Ilion 
HS 
as an 
elem. 

Mohawk 
Fisher 
Elem. 

Moha
wk HS 
as an 
elem. 

Est. Pre-K 
Classrooms 
for 
planning 

 
1 

 
1 

 
 
 

2 

 
1 

 
 
 

2 

 
1 

 
2 

 
 
 

4 

 
2 

 
 
 

2 
 

 State Education Department guidelines are applied in calculating the number of pupils 
that a specific type of classroom should serve.  

 Unassigned pupil capacity is planned for in each school building to allow for flexibility in 
delivering the program and/or to add an instructional support function or additional 
programs not now in place. 

 The analysis, at the present time, does not include renting classrooms to the BOCES to 
host consortium shared programs. 

 Current spaces used for central administration are not ‘re-claimed’ for instructional 
program pupil capacity. 

 It is assumed for this pupil capacity analysis that there are no renovations to change 
existing space or the building of new additional space. 
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SUMMARY OF DATA REGARDING ESTIMATED FUTURE ENROLLMENTS FOR A 
REORGANIZED SCHOOL DISTRICT AND THE TOTAL PUPIL CAPACITY OF THE 

EXISTING TEN SCHOOL BUILDINGS IN THE FOUR SCHOOL DISTRICTS 
 

 ESTIMATED ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS FOR A REORGANIZED 
SCHOOL DISTRICT 

 
Calculation Year Grades 

K-6 
Grades 

7-12 
TOTAL GRADES  
K-12 FOR LONG 

TERM PLANNING 
CURRENT COMBINED 
ENROLLMENT OF THE 

FOUR DISTRICTS 

2010-2011 2484 2261 4745 

 
2015-2016 2320  Baseline Cohort 

Low Range 2020-2021  2118 
4438 

 
2015-2016 2500  Baseline Cohort 

Mid Range 2020-2021  2205 
4705 

 
2015-2016 2550  Baseline Cohort 

High Range 2020-2021  2231 
4781 

 
DATA SNAPSHOT  

Calculation Year Grades 
K-6 

Grades 
7-12 

TOTAL GRADES  
K-12 FOR INITIAL 

IMPLEMENTATION 
PLANNING 

CURRENT COMBINED 
ENROLLMENT OF THE 

FOUR DISTRICTS 

2010-2011 2484 2261 4745 

 
2011-2012 2465 2208 4673 
2012-2013 2445 2153 4598 
2013-2014 2430 2121 4551 
2014-2015 2385 2112 4497 

Baseline Cohort 
Low Range 

2015-2016 2320 2150 4470 
 

2011-2012 2500 2208 4708 
2012-2013 2510 2153 4663 
2013-2014 2515 2121 4636 
2014-2015 2515 2112 4627 

Baseline Cohort 
Mid Range 

2015-2016 2500 2150 4650 
 

2011-2012 2513 2208 4721 
2012-2013 2523 2153 4676 
2013-2014 2538 2121 4659 
2014-2015 2550 2112 4662 

Baseline Cohort 
High Range 

2015-2016 2550 2150 4700 
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PUPIL CAPACITY OF EACH EXISTING SCHOOL BUILIDNG 
ASSUMPTIONS: 
• No new construction of additional space forecasted. 
• No immediate renovations of existing space. 
• Unassigned pupil capacity is factored to ensure flexibility of program delivery, allow for 

program enhancements, and allow for appropriate space for instructional support activities. 
• All existing instructional support spaces remain instructional support spaces. 
• Allocation of eight classrooms district-wide for Pre-K at class section size of 18 pupils (288 half 

day; 144 full day pupils). 
• Pupil Capacity based on implemented class sizes per classroom of: 

◊ Kindergarten and grade 1:  20 pupils 
◊ Grades 2 and 3:                     22 pupils 
◊ Grades 4, 5, and 6:                24 pupils 
◊ Grades 7-12:                          25 pupils  

 (Note:  Often for specialized Grades 7-12 courses, it is likely that the class sizes for such 
specialized courses may be between 10-(or fewer pupils as approved by the board)-and 
25 pupils.  During other instructional periods of the day, it is likely a classroom will host 
class sizes near the 25 pupil number for other courses less specialized.) 

CURRENT 
ELEMENTARY 

SCHOOL BUILDINGS 

K-6 
PUPIL 

CAPACITY 

CURRENT 
SECONDARY 

SCHOOL 
BUILDINGS 

7-12 
PUPIL 

CAPACITY 

PUPIL CAPACITY OF 
THE  7-12 BUILDING 

USED AS AN 
ELMENTARY 

SCHOOL 
FRANKFORT- 

SCHUYLER 
Reese Road El. 

 
296 

 

FRANKFORT- 
SCHUYLER 
High School 

 
784 

 
692 

 
FRANKFORT- 

SCHUYLER 
West Frankfort El. 

 
252 

  

 
HERKIMER 
Elementary 

 
800 

 HERKIMER 
High School 

 
879 

 
824 

 
ILION 

Barringer Rd 
Elementary 

 
584 

 ILION 
High School 

 
1340 

 
1362 

 
ILION 

Remington 
Elementary 

 
530 

  

 
MOHAWK 

Fisher 
Elementary 

 
578 

 MOHAWK 
Jarvis  

High School 

 
560 

 
560 

 
TOTAL K-6 PUPIL 

CAPACITY AVAILABLE 
WITH THE CURRENT 

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 
BUILDINGS 

 
3040 

TOTAL 7-12 PUPIL 
CAPACITY 

 AVAILABLE WITH 
THE CURRENT 
SECONDARY 
GRADES 7-12 
BUILDINGS 

 
3563 

Anticipated  
 Pupil Capacity Need in 

 five years: 

 
 

2320-2550 

 

Highest Anticipated 
 Pupil Capacity Need in 

ten years: 

 
 

2118-2231 
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DISTRICT:  FRANKFORT-SCHUYLER 
SCHOOL BUILDING:  Reese Road Elementary   

EXISTING ELEMENTARY SPACES AVAILBLE FOR DIRECT INSTRUCTION: 
Use or Subject Size (Sq. ft.) 

Minimum 
standard 
elementary 
class sq. 
footage is 770. 

Number of Existing 
Rooms: 

Number of Grade 
level classes with 
assumed Class Size 
Goals: 

Pre-K: 18 
K and gr. 1: 20 

Gr. 2 and 3:  22 
Gr. 4,5,6:  24 

Special ed: 12:1:1 

Pupil Capacity  
Calculated Based on 
Assumed Class Size 
Goals 

Plus 1000’ 3 Pre-K:  Half-day 36 
748’ 8 1 Full day 18 
779’ 2   
764’ 3 K-1: 
  5 100 
  Grades 2-3: 
  4 88 
  Grades 4-6: 
  4 96 
  Special Needs: 
  1 12 
  Unassigned 

instructional space for 
flexibility and/or to 
add an instructional 
support function or a 
pre-k: 

 
 
 
 

 

  1 0 

Pre-K to 6th 
(over 550 square 
feet) 

Total 
Instructional 

Rooms 

16 16  

ESTIMATED NET K-6 PUPIL CAPACITY TO USE FOR INITIAL PLANNING 296 pupils 
 
EXISTING ELEMENTARY SPACES “reserved”  FOR BASELINE INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPORT 
SERVICES (such spaces do not generate pupil capacity) 
Computer Lab 2 @ 764’ Speech/Language 2 @ 500’ Auditorium  
Art 748’ Remedial/AIS 2 @ 742’ Stage 594’ 
Vocal music 748’   Cafeteria  2461’ 
Instrumental music 358’ Occupational 

Therapy/Physical 
Therapy 

 Teachers’ conf. 
rm.  

1014’ 

Library 1609’ Special Needs 
Resource Rooms 

   

Gym 3811’     
      
      
 
(Existing offices, faculty work rooms, nurse, storage, operations and maintenance spaces, bathrooms, kitchen, locker 
rooms and similar spaces are assumed to be continued as used.)  
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DISTRICT:  FRANKFORT-SCHUYLER 
SCHOOL BUILDING:  West Frankfort Elementary   

EXISTING ELEMENTARY SPACES AVAILBLE FOR DIRECT INSTRUCTION: 
Use or Subject Size (Sq. ft.) 

Minimum 
standard 
elementary 
class sq. 
footage is 770. 

Number of Existing 
Rooms: 

Number of Grade 
level classes with 
assumed Class Size 
Goals: 

Pre-K: 18 
K and gr. 1: 20 

Gr. 2 and 3:  22 
Gr. 4,5,6:  24 

Special ed: 12:1:1 

Pupil Capacity  
Calculated Based on 
Assumed Class Size 
Goals 

Plus 1000’ 2 Pre-K:  Half-day 36 
812’ 7 1 Full day 18 
796’ 5   
  K-1: 
  4 80 
  Grades 2-3: 
  4 88 
  Grades 4-6: 
  3 72 
  Special Needs: 
  1 12 
  Unassigned 

instructional space for 
flexibility and/or to 
add an instructional 
support function or a 
pre-k: 

 
 
 
 

 

  1 0 

Pre-K to 6th 
(over 550 square 
feet) 

Total 
Instructional 

Rooms 

14 14  

ESTIMATED NET K-6 PUPIL CAPACITY TO USE FOR INITIAL PLANNING 252 pupils 
 
EXISTING ELEMENTARY SPACES “reserved”  FOR BASELINE INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPORT 
SERVICES (such spaces do not generate pupil capacity) 
Computer Lab 796’ Speech/Language 97’ Auditorium  
Art 812’ Remedial/AIS 812’ 

812’ 
Stage 896’ 

Vocal music 562’   Cafeteria  2640’ 
Instrumental music 438’ Occupational 

Therapy/Physical 
Therapy 

 Teachers’ conf. 
rm.  

269’ 

Library 1646’ Special Needs 
Resource Rooms 

377’   

Gym 3683’     
      
      
 
(Existing offices, faculty work rooms, nurse, storage, operations and maintenance spaces, bathrooms, kitchen, locker 
rooms and similar spaces are assumed to be continued as used.)  
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DISTRICT:  FRANKFORT-SCHUYLER 
SECONDARY SCHOOL BUILIDNG:  Middle/High School 

 
EXISTING SECONDARY SPACES FOR DIRECT INSTRUCTION 

Use or Subject No. of 
rooms 

Size (Sq. Ft.) Square feet per 
pupil station; 
maximum pupil  
stations (SED 
Building Aid 
Guidelines)  

Functional Pupil 
Capacity 
Assumed Class 
Size Goal of 25 
pupils per 
classroom or 
SED guideline, 
which ever is 
smaller.  

Pupil 
Capacity by 
SED 
guidelines 
 

    
  

75 sq ft =  
20 max   

Ag shop and CR 

     
1 1132 25 25 
1 996 

45 sq ft = 
25 max 22 22 

1 1128  25 25 

Art 

     
1 1135 24 24 
  

35 sq ft = 
24 max   

Business Ed 

     
    
  

35 sq. ft = 
24 max   

Computer CR 

     
    
  

50 sq ft = 
20 max   

Distributive Ed 

     
    
  

35 sq ft = 
24 max   

Keyboarding 

     
1 857 17 17 
  

50 sq ft = 
24 max   

     

Home & Careers 

     
Music:      
     Classroom   25 sq ft = 30 max   

1 1416 25 sq ft x .4 22 22      Instrumental 
     
1 1876 20 sq ft x .4 37 37     Vocal 
     
1 1433 19 19 
  

75 sq ft = 
24 max   

Technology 

     
    
  

35 sq ft = 
25 max   

Mech. Drawing 
   & CAD 

     
Science:      

2 1047 50 60 
1 865 

30 sq ft = 
30 max 25 28 

     

      General 
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Use or Subject No. of 
rooms 

Size (Sq. Ft.) Square feet per 
pupil station; 
maximum pupil  
stations (SED 
Building Aid 
Guidelines)  

Functional Pupil 
Capacity 
Assumed Class 
Size Goal of 25 
pupils per 
classroom or 
SED guideline, 
which ever is 
smaller.  

Pupil 
Capacity by 
SED 
guidelines 
 

1 1152 25 30       Earth 
  

30 sq ft = 
30 max   

1 1152 23 23 
  

50 sq ft = 
24 max   

     

      Biology (Living 
Envrionment) 

     
1 1179 23 23 
  

50 sq ft = 
24 max   

     

     Chemistry 

     
    
  

50 sq ft = 
24 max   

     

     Physics 

     
Library  (3684)   
     Reading Rm  800 

25 sq ft max of 
15% ps-ic 32 32 

      
Phys Ed:      
1st station- 
 up to 500 pupils 

2 
2 

7475 
10,000 

48 x 66 (3168) 
max 30 

50 
50 

60 
60 

2nd station- 
501 – 1000 pupils 

  48 x 66 (3168) 
max 30 

  

Each additional- 
500 pupils or fraction 

  36 x 52 (1872) 
Max 30 

  

      
      
Pool   Max 30   
      

    
  

16.5 sq ft max of 
40% ps ic   

Study Hall if so 
designated 

     
1 1025 25 30 
4 898 

26 sq. ft = 
30 max 100 120 

9 824  225 270 
1 821  25 30 
3 765  75 87 
2 763  50 58 
1 730  25 28 
1 710  25 27 
1 684  25 26 

Interchangeable 
Classrooms 

1 627  24 24 
Raw Total of Existing Pupil Stations: 1068 1207 

Special Needs Classrooms: 3 (766’,663’,1075’) 36 36 
 
Total existing:      1068  
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Minus 200:            -200 
Equals:                   868 
Divided by 1.16:    748 
Plus special needs:  36 
EQUALS TOTAL PUPIL CAPACITY OF THE SCHOOL BUILDING:                784 
 
EXISTING SECONDARY SPACES “reserved” FOR BASELINE INSTURCTIONAL SUPPORT 
SERVICES (such spaces do not generate pupil capacity) 
Computer lab 823’ 

767’ 
1153’ 

Guidance 721’ Auditorium 5333’ 

Special Needs 
Resource Rooms 

763’ 
509’ 
514’ 

  Cafeteria 2945’ 

      
Distance learning 514’     
 

DISTRICT:  FRANKFORT-SCHUYLER 
SCHOOL BUILDING:  Current middle/high school as an elementary school  

EXISTING ELEMENTARY SPACES AVAILBLE FOR DIRECT INSTRUCTION: 
Use or Subject Size (Sq. ft.) 

Minimum 
standard 
elementary 
class sq. 
footage is 770. 

Number of Existing 
Rooms: 

Assumed Class Size 
Goals: 

Pre-K: 18 
K and gr. 1: 20 

Gr. 2 and 3:  22 
Gr. 4,5,6:  24 

Special ed: 12:1:1 

Capacity  
Calculated Based 
on Assumed Class 
Size Goals 

Plus 1000’ 9 Pre-K: 72 
996 1 2 Full day 36 
898 4   
865 1 K-1:  
857 1 11 220 
824 9 Grades 2-3:  
821 1 10 220 
766 1 Grades 4-6:  
765 3 9 216 
763 2 Special Needs:  
730 1 3 36 
710 1   
684 1   
663 1   
627 1   
  Unassigned 

instructional space for 
flexibility and/or to 
add an instructional 
support function or a 
pre-k: 

 
 
 
 

 

  2 0 

Pre-K to 6th 
(over 550 square 
feet) 

Total 
Instructional 

Rooms 

37 37  

ESTIMATED NET K-6 PUPIL CAPACITY TO USE FOR INITIAL PLANNING 692 pupils 
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EXISTING ELEMENTARY SPACES “reserved”  FOR BASELINE INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPORT 
SERVICES (such spaces do not generate pupil capacity) 
Computer Lab 823’ 

767’ 
1153’ 

Speech/Language  Auditorium 5333’ 

Art 1132’,1128’ Reading  Stage  
Vocal music 1876’ Remedial Math  Cafeteria  2945’ 
Instrumental music 1416’ Occupational 

Therapy/Physical 
Therapy 

 Teachers’ conf. 
rm.  

 

Library 3684’     
Gym 7475’ Guidance 721’   
 10,000’ Special Needs 

Resource Rooms 
763’ 
509’,514’ 

  

Distance learning 514’     
(Existing offices, faculty work rooms, nurse, storage, operations and maintenance spaces, bathrooms, kitchen, locker 
rooms and similar spaces are assumed to be continued as used.)  
 
 

DISTRICT:  HERKIMER 
SCHOOL BUILDING:  Herkimer Elementary   

EXISTING ELEMENTARY SPACES AVAILBLE FOR DIRECT INSTRUCTION: 
Use or Subject Size (Sq. ft.) 

Minimum 
standard 
elementary 
class sq. 
footage is 770. 

Number of Existing 
Rooms: 

Number of Grade 
level classes with 
assumed Class Size 
Goals: 

Pre-K: 18 
K and gr. 1: 20 

Gr. 2 and 3:  22 
Gr. 4,5,6:  24 

Special ed: 12:1:1 

Pupil Capacity  
Calculated Based 
on Assumed Class 
Size Goals 

Plus 1000’ 18 Pre-K: Half-day 18 
990’ 4 1 Full day 36 
980’ 1   
975’ 2 K-1:                                
970’ 3 12 240 
960’ 9 Grades 2-3:                   
950’ 2 10 200 
940’ 1 Grades 4-6: 
935’ 1 12 288 
880’ 1 Special Needs: 
  6 72 
  Unassigned 

instructional space for 
flexibility and/or to 
add an instructional 
support function or a 
pre-k: 

 
 
 
 

 

  1 0 

Pre-K to 6th 
(over 550 square 
feet) 

Total 
Instructional 

Rooms 

42 42  

ESTIMATED NET K-6 PUPIL CAPACITY TO USE FOR INITIAL PLANNING 800 pupils 
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EXISTING ELEMENTARY SPACES “reserved”  FOR BASELINE INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPORT 
SERVICES (such spaces do not generate pupil capacity) 
Computer Lab 
 

1010 Speech/Language 2 @ 144’ Auditorium  

Art 995 Remedial/AIS  99’ 
3@330’ 

Stage  

Vocal music 940   Cafeteria  6055’ 
Instrumental music 435 Occupational 

Therapy/Physical 
Therapy 

330’ Teachers’ conf. 
rm.  

468’ 
355’ 

Library 2775’ Special Needs 
Resource Rooms 

335’   

Gym 7395’     
 
(Existing offices, faculty work rooms, nurse, storage, operations and maintenance spaces, bathrooms, kitchen, locker 
rooms and similar spaces are assumed to be continued as used.)  
 

DISTRICT:  HERKIMER 
SECONDARY SCHOOL BUILIDNG:  7-12 HIGH SCHOOL 

EXISTING SECONDARY SPACES FOR DIRECT INSTRUCTION 
Use or Subject No. of 

rooms 
Size (Sq. Ft.) Square feet per 

pupil station; 
maximum pupil  
stations (SED 
Building Aid 
Guidelines)  

Functional Pupil 
Capacity 
Assumed Class 
Size Goal of 25 
pupils per 
classroom or 
SED guideline, 
which ever is 
smaller.  

Pupil 
Capacity by 
SED 
guidelines 
 

    Ag shop and CR 
  

75 sq ft =  
20 max   

1 1515 25 25 Art 
1 1020 

45 sq ft = 
25 max 22 22 

1 1020 24 24 Business Ed 
1 912 

35 sq ft = 
24 max 24 24 

    Computer CR 
  

35 sq. ft = 
24 max   

    Distributive Ed 
  

50 sq ft = 
20 max   

    Keyboarding 
  

35 sq ft = 
24 max   

1 1111 22 22 Home & Careers 
1 1060 

50 sq ft = 
24 max 21 21 

Music:      
     Classroom 1 575 25 sq ft = 30 max 23 23 
     Instrumental 1 1940 25 sq ft x .4 31 31 
    Vocal 1 1280 20 sq ft x .4 25 25 

1 1790 23 23 Technology 
1 1250 

75 sq ft = 
24 max 16 16 

    Mech. Drawing 
   & CAD   

35 sq ft = 
25 max   

Science:      
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Use or Subject No. of 
rooms 

Size (Sq. Ft.) Square feet per 
pupil station; 
maximum pupil  
stations (SED 
Building Aid 
Guidelines)  

Functional Pupil 
Capacity 
Assumed Class 
Size Goal of 25 
pupils per 
classroom or 
SED guideline, 
which ever is 
smaller.  

Pupil 
Capacity by 
SED 
guidelines 
 

1 935 25 30       General 
1 980 

30 sq ft = 
30 max 25 30 

1 1040 25 30       Earth 
  

30 sq ft = 
30 max   

1 1195 23 23 
1 850 

50 sq ft = 
24 max 17 17 

     

      Biology (Living 
Environment) 

     
1 1108 22 22      Chemistry 
  

50 sq ft = 
24 max   

1 1050 21 21      Physics 
  

50 sq ft = 
24 max   

Library  3037   
     Reading Rm  800 

25 sq ft max of 
15% ps-ic 32 32 

Phys Ed:      
1st station- 
 up to 500 pupils 

2 9752 48 x 66 (3168) 
max 30 

50 60 

2nd station- 
501 – 1000 pupils 

  48 x 66 (3168) 
max 30 

  

Each additional- 
500 pupils or fraction 

  36 x 52 (1872) 
Max 30 

  

Pool 1 4190’ Max 30 25 30 
    Study Hall if so 

designated   
16.5 sq ft max of 
40% ps ic   

1 1022 25 30 
1 908 

26 sq. ft = 
30 max 25 30 

1 859  25 30 
1 850  25 30 
1 845  25 30 
4 798  100 120 
3 795  75 90 
1 785  25 30 
1 780  25 30 
2 777  50 58 
1 760  25 29 
1 750  25 28 
2 740  50 56 
2 725  50 54 
1 640  24 24 

Interchangeable 
Classrooms 

3 615  69 69 
Raw Total of Existing Pupil Stations: 1164 1289 

Special Needs Classrooms: 4 (778’,635’,610’,625’) 48 48 
Total existing:       1164      
Minus 200:             -200 
Equals:                    964 
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Divided by 1.16:     831 
Plus special needs:   48 
EQUALS TOTAL PUPIL CAPACITY OF THE SCHOOL BUILDING:               879 
 
EXISTING SECONDARY SPACES “reserved” FOR BASELINE INSTURCTIONAL SUPPORT 
SERVICES (such spaces do not generate pupil capacity) 
Computer lab 520’ Guidance  Auditorium 5577’ 
Special Needs 
Resource Rooms 

410’   Cafeteria 3243’ 

Learning Center 925’ Class meeting 
room 

520’ Multipurpose Room 4705’ 

Distance learning      
      
Fitness Center 777’     
 
 

DISTRICT:  HERKIMER 
SCHOOL BUILDING:  Current high school 7-12 as an elementary school  

EXISTING ELEMENTARY SPACES AVAILBLE FOR DIRECT INSTRUCTION: 
Use or 
Subject 

Size (Sq. ft.) 
Minimum 
standard 
elementary class 
sq. footage is 770. 

Number of 
Existing Rooms: 

Assumed Class Size Goals: 
Pre-K: 18 

K and gr. 1: 20 
Gr. 2 and 3:  22 

Gr. 4,5,6:  24 
Special ed: 12:1:1 

Capacity  
Calculated 
Based on 
Assumed Class 
Size Goals 

Plus 1000 12 Pre-K: Half-day 72 
980 1 2 Full day 36 
935 1 K-1:  
912 1 13 260 
908 1 Grades 2-3:  
859 1 12 264 
850 2 Grades 4-6:  
845 1 11 264 
798 4 Special Needs:  
795 3 3 36 
785 1   
780 1   
777 3   
760 1   
750 1   
740 2   
725 2   
640 1   
635 1   
625 1   
610 1   
  Unassigned instructional space 

for flexibility and/or to add an 
instructional support function or 
a pre-k: 

 
 

 

  1 0 

Pre-K to 6th 
(over 550 
square feet) 

Total Instructional 
Rooms 

42 42  
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ESTIMATED NET K-6 PUPIL CAPACITY TO USE FOR INITIAL PLANNING 824 pupils 
EXISTING ELEMENTARY SPACES “reserved”  FOR BASELINE INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPORT 
SERVICES (such spaces do not generate pupil capacity) 
Computer 
Lab 

520’ Speech/Language  Auditorium 5577’ 

Art 1515’ 
1020’ 

Reading 575’ Stage  

Vocal music 1280’ Remedial Math  Cafeteria  3243’ 
Instrumental 
music 

1940’ Occupational 
Therapy/Physical 
Therapy 

520’ Teachers’ conf. rm.   

Library 3037’   Multipurpose Room 4705’ 
Learning 
Center 

925’     

Fitness 
Center 

777’     

Gym 9752’ Guidance 721’   
Pool 4190’ Special Needs 

Resource Rooms 
410’   

 
(Existing offices, faculty work rooms, nurse, storage, operations and maintenance spaces, bathrooms, kitchen, locker 
rooms and similar spaces are assumed to be continued as used.)  
 
 

DISTRICT:  ILION 
SCHOOL BUILDING:   Barringer Road Elementary   

EXISTING ELEMENTARY SPACES AVAILBLE FOR DIRECT INSTRUCTION: 
Use or Subject Size (Sq. ft.) 

Minimum 
standard 
elementary 
class sq. 
footage is 770. 

Number of Existing 
Rooms: 

Number of Grade 
level classes with 
assumed Class Size 
Goals: 

Pre-K: 18 
K and gr. 1: 20 

Gr. 2 and 3:  22 
Gr. 4,5,6:  24 

Special ed: 12:1:1 

Pupil Capacity  
Calculated Based 
on Assumed Class 
Size Goals 

Plus 1000’ 4 Pre-K:  Half-day 36 
832’ 4 1 Full day 18 
786 8   
780’ 14 K-1: 
  9 180 
  Grades 2-3: 
  8 176 
  Grades 4-6: 
  8 192 
  Special Needs: 
  3 36 
  Unassigned 

instructional space for 
flexibility and/or to 
add an instructional 
support function or a 
pre-k: 

 
 
 
 

 

Pre-K to 6th 
(over 550 square 
feet) 

  1  



DATA 

 - 118 -

 Total 
Instructional 

Rooms 

30 30  

ESTIMATED NET K-6 PUPIL CAPACITY TO USE FOR INITIAL PLANNING 584 pupils 
EXISTING ELEMENTARY SPACES “reserved”  FOR BASELINE INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPORT 
SERVICES (such spaces do not generate pupil capacity) 
Computer Lab 704’ Speech/Language 780’ Auditorium  
Art 1046’ Remedial/AIS 2 @734’ Stage 1064’ 
Vocal music 1065’   Cafeteria  3096’ 
Instrumental music 267’ Occupational 

Therapy/Physical 
Therapy 

780’ Teachers’ conf. 
rm.  

105’ 
88’ 

Library 2459’ Special Needs 
Resource Rooms 

   

Gym 4320’     
 
(Existing offices, faculty work rooms, nurse, storage, operations and maintenance spaces, bathrooms, kitchen, locker 
rooms and similar spaces are assumed to be continued as used.)  
 

DISTRICT:  ILION 
SCHOOL BUILDING:   Remington Elementary   

EXISTING ELEMENTARY SPACES AVAILBLE FOR DIRECT INSTRUCTION: 
Use or Subject Size (Sq. ft.) 

Minimum 
standard 
elementary 
class sq. 
footage is 770. 

Number of Existing 
Rooms: 

Number of Grade 
level classes with 
assumed Class Size 
Goals: 

Pre-K: 18 
K and gr. 1: 20 

Gr. 2 and 3:  22 
Gr. 4,5,6:  24 

Special ed: 12:1:1 

Pupil Capacity  
Calculated Based on 
Assumed Class Size 
Goals 

972’ 1 Pre-K:  Half-day 72 
960’ 1 2 Full day 36 
932’ 1   
924’ 3 K-1: 
806’ 15 8 160 
786’ 5 Grades 2-3: 
781’ 3 7 154 
  Grades 4-6: 
  7 168 
  Special Needs: 
  4 48 
  Unassigned 

instructional space for 
flexibility and/or to 
add an instructional 
support function or a 
pre-k: 

 
 
 
 

 

  1 0 

Pre-K to 6th 
(over 550 square 
feet) 

Total 
Instructional 

Rooms 

29 29  

ESTIMATED NET K-6 PUPIL CAPACITY TO USE FOR INITIAL PLANNING 530 pupils 
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EXISTING ELEMENTARY SPACES “reserved”  FOR BASELINE INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPORT 
SERVICES (such spaces do not generate pupil capacity) 
Computer Lab 786’ Speech/Language 440’ Auditorium  
Art 943’ Remedial/AIS 786’ 

781’ 
Stage 702’ 

Vocal music 1560’   Cafeteria  2301’ 
Instrumental music  Occupational 

Therapy/Physical 
Therapy 

837’ Teachers’ conf. 
rm.  

300’ 

Library 3231’ Special Needs 
Resource Rooms 

 Bookstore 91’ 

Gym 4108’     
  YMCA 6 TO 6 968’   
 
(Existing offices, faculty work rooms, nurse, storage, operations and maintenance spaces, bathrooms, kitchen, locker 
rooms and similar spaces are assumed to be continued as used.)  
 
 

DISTRICT:  ILION 
SECONDARY SCHOOL BUILIDNG:  7-12 HIGH SCHOOL 

EXISTING SECONDARY SPACES FOR DIRECT INSTRUCTION 
Use or Subject No. of 

rooms 
Size (Sq. Ft.) Square feet per 

pupil station; 
maximum pupil  
stations (SED 
Building Aid 
Guidelines)  

Functional Pupil 
Capacity 
Assumed Class 
Size Goal of 25 
pupils per 
classroom or 
SED guideline, 
which ever is 
smaller.  

Pupil 
Capacity by 
SED 
guidelines 
 

    
  

75 sq ft =  
20 max   

Ag shop and CR 

     
1 1653 25 25 
1 1172 

45 sq ft = 
25 max 25 25 

Art 

     
    
  

35 sq ft = 
24 max   

Business Ed 

     
    
  

35 sq. ft = 
24 max   

Computer CR 

     
    
  

50 sq ft = 
20 max   

Distributive Ed 

     
    
  

35 sq ft = 
24 max   

Keyboarding 

     
1 899 17 17 Home & Careers 
1 1537 

50 sq ft = 
24 max 24 24 

Music:      
     Classroom 1 1073 25 sq ft = 30 max 25 30 
     Instrumental 1 1235 25 sq ft x .4 19 19 
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Use or Subject   Square feet per 
pupil station; 
maximum pupil  
stations (SED 
Building Aid 
Guidelines)  

Functional Pupil 
Capacity 
Assumed Class 
Size Goal of 25 
pupils per 
classroom or 
SED guideline, 
which ever is 
smaller.  

Pupil 
Capacity by 
SED 
guidelines 
 

    Vocal 1 1980 20 sq ft x .4 39 39 
1 1516 20 20 Technology 
4 2090 

75 sq ft = 
24 max 96 96 

1 1140 25 25 Mech. Drawing 
   & CAD   

35 sq ft = 
25 max   

Science:      
1 1360 25 30 
1 1768 

30 sq ft = 
30 max 25 30 

1 1428  25 30 

      General 

     
2 1292 50 60       Earth 
  

30 sq ft = 
30 max   

1 1292 24 24       Biology (Living 
Environment)   

50 sq ft = 
24 max   

1 1656 24 24      Chemistry 
  

50 sq ft = 
24 max   

1 1224 24 24      Physics 
  

50 sq ft = 
24 max   

Library  6035 32 32 
     Reading Rm  800 

25 sq ft max of 
15% ps-ic   

Phys Ed:      
1st station- 
 up to 500 pupils 

2 11,249 48 x 66 (3168) 
max 30 

50 60 

2nd station- 
501 – 1000 pupils 

2 8514 48 x 66 (3168) 
max 30 

50 60 

Each additional- 
500 pupils or fraction 

  36 x 52 (1872) 
Max 30 

  

Pool   Max 30   
    
  

16.5 sq ft max of 
40% ps ic   

Study Hall if so 
designated 

     
8 Over 1000’ 200 240 
2 980’ 

26 sq. ft = 
30 max 50 60 

2 928’  50 60 
1 952’  25 30 
2 899’  50 60 
2 832’  50 60 
2 785’  50 60 
1 775’  25 29 
1 757’  25 29 
9 736’  225 252 
1 725’  25 27 
1 713’  25 27 
8 667’  200 200 

Interchangeable 
Classrooms 

3 608’  69 69 
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Raw Total of Existing Pupil Stations: 1713 1897 
Special Needs Classrooms: 3 (690’, 736’, 980’) 36 36 

 
Total existing:         1713 
Minus 200:               -200 
Equals:                     1513 
Divided by 1.16:      1304 
Plus special needs:      36 
EQUALS TOTAL PUPIL CAPACITY OF THE SCHOOL BUILDING:          1340    
 
EXISTING SECONDARY SPACES “reserved” FOR BASELINE INSTURCTIONAL SUPPORT 
SERVICES (such spaces do not generate pupil capacity) 
Computer lab 1504’ Guidance 2400’ Auditorium 8085’ 
Special Needs 
Resource Rooms 

448’ 
608’ 
667’ 

  Cafeteria 4288’ 

Learning Center  Class meeting room  Large Group 
Instruction 

3420’ 

Distance learning    Teacher Conference 
Rm. 

3@ 304’ 
336’ 

Wrestling Room 4794 Greenhouse 280’ Bookstore 100’ 
Fitness Center 2756’     
 
 
 

DISTRICT:  ILION 
SCHOOL BUILDING:  Current high school 7-12 as an elementary school  

EXISTING ELEMENTARY SPACES AVAILBLE FOR DIRECT INSTRUCTION: 
Use or 
Subject 

Size (Sq. ft.) 
Minimum standard 
elementary class sq. 
footage is 770. 

Number of Existing 
Rooms: 

Assumed Class Size 
Goals: 

Pre-K: 18 
K and gr. 1: 20 

Gr. 2 and 3:  22 
Gr. 4,5,6:  24 

Special ed: 12:1:1 

Capacity  
Calculated 
Based on 
Assumed Class 
Size Goals 

Plus 1000’ 24 Pre-K: Half-day 144 
980’ 2 4 Full day 72 
928’ 2 K-1:  
952’ 1 22 440 
899’ 3 Grades 2-3:  
832’ 2 19 418 
785’ 2 Grades 4-6:  
775’ 1 19 456 
757’ 1 Special Needs:  
736’ 9 4 48 
725’ 1   
713’ 1   
667’ 8   
608’ 3   
980’ 2   
928’ 2   
952’ 1   

Pre-K to 6th 
(over 550 
square feet) 

899’ 2   
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832’ 2   
785’ 2   
775’ 1   
757’ 1   
  

 
Unassigned instructional 
space for flexibility and/or 
to add an instructional 
support function or a pre-k: 

 
 

 

  5 0 

 

Total Instructional 
Rooms 

73 73  

ESTIMATED NET K-6 PUPIL CAPACITY TO USE FOR INITIAL PLANNING 1362 pupils 
EXISTING ELEMENTARY SPACES “reserved”  FOR BASELINE INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPORT 
SERVICES (such spaces do not generate pupil capacity) 
Computer Lab 1504’ Speech/Language 304’ Auditorium 8085’ 
Art 1653’ 

1172’ 
Reading 304’ Stage  

Vocal music 1980’ Remedial Math 304’ Cafeteria  4288’ 
Instrumental 
music 

1235’ Occupational 
Therapy/Physical 
Therapy 

 Teachers’ 
conf. rm.  

 

Library 6035’   Large Group 
Instruction 

3420’ 

Wrestling Rm. 4794’     
Fitness Center 2756’ Greenhouse 280’ Teacher 

conference  
336’ 

Gym 11,249’, 8514’ Guidance 2400’ Bookstore 100’ 
Pool  Special Needs 

Resource Rooms 
448’,608’ 
667’ 

  

(Existing offices, faculty work rooms, nurse, storage, operations and maintenance spaces, bathrooms, kitchen, locker 
rooms and similar spaces are assumed to be continued as used.)  
 
 

DISTRICT:  MOHAWK 
SCHOOL BUILDING:  Fisher Elementary   

EXISTING ELEMENTARY SPACES AVAILBLE FOR DIRECT INSTRUCTION: 
Use or Subject Size (Sq. ft.) 

Minimum 
standard 
elementary 
class sq. 
footage is 770. 

Number of Existing 
Rooms: 

Number of Grade 
level classes with 
assumed Class Size 
Goals: 

Pre-K: 18 
K and gr. 1: 20 

Gr. 2 and 3:  22 
Gr. 4,5,6:  24 

Special ed: 12:1:1 

Pupil Capacity  
Calculated Based on 
Assumed Class Size 
Goals 

Plus 1000’ 10 Pre-K: Half-day 72 
952’ 7 2 Full day 36 
840’ 2   
784’ 4 K-1:                                
728’ 7 8 160 
  Grades 2-3:                   
  7 154 
  Grades 4-6: 

Pre-K to 6th 
(over 550 square 
feet) 

  10 240 
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  Special Needs: 
  2 24 
  Unassigned 

instructional space for 
flexibility and/or to 
add an instructional 
support function or a 
pre-k: 

 
 
 
 

 

  1 0 

 

Total 
Instructional 

Rooms 

30 30  

ESTIMATED NET K-6 PUPIL CAPACITY TO USE FOR INITIAL PLANNING 578 pupils 
 
EXISTING ELEMENTARY SPACES “reserved”  FOR BASELINE INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPORT 
SERVICES (such spaces do not generate pupil capacity) 
Computer Lab 
 

1216’ 
728’ 

Speech/Language 320’ Auditorium  

Art 1288’ Remedial/AIS  392’ 
2 @ 364’ 
363’ 
408’ 

Stage  

Vocal music 1300’   Cafeteria  2080’ 
Instrumental music 170’ Occupational 

Therapy/Physical 
Therapy 

672’ Teachers’ conf. 
rm.  

96’ 

Library 1680’ Special Needs 
Resource Rooms 

952’ 
728’ 

  

Gym 5984’     
 
(Existing offices, faculty work rooms, nurse, storage, operations and maintenance spaces, bathrooms, kitchen, locker 
rooms and similar spaces are assumed to be continued as used.)  
 

DISTRICT:  MOHAWK 
SECONDARY SCHOOL BUILIDNG:  Jarvis High School 

EXISTING SECONDARY SPACES FOR DIRECT INSTRUCTION 
Use or Subject No. of 

rooms 
Size (Sq. Ft.) Square feet per 

pupil station; 
maximum pupil  
stations (SED 
Building Aid 
Guidelines)  

Functional Pupil 
Capacity 
Assumed Class 
Size Goal of 25 
pupils per 
classroom or 
SED guideline, 
which ever is 
smaller.  

Pupil 
Capacity by 
SED 
guidelines 
 

    
  

75 sq ft =  
20 max   

Ag shop and CR 

     
1 1326 25 25 Art 
  

45 sq ft = 
25 max   

    Business Ed 
  

35 sq ft = 
24 max   

    Computer CR 
  

35 sq. ft = 
24 max   
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Use or Subject No. of 
rooms 

Size (Sq. Ft.) Square feet per 
pupil station; 
maximum pupil  
stations (SED 
Building Aid 
Guidelines)  

Functional Pupil 
Capacity 
Assumed Class 
Size Goal of 25 
pupils per 
classroom or 
SED guideline, 
which ever is 
smaller.  

Pupil 
Capacity by 
SED 
guidelines 
 

    Distributive Ed 
  

50 sq ft = 
20 max   

    Keyboarding 
  

35 sq ft = 
24 max   

1 1376 24 24 Home & Careers 
  

50 sq ft = 
24 max   

Music:      
     Classroom   25 sq ft = 30 max   

1 1344 25 sq ft x .4 21 21      Instrumental 
     
1 704 20 sq ft x .4 14 14     Vocal 
     
1 1760 23 23 Technology 
1 1064 

75 sq ft = 
24 max 14 14 

    Mech. Drawing 
   & CAD   

35 sq ft = 
25 max   

Science:      
1 1496 25 30       General 
  

30 sq ft = 
30 max   

1 1496 25 30       Earth 
  

30 sq ft = 
30 max   

1 896 17 17       Biology (Living 
Environment)   

50 sq ft = 
24 max   

1 896 17 17      Chemistry 
  

50 sq ft = 
24 max   

1 1280 24 24      Physics 
  

50 sq ft = 
24 max   

Library  4752   
     Reading Rm  800 

25 sq ft max of 
15% ps-ic 32 32 

Phys Ed:      
1st station- 
 up to 500 pupils 

2 11,232 48 x 66 (3168) 
max 30 

50 60 

2nd station- 
501 – 1000 pupils 

  48 x 66 (3168) 
max 30 

  

Each additional- 
500 pupils or fraction 

  36 x 52 (1872) 
Max 30 

  

Pool   Max 30   
    
  

16.5 sq ft max of 
40% ps ic   

Study Hall if so 
designated 

     
1 1200 25 30 
1 836 

26 sq. ft = 
30 max 25 30 

1 770  25 29 
5 768  125 145 

Interchangeable 
Classrooms 

1 728  25 28 
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3 690  75 78 
4 667  100 100 
2 660  50 50 
1 644  24 24 
1 616  23 23 
     
     

 

     
Raw Total of Existing Pupil Stations: 808 868 

Special Needs Classrooms: 3 (792’; 754’; 754’) 36  
 
Total existing:        808 
Minus 200:            -200 
Equals:                    608 
Divided by 1.16:      524 
Plus special needs:   36 
EQUALS TOTAL PUPIL CAPACITY OF THE SCHOOL BUILDING:                560 
 
EXISTING SECONDARY SPACES “reserved” FOR BASELINE INSTURCTIONAL SUPPORT 
SERVICES (such spaces do not generate pupil capacity) 
Computer lab 1376’ 

560’ 
Guidance  Auditorium 7308’ 

Special Needs 
Resource Rooms 

660’ 
667’ 
449’ 

Therapy 448’ Cafeteria 3060’ 

  OT/PT/speech 90’ In school suspension 420’ 
Distance learning  Reading 690 Large Group 

Instruction 
1344 

Weight Room 3120’     
      
 
 
 
 

DISTRICT:  MOHAWK 
SCHOOL BUILDING:  Current middle/high school as an elementary school  

EXISTING ELEMENTARY SPACES AVAILBLE FOR DIRECT INSTRUCTION: 
Use or Subject Size (Sq. ft.) 

Minimum 
standard 
elementary 
class sq. 
footage is 770. 

Number of Existing 
Rooms: 

Assumed Class Size 
Goals: 

Pre-K: 18 
K and gr. 1: 20 

Gr. 2 and 3:  22 
Gr. 4,5,6:  24 

Special ed: 12:1:1 

Capacity  
Calculated Based on 
Assumed Class Size 
Goals 

Plus 1000’ 7 Pre-K: Half-day 72 
896 2 2 Full day 36 
836 1   
792 1 K-1:  
770 1 9 180 
768 5 Grades 2-3:  
754 2 8 176 
728 1 Grades 4-6:  

Pre-K to 6th 
(over 550 square 
feet) 

690 3 7 168 
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667 4 Special Needs:  
660 2 3 36 
644 1   
616 1   
    
    
  Unassigned 

instructional space for 
flexibility and/or to 
add an instructional 
support function or a 
pre-k: 

 
 
 
 

 

  2 0 

 

Total 
Instructional 

Rooms 

31 31  

ESTIMATED NET K-6 PUPIL CAPACITY TO USE FOR INITIAL PLANNING 560 pupils 
 
EXISTING ELEMENTARY SPACES “reserved”  FOR BASELINE INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPORT 
SERVICES (such spaces do not generate pupil capacity) 
Computer Lab 1376’ 

560’ 
Speech/Language  Auditorium 7308’ 

Art 132’ Reading 690’ Stage  
Vocal music 704’ Remedial Math  Cafeteria  360’ 
Instrumental music 1344’ Occupational 

Therapy/Physical 
Therapy 

448’ 
90’ 

Teachers’ conf. 
rm.  

420’ 

Library 4752’   Large Group 
Instruction 

1344’ 

Gym 11,232 Guidance    
Weight Room 3120’ Special Needs 

Resource Rooms 
660’ 
667’ 
449’ 

  

Distance learning      
 
(Existing offices, faculty work rooms, nurse, storage, operations and maintenance spaces, bathrooms, kitchen, locker 
rooms and similar spaces are assumed to be continued as used.)  
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DATA FOR DISCUSSION BY THE COMMMUNITY 

ADVISORY COMMITTEES: 
 

SUMMARY RESULTS OF THE 2010 BUILDING 
CONDITION SURVEYS (BCS) 

 
FRANKFORT-SCHUYLER CS 

HERKIMER CS 
ILION CS 

MOHAWK CS 
 
June 2011 

Updated October 2011 
 
 

The information is a summary of examples obtained from the Building Condition Surveys completed during the 2010 – 2011 school year as prepared by the architects and 
forwarded to SED by the districts..  For a complete Building Condition Survey that was filed with the SED, please contact the respective district office. 
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SUMMARY OF THE 2010 BUILDING 
CONDITIONS SURVEYS 

Frankfort-Schuyler Herkimer Ilion Mohawk 

 
Building: Reese Rd. 

Elementary 
Herkimer 

Elementary 
Remington 
Elementary 

Fisher 
Elementary 

Items judged unsatisfactory: 
 
 
(There are no ‘non-functioning’ or ‘critical failure’ 
items identified in the survey.) 

air handling system 
$650,000; VAT 
flooring $300,000 

Pavement $215,000; gym wood 
flooring $112,000; exterior 
doors at gym, cafeteria, 
maintenance, receiving $43,000 

Pavement (est. included 
in figure below) 

Overall building rating: 
Unsatisfactory 
 
Hot water heaters $53,000; 
swimming pool non-
functioning $258,000 

Estimated capital construction  
expenses anticipated through  
2015-2016 including 
“Items judged unsatisfactory” 

$1,300,000 (ie replace 
some ceiling tiles 
$30,000; replace some 
water valves $25,000; 
replace hot water 
heater $20,000; 
upgrade plumbing 
fixtures $75,000; 
kitchen repairs 
$20,000) 

$1,852,000 (ie repair water 
storage tank $30,000; asphalt 
walkway $60,000; playground 
$50,000; resurface track, 
drainage $282,000; tile to 
corridor walls $189,000; 
electrical work $161,000; 
replace lighting $160,000; 
flashing @ gym $87,000; 
replace water heater $52,500; 
replace heater burners $140,000; 
air handling system $ 52,000; 
replace smoke detectors 
$54,000) 

$187,000 (ie outside 
water pipe $15,000; 
wall crack $15,000; 
electrical panels 
$12,000; relace 
plumbing fixtures 
$95,000; replace heater 
cabinets $14,000; 
kitchen dishwasher 
$20,000; roof vents 
$12,500) 

$1,862,000 (ie drainage work 
$16,000; foundation repair 
$17,000; replace ceiling tiles 
$136,000; replace interior 
doors $84,000; replace stair 
treads $18,000; replace clock 
system $58,000; replace some 
carpet $30,000; replace water 
softening system $44,000; 
replace plumbing fixtures 
$35,000; air handling system 
$44,000; HVAC system 
$52,000; fire alarm devices 
$79,000 & batteries $42,000) 

 
Building: Middle/High School Jr./Sr. High Jr./Sr. High School Jarvis 

Jr./Sr. High 
Items judged unsatisfactory: 
(There are no ‘non-functioning’ or ‘critical failure’ 
items identified in the survey.) 

none softball/playing fields $900,000; 
swimming pool $400,000; 
terrazzo reconst $182,000 

none exterior door hardware 
$198,000 

Estimated capital construction  
expenses anticipated through  
2015-2016 including 
“Items judged unsatisfactory” 

$1,350,000 (ie repair 
pavement $10,000; 
replace VAT flooring 
$65,000; replace 
interior doors 
$80,000; replace water 
valves $70,000; 
replace faucets 
$35,000; replace unit 

$3,098,000 (ie water service 
$30,000; gas service $30,000; 
add'l drainage $240,000; 
parking lot repairs $136,000; 
sidewalks $122,000; add 
ceramic tiles $127,000; repair 
stair treads $36,000; electrical 
$319,000; exterior work 
$175,000; locker room floor 

$512,500 (ie driveway 
pavement $330,000; 
athletic bleachers, press 
box, etc $100,000; 
repair interior wall 
$10,000; lighting 
fixtures $99,000 & 
$21,500; air handling 
unit $24,000; add 

$2,294,000 (ie replace roof 
$1,123,000; sidewalk 
$11,000; foundation $44,000; 
replace stair treads $86,000; 
lighting fixtures $23,000; 
repoint masonry $118,000 & 
$40,000; water valves 
$18,000; hot water heater 
$53,000; add ventilation 
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ventilators $120,000; 
add AC to auditorium 
$250,000; replace air 
handling system 
$275,000; change 
pneumatics $200,000) 

drain $85,000; HVAC $30,000; 
repair fire system $ $108,000) 

smoke detectors 
$21,000) 

$35,000; replace pneumatic 
controls $67,000; fire alarm 
system devices $112,000 & 
batteries $61,000) 

 
Building: Maintenance Bus garage Vehicle garage Bus garage 

Items judged unsatisfactory: 
 
(There are no ‘non-functioning’ or ‘critical failure’ 
items identified in the survey.) 

none Overall building rating: 
Unsatisfactory 
 
VCT floor tiles $8000; hot water 
heater $9000; furnace $52,000 

lighting fixtures $6000; 
exterior doors 
$20,000 

none 

Estimated capital construction  
expenses anticipated through  
2015-2016 including  
“Items judged unsatisfactory” 

$0 $195,000 (ie replace waste oil 
tank $10,000; pavement 
replacement $80,000; repoint 
masonry $8000; replace door 
frames $10,000) 

$37,000 (ie windows 
$2000; fire alarm 
system $5000) 

$10,000 (ie plumbing $2000; 
hot water heater $8000) 

SUMMARY OF THE 2010 BUILDING 
CONDITIONS SURVEYS 

Frankfort-Schuyler Herkimer Ilion Mohawk 

 
Building: West Frankfort 

Elementary 
Barringer 

Elementary 

 None Items judged unsatisfactory: 
(There are no ‘non-functioning’ or ‘critical failure’ 
items identified in the survey.) 

none 

Estimated capital construction expenses anticipated  
through  
2015-2016 including 
“Items judged unsatisfactory” 

$1,400,000 (ie 
pavement $30,000; 
VAT flooring 
$300,000; replace 
water valves $35,000; 
replace plumbing 
fixtures $70,000; 
replace air handling 
system $650,000) 

 

$67,500 (ie site 
electrical $16,500; 
lighting fixtures 
$16,000; repair exterior 
walls $10,000; replace 
bathroom faucets 
$20,000; kitchen 
dishwasher $20,000; 
replace AC unit 
$10,000; add 
ventilation $18,000) 
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The Building Condition Survey (BCS) is a facility review process to be conducted every five years as required by the New York State Education Department.  A 
licensed architect or engineer has completed the survey for each of the buildings within the four school districts of the study.  There are 114 items on the survey.  
The various categories of items include questions about: 
 
     Space adequacy 
     Site utilities and features 
     Substructure (ex. foundation) 
     Building envelope 
     Interior spaces 
     Plumbing 
     Heating, ventilation, and air conditioning systems 

Fire safety systems 
Accessibility 
Environment/comfort/health 
Indoor air quality 
Relation with the American Red Cross and emergency shelter use 
 

The information listed above is a summary of examples obtained from the Building Condition Surveys completed during the 2010-11 school year as prepared by 
the architects and forwarded to SED by the districts. For a complete Building Condition Survey that was filed with the SED, please contact the respective district 
office. Please note that is possible that some of these items may have been addressed by the district after the BCS was filed. 
 
The items of the Building Condition Survey are rated by the engineer/architect using the following scale: 
Excellent:              System is in new or like-new condition and functioning optimally; only routine maintenance and repair is needed. 
Satisfactory:          System functioning reliably; routine maintenance and repair needed. 
Unsatisfactory:      System is functioning unreliably or has exceeded its useful life.  Repair or replacement of some or all components is needed. 
Non-Functioning:  System is non-functioning, not functioning as designed, or is unreliable in ways that could endanger occupant health and/or safety.  Repair or 

replacement of some or all components is needed. 
Critical Failure:     Same at ‘non-functioning’ with the addition that the condition of at least one component is so poor that at least part of the  building or grounds 

should not be occupied pending needed repairs/replacement or some or all components is needed 
Critical Failure:     Same at ‘non-functioning’ with the addition that the condition of at least one component is so poor that at least part of the  building or grounds 

should not be occupied pending needed repairs/replacement or some or all components is needed 
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DATA FOR DISCUSSION BY THE COMMUNITY 

ADVISORY COMMITTEES: 
 

 

2010-2011 SCHOOL YEAR  
GRADE LEVEL CLASS SECTION 

 ENROLLMENTS AS OF OCTOBER 1, 2010 
 
 

FRANKFORT-SCHUYLER CS 
HERKIMER CS 

ILION CS 
MOHAWK CS 

 
February 2011
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2010-2011 SCHOOL YEAR GRADE LEVEL CLASS SECTION ENROLLMENTS AS OF OCTOBER 1, 2010 

 
GRADE 
 LEVEL 

FRANKFORT- 
SCHUYLER 

Reese Road El. 

FRANKFORT- 
SCHUYLER 

West Frankfort El. 

HERKIMER 
Herkimer 

Elementary 

ILION 
Barringer Rd 
Elementary 

Ilion 
Remington 
Elementary 

Mohawk 
Fisher 

Elementary 
18  17  18 16 
18    18 16 

    19 17 
    13  

 
PRE-K 

    13  
RE-K  Range 18-18  17-17  13-19 16-17 

PRE-K  Average 18  17  16.2 16.3 
 

23 20 20 20 19 15 
23 20 19 20 18 16 

  19 20 18 18 
  19    
  19    

 
 

KINDERGARTEN 

  19    
K Range 18-23 20-20 17-20 20-20 18-19 15-18 

K Average 21.3 20 18.9 20 18.3 16.3 
 

24 27 22 21 21 19 
21  21 18 23 18 

  18 19 23 15 
  20   17 

 
 
 

GRADE 1 

  22    
GRADE 1 Range 21-24 27-27 18-22 18-21 21-23 15-19 

GRADE 1 Average 22.5 27 20.6 19.3 22.3 16.5 
 

22 22 23 21 21 16 
21 24 24 20 21 17 

  20 20 20 16 

 
 

GRADE 2 

  23   16 
GRADE 2 Range 21-22 22-24 20-24 20-21 20-21 16-17 

GRADE 2 Average 21.5 23 22.5 20.3 20.6 16.3 
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GRADE 
 LEVEL 

FRANKFORT- 
SCHUYLER 

Reese Road El. 

FRANKFORT- 
SCHUYLER 

West Frankfort El. 

HERKIMER 
Herkimer 

Elementary 

ILION 
Barringer Rd 
Elementary 

Ilion 
Remington 
Elementary 

Mohawk 
Fisher 

Elementary 
24 25 18 22 18 21 
24 24 18 21 20 20 

  20  16 20 
  20    

 
 

GRADE 3 

  19    
GRADE 3 Range 24-24 24-25 18-20 21-22 16-20 20-21 

GRADE 3 Average 24 24.5 19 21.5 18 20.3 
 

19 21 21 18 19 20 
20 20 20 15 17 22 

  21 17 22 19 

 
 

GRADE 4 

  21    
GRADE 4 Range 19-20 20-21 20-21 15-18 17-22 19-22 

GRADE 4 Average 19.5 20.5 20.75 16 19.3 20.3 
 

20 23 22 17 23 19 
19 22 19 17 21 21 
18  19 18 24 19 

 
 

GRADE 5 

  20    
GRADE 5 Range 18-20 22-23 19-22 17-18 21-24 19-21 

GRADE 5 Average 19 22.5 20 17..3 22.6 19.7 
 

At Frank-Schuyler Middle School: 21 26 26 18 
22 25 27 27 19 
22 21   18 
20 21    

 
 

GRADE 6 

18     
GRADE 6 Range 18-22 21-25 26-27 26-27 18-19 

GRADE 6 Average 20.5 22 26.5 26.5 18.3 
      

SPECIAL NEEDS 
SELF-CONTAINED 

FRANKFORT- 
SCHUYLER 

FRANKFORT- 
SCHUYLER 

HERKIMER 
Herkimer 

ILION 
Barringer Rd 

Ilion 
Remington 

Mohawk 
Fisher 
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CLASSROOMS 
(TYPE-RATIO) 

Reese Road El. West Frankfort El. Elementary Elementary Elementary Elementary 

12:1:1 12  13  9 5 
12:1:1 13  14    
12:1:1   9    
12:1:1   8 12   
15:1:1    12 7  
15:1:1     9  
15:1:1     9  
 

2010-2011 SCHOOL YEAR GRADES 7-12 ENGLISHCLASS SECTION ENROLLMENTS AS OF OCTOBER 1, 2010 
ENGLISH CLASSES GRADE LEVEL FRANKFORT- 

SCHUYLER 
High School 

HERKIMER 
High School 

ILION 
High School 

MOHAWK 
Jarvis  

High School 
27 16 14 15 
22 18 24 18 
24 17 17 15 
22 19 16 9 

GRADE 7 

 18 23  
GRADE 7  Range 22-27 16-19 14-24 9-18 

GRADE 7  Average 23.75 17.6 18.8 14.25 
 

19 20 20 21 
20 23 23 17 
26 17 23 10 
24 20 23 9 

GRADE 8 

  22  
GRADE 8  Range 19-26 17-23 20-23 9-21 

GRADE 8  Average 21.7 20 22.2 14.25 
 

24 25 12 19 
24 25 15 19 
28 25 23 10 
30 27 24 21 

  20  

GRADE 9 

  18  
GRADE 9  Range 24-30 25-27 12-24 10-21 

GRADE 9  Average 26.9 25.5 18.7 17.25 
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ENGLISH CLASSES GRADE LEVEL FRANKFORT- 
SCHUYLER 
High School 

HERKIMER 
High School 

ILION 
High School 

MOHAWK 
Jarvis 

High School 
21 18 20 19 
16 21 23 20 
25 17 20 15 
23 20 12 11 

 23 23  

GRADE 10 

  23  
GRADE 10  Range 16-25 17-23 12-23 11-20 

GRADE 10  Average 21.3 19.8 20.1 16.25 
 

28 14 18 14 
27 24 21 7 
18 17 15 17 
26 25 21 18 

 15 15 9 

GRADE 11 

   13 
GRADE 11  Range 18-28 14-25 15-21 7-18 

GRADE 11  Average 24.75 19 18 13 
 

13 21 21 13 
17 20 26 10 
32 11  16 

GRADE 12 

   15 
GRADE 12  Range 13-32 11-21 21-26 10-16 

GRADE 12  Average 20.6 17.3 23.5 13.5 
 

SPECIAL NEEDS SELF-CONTAINED CLASSROOMS 
(TYPE-RATIO) 

 
FRANKFORT- 

SCHUYLER 
High School 

 
HERKIMER 
High School 

 
ILION 

High School 

 
MOHAWK 

Jarvis 
High School 

12:1:1  4 8 9 
12:1:1  3   
12:1:1  2   
12:1:1  4   
15:1:1   10  



DATA 

 “Custom tools and research to aid a school district in defining a vision and  
decision options for serving students in the future.” 

 
C. SES STUDY TEAM 

 

- 136 -

 
TEACHER CONTRACT LANGUAGE AND BOARD POLICY REFERENCES TO CLASS SIZE 

 
 

Frankfort-Schuyler Teacher contract; Article III, sub paragraph 4:  
 Any teacher, with a class size of more than twenty-seven (27), shall be permitted to have scheduled an individual 
fourth (4th) day of parent conferences, with appropriate relief, provided the supervisor approves. 

Herkimer Teacher contract; Article X, paragraph I (Distance Learning): 
The number of students in a class, including those at receiving sites, shall not exceed that which is traditional in the 
host district for teachers in the particular discipline being offered. 

Ilion Teacher contract: Article XIII, paragraph I: 
It shall be the policy of the Board to establish a district class size range of 25-30 students insofar as it is practicable. 

Mohawk none 
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DATA FOR DISCUSSION BY THE COMMMUNITY 

ADVISORY COMMITTEES: 
 

PROGRAM ELEMENTS OF THE GRADES 
 PRE-KINDERGARTEN THROUGH GRADE SIX 

PROGRAM DELIVERED  
IN THE 2010-2011 SCHOOL YEAR 

 
FRANKFORT-SCHUYLER CS 

HERKIMER CS 
ILION CS 

MOHAWK CS 
March 2011
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ELEMENTS OF THE GRADES KINDERGARTEN THROUGH GRADE SIX PROGRAM DELIVERED CURRENTLY 
 
Program 
 Element 

Frankfort-Schuyler Herkimer Ilion Mohawk Committee Member 
“highlight/reminder” 

Notes: 
Pre-Grade  
level transitions 

Pre-K for 4 yr olds through 
BOCES and housed at 
Reese Road Elementary 

Universal Pre-Kindergarten 
M-F AM or PM 
BOCES Targeted Pre-
Kindergarten  M/W T/Th, 
Alternate Friday and Full 
Day 8-2 Integrated Special 
Needs Preschoolers 

Index of need determines 
eligibility of need along 
with living in the district. 
Along with need, processed 
in the order they are 
received (Remington 
Elementary) 

District UPK 
operates a morning 
and an afternoon 
session five days a 
week. BOCES 
operates a Special Ed 
TPK Program. 
Special Ed 5 
days/week and TPK 
three days a week. 

 

K-6 Core Heterogeneously based 
instruction-balanced 
male/female 
Balance academic, 
behavioral and economics 

Heterogeneously based 
instruction 
Balanced male/female 
Teacher Recommendations 
Balance social/emotional/ 
needs of students, as well 
as behavior of individual 
students 

Groupings are done by the 
teachers who create class 
lists for the next grade. (Ex. 
Grade 3 to Grade 4.) 
Principal assigns new grade 
level teacher based upon 
academic, behavioral, and 
social needs of the students 

Heterogeneously 
based whole group 
instruction. Small, 
flexible group 
instruction based 
upon needs, learning 
centers, Academic 
Intervention Services 
and Response to 
Intervention. Reading 
K-3 120-180 minutes 
per day, Grades 4-6, 
90-120 minutes per 
day. Math K-3, 60-80 
minutes/day, AIS, 
RTI, push-in, pull-out 
combination, 4-6 
grades, 50-60 
minutes/day 

 

Combined/ 
Multi-Age 
Offerings 

     

Team-Teaching  
Options 

 Departmentalized at 6th 
grade for Math, Science, 
Social Studies 

 Math and English 
Language Arts for 
AIS and RTI 
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Program 
 Element 

Frankfort-Schuyler Herkimer Ilion Mohawk Committee Member 
“highlight/reminder” 

Notes: 
Art K-5/1 40 minute class per 6 

day cycle 
 

K-1 ½ x A-E cycle and 1-6 
1x per A-E cycle 42 
minutes 

1x every six days for 35 
minutes 

UPK-1 30 minute 
session per week, 2-6 
have 40 minutes per 
6 day cycle 

 

Vocal Music K-5-2 40 minute classes in 
a six day cycle 
Chorus: all grade levels for 
December concert; 
Grades4/5 for Spring 
concert 

Same rotation as art classes 
Chorus: Grades 4/5/6 

2x every six days for 35 
minutes and Chorus is 1x 
per week for 45 minutes. 
Select Choir is 1x per week 
for 30 minutes 

UPK-1 have 30 
minute session/week, 
Grades 2-6 40 minute 
session/ 6 day cycle, 
Grades 5/6 Chorus 
meet 2x week for 45 
minutes 
 

 

Instrumental 
Music 

Grades 4/5 meets once for 
40 minutes in 6 day cycle 

Grades 4/5/6 Band lessons are 1x every 
six days for 30 minutes and 
Band rehearsal is 1x per 
week for 45 minutes. 
Orchestra is 1x per week on 
Thursdays  for 45 minutes 
 

Grades 4-6 have 
music lessons 30 
min1x/week and 
Band meets 2x/week 
for 45 minutes 

 

Physical 
Education 

K,1,2,3,4-3x in six day 
cycle, Grade 5 2x. Teachers 
teach health on alternate 
days to meet 120 minutes 
 
 

K-2x in A-E rotation 
1-6 3x same rotation, 42 
minutes 

2x every six days for 35 
minutes 

K-1 3x 30 minutes in 
a 6 day cycle and 2-6 
3x 40 minutes in 6 
day cycle 
 

 

Library, 
Media 

40 minutes in six day 
schedule-TA instructs-also 
does tech instruction-K/2 
every day for 40 minutes, 
3/5 3x in six day cycle 

K-6 1x in A-E rotation, 42 
minutes 

1x every six days for 35 
minutes plus an individual 
book sign out schedule by 
each individual teacher 
where the class goes to the 
library and signs a book out 
every six days. 
 
 

Teacher Assistant 
w/2 Part Time aides, 
library instruction 
w/class 1x 6 day 
cycle 
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Program 
 Element 

Frankfort-Schuyler Herkimer Ilion Mohawk Committee Member 
“highlight/reminder” 

Notes: 
Guidance 
Counseling 

Both group and individual 
sessions are handled by the 
psychologists and .4FTE 
social worker-for special 
education students 

 See Social Work 
information below. In 
addition to Social Workers, 
district has 3 full time 
Counselors who each spend 
.2 FTE of their time 
counseling all students in 
need of such service 

Full time counselor 
provides general, IEP 
(Individual Education 
Program) counseling, 
crisis intervention 
and behavior 
management., co-
chairs child study 
team and member of 
bullying prevention 
team 

 

Social Worker For IEP students and crisis 
situations-.4 FTE 

For IEP students and  for 
IEP students with a 
behavioral intervention 
plan, or any student who 
needs a functional 
behavioral assessment, 1.5 
at elementary   

2 Full time, combined they 
spend 1.6 of their time 
servicing special needs 
students. Besides 
counseling sessions, also 
facilitate Banana Splits 
group as well as a Lunch 
Bunch Group and crisis 
intervention counseling 
 

  

Resource 
Officer 

 Gr 6 DARE Program    

Psychologist 1.0 shared between 
buildings 

.65 FTE 2 Full time, together they 
represent 1.6 FTE servicing 
special needs students and 
their remaining time is 
spent providing crisis 
intervention, evaluations, 
and Response To 
Intervention assistance to 
general education students 
 

Occasionally visits 
elementary school for 
testing and upon 
direct request 

 

Psychiatric Contract on as-needed basis     
Foreign 
Language 
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English as a 
Second 
Language 

As needed contracted 
through BOCES 

    

Reading 
Instruction 

Reading teacher in each 
building, plus literacy 
coach 

    

Speech (non-
special needs 
pupils) 

 .4 speech improvement for 
all students  
 

.4 FTE of the two full time 
Speech Pathologists is used 
for general education 
students 

Full time in district, 
most of the time in 
elementary school 
providing mandated 
speech services 

 

Speech/special 
needs 

For IEP students who 
qualify as speech impaired, 
both group and individual 
1.4 FTE speech therapist 

Individual, .8 FTE and 
Group, .8 FTE available 

2 full time Speech 
Pathologists, combined 
they represent 1.6 FTE 
between all three buildings 

  

Remedial 
Reading 

1 teacher per elementary 
building 

  4 Full time teachers 
providing remedial 
AIS services 

 

Remedial 
Math 

1 teacher per elementary 
building 

    

Remedial 
Writing 

   2 Full time teachers 
providing remedial 
AIS services 

 

Health 
Services 

1 nurse per elementary 
building 

Full Time RN, PT LPN  Full time RN  

Physical 
Therapy 

Contract .2 FTE through 
BOCES 

Individual .175 FTE and 
Group .325 FTE 

Contract through BOCES 
for a .4 FTE physical 
therapist-all times is spent 
servicing special education 
students 

  

Occupational 
Therapy 

Contract .6 FTE through 
BOCES 

Individual .18 FTE and 
Group 1.02 FTE 

Employ 1 FTE 
Occupational Therapist and 
contract with BOCES for 
an additional .6 of OT; both 
special needs students in all 
3 buildings, and where time 
permits, provide OT as a 
remedial service to general 
education students 

Full Time COTA 
employed by district. 
Contract with an 
individual for sign-
offs and oversight. 
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Program 
 Element 

Frankfort-Schuyler Herkimer Ilion Mohawk Committee Member 
“highlight/reminder” 

Notes: 
Resource 
Room for 
special needs 
pupils 

Available for special 
education students in each 
school, 4.5 FTE Staff 

3.0 FTE Shared  Of the 21 special education 
teachers in the district, 15 
of them provide some 
degree of resource room 
instruction during the day. 
These teachers also provide 
resource room services for 
students under the auspices 
of a 504 Education Plan 

  

Special needs-
self contained 
classrooms 

District instruction in a 
12:1:1 class is available in 
each school. However, 
students are included in 
general education classes 
except for their disability. 
The amount of time spent 
in the 12:1:1 setting ranges 
from 40 to 120 minutes 
daily. 

2 BOCES Primary 
Adjustment 8:1:1, students 
are also in integrated, co-
taught general education 
programs 

21 special education 
teachers in the district and 
17 of those provide some 
sort of self-contained 
instruction during the day. 
In district 15:1:1 classes in 
English, Science, Social 
Studies, Math, Reading and 
Writing take place. In the 
elementary school there is a 
12:1:1 developmental 
readiness class available for 
students 
 

12:1:1 at Fisher: go 
out for therapies, art, 
music, art, PE 
 

 

Special needs-
integrated 

 1 BOCES TPK 
w/integrated pre-schoolers 

 15:1 for K-6, pull 
outs for Math and 
ELA 

 

Specialized 
Academic 
Programs: 

Out of district programs: 
Herkimer BOCES, Oneida 
BOCES, Ilion CSD, 
Herkimer Elementary and 
Mohawk CSD 

Herkimer BOCES, UCP 
Tradewinds, and House of 
Good Shepherd 

Utilize the following out of 
district programs for 
special needs students: 
Herkimer BOCES, Oneida 
BOCES,UCP Tradewinds 
(School Age students), 
UCP Promise (Preschool), 
and House of The Good 
Shepherd 

  

  Primary 
Mental Health 

 1 Full Time Person at 
elementary 
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Program 
 Element 

Frankfort-Schuyler Herkimer Ilion Mohawk Committee Member 
“highlight/reminder” 

Notes: 
  Elementary 
Olympics of 
the Mind 

     

Student 
Council 

Grades 4/5 meet 1x week, 
(extra stipend) 

Grades 5/6 2x month for 45 minutes   

Intramurals 3x week Oct/June, PTO 
pays stipend 

Grades 5/6-seasonal 
activities throughout the 
school year, run by PE 
department 

1x per week for 5th and 6th 
grade boys and girls for 45 
minutes 

  

Art Club  Grade 4 1 hour per week   
Other Extra 
Curricular 

 Just say no-Grade 4 
Library Club-Grade 4 
Computer-5/6 
Steel Band-5/6 
Literature Club-5/6 
Newspaper Club-5/6 
Yearbook-Grade 6 
Homework Club for 
students in grades 3/6 
meets after school 
Big Brother/Big Sister 
meets October-May on a 
weekly basis grades 2-4, 
Conflict Resolution, Grade 
4, Grade 5 Refresher, and 
character education 
program 
 

Just Say No: 3 groups 
consisting of 4th, 5th and 6th 
graders; meet for 45 
minutes after school. 4th 
grade 1x month, 5th  and 6th  
grades  meet 2x month 
Lunch buddies program is 
available for grades 1-
6/advisor sees 2 groups a 
day when in the building 
Book Store Club meets 
daily 
Newspaper Club meets on 
Mondays for 30 minutes 
Safety Patrol-Meets every 
day 

Note: All extra-
curricular programs 
for elementary 
students including 
summer programs 
have been cut due to 
budgetary issues. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



DATA 

“Custom tools and research to aid a school district in defining a vision and  
decision options for serving students in the future.” 

c.SES STUDY TEAM                                                                                                                                                                                                                         
 

- 144 -

 

 
DATA FOR DISCUSSION BY THE COMMMUNITY 

ADVISORY COMMITTEES: 
 

PROGRAM ELEMENTS OF THE  
GRADES 7-12 PROGRAM  

DELIVERED  
IN THE 2010-2011 SCHOOL YEAR 

 
FRANKFORT-SCHUYLER CS 

HERKIMER CS 
ILION CS 

MOHAWK CS 
 

March 2011
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ELEMENTS OF THE GRADES 7-12 PROGRAM DELIVERED CURRENTLY 
 

Subject 
Categories and 

Program Elements 

Frankfort- 
Schuyler 

Herkimer Ilion Mohawk Committee Member 
“highlight/reminder” 

Notes: 
English 7 1 Teacher 1 Teacher 1 Teacher 1 Teacher shared with grade 12 

English  
 

SS 7 1 Teacher 1 Teacher 2 Teachers 1 Teacher shared with 8th Grade 
SS and Government 

 

Math 7 1 Teacher includes 
Accelerated Math 

1 Teacher 2 Teachers 1 Teacher shared with 
College Now Course 
(Includes Math 7/8 
Accelerated) 

 

Science 7 1 Teacher 1 Teacher 1 Teacher 1 Teacher shared with 
Chemistry 

 

English 8 1 Teacher 1 Teacher and 1 
Class Co-Taught 

1 Teacher 1 Teacher shared with Grade 
12 English 

 

SS 8 1 Teacher 1 Teacher 2 Teachers 3 Teachers shared with 
Grades 7,9,11, and 12 

 

Math 8 1 Teacher, Includes 
Integrated Algebra 

1 Teacher 2 Teachers 1 Teacher shared with Grade 
11 

 

Science 8 1 Teacher 1 Teacher 2 Teachers 1 Teacher shared with 
Physics 

 

Other Gr 8      
Technology 1 Teacher for Grades 7 

and 8 
2 Teachers, also 
teach HS 

2 Teachers 2 Teachers  

Health 1 Teacher 1 Teacher, also 
teaches HS 

1 Teacher 1 Teacher  

Art 1 Teacher for Art 6 and 
Art 7 

1 Teacher, also 
teaches HS 

1 Teacher 8th Grade-Studio Art (2 Sects 
all year) and Drawing and 
Painting (1/2 yr sections) 

 

Language 2 Teachers for Spanish 
and French, includes 1 
accelerated of each 

2 Teachers, also 
teach HS 

2 Teachers 2 Teachers  

Physical Education 3 Teachers 3 Teachers, also 
teach HS 

2 Teachers 2 Teachers  

Home and Careers 1 Teacher 2 Teachers, also 
teach HS 

1 Teacher 1 Teacher  
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Subject 
Categories and 

Program Elements 

Frankfort- 
Schuyler 

Herkimer Ilion Mohawk Committee Member 
“highlight/reminder” 

Notes: 
Instrumental Music 1Teacher, Grade 6 Band 

and Grades 7/8 Band 
1 Teacher, also 
teaches HS 

1 Teacher and String 
Instrumental 1 Teacher 

1 Teacher  
 

 

Vocal Music 1 Teacher, Grade 6 
Chorus and Grades 7/8 
Chorus 

1 Teacher, also 
teaches HS. .5 
Teacher for Music 7, 
also assists with 
vocal music 

1 Teacher 1 Teacher  

9-12 Courses 
9-12 English English 9-1 Teacher 

English 10-1 Teacher 
English 11-1 Teacher 
English 11/12 at Occ Ed 
Center and College Now 
English for 12 Graders 
AP English 

Eng 9: 1 Teacher, 1 
Class Co-Taught, 1 
Elective 
Eng-10: 1 Teacher, 
1 Elective 
Eng-11: 1 Teacher 
Eng 12: 1 Teacher, 2 
Electives 

6 Teachers 
Yearbook Publishing-1 
English 9 Enhanced-1 
Sports and Society-1 
Movies and Docs-1 

5 Teachers 
English 9 (4 Sections) 
English 10 (3 Sections and 1 
of 10 Honors) 
English 11 (4 Sections and 1 
Section of 11 Honors) 
English 12/Literature and 
Public Speaking 

 

9-12 SS SS9-1 Teacher 
SS10-1 Teacher 
SS11-1 Teacher 
SS12-Government and 
Economics, Taught by 
grades 9 and 10 
Teachers; AP Gov.  

SS9: 1 Teacher, 1 
Elective 
SS10: 1 Teacher 
SS11: 1 Teacher, 2 
Electives 
SS12: 1 Teacher, 2 
Electives 

5 Teachers 
Government 1 
Civil War 
Reconstruction-1 
WWII 1 

SS9 (4 Sections) 
SS10 (3 Global and 1 
Honors) 
SS11 (3 US History) 
 

 

9-12 Math 5 Teachers 
Integrated Algebra 1 
Integrated Algebra 
Geometry 
Pre-Calculus 
Topics in Math 
Integrate Algebra 2 
Statistics 
AP Calculus 

Math 9: 1 Teacher, 
Extended Algebra, 
Financial Math and 
Topics in Trig 
Math 9: Integrated 
Algebra 
Math 10: 1 Teacher, 
Geometry and one 
other 
Math 11/12: 1 
Teacher for Algebra 
2/Trig, Pre-Calc, 
Calc, 1 other 

5 Teachers 
Algebra Fundamentals-
1 

Math 9: Integrated Math, 
Basic Algebra and 
Accelerated Algebra 
Math 10: Basic Geometry, 
Regular Geometry  
Math 11: Trig, World of 
Technology,  
Math 12: College 
Contemporary Math, Pre-
Calculus 
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Subject 
Categories and 

Program Elements 

Frankfort- 
Schuyler 

Herkimer Ilion Mohawk Committee Member 
“highlight/reminder” 

Notes: 
9-12 Science 3 Teachers 

Earth Science 
Biology 
Chemistry  
Physics 
Environmental Science 
AP Biology 

Sci 9: 2 Teachers, 1 
teaches 
Environmental 
Science 
Science 10: 1 
Teacher 
Science 11: 1 
Teacher, 1 Non-
Regents Chem 
Science 12: 1 
Teacher 

7 Teachers 
Women’s Health-1 
Health Topics-1 
Parenting-1 

4 Teachers 
Science 9: Earth Science/Lab 
Science 10: Biology/Lab 
Science 11: Chemistry/Lab 
and Applied Science (Non-
Regents) 
Science 12: Physics 

 

Business 1 Teacher 
Principles of Business 
Computer Applications 
Human Resource 
Management 
 

2 Teachers Economics-1 None  

Technology 1 Teacher 
Project Lead the Way 
(All five courses) 
Intro to Engineering 
Digital Electronics 
Civil Engineering 
Engineering: Design and 
Development 
Principles of 
Engineering 

2 Teachers, also 
teaches Jr. High 

2 Teachers 2 Teachers and all teach 
more than one grade level 

 

Health 1 Teacher Shared 1 Teacher, also 
teaches Jr. High 

1 Teacher 1 Teacher-Also Driver Ed  

Language 1.5 Spanish/French, 
shared with Middle 
School 

2 Teachers, 1 also 
teaches Jr. High 

3 Teachers 2 Teachers and all teach 
more than one grade level 
(Spanish) 

 

Physical Education 3 Teachers 3 Teachers, also 
teach Jr. High 

4 Teachers 2 Teachers and all teach 
more than one grade level 
 

 

Home and Careers 1 Teacher 2 Teachers, also 
teach Jr. High 

1 Teacher 1 Teacher  
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Subject 
Categories and 

Program Elements 

Frankfort- 
Schuyler 

Herkimer Ilion Mohawk Committee Member 
“highlight/reminder” 

Notes: 
Instrumental Music 1 Teacher 1 Teacher, also 

teaches Jr. High 
1 Teacher 
String Music 1 Teacher 

1 Teacher  

Vocal Music 1 Teacher 1 Teacher, also 
teaches Jr. High 

1 Teacher 1 Teacher, also teaches 
Music Theory/Music Theatre 

 

Art 1 Teacher 1.5 Teachers, 1 also 
teaches Jr. High 

1 Teacher 1 Teacher  

Career and 
Technical Programs 

BOCES 1)BOCES Sr’s 
receive English 12 
Credit when they 
complete their 
Program 
2)Some students 
receive credit for 
Math, Science, etc. 
if needed for 
graduation 

3 Teachers Finance: 1 Teacher shared, 
out of certification area 
DDP: 1 Teacher shared 
Computers: 1 Teacher shared 
World of Tech: 1 Teacher 
shared 
Materials and Processing: 1 
Teacher shared 
Trans. Systems: 1 Teacher 
shared 

 

Advanced 
Placement Courses 

AP English 
AP Calculus 
AP Biology 
AP Government 

AP World History 
(19 Students) and 
AP American 
History (17) 

AP Language and  
Composition (17) 
AP Biology (16) 
AP Calculus(12) 

AP English (8) AP American 
History (10) AP Calculus 
(12) 

 

Other 
Opportunities, ex 
college sponsored 
programs 

College Now Program 
for English 12 and 
Statistics 
Project Lead the Way 
(Possible RIT Credit) 
College Now Spanish 
IV 

College Now 
Psychology, 2 
Sections @17 
semester College 
Now Calculus (4) 
College Now Stats 
(22)College Now 
English (33) 

College English 111 and 
112 (68) 
College Geology (23) 
Spanish IV College(39) 

Contemporary Math (12) 
Psychology (12) 
Civil War (10) 
Pre-Calculus (15) 
Spanish IV (40) 

 

Courses provided 
by teleconferencing 
or other distance 
learning programs 

AP Biology online  Chinese 7th Grade (8) 
Chinese 8th Grade (6) 
Chinese 11/12 (6) 
Psychology (15) 
Sociology (11) 
French (1 Online 
Student for Ind. Study) 

  



DATA 

“Custom tools and research to aid a school district in defining a vision and  
decision options for serving students in the future.” 

c.SES STUDY TEAM                                                                                                                                                                                                                         
 

- 149 -

Subject 
Categories and 

Program Elements 

Frankfort- 
Schuyler 

Herkimer Ilion Mohawk Committee Member 
“highlight/reminder” 

Notes: 
List of Singletons by 
Subject Name with 
less than 14 pupils 
enrolled 

AP English (13) 
AP Calculus (5) 
French 2 (9) 
AP Biology (11) 
Human Resource 
Management (8) 
Food and Nutrition 
(10/5) 
Family Dynamics (10/5) 
Math Topics (8/17) 
All Independent Study 
Courses 
Engineering and Design 
(12th Grade) 

Topics In Trig (10) 
Pre Calc (12) 
Calculus (4) 
Applied Geometry 
(8) 
Experiments in 
Chemistry (12) 
French 9 (6) 
French IV (6) 
Architectural 
Drafting(3) 
CAD/Solid 
Modeling (7) 
DDP (13) 
CEIP (8) 
Business Law (6) 
Accounting and 
Advanced 
Accounting (9) 
 
ELECTIVES 
Wood (10) 
Art History (9) 
Sculpture (13) 
Food and Nutrition 
(8) 
Family Dynamics 
(8) 
WW II (6) 
 

Chinese 7/8/HS (10/6/6) 
WWII (10 week course) 
(13) 
Intermediate Trig(8) 
Pre-Calculus (12) 
Women’s Health (10 
Week Course) (11) 
BE AN II (13) 
Performance Theater (7) 
Music Theory (9) 

Journalism (6) 
AP Calculus (9) 
AP English (5) 
AP US History (10) 
Music Theory (3) 
Music Theatre (6) 
Military Hist (14) 
Civil War (10) 
Basic Geom (10) 
Applied Sci (14) 
Electricity (13) 
Materials and Processing 
(11) 
Transportation Systems (13) 
Drawing (14) 
Ceramics (13) 
Sculpture (11) 
Psychology (8) 

 

Graduation 
Sequences Available 
to Pupils at the 
Home School 
 
 

   Local, Regents, and Regents 
w/Advance Designation 
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Subject 
Categories and 
Program Elements 

Frankfort- 
Schuyler 

Herkimer Ilion Mohawk Committee Member 
“highlight/reminder” 

Notes: 
Clubs Environthon 12 

Builder’s Club 
(Kiwanis)88 
HS Jazz Band 14 
MS Jazz Band 23 
NHS 53 
HS Band 34 
MS Band 44 
6th Grade Band 35 
Key Club (Kiwanis) 42 
Women’s Select Chorus 
21 
Co-Ed Show Choir 25 
Cyber Security Program 
10 
MS Student Council 20 
HS Student Council 20 
NJHS 40 
Mock Trial 10 
FBLA MS/HS 

Outdoors Club (S)  
14 
FCCLA (S) 10 
Student Council -2-
(S) 60 
Newspaper-2-(S)25 
FBLA (S) 10 
NHS (S) 26 
NJHS (S) 23 
SADD (S) 35 
UN Debate-2-(S) 10 
Computer Club (S) 
8 
Yearbook-2-(S) 7 
Pep Club-2-(s) 20 
Language Club (S) 
25 

All Clubs are with 
Stipends, occur after 
school without a late 
bus 
JH Student Cncl 15 
Sr High Student Cncl- 
110 w/2 Advisors 
Debate 12 
Bookstore 13 
Yearbook 22 
School Newspaper 5 
Class Advisors (2 each) 
Freshmen 124 
Sophomores 127 
Juniors 135 
Seniors 109 
NJHS 28 
Honor Society 42 
International Language 
Club 52 
Jr. High Language 15 
High School Math 103 
Art Club 8 
Key Club 35 
Ecology Club 34 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Yearbook 
Jr. High Drug Quiz Team 
Student Council 
National Honor Society 
Jr. High Academic Society 
Jr. High Drama Club 
Newspaper (Produced in 
Journalism Class) 
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Intramural Sports M/F 
Subject 
Categories and 
Program Elements 

Frankfort- 
Schuyler 

Herkimer Ilion Mohawk Committee Member 
“highlight/reminder” 

Notes: 
Interscholastic 
Sports  M/F 

(No late bus)  
JV/V Football 36 
Modified Football 31 
Boys V Soccer 21 
Boys Mod Soccer 15 
Girls V Soccer 18 
Girls Mod Soccer 19 
Fall Cheerleading Fall 
Season 24 
Boys V Basketball 14 
Boys JV Basketball 
14 
Boys Mod Basketball 
26 
Girls V Basketball 12 
Girls JV Basketball 12 
Cheerleading Winter 
Season 13 
V Volleyball 11 
JV Volleyball 13 
Boys JV/V Bowling 
10 
Girls JV/V Bowling 
11 
Wrestling 1 
V Baseball 18 
Mod Baseball 18 
V Softball 13 
Mod Softball 15 
Boys V Track 23 
Boys Mod Track 16 
Girls V Track 21 
Girls Mod Track 27 

Unless otherwise 
noted: Stipends for 
Coaches 
Girls Mod Soccer 
18 
Boys Mod Soccer 
13 
Girls V Soccer 18 
(Girls had one 
unpaid asst. coach) 
Boys V Soccer 20 
XCntry Boys Mod 
5 
XCntry Girls Mod 
5 
XCntry Boys V 7 
XCntry Girls V 7 
Field Hockey Mod 
19 
Field Hockey JV 
10 
Field Hockey V 
12 
Boys Mod 
Football 30 
Boys V Football 
40 
Girls V Tennis 10 
Boys V Tennis 8 
Cheerleading Fall 
14 
Cheerleading 
Winter 

Coaches receive 
stipends and there are 
community volunteers 
who assist the coaches 
Boys Mod Soccer 13 
Girls Mod Soccer 13 
Boys V Soccer 17 
Girls JV Soccer 11 
Mod Boys Football 42 
JV Football 18 
V Football 46 
Mod Field Hockey 11 
JV Field Hockey 10 
V Field Hockey 13 
X Cntry Mod Girls 13 
X Cntry  V Girls 12 
X Cntry Mod Boys 13 
X Cntry V Boys 13 
Girls V Tennis 19 
Girls Fall Cheer 13 
Boys 7th Grd Basketball 
15 
Boys 8th Grd BBall 18 
Boys JV BBall 12 
Boys V BBall 12 
Girls 7th Grd BBAll 13 
Girls 8th Grd BBall 13 
Girls JV BBall 13 
Girls V BBall 11 
Boys Mod Wrestling 15 
Boys Wrestling JV and 
V 28 
Girls 7th Grade 

M/JV/V Football 
M/V Boys Soccer 
M/JV/V Girls Soccer 
M/JV/V Field Hockey 
M/JV/V Volleyball 
M/JV/V Wrestling 
M/JV/V Girls and Boys 
Basketball 
M/JV/V Girls and Boys 
Bowling 
M/V Softball 
M/V Baseball 
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Golf (CoEd) 11 JV 7, V 14 
Basketball Boys 
Mod 
24, Girls Mod 22 
Basketball JV 
Girls 11, Boys JV 
12 
Basketball V Girls 
12 
Boys V 11 
Volleyball Girls 
Mod 25, JV 12, V 
12 
Volleyball Boys V 
15 
Bowling Boys V 
11, Girls V 11 
Wrestling Boys 
Mod 11, V 9 (4 
unpaid coaches) 
Softball Mod 13, 
JV 13, and V 15 (1 
JV/V unpaid asst.) 
Track/Field Girls 
Mod 16, Boys 
Mod 12 
Track/Field Girls 
V 30, Boys V 36 
Baseball Boys 
Mod 13, JV 13, V 
15 
Golf V 13 
 
 

Volleyball 12 
Girls 8th Grd VBall 10 
Girls JV VBall 12 
Girls V VBall 12 
Boys JV VBall 10 
Boys V VBall 10 
Indoor Track V 41 
Boys JV/V Bowling 14 
Girls JV/V Bowling 6 
Winter Cheerleading 12 
Boys Mod Baseball 15 
Boys V Baseball 16 
Girls Mod Softball 14 
Girls V Softball 11 
Boys Mod Track 29 
Boys V Track 48 
Girls Mod Track 21 
Girls Track V 36 
Boys Golf 16 
Boys JV/V Tennis 15  
 
 
 
 
 

Subject 
Categories and 

Program Elements 

Frankfort- 
Schuyler 

Herkimer Ilion Mohawk Committee Member 
“highlight/reminder” 

Notes: 
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Subject 
Categories and 

Program Elements 

Frankfort- 
Schuyler 

Herkimer Ilion Mohawk Committee Member 
“highlight/reminder” 

Notes: 
Music Drama Musical Every Other 

Year 
Fall/Spring (25-
30) and (40-60) 

75 Students 
Sr High Chamber 
Choir 32 
Jr High Jazz 14 
Sr High Jazz 10 
Pep/Marching Band 
15 
Select Choir JH 25 

Spring Play 
 

 

Speech 1.4 Teachers for 
Group and Individual 
for students who 
qualify (No speech 
improvement) 

Individual-.8FTE 
Group-.8FTE 

2 Teachers, 1.6FTE for 
special needs students 
and the other .4 is for 
general speech 
improvement 

.2 FTE  

Counseling Both Group and 
Individual by 2 FTE 
Psychologist and .4 
Social Worker 

Individual-1.4FTE 
Group-.4FTE 

3 Counselors, .2FTE of 
each is spent in 
counseling with 
additional counseling 
supplemented by social 
workers 

.2 FTE  

Resource Room 4.5 Teachers 3 Teachers 21 district-wide special 
education teachers and 
15 provide resource 
room instruction and 
assist with 504 
accommodations 

2 Resource rooms 
Combination of services at 
7-12. SS has a dedicated 
15:1classroom for students 
7-12 as well as integrated co-
teaching, direct and indirect 
consultation for Math, 
Science, English and 
Language 

 

Physical Therapy Group/Individual 
contract .2 FTE from 
BOCES 

Individual-.175 
FTE 
Group-.325 FTE 

.4FTE contracted 
through BOCES and all 
time is spent with 
special needs students 
 

Contracted through BOCES  
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Subject 
Categories and 

Program Elements 

Frankfort- 
Schuyler 

Herkimer Ilion Mohawk Committee Member 
“highlight/reminder” 

Notes: 
Occupational 
Therapy 

Group/Individual 
contract .6 from 
BOCES 

Individual-.18FTE 
Group-1.02FTE 

1 FTE district employee 
and .6FTE is contracted 
through BOCES 
 

1 FTE District-Wide  

Psychologist 2 FTE .65FTE 2 FTE psychologists 
and 1.6FTE is spent 
with special needs 
students and remainder 
is for crisis intervention  

1 FTE  

Psychiatrist      
Social Worker .4 FTE 1.8FTE 2FTE and 1.6FTE of 

their time is spent with 
special needs students 

  

Self-Contained 3.5 Teachers 7 Teachers (Time 
in self-contained 
varies from 20-
80% of the day) 

Of the 21 special 
education teachers in 
the district, 17 of them 
spend some part of their 
day in a self-contained 
setting 

Life-Skills 12:1:1 classroom. 
Also, Herkimer BOCES 
rents space for a 12:1:1 does 
not have Mohawk students 

 

Out of District 
Opportunities 

Herkimer BOCES 13 
Ilion CSD 5 
Oneida BOCES 1 
Herkimer Elem 1 
Mohawk CSD 2 

Herkimer 
BOCES(16) 
Tradewinds(2) 
House of Good 
Shepherd(1) 

Herkimer BOCES (15) 
Oneida BOCES (1) 
UCP Tradewinds (3) 
UCP Promise 
(Preschool-4) 
House of Good 
Shepherd (3) 
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DATA FOR DISCUSSION BY THE COMMMUNITY 

ADVISORY COMMITTEES: 
 

CURRENT 2010-2011 PROGRAM ELEMENTS:  
GRADES 7-12 INTERSCHOLASTIC ATHLETICS 

CLUBS AND DRAMA/MUSIC 
 

FRANKFORT-SCHUYLER CS 
HERKIMER CS 

ILION CS 
MOHAWK CS 
 
May 2011
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 Frankfort- 

Schuyler 
Herkimer Ilion Mohawk 

SPECIFIC  GRADES 7-12 
INTERSCHOLASTIC 
ATHLETIC ACTIVITY 
 

 
NUMBERS OF PUPILS WHO CURRENTLY PARTICIPATE 

Mod Soccer – Boys 15 13 20 18 
JV Soccer – Boys     
Varsity Soccer – Boys 21 20 12 15 
Mod FB 31 30 37 23 
JV FB   12 16 
Varsity FB 36 JV/V combined 40 JV/V combined 35 17 
Mod XC – Boys  5 13  
Varsity XC – Boys  7 10  
JV Tennis – Boys     
Varsity Tennis – Boys  14 11  

 
Mod BB – Boys 24   
7th Grade BB – Boys 17  15 9 
8th Grade BB – Boys 13  18 9 
JV BB – Boys 14 12 13 13 
Varsity BB – Boys 14 11 12 11 
JV Volleyball – Boys     
Varsity Volleyball – 
Boys 

 15 10  

Mod Wrestling  11 15 5 
JV Wrestling   10  
Varsity Wrestling 1 9 17 21 JV/V combined 
Mod Bowling – Boys     
JV Bowling – Boys    6 
Varsity Bowling – Boys 10 JV/V combined 11 14 JV/V combined 6 
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 Frankfort-Schuyler Herkimer Ilion Mohawk 
SPECIFIC  GRADES 7-12 
INTERSCHOLASTIC 
ATHLETIC ACTIVITY 
 
 

 
NUMBERS OF PUPILS WHO CURRENTLY PARTICIPATE 

Varsity Indoor Track 
(co-ed) 

   
41 

 

Mod BB 17 14 15 14 
JV BB     
Varsity BB 17 14 12 12 
Mod Track – Boys 16 26 18 16 
Varsity Track – Boys 21 36 60 12 
Golf (co-ed) 11    
Varsity Golf – Boys  13 17  
  
 
Mod Soccer – Girls 19 18 11 13 
JV Soccer – Girls   11 13 
Varsity Soccer – Girls 18 18 14 17 
Mod XC – Girls  5 12  
Varsity XC – Girls  7 14  
Mod Field Hockey  19 14 11 
JV Field Hockey  10 9 15 
Varsity Field Hockey  12 13 13 
Varsity Tennis – Girls  10 19  
Mod Volleyball – Girls 25 20  
7th Gr Volleyball – Girls 12  12 8 
8th Gr Volleyball – Girl 12  10 9 
JV Volleyball – Girls 13 12 14 12 
Varsity Volleyball - Girls 10 12 11 10 
Cheerleading – Fall 24 14 14 10 



DATA 

“Custom tools and research to aid a school district in defining a vision and  
decision options for serving students in the future.” 

c.SES STUDY TEAM                                                                                                                                                                                                                         
 

- 158 -

Mod BB – Girls 22  
7th Grade BB – Girls 12  8 10 

 Frankfort-Schuyler Herkimer Ilion Mohawk 
SPECIFIC  GRADES 7-12 
INTERSCHOLASTIC 
ATHLETIC ACTIVITY 
 

 
NUMBERS OF PUPILS WHO CURRENTLY PARTICIPATE 

8th Grade BB – Girls 11  9 9 
JV BB – Girls 12 11 13 10 
Varsity BB – Girls 12 12 11 10 
Mod Bowling – Girls     
JV Bowling – Girls     
Varsity Bowling – Girls 11 JV/V combined 11 JV/V combined 6 JV/V combined 6 
JV Cheerleading – 
Winter 

 7   

Varsity Cheerleading – 
Winter 

8 14 18 12 

 
Mod SB 18 14 14 13 
JV SB  13   
Varsity SB 13 15 13 13 
Mod Track – Girls 21 16 25 18 
Varsity Track – Girls 22 30 32 28 
 
Total Number of Teams 32 42 48 38 

 
Total Number of 
PARTICIPANTS- 
DUPLICATED COUNT 

 
502 

 
652 

 
762 

  
483 

 
2010-2011 total grades  
7-12 enrollment 
unduplicated count 

 
583 

 
556 

 
734 

 
388 
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Clubs Environthon 12* 

Builder’s Club 
(Kiwanis)88 
HS Jazz Band 14 
MS Jazz Band 23 
NHS 53 
HS Band 34 
MS Band 44 
6th Grade Band 35 
Key Club (Kiwanis) 
42 
Women’s Select 
Chorus 21 
Co-Ed Show Choir 25 
Cyber Security 
Program 10 
MS Student Council 
20 
HS Student Council 
20 
NJHS 40 
Mock Trial 10 
FBLA MS/HS 

Outdoors Club (S)  14 
FCCLA (S) 10 
Student Council -2-(S) 
60 
Newspaper-2-(S)25 
FBLA (S) 10 
NHS (S) 26 
NJHS (S) 23 
SADD (S) 35 
UN Debate-2-(S) 10 
Computer Club (S) 8 
Yearbook-2-(S) 7 
Pep Club-2-(s) 20 
Language Club (S) 25 

All Clubs are with Stipends, occur after school 
without a late bus 
JH Student Cncl 15 
Sr High Student Cncl- 110 w/2 Advisors 
Debate 12 
Bookstore 13 
Yearbook 22 
School Newspaper 5 
Class Advisors (2 each) 
Freshmen 124 
Sophomores 127 
Juniors 135 
Seniors 109 
NJHS 28 
Honor Society 42 
International Language Club 52 
Jr. High Language 15 
High School Math 103 
Art Club 8 
Key Club 35 
Ecology Club 34 
 
 
 

Yearbook 
Jr. High Drug Quiz Team 
Student Council 
National Honor Society 
Jr. High Academic Society 
Jr. High Drama Club 
Newspaper (Produced in 
Journalism Class) 

Music 
Drama 

Musical Every Other 
Year 

Fall/Spring (25-30) and 
(40-60) 

75 Students 
Sr High Chamber Choir 32 
Jr High Jazz 14 
Sr High Jazz 10 
Pep/Marching Band 15 
Select Choir JH 25 

Spring Play 
 

 
*NUMBER DENOTES THE NUMBER OF PUPILS WHO PARTICIPATE. 
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INTERSCHOLASTIC AND CO-CURRICULAR PROGRAM COSTS FOR 2010-2011  
INTERSCHOLASTIC ATHLETICS 2010-2011 FRANKFORT- 

SCHUYLER 
HERKIMER ILION MOHAWK 

Total number of paid STIPEND positions in 2010-2011 28 47 53 40 
 

Total $ of paid stipends in 2010-2011 67,447 98,000 149,250 98,571  
Total FICA paid on stipends in 2010-2011 5,159 7,500 11,418 7,541 

Total retirement paid on stipends in 2010-2011 5,813 6,800 13,433 8,497 
TOTAL PERSONNEL EXPENDITURE 2010-2011 $78.419 $112,300 $174,109 $114,609 

 
 TOTAL ATHLETIC SUPPLIES, EQUIPMENT, FEES FOR INTERSCHOLASTIC 

ATHLETICS 2010-2011 
30,828 65,000 56,802 33,486 

 
TOTAL BUSING COSTS FOR INTERSCHOLASTIC ATHLETICS 2010-2011 38,376 49,000 48,000 13,000 

 
TOTAL COSTS FOR OFFICIALS 2010-2011 26,249 29,000 40,565 28,000 

     
TOTAL COSTS INTERSCHOLASTIC ATHLETICS 

2010-2011: 
$173,872 $255,300 $319,476 $189,095 

2010-2011 total grades 
7-12 enrollment unduplicated count 

 
583 

 
556 

 
734 

 
388 

Per pupil expenditure 2010-2011 $298 $459  $435 $487 
Total Number of  INTERSCHOLASTIC ATHLETICS PARTICIPANTS- 
DUPLICATED COUNT 

 
502 

 
652 

 
762 

  
  483 

Per  Interscholastic athletic participant expenditure 2010-2011 $346  $392 $419 $392 
 

CO-CURRICULAR  PROGRAM 
 (NOT INCLUDING MUSIC AND DRAMA) 2010-2011 

FRANKFORT-
SCHUYLER 

HERKIMER ILION MOHAWK 

Total number of paid STIPEND positions in 2010-2011 51 37 75 37 
 

Total $ of paid stipends in 2010-2011 36,654 44,500 114,403 47,802 
Total FICA paid on stipends in 2010-2011 2,804 3,400 8752 $3,657 

Total retirement paid on stipends in 2010-2011 3,159 3,800 12,710 $4,121 
TOTAL PERSONNEL EXPENDITURE 2010-2011 $42,618 $51,700 $135,865 $55,580 

     
 TOTAL SUPPLIES, EQUIPMENT, FEES FOR CO-CURRICULAR 2010-2011 0 2,000 0 0 

     
TOTAL BUSING COSTS FOR CO-CURRICULAR2010-2011 9,084 2,000 190 2000 
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TOTAL  COSTS CO-CURRICULAR 2010-2011: $51,702 $55,700 $136,055 $57,580 

CO-CURRICULAR  PROGRAM 
 (NOT INCLUDING MUSIC AND DRAMA) 2010-2011 

FRANKFORT-
SCHUYLER 

HERKIMER ILION MOHAWK 

2010-2011 total grades 
7-12 enrollment unduplicated count 

 
583 

 
556 

 
734 

 
388 

Per pupil 2010-2011 $89 $100  $185 $148 
  
 

MUSIC AND DRAMA CO-CURRICULAR PROGRAM FRANKFORT- 
SCHUYLER 

HERKIMER ILION MOHAWK 

Total number of paid STIPEND positions in 2010-2011 13 5 (plus many 
people hired for 
play & musical) 

17 2 

 
Total $ of paid stipends in 2010-2011 11,017 18,000 counting 

all hired 
24,539 3,024 

Total FICA paid on stipends in 2010-2011 843 1,400 1877 231 
Total retirement paid on stipends in 2010-2011 950 800 2726 261 

TOTAL PERSONNEL EXPENDITURE 2010-2011 $12,810 $20,200 $29,142 $3,516 
 

 TOTAL MUSIC AND DRAMA CO-CURRICULAR SUPPLIES, EQUIPMENT, 
FEES FOR 2010-2011 

12,525 10,000 600 5,500 

 
TOTAL BUSING COSTS FOR  CO-CURRICULAR MUSIC AND DRAMA 2010-

2011 
0 2,000 0 0 

 
TOTAL  COSTS MUSIC AND DRAMA CO-CURRICULAR 2010-2011: $25,335 $32,200 $29,742 $9,016 

2010-2011 total grades 
7-12 enrollment unduplicated count 

 
583 

 
556 

 
734 

 
388 

Per pupil 2010-2011 $43 $58  $ 41 $23 
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DATA FOR DISCUSSION BY THE 
COMMMUNITY ADVISORY 

COMMITTEES: 
 

2009-2010 STUDENT REPORT CARD:  
 SUMMARY OF 

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL AND GRADES 
7-8 

ASSESSMENT RESULTS 
 

FRANKFORT-SCHUYLER CS 
HERKIMER CS 

ILION CS 
MOHAWK CS 

 
March 2011 
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Performance on the State assessments in English Language Arts (ELA), mathematics, 
and science at the elementary and middle levels is reported in terms of mean 

scores and the percentage of tested students scoring at or above  
Level 2, Level 3, and Level 4.  

 
About the Performance Level Descriptors 

 
Level 1: Not Meeting Learning Standards. 
Student performance does not demonstrate an 

understanding of the content expected  
in the subject and grade level. 

 
Level 2: Partially Meeting Learning Standards. 

Student performance demonstrates a partial 
understanding of the content expected 

 in the subject and grade level. 
 

Level 3: Meeting Learning Standards. 
Student performance demonstrates an  
understanding of the content expected  

in the subject and grade level. 
 

Level 4: Meeting Learning Standards with Distinction. 
Student performance demonstrates a  

thorough understanding of the content expected  
in the subject and grade level. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
DISCUSSION QUESTIONS:   
 
What instructional programs are in place now that address helping students achieve at least a 3 or 4 on 
the State Assessments? 
 
What other instructional programs not now in place could help increase the number of students who 
achieve at least a 3 or 4 on the State Assessments? 
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FRANKFORT-SCHUYLER CENTRAL SCHOOL 

STUDENT PERFORMANCE 

PERCENTAGE SCORING AT LEVELS 

 

   2009-10    2008-09 

TEST NO. 
TESTED 

LEVEL 2 
% 
 

LEVEL3 
% 

LEVEL4 
% 

NO. 
TESTED 

LEVEL 2 
% 

LEVEL 3 
% 

LEVEL 4 
% 

         

GR 3 ELA 76 96 80 21 103 95 82 9 

GR 3 MATH 76 97 71 25 103 99 96 17 

GR 4 ELA 103 93 74 9 89 97 85 7 

GR 4 MATH 103 97 79 31 89 98 97 38 

GR 4 SCIENCE 102 99 98 63 89 99 97 65 

GR 5 ELA 89 93 69 15 91 100 87 16 

GR 5 MATH 89 98 74 18 92 99 95 33 

GR 6 ELA 97 91 68 10 92 100 88 7 

GR 6 MATH 96 93 61 21 91 100 84 21 

GR 7 ELA 98 87 52 9 95 100 89 5 

GR 7 MATH 98 92 59 27 96 100 97 21 

GR 8 ELA 107 95 55 1 91 100 74 2 

GR 8 MATH 107 92 40 2 88 99 78 16 

GR 8 SCIENCE 104 98 87 24 90 100 79 24 
  
 
 

HERKIMER CENTRAL SCHOOL 
STUDENT PERFORMANCE 

PERCENTAGE SCORING AT LEVELS 

 

   2009-10    2008-09 

TEST NO. 
TESTED 

LEVEL 2 
% 

LEVEL3 
% 

LEVEL4 
% 

NO. 
TESTED 

LEVEL 2 
% 

LEVEL 3 
% 

LEVEL 4 
% 

         

GR 3 ELA 85 89 55 11 82 98 76 15 

GR 3 MATH 85 89 54 25 82 100 94 33 

GR 4 ELA 82 94 57 2 86 98 83 5 

GR 4 MATH 82 96 61 29 89 99 88 35 

GR 4 SCIENCE 82 99 93 51 86 98 91 53 

GR 5 ELA 85 94 48 11 71 99 86 24 

GR 5 MATH 85 98 75 29 70 97 94 40 

GR 6 ELA 80 94 73 1 82 100 90 12 

GR 6 MATH 80 99 78 35 83 98 86 28 

GR 7 ELA 85 86 51 8 92 100 86 5 

GR 7 MATH 84 94 58 15 94 97 94 22 

GR 8 ELA 88 89 42 6 101 100 61 5 

GR 8 MATH 86 95 40 6 99 96 74 5 

GR 8 SCIENCE 87 94 60 20 102 97 72 21 
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ILION CENTRAL SCHOOL 

STUDENT PERFORMANCE 

PERCENTAGE SCORING AT LEVELS 

 

   2009-10    2008-09 

TEST NO. 
TESTED 

LEVEL 2 
% 

LEVEL3 
% 

LEVEL4 
% 

NO. 
TESTED 

LEVEL 2 
% 

LEVEL 3 
% 

LEVEL 4 
% 

         

GR 3 ELA 112 96 64 21 129 91 67 5 

GR 3 MATH 112 94 53 16 128 95 89 13 

GR 4 ELA 123 91 52 2 115 96 74 5 

GR 4 MATH 123 93 50 15 114 93 82 21 

GR 4 SCIENCE 123 97 89 41 115 97 90 50 

GR 5 ELA 112 88 46 10 111 100 77 12 

GR 5 MATH 113 88 50 10 113 94 76 23 

GR 6 ELA 105 96 68 7 126 100 83 7 

GR 6 MATH 106 91 54 20 127 95 78 15 

GR 7 ELA 127 87 42 3 127 99 72 2 

GR 7 MATH 127 90 54 17 128 98 89 27 

GR 8 ELA 128 90 49 2 129 96 66 3 

GR 8 MATH 127 88 47 14 127 96 83 20 

GR 8 SCIENCE 128 95 73 13 125 95 72 9 
  
 

MOHAWK CENTRAL SCHOOL 

STUDENT PERFORMANCE 

PERCENTAGE SCORING AT LEVELS 

 

   2009-10    2008-09 

TEST NO. 
TESTED 

LEVEL 2 
% 

LEVEL3 
% 

LEVEL4 
% 

NO. 
TESTED 

LEVEL 2 
% 

LEVEL 3 
% 

LEVEL 4 
% 

         

GR 3 ELA 62 82 56 24 63 100 70 5 

GR 3 MATH 62 98 52 11 62 100 97 18 

GR 4 ELA 62 92 50 3 55 96 78 2 

GR 4 MATH 62 98 71 15 55 98 96 25 

GR 4 SCIENCE 59 100 90 44 57 98 91 70 

GR 5 ELA 56 88 52 14 56 100 95 18 

GR 5 MATH 56 98 79 20 56 98 96 39 

GR 6 ELA 57 100 74 9 59 100 93 15 

GR 6 MATH 57 100 79 40 58 97 90 33 

GR 7 ELA 59 95 78 25 74 100 85 11 

GR 7 MATH 59 98 71 37 72 97 85 31 

GR 8 ELA 74 92 59 7 77 99 81 9 

GR 8 MATH 74 86 31 3 79 99 82 16 

GR 8 SCIENCE 73 95 68 26 80 100 86 30 
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The National Student Clearinghouse Database collects collegiate enrollment and degree data about 
high school graduates specific to each high school.  Information on the educational outcomes of high 
school graduates in the U.S. includes:  college attendance, persistence, and degree attainment.  The 
purpose of the information is to help high schools in the nation measure the effectiveness of their 
current higher education preparation efforts and to help high schools decide about improvements or 
additional educational opportunities that may influence the successful transition of graduates from 
high school to the higher education choices made by the students. 
 
The Clearinghouse Database covers over 92% of all U.S. college enrollments which includes all types 
of institutions: two and four year, graduate, public, private, trade, and vocational schools of post high 
school graduation learning. 
 

************************************* 
 
 
 
 

CONTENTS 
 
 
Pages 4, 5: 
Count of Graduates 2003-2010 and Post High School Decisions within the First Year after Graduation 
 
Pages 6, 7: 
Percentage of Graduates 2003-2010 and Post High School Decisions within the First Year after 
Graduation 
 
Pages 8, 9: 
Count of Graduates 2003-2010 in College within the First Year after Graduation Who Returned for a 
Second Year (Freshman to Sophomore Year Retention)  
 
Pages 10, 11: 
Percentage of Graduates 2003-2010 in College within the First Year after Graduation Who Returned for a 
Second Year (Freshman to Sophomore Year Retention)  
 
Pages 12, 13: 
Count of Graduates of the Classes of 2003 and 2004 with a College Degree 
 
Pages 14, 15: 
Percentage of Graduates of the Classes of 2003 and 2004 with a College Degree 
 
Page 16: 
Most Common Institutions of Initial Enrollment for All Ilion, Frankfort-Schuyler, Herkimer and Mohawk 
Graduation Classes Since 2003 
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The data support various high school program discussion topics.  Some possible discussion questions 
include: 
 
What added high school learning opportunities might increase the success of the current efforts to: 

 
 Help students have the skill sets and goal setting skills to consider a higher education 

opportunity after high school graduation?  
Data: pages 6, 7 
 

Ilion Frankfort-
Schuyler 

Herkimer Mohawk Average % of high school graduates 2003-2010 who attended higher 
education within the first year after graduation. 

73% 78% 78% 74% 
 

 
 Help the students—who choose not to pursue higher education options after high school 

graduation—have marketable employability skills for the work place as a major part of 
their high school programs for graduation? 

Data: pages 6, 7 
 

Ilion Frankfort-
Schuyler 

Herkimer Mohawk Average % of high school graduates 2003-2010 who chose not to attend 
higher education within the first year after of graduation. 

27% 22% 22% 26% 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Sample college statistics as per College.Stats.org. The list below includes all of the top five higher 
education locations chosen for enrollment by the high school graduates of the four districts from 2003 
through 2010 (see page 16). 
 
 

Higher Education Institution Retention Rate Graduation Rate 
HCC 58% 30% 

MVCC 58% 23% 
Utica College 66% 49% 

SUNY Tech. Utica 66% Unknown 
OCC 54% 16% 

Clarkson 83% 70% 
Saint Rose 82% 68% 

RIT 84% 59% 
Buffalo 76% 43% 
Oneonta 81% 59% 
Albany 83% 64% 

Cortland 81% 57% 
 
 
 
 
 
What added high school learning opportunities might increase the success of the current efforts to: 
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 Help reduce the number of high school graduates of the four school districts who do not 

return to a college program after their freshman (first) year? 
Data: pages 10, 11 
 

Ilion Frankfort-
Schuyler 

Herkimer Mohawk Average percentage of high school graduates 2003-2008 in college within the 
first year after graduation who returned for a second year (freshman to 
sophomore year retention).  63% 68% 74% 64% 
 
 

 Help influence the number/share of high school graduates who achieve/obtain a higher 
education degree? 

Data:  pages 14, 15 
 

Ilion Frankfort-
Schuyler 

Herkimer Mohawk Average percentage of high school graduates of the classes of 2003 and 
2004 with a college degree. 
 42% 47% 62% 44% 
 
 

 Enlarge the range of higher education options that are academically considered for 
attendance by high school graduates of the four school districts?  

Data:  page 16 
 

 Enlarge the range of higher education options that are financially considered for attendance 
by high school graduates of the four school districts? 

Data:  page 16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
*Please note that year 2008 data in the following charts for Herkimer are not available from the Clearing House.
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ILION: COUNT OF GRADUATES OF CLASSES '03-'10 AND POST-GRADUATE 
DECISIONS WITHIN FIRST YEAR OF GRADUATION
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HS Grads 94 128 104 85 112 107 100 108

College enrolled w ithin f irst yr. 73 81 87 66 77 79 77 68

Job Market 21 47 17 19 35 28 23 40

2 Yr. College Enrollment 43 51 50 40 41 43 51 44

4 Yr. College Enrollment 30 30 37 26 36 36 26 24

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

 
 

FRANKFORT-SCHUYLER: COUNT OF GRADUATES OF CLASSES '03-'10 AND POST-
GRADUATE DECISIONS WITHIN FIRST YEAR OF GRADUATION
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HS Grads 71 82 65 64 64 60 75 79

College enrolled w ithin f irst yr. 56 57 51 52 50 48 62 60

Job Market 15 25 14 12 14 12 13 19

2 Yr. College Enrollment 32 41 35 32 37 32 44 33

4 Yr. College Enrollment 24 16 16 20 13 16 18 27

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
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HERKIMER: COUNT OF GRADUATES OF CLASSES '03-'10 AND POST-GRADUATE 
DECISIONS WITHIN FIRST YEAR OF GRADUATION
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HS Grads 79 86 98 84 84 0 113 72

College enrolled w ithin f irst yr. 64 66 78 63 71 0 87 54

Job Market 15 20 20 21 13 0 26 18

2 Yr. College Enrollment 43 44 52 45 51 0 61 37

4 Yr. College Enrollment 21 22 26 18 20 0 26 17

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

 
 

MOHAWK COUNT OF GRADUATES OF CLASSES '03-'10 AND POST-
GRADUATE DECISIONS WITHIN FIRST YEAR OF GRADUATION
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HS Grads 48 83 61 57 38 78 75 59

College enrolled w ithin f irst yr. 36 57 46 42 33 56 51 44

Job Market 12 26 15 15 5 22 24 15

2 Yr. College Enrollment 17 29 29 26 20 34 32 24

4 Yr. College Enrollment 19 28 17 16 13 22 19 20

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
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ILION: PERCENTAGE OF GRADUATES OF CLASSES '03-'10 AND POST-
GRADUATE DECISIONS WITHIN FIRST YEAR OF GRADUATION
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College enrolled in 1st. Yr. 78% 63% 84% 78% 69% 74% 77% 63%

Job Market 22% 37% 16% 22% 31% 26% 23% 37%

2 Yr. College Enrollment 46% 40% 48% 47% 37% 40% 51% 41%

4 Yr. College Enrollment 32% 23% 36% 31% 32% 34% 26% 22%

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

 
 

FRANKFORT-SCHUYLER: PERCENTAGE OF GRADUATES OF CLASSES '03-'10 
AND POST-GRADUATE DECISIONS WITHIN FIRST YEAR OF GRADUATION
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College enrolled in 1st. Yr. 79% 70% 78% 81% 78% 80% 83% 76%

Job Market 21% 30% 22% 19% 22% 20% 17% 24%

2 Yr. College Enrollment 45% 50% 54% 50% 58% 53% 59% 42%

4 Yr. College Enrollment 34% 20% 25% 31% 20% 27% 24% 34%

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
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HERKIMER: PERCENTAGE OF GRADUATES OF CLASSES '03-'10 AND POST-
GRADUATE DECISIONS WITHIN FIRST YEAR OF GRADUATION
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College enrolled in 1st. Yr. 81% 77% 80% 75% 85% 0% 77% 75%

Job Market 19% 23% 20% 25% 15% 0% 23% 25%

2 Yr. College Enrollment 54% 51% 53% 54% 61% 0% 54% 51%

4 Yr. College Enrollment 27% 26% 27% 21% 24% 0% 23% 24%

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

 
 

MOHAWK: PERCENTAGE OF GRADUATES OF CLASSES '03-'10 AND POST-
GRADUATE DECISIONS WITHIN FIRST YEAR OF GRADUATION
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College enrolled in 1st. Yr. 75% 69% 75% 74% 87% 72% 68% 75%

Job Market 25% 31% 25% 26% 13% 28% 32% 25%

2 Yr. College Enrollment 35% 35% 48% 46% 53% 44% 43% 41%

4 Yr. College Enrollment 40% 34% 28% 28% 34% 28% 25% 34%

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
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ILION: COUNT OF GRADUATES OF CLASSES '03-'08 ENROLLED IN COLLEGE WITHIN FIRST YEAR AFTER HS 
GRADUATION WHO RETURNED FOR A SECOND YEAR (FRESHMAN TO SOPHOMORE RETENTION)
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HS Grads 94 128 104 85 112 107

College enrolled in 1st. Yr.(Fresh.). 73 81 87 66 77 79

College enrolled in 2nd. Yr.(Soph.) 62 64 73 60 63 71

NET ENROLL DIFFERENCE -11 -17 -14 -6 -14 -8

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

 
 
 

FRANKFORT-SCHUYLER: COUNT OF GRADUATES OF CLASSES '03-'08 ENROLLED IN COLLEGE WITHIN 
FIRST YEAR AFTER HS GRADUATION WHO RETURNED FOR A SECOND YEAR (FRESHMAN TO 

SOPHOMORE RETENTION)
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HS Grads 71 82 65 64 64 60

College enrolled in 1st. Yr.(Fresh.). 56 57 51 52 50 48

College enrolled in 2nd. Yr.(Soph.) 47 51 39 48 46 43

NET ENROLL DIFFERENCE -9 -6 -12 -4 -4 -5
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HERKIMER: COUNT OF GRADUATES OF CLASSES '03-'08 ENROLLED IN COLLEGE WITHIN FIRST YEAR 
AFTER HS GRADUATION WHO RETURNED FOR A SECOND YEAR (FRESHMAN TO SOPHOMORE 

RETENTION)
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HS Grads 79 86 98 84 84 0

College enrolled in 1st. Yr.(Fresh.). 64 66 78 63 71 0

College enrolled in 2nd. Yr.(Soph.) 63 59 74 55 67 0

NET ENROLL. DIFFERENCE -1 -7 -4 -8 -4 0
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MOHAWK: COUNT OF GRADUATES OF CLASSES '03-'08 ENROLLED IN COLLEGE WITHIN 
FIRST YEAR AFTER HS GRADUATION WHO RETURNED FOR A SECOND YEAR (FRESHMAN TO 

SOPHOMORE RETENTION)
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HS Grads 48 83 61 57 38 78

College enrolled in 1st. Yr.(Fresh.). 36 57 46 42 33 56

College enrolled in 2nd. Yr.(Soph.) 34 52 38 32 28 45

NET ENROLL DIFFERENCE -2 -5 -8 -10 -5 -11
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ILION: PERCENTAGE OF GRADUATES OF CLASSES '03-'08 ENROLLED IN 
COLLEGE WITHIN FIRST YEAR AFTER HS GRADUATION WHO RETURNED 

FOR A SECOND YEAR (FRESHMAN TO SOPHOMORE RETENTION)
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College enrolled in 1st. Yr.(Fresh.). 78% 63% 84% 78% 69% 74%

College enrolled in 2nd. Yr.(Soph.) 66% 50% 70% 71% 56% 66%

NET ENROLL. DIFFERENCE -12% -13% -13% -7% -13% -7%

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

 
 
 

FRANKFORT-SCHUYLER: PERCENTAGE OF GRADUATES OF CLASSES '03-
'08 ENROLLED IN COLLEGE WITHIN FIRST YEAR AFTER HS GRADUATION 

WHO RETURNED FOR A SECOND YEAR (FRESHMAN TO SOPHOMORE 
RETENTION)
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College enrolled in 1st. Yr.(Fresh.). 79% 70% 78% 81% 78% 80%

College enrolled in 2nd. Yr.(Soph.) 66% 62% 60% 75% 72% 72%

NET ENROLL DIFFERENCE -13% -7% -18% -6% -6% -8%
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HERKIMER: PERCENTAGE OF GRADUATES OF CLASSES '03-'08 ENROLLED IN COLLEGE WITHIN FIRST 
YEAR AFTER HS GRADUATION WHO RETURNED FOR A SECOND YEAR (FRESHMAN TO SOPHOMORE 

RETENTION)
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College enrolled in 1st. Yr. (Fresh.) 81% 77% 80% 75% 85% 0%

College enrolled in 2nd. Yr.(Soph.) 80% 69% 76% 65% 80% 0%

NET ENROLL. DIFFERENCE -1% -8% -4% -10% -5% 0%

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

 
 

MOHAWK: PERCENTAGE OF GRADUATES OF CLASSES '03-'08 ENROLLED IN 
COLLEGE WITHIN FIRST YEAR AFTER HS GRADUATION WHO RETURNED 

FOR A SECOND YEAR (FRESHMAN TO SOPHOMORE RETENTION)

-20%
-10%

0%
10%
20%
30%
40%
50%
60%
70%
80%
90%

100%

ST
U

D
EN

TS

College enrolled in 1st. Yr.(Fresh.). 75% 69% 75% 74% 87% 72%

College enrolled in 2nd. Yr.(Soph.) 71% 63% 62% 56% 74% 58%

NET ENROLL. DIFFERENCE -4% -6% -13% -18% -13% -14%
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ILION: COUNT OF GRADUATES OF CLASSES '03-'04 WITH A COLLEGE 
DEGREE
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HS Grads 94 128

2-YEAR DEGREE 21 22

4-YEAR DEGREE 23 25

WITH A DEGREE 44 47

NO DEGREE 50 81
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FRANKFORT-SCHUYLER: COUNT OF GRADUATES OF CLASSES '03-'04 WITH 
A COLLEGE DEGREE
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HS Grads 71 82

2-YEAR DEGREE 12 24

4-YEAR DEGREE 21 15

WITH A DEGREE 33 39

NO DEGREE 38 43
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HERKIMER: COUNT OF GRADUATES OF CLASSES '03-'04 WITH A COLLEGE 
DEGREE
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HS Grads 79 86

2-YEAR DEGREE 31 32

4-YEAR DEGREE 19 20

WITH A DEGREE 50 52

NO DEGREE 29 34
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MOHAWK: COUNT OF GRADUATES OF CLASSES '03-'04 WITH A COLLEGE 
DEGREE
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HS Grads 48 83

2-YEAR DEGREE 8 13

4-YEAR DEGREE 15 21

WITH A DEGREE 23 34

NO DEGREE 25 49
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ILION: PERCENTAGE OF GRADUATES OF CLASSES '03-'04 WITH A COLLEGE 
DEGREE
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2-YEAR DEGREE 22% 17%

4-YEAR DEGREE 24% 20%

WITH A DEGREE 47% 37%

NO DEGREE 53% 63%

2003 2004

 
 

FRANKFORT-SCHUYLER: PERCENTAGE OF GRADUATES OF CLASSES '03-'04 
WITH A COLLEGE DEGREE
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2-YEAR DEGREE 17% 29%

4-YEAR DEGREE 30% 18%

WITH A DEGREE 46% 48%

NO DEGREE 54% 52%

2003 2004
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HERKIMER: PERCENTAGE OF GRADUATES OF CLASSES '03-'04 WITH A 
COLLEGE DEGREE
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2-YEAR DEGREE 39% 37%

4-YEAR DEGREE 24% 23%

WITH A DEGREE 63% 60%

NO DEGREE 37% 40%

2003 2004

 
 

MOHAWK: PERCENTAGE OF GRADUATES OF CLASSES '03-'04 WITH A 
COLLEGE DEGREE
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2-YEAR DEGREE 17% 16%

4-YEAR DEGREE 31% 25%

WITH A DEGREE 48% 41%

NO DEGREE 52% 59%

2003 2004
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MOST COMMON INSTITUTIONS OF INITIAL ENROLLMENT FOR  
ALL ILION, FRANKFORT-SCHUYLER, HERKIMER, AND MOHAWK 

 GRADUATION CLASSES SINCE 2003 
 
 
 

 ILION FRANK-SCHUYLER HERKIMER MOHAWK 
1 HCC-295 HCC-172 HCC-294 HCC-180 
2 MVCC-93 MVCC-119 MVCC-50 MVCC-40 
3 UTICA COLLEGE-15 UTICA COLLEGE-25 ONONDAGA CC-9 UTICA COLLEGE-16 
4 CLARKSON-10 RIT-8 ONEONTA-8 SUNY TECH UTICA-12 
5 SAINT ROSE-10 BUFFALO-7 ALBANY-7 CORTLAND-9 
 
6 HARTWICK-10 ALBANY-6 ALBANY PHARMACY-6 ONEONTA-8 
7 SUNY TECH UTICA-10 SYRACUSE-6 SIENA-6 SAINT ROSE-7 
8 OSWEGO-10 NAZARETH-5 MORRISVILLE-6 SIENA-7 
9 ALBANY PHARMACY-9 ONEONTA-5 CLARKSON-5 OSWEGO-7 
10 SIENA-9 OSWEGO-5 ITHACA-5 LEMOYNE-6 
 
11 POTSDAM-9 LEMOYNE-4 BINGHAMTON-5 DELHI-6 
12 DELHI-8 ST. JOHN FISHER-4 OSWEGO-5 MORRISVILLE-6 
13 ONEONTA-8 BROCKPORT-4 HARTWICK-4 BUFFALO-6 
14 MORRISVILLE-8 SUNY TECH UTICA-4 ST. JOHN FISHER-4 ST. JOHN FISHER-5 
15 SYRACUSE-7 MORRISVILLE-4 HUDSON VALLEY CC-4 COBLESKILL-5 
 
16 CORTLAND-6 ALBANY PHARMACY-3 UTICA COLLEGE-4 ALBANY PHARMACY-4 
17 ONONDAGA CC-6 BUFFALO-3 SAINT ROSE-3 ITHACA-4 
18 CANISIUS-5 COASTAL CAROLINA-3 LEMOYNE-3 ELMIRA-3 
19 HAMILTON-5 STAINT ROSE-3 NAZARETH-3 PAUL SMITH’S-3 
20 LEMOYNE-5 HAMILTON-3 ROB. WESLEYAN-3 FREDONIA-3 
 
21 ROB. WESLEYAN-5 JOHNSON & WALES-3 CORTLAND-3 POTSDAM-3 
22 ALBANY-5 PRATT-3 DELHI-3 HUDSON VALLEY CC-3 
23 ITHACA-4 POTSDAM-3 POTSDAM-3 TOMPKINS CORTLAND CC-3 
24 NAZARETH-4 HUDSON VALLEY CC-3 SYRACUSE-3 RPI-2 
25 PLATTSBURG-4 ELMIRA-2 CORNELL-2 RIT-2 
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DATA FOR DISCUSSION BY THE  
 COMMMUNITY ADVISORY COMMITTEES:  

 

◊ ‘Q AND A’ ABOUT THE PROCESS WITH REGARD TO PERSONNEL WHEN A SCHOOL DISTRICT 
REORGANIZATION OCCURS THROUGH REORGANIZATION  

 
◊ PROFILE OF MAJOR ELEMENTS OF ALL LABOR CONTRACTS IN PLACE IN THE FOUR DISTRICTS  

FOR THE 2010-2011 SCHOOL YEAR 
 

◊ TOTAL FULL TIME EQUIVALENT PERSONNEL EXPENDITURES BY EACH SCHOOL DISTRICT 
BENCHMARKED TO THE 2010-2011 SCHOOL YEAR 

 
◊ AVERAGE AND MEDIAN TOTAL FULL TIME EQUIVALENT PERSONNEL EXPENDITURES ACROSS 

THE FOUR SCHOOL DISTRICTS BENCHMARKED TO THE 2010-2011 SCHOOL YEAR 
 

◊ FULL TIME EQUIVALENT OF STAFF WHO HAVE LEFT THE DISTRICTS FOR ALL REASONS EXCEPT 
REDUCTION IN FORCE FOR THE SCHOOL YEARS 2007-2008 THROUGH 2010-2011 

 

FRANKFORT-SCHUYLER CS 
HERKIMER CS 

ILION CS 
MOHAWK CS 

 

April  2011
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Labor Relations Implications 
Of School District Centralization 

(April 28, 2011) 
 
 

The following information is based on guidance materials from the State Education Department and general principles of 
public sector employment law.  This document does not contain legal advice and should not be considered a legal opinion.  
For legal advice, the districts should contact their respective attorney counsels. 
  
 
1. Q: If two or more school districts centralize into one school district, what happens to the employees of the former school districts?   
 

Each teacher employed by a former school district becomes an employee of the new school district.  Employees appointed pursuant to 
the Civil Service Law by a former school district may have varying rights in the new school district, depending on their civil service 
class (competitive, non-competitive, labor, etc.). 

 
2. Q: What happens to the collective bargaining agreements of the former school districts? 
 
 The terms of those agreements may become elements of new agreements with the new school district.  The new school district and the 

new bargaining units’ bargaining agents must make a good faith effort to negotiate new collective bargaining agreements.  
 
  
3. Q: What happens to the seniority rights of teachers? 
 
 Teachers are credited with seniority earned within a particular tenure area.  When school districts centralize, the seniority lists are 

merged so that the new school district has only one seniority list per tenure area. 
 
 
4. Q: What happens to the seniority rights of employees appointed pursuant to the Civil Service Law? 
 
 Competitive class employees are credited with seniority in accordance with the Civil Service Law.  Other employees may have seniority 

rights set forth in their collective bargaining agreements. 
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5. Q: What happens if the new school district needs fewer teachers? 
 
 The Board of Education of the new school district may reduce teaching positions on the basis of seniority within a particular tenure 

area.  If a teaching position is abolished, the affected individuals are placed on a preferred eligible list for a period of seven years. 
 
 
6. Q: What happens if the new school district needs fewer civil service employees? 
 
 The Board of Education of the new school district may reduce competitive class positions on the basis of seniority as set forth in the 

Civil Service Law.  Current collective agreements that cover civil service employees may have additional reduction in force references. 
 
 
7. Q: What happens to the administrators of the former school districts? 
 
 Although the guidance materials from the State Education Department specifically reference the seniority rights of teachers, there is 

reason to believe the seniority rights of school administrators could be handled in a similar manner.  However, since school 
administrator tenure areas may vary from district to district, the actual impact of these rights by individual job title/role is a case-by-case 
analysis. 

 
 
8. Q: What happens to the superintendents of the former school districts? 
 
 Superintendents of the former districts do not have any statutory rights to that position in the new district.  The new school district 

board of education may select its own new superintendent.   When the superintendent of a district included in the reorganization has an 
employment contract, that contract becomes an obligation of the newly reorganized school district.  If the newly reorganized district 
determines not to employ the superintendent of a former school district, the new district may discharge the contractual obligation by 
paying the salary which he or she would have earned, less any income obtained from employment elsewhere during the term of the 
contract.  
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9. Q: What happens to the retirement benefits of the employees of the former school districts? 
 
 Retirement benefits associated with the retirement system remain unchanged.  Retirement benefits associated with an employment 

contract or collective bargaining agreement are governed by the terms of the employment contract or collective bargaining agreement.  
Individuals who are already retired from a school district may have certain retiree health insurance protections contained in Chapter 504 
of the Laws of 2009.  Chapter 504 prohibits reduction of health insurance for retirees and their dependents unless there is a 
corresponding reduction of benefits or contributions for the corresponding group of active employees. 

 
10. Q: Are there other considerations relating to labor relations? 
 

When two or more school districts centralize into a new school district, it is possible that the local bargaining units are represented by 
different bargaining agents.  It is important for the school districts and local bargaining units to work with their labor relations experts. 
 

 
 
 
Since the success of any centralization endeavor depends largely on the participation of all affected stakeholders, it is important for the districts 
to provide labor union representatives with appropriate opportunities to discuss the impact of centralization on the rights of bargaining unit 
members.  Often such opportunities come before a formal reorganization public referendum and sometimes before the non-binding ‘straw vote’ 
among the communities. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



DATA 

“Custom tools and research to aid a school district in defining a vision and  
decision options for serving students in the future.” 

 
SES STUDY TEAM 

- 189 -

PROFILE OF MAJOR ELEMENTS OF ALL INSTRUCTIONAL LABOR CONTRACTS IN PLACE IN THE FOUR 
DISTRICTS FOR THE 2010-2011 SCHOOL YEAR 

 
CONTRACT 
ELEMENT IN 
INSTRUCTIONAL 
CONTRACTS 

Frankfort-Schuyler 
07/01/06-06/30/09 

Herkimer 
07/01/08-06/30/11 

Ilion 
07/01/09-06/30/12 

Mohawk 
07/01/07-06/30/10 

Observation/Items to 
note or consider: 

Hours a Day              7.0 hours Elementary- 7:55 to 2:45, 
six hrs; fifty mins, Jr/Sr 
High- 7:40 to 3:00, seven 
hrs., twenty mins 

Not to exceed 7.0 hours 
at elem., and 7.5 at Jr/Sr 
High inclusive of lunch 
 

  

Vacancies Notification to unit 
President - qualified 
member preference 

Notice of vacancy posted - 
members first consideration 
and seniority considered 

Notice to President and 
posting - qualified 
member preference 

Notification to President 
and Posting - qualified 
member preference 

 

Transfers 
 

     

                              voluntary      
                           involuntary Most qualified transferred 

- if qualifications equal, 
least senior transferred 

Among qualified personnel, 
seniority shall be considered 

Among qualified 
personnel, seniority will 
be considered  

 

Layoffs 

  

Placed on preferred 
eligible list - first 
consideration for 
substitute work - 
COBRA coverage at 
former employees 
expense  

 

Dismissal Fair dismissal for 
recommendation against 
tenure or that services of 
probationary teacher be 
discontinued 

Fair dismissal of 
probationary staff - just 
cause for dismissal of 
tenured teachers 

Fair dismissal of 
probationary teachers 

No unit member 
dismissed without just 
cause 

 

Leaves      
     Sick days/Accumulation 14 days a year with 

unlimited accrual 
15 days a year, cumulative 
to 225 

12 days per year, 
cumulative to 240 

12 days a year with 
unlimited accrual 

 

                        Bereavement   
up to 3 days each instance up to 3 days each instance 

up to 3 days each 
instance up to 5 days each instance 

 

                                Personal 
3 days a year, but not to 
extend holiday or vacation 

3 days a year, but not to 
extend holiday or vacation 

3 days a year, but not to 
extend holiday or 
vacation 

3 days a year, but not to 
extend holiday or 
vacation 
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CONTRACT 
ELEMENT IN 
INSTRUCTIONAL 
CONTRACTS 

Frankfort-Schuyler 
07/01/06-06/30/09 

Herkimer 
07/01/08-06/30/11 

Ilion 
07/01/09-06/30/12 

Mohawk 
07/01/07-06/30/10 

Observation/Items to 
note or consider: 

                            Child Care 

Unpaid leave, at least 1 
semester and no more than 
4 semesters Up to 1 year unpaid leave 

Unpaid leave not to 
exceed 2 years with 
group insurance benefits 
available at teacher’s 
expense 

Unpaid leave not to 
exceed 2 years 

 

Insurance      
                                     Plans 

American Medical Ins. 
Co-Schedule C Plan 

Herk. Consortium; Excellus 
BCBS via Consort. 

Herk. Consortium; plan 
via Herk. Boces w/ 
dental 

Herk. Consortium; 
Excellus BCBS via 
Consort. w/ dental 

 

            Employee’s %/Caps Ind & Fam. 13% with 
annual employee prem 
incr. cap of 12.5% 

13% with cap Ind. & Fam. 
$900/$2,500 

Ind. & Fam. Coverage 
90% 

Ind. & Fam. 10% with 
annual employee prem. 
incr. cap of 10% 

 

                           Rx Co-pays $5 generic & $20 name 
brand retail and $5 generic 
and $20 mail order for 90 
day supply                     0/2/5 

$5 generic & $20 brand 
name retail - mail order 
$10 generic $40 brand 
name for 90 day supply 

$5 generic; $10 non-
generic; $0 for mail order 

 

                                 Opt-out   $1,100 (2010/2011 K)      50% of premium saved 25% of premium saved 50% of premium saved  
                               Flex Plan                        yes                  yes                 yes  
                                 Retirees 

After 10 years at F-S and 
retirement eligible retiree 
pays 13% 

Formula for contribution to 
co-pay. Dental & Life 
insurance not included in 
coverage at retirement 

        Retiree Share 
             25/40% 

After 15 years at 
Mohawk, retiree pays 
10%. Also health 
insurance eligible retiree 
receives one-time $6,000 
pymt 

 

  Medicare Reimbursement    Eligible retired 
employees receive 
medicare reimbursement 

 

Salary With Masters      
                              Longevity (15) $1,837 (20) $1,837 

(25) $1,837 
    

            $ Per Graduate Hrs. $74  $68  $74  $64   
                Graduate Hr Cap MA + 30 B + 90 or M + 60 B + 60 w/o approval   
     In-service/Graduate Hrs                 15/1                  15/1   
Children of Non-Resident 
Faculty-Tuition Free Yes, but no transportation  

Yes, but no                        
transportation  
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CONTRACT 
ELEMENT IN 
INSTRUCTIONAL 
CONTRACTS 

Frankfort-Schuyler 
07/01/06-06/30/09 

Herkimer 
07/01/08-06/30/11 

Ilion 
07/01/09-06/30/12 

Mohawk 
07/01/07-06/30/10 

Observation/Items to 
note or consider: 

Retirement Incentive After 20 yrs. w Dist., and 
retire w/in first or second 
yr of eligibility in the 
NYTRS w/o penalty, one-
time payment of 40% of 
final yr salary. 

After 25 yrs. in NYTRS and 
15 yrs at Dist., in first yr of 
retirement eligibility, one 
time $14,000 payment. 

After 15 yrs at Dist., 
payment of $400 for 
each yr of service at 
ICSD  

After 1 year in health ins. 
plan prior to retirement, 
employee who retires 
may remain in health ins. 
plan for one-time 
payment of $6,000 

 

           Sick Day Conversion A TRS eligible employee 
after 10 continuous years 
at F-S, will receive $15 a 
day up to 1/2 total accum. 
sick days. Unlimited 
accrual 

Payment for accum. sick 
days and health ins. co-pay 
contrib. based on number of 
sick days accrued.  

After 15 yrs at the Dist., 
$30 per day for first 50 
accum. sick days and 
$40 per day for 
remaining sick days up 
to a max of  240 days 

After 15 yrs. at the Dist., 
$30 per day for each 
accum. sick day. Accrual 
is unlimited. 

 

Distance Learning 

 

Program delivered via live 
transmission from HCSD by 
a bargaining unit or Herk. 
Cnty. BOCES employee. 
The time of transmission 
within normal confines of 
daily schedule of classes.   

 

Starting salary w/ MA  
       (2010-2011)              $37,193              $37,000              $39,306              $34,400 

 

     Beginning 5th yr              $41,466              $40,848              $42,802              $38,775  
     Beginning 10th yr.              $48,976              $45,307              $53,085              $44,470  
     Beginning 15th yr.              $56,983              $51,166              $60,092              $50,945  
     Beginning 20th yr.              $62,797              $57,139              $63,637              $57,720  
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PROFILE OF MAJOR ELEMENTS OF ALL INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPORT LABOR CONTRACTS IN PLACE IN THE 
FOUR DISTRICTS FOR THE 2010-2011 SCHOOL YEAR 

 
 
INSTRUCTIONAL 
SUPPORT STAFF 
CONTRACT  
ELEMENTS 

Frankfort-Schuyler 
       07/1/05-06/30/09 

Herkimer 
         07/1/07-06/30/12 

Ilion 
      07/1/08-06/30/12 

Mohawk 
      07/1/07-06/30/11 

Observation/Items to 
note or consider: 

      
Leaves      
      Personal sickness      
          12 month employees    13 days/ accum. 225       15 days/ accum. 250    12 days/ accum. 240   12 days/ accum. unlim.  
          11 month employees    n/a       14 days/ accum. 250    11 days/ accum. 225   11 days/ accum. unlim.  
          10 month  employees    11 days/ accum. 225       12 days/ accum. 250    10 days/ accum. 210   10 days/ accum. unlim.  
      
      Family sickness, use of  
      personal sick days for 

     

          12 month employees               4 days                  3 days              6 days               12 days  
          11 month employees                 n/a                 3 days              5.5 days               11 days  
          10 month employees               4 days                  3 days              5 days                10 days  
      
      Personal leave      
          12 month employees               2 days                 3 days              3 days               3 days  
          11 month employees                 n/a                 3 days              3 days               3 days  
          10 month employees               2 days                 3 days              3 days               3 days  
      
     Bereavement leave      
          12 month employees               2 days                  3 days              6 days 5 days immed. family, 3 

days aunts, uncles in-laws 
 

          11 month employees                 n/a                 3 days              5.5 days         same as above  
          10 month employees               2 days                 3 days              6 days         same as above   
              
Paid Holidays      
     12 month employees               13 days                14 days             12.5 days              13 days  
     11 month employees                 n/a                14 days             12.5 days                
     10 month employees               12 days                13 days             11.5 days                
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INSTRUCTIONAL 
SUPPORT STAFF 
CONTRACT 
 ELEMENTS 

Frankfort-Schuyler 
       07/1/05-06/30/09 

Herkimer 
         07/1/07-06/30/12 

Ilion 
      07/1/08-06/30/12 

Mohawk 
      07/1/07-06/30/11 

Observation/Items to 
note or consider: 

Vacations      
     12 month employees  1 week in first year;  

 2 weeks in yrs 2-7;   
 3 weeks in yrs 8-10; 
 addtl 1 day per year over     
10 years, up to 10 addtl        

     2 weeks in years 1-6; 
     3 weeks in years 7-14; 
     4 weeks in years 15+ 

    5 days after 1 year; 
    10 days after 2 years; 
    15 days after 8 years; 
after 11 years, one addtl 
day per yr up to 5 addtl 
days 

10 days pr yr in yrs 1-6; 
15 days pr yr in yrs 7-9; 
after 9 yrs an addtl .083 
days per month up to 
1.667 per month 

 

     11 month employees                              9 days in yrs 1-6; 
        14 days in yrs 7-14; 
        19 days in yrs 15+ 

   4.5 days after 1 yr; 
   9 days after 2 yrs; 
   13.5 days after 8 yrs; 
  after 11 yrs, 1 addtl 
day per yr up to 5 addtl 
days 
 

                  

     10 month employees                              8 days in yrs 1-6; 
         12 days in yrs 7-14; 
         17 days in yrs 15+ 

  4 days after 1 yr; 
  8 days after 2 yrs; 
  12 days after 8 yrs; 
after 11 yrs, 1 addtl day 
per yr up to 5 addtl days 

                  

      
Work Hours      
     Custodial, Maintenance,  
     Cleaners & Grounds-man 

8 hrs a day, 40 hrs a week 8 hrs a day, 40 hrs a week    8 hrs a day, 40 hrs  
   a week 

  

     Cafeteria      6 hrs a day, 30 hrs 
   a week 

  

     R. Nurses  8 hrs a day, 40 hrs a week    6 hrs a day, 30 hrs 
   a week 

  

     Clerical 7 hrs a day, 35 hrs a week 7 hrs a day, 35 hrs a week    7 hrs a day, 35 hrs 
   a week 

  

      
Retirement Benefits      
     NYS           Section 75-i             Section 75-i               Section 75-c  
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INSTRUCTIONAL 
SUPPORT STAFF 
CONTRACT  
ELEMENTS 

Frankfort-Schuyler 
       07/1/05-06/30/09 

Herkimer 
         07/1/07-06/30/12 

Ilion 
      07/1/08-06/30/12 

Mohawk 
      07/1/07-06/30/11 

Observation/Items to 
note or consider: 

     Retirement Award After 10 yrs. w District, 
$20 per day for ½ accum. 
sick days at retirement 

Paid on 30% accum. sick 
days beyond days returned 
for retiree health insur (175) 

After 10 yrs. w District, 
$100 for each yr of 
service up to 25 yrs, 
plus $25 a day accum. 
sick leave through 15 
yrs service. After 15 
yrs., $30 a day for first 
fifty and $40 a day for 
each day thereafter 

After 10 yrs., service w 
District,$100 for each 
year f.t. service and $50 
each year p.t. service (this 
sunsets 6/30/11). After 15 
yrs., upon retirement, 
paid $20 a day for each 
accum. sick day. 

 

      
Insurance Benefits      
     min. hrs. to qualify            Regular work 

schedule of 20+ hours a 
week 

F.T. of 40 hrs per week, 
except for clerical 35 hrs 

  Regular hours exceed 6 
hrs. a day or 30 hrs. a 
week 

 

     employee share     Indiv/Fam. 9%/9%, w/ 
cap on yrly prem incr 
 of 12.5% 

13% w/ caps I/F $850/$2400   Indiv/Fam 10%/10%   Indiv/Fam 8%, w/ cap 
on yrly prem. incr of 10% 

 

     Rx co-pay   $5 gen/$10brnd/$ 0 mail   $ 5 gen/$ 10 brnd/ $0 mail $ 2 gen/$ 4 brnd/0 mail $ 5 gen/$10 brnd/0 mail                                 
     Life, Accid., and  
     Dismember cov.  

  $10,000 coverage    $10,000 coverage $10,000 coverage  

     Dental insur.                   yes                     yes                yes    
     Flex plan                  yes                     yes                 yes                  yes  
     Retirees After 10 yrs w Dist and 

last 5 yrs in Dist health 
plan, retiree receives same 
health insur. and co-pay as 
active 

If retiree returns 175 accum. 
sick days, retiree will 
receive same health insur. 
and same  rates as actives. If  
employed w Dist for 10 yrs. 
but accum. less than 175 
days, all accum. days 
returned and Dist. pays 80% 
Ind. and 60% Fam. 

For retired employees 
eligible for coverage 
when active, Dist. will 
pay 75% Ind. and 60% 
Fam. Premium. 

After 12 years at Dist., 
when retirees qualify for 
retirement  under NYS  
System, and to qualified 
employees who worked 
30+ hours a week during 
5 of last 7 yrs., Dist will 
pay 90% of I/F premium 
in the under 65 class and 
95% for those over 65. 
Medicare reimb. also paid 

 

      
    Insurance Opt-out $1,100 for opt-out of  

Ind., or Fam. coverage 
     50% of prem. savings  
      

25% of prem. savings 50% of prem. savings w 
caps. 
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INSTRUCTIONAL 
SUPPORT STAFF 
CONTRACT  
ELEMENTS 

Frankfort-Schuyler 
       07/1/05-06/30/09 

Herkimer 
         07/1/07-06/30/12 

Ilion 
      07/1/08-06/30/12 

Mohawk 
      07/1/07-06/30/11 

Observation/Items to 
note or consider: 

Vacancies Brd will consider seniority 
and qualifications of 
applicant 

Among qualified bidders, 
will consider several factors 
including seniority 

Preference to internal 
bidders.  Betw = 
internal, seniority 
prevails 

Preference to internal 
bidders. Betw internal, 
based on exper/qualif. 

 

      
Layoff/Recall Layoff first newly 

hired/provis. w/in title; 
then newly hired prob; 
then comp class via Civ. 
Serv. and noncomp by 
seniority w/ in Dist 

 Layoff of least senior in 
class where work 
reduction,  Recall in 
reverse order of layoff 

Comp. class via Civ. 
Serv.  Noncomp. by 
reverse seniority unit 
wide.  Seniority by total 
time at Dist. 

 

      
Wages hourly                      
     Account Clerk   L- 13.38; H- 18.02 L- $9.00; H-  $15.00    L-14.83; H-16.95  
     Bus Driver  L- $9.00; H-  $15.00  L-13.71; H-17.35  
     Cleaner               9.07 L- $8.00;  H- $12.00     L- 14.46; H- 15.10 L-11.11; H-15.69  
     Clerk   L- 13.29; H-17.95 L- $9.00; H-  $15.00     L- 14.82; H-15.27   
     Custodian   L- 12.45; H-14.89  L- $9.00; H-  $15.00     L- 18.23; H-19.67 L-17.91; H-18.01  
     Groundskeeper               7.25 L- $9.00; H-  $15.00              16.91          18.01  
     Maint. mech/worker   L- 16.03; H-17.44 L- $9.00; H-  $15.00     L- 19.17; H- 23.54 L-15.95; H-22.04  
     Nurse-RN   L- 15.55; H-28.65 L- $10.00;  H-$20.00     L- 24.70; H- 27.17 L-21.42; H-23.26  
     Snr. Custodian  L- $9.00; H-  $15.00              21.76            
     Teacher Aide   L- 8.85; H- 17.09 L- $11.00;  H-$14.00    L-10.17; H-17.08  
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FULL TIME EQUIVALENT TOTAL NUMBERS OF STAFF AND THE 
TOTAL FTE PERSONNEL EXPENDITURES BENCHMARKED TO THE 2011-2012 SCHOOL YEAR 

 
Total personnel expenditures for each staff segment category equals the total of salary, employer FICA costs, employer health insurance costs, 
employer retirement costs, and any other benefits (if any).  Please note that the differences in cost per FTE per staff category is primarily due 

to the longevity differences of various FTE’s at each respective school district; the different retirement ‘tier’ an FTE falls under based on what 
state ‘tier’ was in place at time of hire; along with contractual pay guidelines. 

 
 
 
 FRANKFORT-SCHUYLER HERKIMER ILION MOHAWK 
STAFF  
SEGMENT 

TOTAL 
FTE’S 

TOTAL 
$ 2010-
2011 

COST 
PER 
FTE 

TOTAL 
FTE’S 

TOTAL 
$ 2010-
2011 

COST 
PER 
FTE 

TOTAL 
FTE’S 

TOTAL 
$ 2010-
2011 

COST 
PER 
FTE 

TOTAL
FTE’S 

TOTAL 
$ 2010-
2011 

COST 
PER 
FTE 

Pre-K through grade 
6 certified teachers 
(including 
counselors, nurses 
and similar others): 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

42 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
$3,050,586 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
$72,633 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

55 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
$3,735,440 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
$67,917 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

73 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
$5,249,207 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
$71,907 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

41 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
$2,848,180 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
$69,468 

Grade 7-12 certified 
teachers (including 
counselors, nurses 
and similar others): 

 
 
 
 
 
 

42 

 
 
 
 
 
 
$3,423,924 

 
 
 
 
 
 
$81,522 

 
 
 
 
 
 

61 

 
 
 
 
 
 
$4,046,727 

 
 
 
 
 
 
$66,340 

 
 
 
 
 
 

65 

 
 
 
 
 
 
$5,162,830 

 
 
 
 
 
 
$79,428 

 
 
 
 
 
 

39 

 
 
 
 
 
 
$2,852,940 

 
 
 
 
 
 
$73,152 

Grades K-12:   
  Teacher Assistants 
(certified) 

 
 

15 

 
 
$479,544 

 
 
$31,970 

 
 

0 

 
 
0 

 
 
0 

 
 

18 

 
 
$224,744 

 
 
$12,486 

 
 

4 

 
 
$117,214 

 
 
$29,304 

  Teacher Aides 
(civil service 
payroll) 

 
 

1 

 
 
$36,789 

 
 
$36,789 

 
 

23 

 
 
$703,129 

 
 
$30,571 

 
 

40 

 
 
$434,827 

 
 
$10,871 

 
 

24 

 
 
$268,805 

 
 
$11,200 

Grades K-12: 
 OT/PT (civil 
service payroll) 

 
 

0 

 
 
0 

 
 
0 

 
 

0 

 
 
0 

 
 
0 

 
 

1 

 
 
$83,650 

 
 
$83,650 

 
 

1 

 
 
$35,930 

 
 
$35,930 
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 FRANKFORT-SCHUYLER HERKIMER ILION MOHAWK 
STAFF  
SEGMENT 

TOTAL 
FTE’S 

TOTAL 
$ 2010-
2011 

COST 
PER 
FTE 

TOTAL 
FTE’S 

TOTAL 
$ 2010-
2011 

COST 
PER 
FTE 

TOTAL 
FTE’S 

TOTAL 
$ 2010-
2011 

COST 
PER 
FTE 

TOTAL
FTE’S 

TOTAL 
$ 2010-
2011 

COST 
PER 
FTE 

 Social worker (civil 
service payroll) 

 
 

0 

 
 
0 

 
 
0 

 
 

0 

 
 
 

 
 
0 

 
 

0 

 
 
0 

 
 
0 

 
 

0 

 
 
0 

 
 
0 

 Nurse (civil service 
payroll) 

 
2 

 
$120,678 

 
$60,339 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
3 

 
$165,474 

 
$55,158 

 
2 

 
$89,672 

 
$44,836 

K-12 certified 
administrators: 

 

Include all district 
administrators 
including the 
business official if 
she/he serves in a 
civil service position 

 
 
 
 
 
 

6 

 
 
 
 
 
 
$714,883 

 
 
 
 
 
 
$119,147 

 
 
 
 
 
 

7 

 
 
 
 
 
 
$821,787 

 
 
 
 
 
 
$117,398 

 
 
 
 
 
 

7 

 
 
 
 
 
 
$922,372 

 
 
 
 
 
 
$131,767 

 
 
 
 
 
 

4 

 
 
 
 
 
 
$517,604 

 
 
 
 
 
 
$129,401 

On Civil Service 
payroll: 
(CONSIDERED 
FTE’S) 
 

 

Supervisors of any 
support function 

 
 

1 

 
 
$78,150 

 
 
$78,150 

 
 

3 

 
 
$181,749 

 
 
$60,583 

 
 

2 

 
 
$154,995 

 
 
$77,478 

 
 

3 

 
 
$193,550 

 
 
$64,517 

Bus drivers 0 0 0 8 $169,551 $21,194 0 0 0 1 $61,905 $61905 
Bus aides 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
School lunch 
workers 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
9 

 
$175,278 

 
$19,475 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

Operations and 
Maintenance 
workers 

 
 

11 

 
 
$475,924 

 
 
$43,266 

 
 

19 

 
 
$475,775 

 
 
$25,041 

 
 

16 

 
 
$930,165 

 
 
$58,135 

 
 

12.48 

 
 
$605,673 

 
 
$48,531 

Secretaries 6 $250,393 $41,732 8 $303,289 $37,911 14 $675,158 $48,226 7 $340,112 $48,587 
Business Office staff 
other than secretarial 
OR business official 

 
 
 

1.5 

 
 
 
$54,433 

 
 
 
$36,289 

 
 
 

2 

 
 
 
$99,463 

 
 
 
$49,732 

 
 
 

1.4 

 
 
 
$117,974 

 
 
 
$84,267 

 
 
 

2 

 
 
 
$104,565 

 
 
 
$52,283 

Technology support 
staff 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
1 

 
$64,264 

 
$64264 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
1 

 
$71,854 

 
$71,854 
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 FRANKFORT-SCHUYLER HERKIMER ILION MOHAWK 
STAFF  
SEGMENT 

TOTAL 
FTE’S 

TOTAL 
$ 2010-
2011 

COST 
PER 
FTE 

TOTAL 
FTE’S 

TOTAL 
$ 2010-
2011 

COST 
PER 
FTE 

TOTAL 
FTE’S 

TOTAL 
$ 2010-
2011 

COST 
PER 
FTE 

TOTAL
FTE’S 

TOTAL 
$ 2010-
2011 

COST 
PER 
FTE 

CONSIDERED 
HOURLY 
EMPLOYEES ON 
CIVIL SERVICE 
PAYROLL  

 

 
Bus drivers 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

10,620 
hrs. 

 
$155,831 

$14.67 
per hour 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

7020 
hrs, 

 
$122,623 

$17.47 
per hour 

 
Bus aides 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

2700 
hrs. 

 
$28,213 

$10.45 
per hour 

2040 
hrs. 

 
$19,730 

$9.67 
per hour 

1440 
hrs. 

 
$17,835 

$12.39 
per hour 

School lunch 
workers 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

3240 
hrs. 

 
$33,856 

$10.45 
per hour 

5610 
hrs. 

 
$57,450 

$10.24 
per hour 

8330 
hrs. 

 
$119,990 

$14.40 
per hour 

 
Part-time cleaners 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

2496 
hrs. 

 
$41,063 

$16.45 
per hour 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 
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Summary of FTE Personnel Costs Benchmarked to 2010-2011 in the Frankfort-Schuyler, Herkimer, 
Ilion and Mohawk Central School Districts: 

 
STAFF  
SEGMENT 

Range of 
Total cost per FTE 
benchmarked to the 

2010-2011 School Year 

Average 
FTE Cost 

Median 
FTE 
Cost 

Pre-K through grade 6 certified teachers (including counselors, nurses and similar others): $67,917 - $72,633 $70,481 $70,688 
Grade 7-12 certified teachers (including counselors, nurses and similar others): $66,340 - $81,522 $75,111 $76,290 

 
Grades K-12:  
Teacher Assistants (certified) $12,486 - $31,970 $24,587 $29,304 
Teacher Aides (civil service payroll) $10,871 - $36,789 $22,358 $20,886 
 
Grades K-12:  
OT/PT (civil service payroll) $35,938 - $83,650 $59,790 $59,790 
Social worker (civil service payroll)    
Nurse (civil service payroll) $44,836 - $60,339 $53,444 $55,158 
 
K-12 certified administrators:  
Include all district administrators including the business official if she/he serves in a civil service position $117,398 - $131,767 $124,428 $124,274 

 
On Civil Service payroll: (CONSIDERED FTE’S)  
Supervisors of any support function $60,583 - $78,150 $70,182 $70,998 
Bus drivers na   
Bus aides    
School lunch workers na   
Operations and Maintenance workers $25,041 - $58,135 $43,743 $45,899 
Secretaries $37,911 - $48,587 $44,114 $44,979 
Business Office staff other than secretarial OR business official $49,732 - $84,267 $55,643 $51,008 
Technology support staff $64,264 - $71,854 $68,059 $68,059 
 
CONSIDERED HOURLY EMPLOYEES ON CIVIL SERVICE PAYROLL  
Bus drivers $14.67 - $17.47 $16 $16 
Bus aides $9.67 - $12.39 $11 $10 
School lunch workers $10.24 - $14.40 $12 $10 
Part-time cleaners na   
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FTE NUMBERS OF STAFF WHO HAVE LEFT THE DISTRICTS FOR ALL REASONS 
EXCEPT REDUCTION IN FORCE 

ILION FRANKFORT-
SCHUYLER 

HERKIMER MOHAWK  

20
10

-2
01

1 

20
09

-2
01

0 

20
08

-2
00

9 

20
07

-2
00

8 

20
10

-2
01

1 

20
09

-2
01

0 

20
08

-2
00

9 

20
07

-2
00

8 

20
10

-2
01

1 

20
09

-2
01

0 

20
08

-2
00

9 

20
07

-2
00

8 

20
10

-2
01

1 

20
09

-2
01

0 

20
08

-2
00

9 

20
07

-2
00

8 

STAFF SEGMENT        

 
 
 

 
 
 

TOTAL 
OVER 

4 
YEARS 

Pre-K through grade 6 certified 
teachers (including counselors, 
nurses and similar others) 

1 4 5 2 5  1 1 1 2  3 5 1 4 11 46 

Grade 7-12 certified teachers 
(including counselors, nurses and 
similar others): 

1 2 7 1 1  7 2  4 5 1 2 2 2 4 41 

Grades K-12:      
  Teacher Assistants (certified) 1 4 3 9             17 
  Teacher Aides (civil service) 6 7 9 7   2  1 2 4 1 1 1 5 2 48 
 Grades K-12: 
 OT/PT (civil service) 

                 

 Social worker (civil service)    1             1 
 Nurse (civil service)                  
 K-12 certified administrators:  1 1  1 1  3    1  1 1  10 
Civil Service:     
  Supervisors of any support 

function 
            1    1 

  Bus drivers          2 3 4 3 2  2 16 
  Bus aides          1     1  2 
  School lunch workers         1  1   2   4 
  Operations and Maintenance 

workers 
 2 1 1 1 2 1  1 3 2 1 1 1 1  18 

  Secretaries  3    2 1    1    1 1 9 
  Business Office not secretarial       2        1  3 
  Technology support staff     
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A ‘What if’ Picture of How the 
Program is Delivered and How 
the School Buildings are used in 

a Reorganization of the Four 
School Districts into One 

(including school day times, transportation times, and 
bus runs) 

 
Based on the Program Vision Ideas of the 

Community Advisory Committees for 
Opportunities for All Pupils  

 
FRANKFORT-SCHUYLER CS 

HERKIMER CS 
ILION CS 

MOHAWK CS 
 

September 2011
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PUPIL CAPACITY OF EACH EXISTING SCHOOL BUILDING 

ASSUMPTIONS: 
• No new construction of additional space forecasted. 
• No immediate renovations of existing space.  At this juncture, current district office space is not 

retrofitted for pupil instruction. 
• Unassigned pupil capacity is factored to ensure flexibility of program delivery, allow for program 

enhancements, and allow for appropriate space for instructional support activities. 
• All existing instructional support spaces remain instructional support spaces. 
• Allocation of  at least eight classrooms district-wide for Pre-K at class section size of 18 pupils (288 half 

day; 144 full day pupils) are already accounted for in the buildings before the K-6 pupil capacities are 
calculated and reported below. 

• Pupil Capacity based on implemented class sizes per classroom of: 
◊ Kindergarten and grade 1:  20 pupils 
◊ Grades 2 and 3:                     22 pupils 
◊ Grades 4, 5, and 6:                24 pupils 
◊ Grades 7-12:                          25 pupils  

 (Note:  Often for specialized Grades 7-12 courses, it is likely that the class sizes for such specialized 
courses may be between 10-(or fewer pupils as approved by the board)-and 25 pupils.  During 
other instructional periods of the day, it is likely a classroom will host class sizes near the 25 pupil 
number for other courses less specialized.) 

CURRENT 
ELEMENTARY 

SCHOOL BUILDINGS 

K-6 
PUPIL 

CAPACITY 

CURRENT 
SECONDARY SCHOOL 

BUILDINGS 

7-12 
PUPIL 

CAPACITY 

PUPIL CAPACITY 
OF THE  7-12 

BUILDING USED AS 
AN ELMENTARY 

SCHOOL 
FRANKFORT- 

SCHUYLER 
Reese Road El. 

634 
(the F-S housing 

plan for 2011-
2012) 

 

FRANKFORT- 
SCHUYLER 
High School 

 
784 

 
692 

FRANKFORT- 
SCHUYLER 

West Frankfort El. 

 
252 

  

 
HERKIMER 
Elementary 

 
800 

 HERKIMER 
High School 

 
879 

 
824 

 
ILION 

Barringer Rd Elementary 
 

584 
 ILION 

High School 
 

1340 
 

1362 
ILION 

Remington Elementary 
 

530 
  

 
MOHAWK Fisher 

Elementary 
 

578 
 MOHAWK 

Jarvis High School 
 

560 
 

560 
 

TOTAL K-6 PUPIL 
CAPACITY 

AVAILABLE WITH 
THE CURRENT 
ELEMENTARY 

SCHOOL BUILDINGS 

 
3378 

TOTAL PUPIL 
CAPACITY 

 AVAILABLE WITH 
CURRENTGRADES 

 7-12 BUILDINGS 

 
3563 

Anticipated  
 Pupil Capacity Need in 

 five years: 

 
 

2320-2550 

 

Highest Anticipated 
 Pupil Capacity Need in 

ten years: 

 
 

2118-2231 
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Recommended consensus option by the four Community Advisory Committees for delivery of the Pre-

K through grade 12 program and how to use the existing buildings to deliver the program: 
 

 
Four K-4 elementary attendance zones are drawn with at least one K-4 school within what 
is now each school district. One grades 5-6 elementary school; one grades 7-8 school; and 

one high school grades 9-12. 
 

 
ANTICIPATED 1829 GRADES K-4 PUPILS; 

ANTICIPATED 721 GRADES 5-6 PUPILS TO 
SERVE in the next five years. 

 

 
ANTICIPATED 785 GRADES 7-8 PUPILS; 

ANTICIPATED 1365 GRADES 9-12 PUPILS TO 
SERVE in next five years. 

 
ELEMENTARY 

BUILDINGS 
PUPIL  

CAPACITY 
EST. 

ENROLL. 
SECONDARY 
BUILDINGS 

PUPIL 
CAPACITY

EST. 
ENROLL. 
 

Frankfort-Schuyler 
Elementary serves  
grades K-4 
 

634 
(the F-S 

housing plan 
for 2011-

2012) 

Frankfort-Schuyler 
High School serves 
grades 7-8 

784 213 of 
F-S 

214 of 
Herkimer 

237 of Ilion 
121 of 

Mohawk 

Herkimer El. serves 
grades K-4 
 
 
 

800 

Mohawk Fisher El 
Serves K-4  

 
578 

 
 

Ilion Barringer 
Elementary Serves 
K-4  

584 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

414 of 
F-S 

485 of 
Herkimer 

620 of 
Ilion 

310 of 
Mohawk 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Herkimer  High 
School serves 
Intermediate  grades 
5-6 

879 175 of 
F-S 

214 of 
Herkimer 

226 of 
Ilion 

106 of 
Mohawk 

 

Ilion high school 
serves grades 9-12 

 
 
 
 
 

1340 Enrollment 
estimates: 

363 of 
F-S 

360 of 
Herkimer 

428 of Ilion 
214 of 

Mohawk 
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 PUPIL  
CAPACITY 

EST. 
ENROLL. 

 PUPIL 
CAPACITY

EST. 
ENROLL. 

K-4; 2596 
 

K-4; 1829 7-8; 784 785  TOTALS: 

5-6; 879 
 

5-6; 721 

TOTALS:

9-12; 1440 
(1340 plus 
100 to be 
served in 
current 

space now 
used for the 

Ilion 
district 
office) 

1365  

 
Grades K-4: 767 or 

29.5% available 
unassigned pupil 

capacity 
 

 
Grades 7-8: -1; 

at pupil capacity 

Pupil capacity 
available for 
flexibility of delivery 
of the program: 

 
Grades 5-6; 158 or 

18% available 
unassigned pupil 

capacity 

Pupil capacity 
available for 
flexibility of delivery 
of the program: 

 
Grades 9-12:  +75 or 5.2% 
available unassigned pupil 

capacity 
  

REMAINING BUILDINGS: POSSIBLE USES OR IDEAS FOR DISPOSITION: 
 

Ilion-Remington Elementary sell or rent 

Mohawk-Jarvis District Office and Central Services for the 
reorganized district; also, site for a 7-12 alternative 

education program to be developed with the approval 
of the new Board of Education 

  
 

OPPORTUNITIES  
 

CHALLENGES  
Acceleration opportunities for students. Create a new culture to develop new expectations for 

performance and student outcomes. 
Possibly more special needs classes held in-district than now 
have to go to other districts in a shared manner. 

Articulation of curriculum among the five elementary buildings 
and two secondary buildings. 

Create a new culture to develop new expectations for 
performance and student outcomes. 

The high school is large compared to the current culture.  Need 
to ensure efforts and a value of delivery that nurtures a “home 
town” feeling. 

Focused curriculum and development based on specific child 
development characteristics and learning attributes by a 
focused building staff serving a less wide range of grade 
levels. (grades 5-6; grades 7-8).  Planned attention to the 
emotional, academic, social, physical, and developmental 
characteristics of 10 to 14 year olds. 

Four transitions in thirteen years instead of three. 

Vertical and horizontal alignment of the curriculum is more 
possible—consistency, completeness, and definition of 

Identifying new transportation routes. 
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mastery steps for pupils will be enabled and possible because 
there will be enough of a cohort of professionals working 
together to share and achieve this time consuming, but critical 
instructional decision making. 
Neighborhood schools still in tact for the youngest of pupils. 
(Pre-K through grade 4) 

Maybe transportation cost; possibly travel time in some cases. 

The grades 5-6 building will allow for effective transition time 
between elementary and middle school. 

Moth balling of two buildings and the effort to rent or sell them. 

The 7-8 building will allow the development of a true middle 
school that uses teaming, an integrated curriculum, and 
techniques that focus on learning and adolescent development. 

The decisions about the deployment of the best available talent 
to serve the three schools serving grades 5 through 12. 

There are already 8 pre-k classrooms recognized to be served 
in the elementary Pre-K through 4 schools.  There is 
classroom space available to increase the number Pre-K rooms 
if the reorganized district wishes within the resources 
available. 

 

Reorganization of bus routes and runs.  
More flexibility in transportation options.  
Two fewer buildings and the costs associated.  
Available room to rent to BOCES at the Pre-K to grade 4 level 
for support of regional shared programming to serve special 
needs pupils. 

 

Available room to rent or partner with other community 
service agencies to provide services to pupils and families in 
the four elementary attendance zones.  For example, the 
Advisory Committees discussed the possibility of the 
availability of health clinics in partnership with hospital(s) in 
the elementary schools. 

 

Opportunity to better match skill sets with specific grade 
levels. 

 

Finally enough room at primary grades for OT and PT 
services for special needs pupils 

 

Often, pupils move among the four school districts of the 
study throughout the year.  With reorganization, these children 
will have a new stability in that they might attend a different 
elementary school attendance zone, but they will have the 
same curriculum scope, materials, and expectations for them. 

 

Will be easier to meet the physical education requirements for 
the elementary grades. 

 

Team teaching and deeper collaboration among staff because 
the range of responsibilities will be more focused on specific 
grade levels. 

 

Staff development can now be delivered in a less generalist 
way.   

 

It will be more possible to have a consistency of curriculum 
and standards because there will be more colleague partners 
serving a more narrow range of grade levels at fewer 
buildings. 

 

Can customize professional assignments to the strengths of 
staff members---all do not have to be generalists. 

 

It seems we can bring back program items that recently have 
been lost to budget trimming and cuts. 

 

Swimming program for grades 5 and 6   
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Current Profile of Student Instructional Day and Bus Transportation: 
 

 
Preliminary Framework Plan for School Day Times, Transportation Times, and Bus Run 

Resources in a Reorganization of the Districts into One 
 
 

Assumptions: 
 

 All Pre-K through grade 4 pupils attend the elementary school within the original school district 
‘attendance zone’.  However, parents who wish to have their elementary children attend an 
elementary school of the new reorganized school district that is closer to their home may request 
that attendance at their discretion. 

 The goal is that no child is on a bus longer than 1 hour; the norm will be likely 45 minutes or less. 

 The existence of two current methods to provide transportation services—district owned and third 
party contractor—is an asset to the reorganized district to ensure the number of bus runs necessary 
to achieve the program and transportation goals. 

 Smaller (less than 66 passenger) buses will probably be used to transport pupils who currently live 
at the most outer limits of the current school district geographic boundaries.  

 A current ‘walker’ will be transported to his/her respective school if it is not located in the current 
school district.  The new district will define the definition of a ‘walker’. (It is suggested that ‘a 
walker’ reflect the current policy of the four school districts that is most beneficial for students.)  
Example:  A Frankfort grade 7 student will walk to the middle school on Palmer Street if he/she is 
in the walking zone now established by Frankfort.   All Mohawk grade 7 students will be 
transported to the Middle School in Frankfort. 

 Initially, the transportation directors are suggesting the following bus runs as the pattern in each of 
what will become the four attendance zones of the new district—the current boundaries of each of 
the four school districts. “x” denotes a separate bus run.  

 
 

 FRANKFORT-
SCHUYLER 

HERKIMER ILION MOHAWK 

Current 
Elementary 
Student Day 

8:20-2:10 
 

8:10-2:30 8:30-2:30 7:55-2:30 

Current Secondary 
Student Day 

7:55-2:44 7:55-2:45 8:00-2:50 7:57-2:33 

First student 
pickup time: 

7:15 
 

6:55 
 

7:30 
 

7:00 
 

Total number of 
bus routes 
currently: 

19 11 8 7 
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 Frankfort-
Schuyler 
Attendance Zone 

Herkimer 
Attendance Zone 

Ilion Attendance 
Zone 

Mohawk 
Attendance Zone 

PreK-4     
PreK-4 and 7-8 x    
PreK-6  x   
Grades 5-6 x    
Grades 7-8  x   
Grades 9-12 x x x x 
PreK – grade 8   x x 

 
 

 The preliminary transportation framework has the following separate bus runs: 

 PreK-4 5-6 7-8 9-12 
Student 
Instructional Day-
Not counting an 
‘afterschool’ 
activity period (6.5 
hours) 

 
8:20-2:50 

 
8:35-3:05 

 
8:35-3:05 

 
7:55-2:35 

School location: Frankfort-Schuyler 
Elementary 

 
Herkimer  

Elementary 
 

Barringer 
Elementary 

 
Fisher  

Elementary 

Upper Elementary 
5-6  

(at current 
Herkimer High 

School) 

Middle School 
7-8  

(at current 
Frankfort High 

School) 

High School  
9-12 

(at current Ilion 
High School) 

 
Total Bus Routes Initially Planned (Conservatively) to Accomplish as per the Assumptions: 

Frankfort-Schuyler Herkimer Ilion Mohawk 
23 25 15 14 
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A ‘What if’ Program/ Staffing Picture of a 
Reorganization of the Four School Districts 

into One 
 

Based on the Program Vision Ideas of the Community 
Advisory Committees for Opportunities for All Pupils  

 
FRANKFORT-SCHUYLER CS 

HERKIMER CS 
ILION CS 

MOHAWK CS 
 

September 2011



DATA 

 “Custom tools and research to aid a school district in defining a vision and  
decision options for serving students in the future.” 

 

- 210 -

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Copyright 2011  
As to Original Text, Concept and Format 

All Rights Reserved. 
 

Authorized in perpetuity for the exclusive use for planning by the Frankfort-Schuyler, Herkimer,  
Ilion, and Mohawk Boards of Education, their Superintendents and by all government agencies 

 to which the districts provide the study 



DATA 

 “Custom tools and research to aid a school district in defining a vision and  
decision options for serving students in the future.” 

 

- 211 -

A ‘What if’ Program/ Staffing Picture of a Reorganization of the Four Districts into One  
 

The estimates are based on what it might take to deliver the current program offerings in the four school districts PLUS enhanced educational 
opportunities discussed and suggested by the four Community Advisory Committees in a reorganized school district.  The Full Time 
Equivalent Instructional staffing listed should be viewed in light of what type of resource may be provided to the students in a reorganized 
district.  The total FTE’s is an estimate of resources and should not be looked at by actual position title.  For example, the reorganized district 
may decide that more social workers are needed instead of the number of guidance counselors that are listed. Or, pupils of a school may not 
need occupational therapy services in a given school year, but another school’s students may need more.  Then, the occupational therapy 
services are allocated to the school whose pupils require the help.  All of the Full Time Equivalents listed in the What if Picture do not 
necessarily exist now on staff.  For example, there are no foreign language teachers in the elementary schools.  Therefore, the What if scenario 
should be looked at as a plan that may take up to 24 months to implement.   
 
The ‘What if” Picture that follows is only a roadmap.  It suggests the total staff resource needed to implement the 
envisioned program with quality and the level of human resources necessary to enable the program to be sustained at 
quality levels expected by the communities.  The specific number of full time equivalent staff assigned to a particular 
building in a given school year will be judged by the actual number of pupils enrolled and a profile of their educational 
needs in that given school year. 

Program enhancements are shaded in the charts that follow.  
Assumptions for the estimated staffing to implement the direct instruction of the K-4 Program: 
• No new construction of additional space and no immediate renovations of existing space are forecasted. 
• It is assumed that all Pre-K through grade 4 pupils now in the four school districts will choose to have their children attend the elementary 

school in the attendance zone that corresponds to the past boundaries of the specific school district before reorganization.  However, at the 
option of the parents, it is suggested that students would be able to attend the elementary school of the ‘attendance zone’ closest to their 
home. Therefore, the staffing level at each of the four elementary schools is based on the projected K-4 populations of the current school 
districts in which the four elementary schools fall.  

• The What if Picture has consistent ‘other instructional staff’ resources listed for each elementary school.  When final enrollments of each 
building are known and specific needs of the pupils are determined, then the staffing Full Time Equivalents will be identified and deployed 
for each building.  It is suggested that the What if Picture framework includes collectively enough FTE’s to accomplish consistent delivery 
of the expected curriculum and still provide flexibility to assign the staff building-by-building to deliver on the needs of pupils in each 
given school year.   

• Allocation of  eight classrooms district-wide for Pre-K at class section size of 18 pupils  
• One registered nurse is assigned to each elementary school. There are 8 nurse FTE’s district wide for the 7 buildings. 
• Grade Level section staffing based on implemented class sizes per classroom of: 

◊ Kindergarten and grade 1:  20 pupils; grades 2 and 3:  22 pupils;  grade 4: 24 pupils 
◊  
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PROGRAM: PRE-K-GRADE 4 Estimated enrollment
 K-4 

Estimated grade level sections K-4 
instructional staff (FTE) 

Plus estimated other instructional staff FTE 

Pre-K 2 
Special Needs/Resource/Academic 
Intervention Services/Reading 

 
5 

English as a Second Language .5 
Vocal Music 1 
Instrumental Music .5 
Art 1 
Foreign Language 1 
Social Worker 1 
Guidance Counselor 1 
Speech 1 
Occupational Therapist .5 
Physical Therapist .5 
Physical Education 2 
Psychologist .5 

Frankfort-Schuyler  
Elementary 

415 19 

Librarian 1 
 

Pre-K 2 
Special Needs/Resource/ Academic 
Intervention Services/Reading 

 
5 

English as a Second Language .5 
Vocal Music 1 
Instrumental Music .5 
Art 1 
Foreign Language 1 
Social Worker 1 
Guidance Counselor 1 
Speech 1 
Occupational Therapist .5 
Physical Therapist .5 
Physical Education 2 
Psychologist .5 

Herkimer Elementary 485 22 

Librarian 1 
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PROGRAM: PRE-K-GRADE 4 Estimated enrollment
 K-4 

Estimated grade level sections K-4 
instructional staff (FTE) 

Plus estimated other instructional staff FTE 

Pre-K 2 
Special Needs/Resource/ Academic 
Intervention Services/Reading 

 
5 

English as a Second Language .5 
Vocal Music 1 
Instrumental Music .5 
Art 1 
Foreign Language 1 
Social Worker 1 
Guidance Counselor 1 
Speech 1 
Occupational Therapist .5 
Physical Therapist .5 
Physical Education 2 
Psychologist .5 

Fisher Elementary 310 14 

Librarian 1 
 

Pre-K 2 
Special Needs/Resource/ Academic 
Intervention Services/Reading 

 
7 

English as a Second Language .5 
Vocal Music 1 
Instrumental Music 1 
Art 2 
Foreign Language 1 
Social Worker 1 
Guidance Counselor 1 
Speech 1 
Occupational Therapist .5 
Physical Therapist .5 
Physical Education 3 
Psychologist .5 

Barringer Elementary 620 28 

Librarian 1 
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Assumptions for the estimated staffing to implement the direct instruction or the Grades 5-6 Program: 
 
• No new construction of additional space or renovation of existing space forecasted. 
• One registered nurse is assigned to the upper elementary school.  
• Part 100 of  Commissioner’s Regulations allows that the requirements for graduation may begin as early as grade 5: the staffing below 

allows the language requirement to start in grade 5 (which must be completed by the end of grade 8); health to start in 5 or 6 (which must 
be completed by the end of grade 8); and technology to start in grade 5 or 6 (which must be competed by the end of grade 8)  

• Grade Level section staffing based on implemented class sizes per classroom of: 
◊ Grades 5,6:                            24 pupils 

 
PROGRAM: GRADES 5-6 Estimated enrollment 

grades 5-6 
Estimated grade level sections 
grades 5-6  
instructional staff (FTE) 

Plus estimated other 
instructional staff 

FTE 

Special Needs/Resource/ 
Academic Intervention 
Services/Reading 

 
7 

English as a Second Language .5 
Vocal Music 1.5 
Instrumental Music 1.5 
Art 2 
Social Worker 1 
Guidance Counselor 2 
Speech 1 
Occupational Therapist .5 
Physical Therapist .5 
Physical Education 3 
Psychologist .5 
Language  2 
Health 1 
Technology 1 
Home and Careers 1 

Upper Elementary 
 (served in the what is now the Herkimer High 
School) 

721 30 

Librarian 1 
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Assumptions for the estimated staffing to implement the direct instruction or the Grades 7-8 Program: 
 
• No new construction of additional space or renovation of existing space forecasted. 
• One registered nurse is assigned to the middle school.  
• The instructional resource staff estimate includes enough instructional resource to deliver a middle school delivery method or a traditional 

‘junior high’ method 
• Grade Level section staffing based on implemented class sizes per classroom of: 

◊ Grades 7,8:                            24 pupils 
 
 
PROGRAM: 
GRADES 7-8 

Estimated 
enrollment grades 
7-8 

Estimated grade level sections grades 7-8 
instructional staff (FTE) 

Estimated other instructional staff FTE 

Special Needs/Resource/ Academic 
Intervention Services/Reading 

 
8 

English as a Second Language .5 
Vocal Music 1.5 
Instrumental Music 2 
Art 3 
Social Worker 1 
Guidance Counselor 4 
Speech 1 
Occupational Therapist .5 
Physical Therapist .5 
Physical Education 4 
Psychologist .5 
Foreign Language  2 
Health 1 
Technology/Project Lead the Way 2 
Home and Careers 1 

Grades 7-8 Middle School 
(served in what is now  
Frankfort High School) 

785 

8 core teams (English, Social Studies, Science, Math); each 
core team serves the same set of students each day 

 
32 

 
plus 

 
1 math, 1 foreign language, and 1 science FTE to join the teams 

to decide how to deliver accelerated math, foreign language, 
and science to those grade 8 pupils ready begin high school 

courses for graduation credit 
 

3 

Librarian 1 
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Assumptions for the estimated staffing to implement the direct instruction or the Grades 9-12 Program: 
• No new construction of additional space or renovation of existing space forecasted. 
• Two registered nurses are assigned to the high school.  
• Grade Level section staffing based on implemented class sizes per classroom of 25 pupils for core courses 

 
PROGRAM: GRADES 
 9-12 

Estimated enrollment 
 grades 9-12 

Subject area instructional resources Estimated 
FTE 

Special Needs/Resource/Academic Intervention Services 8 
English as a Second Language 1 
English 12 
Social Studies 12 
Math 12 
General Science 
Earth Science 
Biology (Living Environment) 
Chemistry 
Physics 

12 
 

Foreign Language 5 
Additional subject area FTE teachers to provide College level courses and Advanced 
Placement Courses 

4 

Health 2 
Art 4 
General Music 
Vocal Music 
Instrumental Music 

4 

Technology 3 
Home and Careers 2 
Engineering; Mechanical Drawing/Project Lead the Way 2 
Business 2 
Physical Education 5 
Social Worker 2 
Guidance Counselor 3 
Career Counselor 2 
Speech .5 
Occupational Therapist .5 
Physical Therapist .5 
Psychologist .5 

High School 
(served in what is now  
Ilion High School) 

1365 

Librarian 1 
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Current Program Instructional Staffing and the What If Estimated Scenario 
 

STAFF  
SEGMENT 

THE CURRENT 
PROGRAM STAFF 
COLLECTIVELY 

IN THE FOUR 
DISTRICTS 

ESTIMATED WHAT IF 
SCENARIO WITH 
A REORGANIZED 
SINGLE SCHOOL 

DISTRICT 
 Full Time Equivalents Full Time Equivalents 

Estimated Collective Budget 
Impact 

(+ or – FTE’s times the 
average current FTE cost in 

the four school districts)* 

Pre-K through grade 6 certified teachers 
(including counselors, social workers, 
librarians and similar others): 

 
211 

 
208.5 

 
-2.5 x $70,481 =  -$176,203 

  2 due to unforeseen grade 
level program delivery issues 

 
+2 x $70,481 =  +$140,962 

Grade 7-12 certified teachers (including 
counselors, nurses and similar others): 

 
207 

 
163.5 

 
-43.5 x $75,111 =  -$3,267,329 

  2 due to unforeseen subject 
program delivery issues 

+2 x $75,111 = +$150,222 

Instructional Specialists/Trainers building-
based direct service to teachers 

0 4 +4 x (est) $90,000 = +$360,000 

Grades K-12: 
 OT/PT (civil service payroll) 

 
2 

 
7 

 
+5 x $59,790 = +$298,950  

    
STAFF  
SEGMENT 

   

 Social worker (civil service payroll) 0 8 +8 x (est) $65,000 = +$520,000 
 Nurse (civil service payroll) 7 8 +1 x $53,444 = $53,444 
    
Estimated Totals: 427 403 -$1,919,954 
 

*Please note: personnel FTE expenditures for each staff segment category equals the total of salary, employer FICA costs, employer health 
insurance costs, employer retirement costs, and any other benefits (if any).  Please note that the differences in cost per FTE per staff category 

is primarily due to the longevity differences of various FTE’s at each respective school district; the different retirement ‘tier’ an FTE falls 
under based on what state ‘tier’ was in place at time of hire; along with contractual pay guidelines. 
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SUPERVISORY/ADMINISTRATIVE RESOURCES:  A What if Staffing Picture to implement and administer the program and 
services of the reorganized district 

 
Assumptions for the estimated staffing to implement and administer the program and services of the district: 
 

• The What if supervisory/administrative staffing picture uses a benchmark of about 25 full time equivalent staff as 
the number of direct reports that a supervisor can serve and evaluate performance with expected quality.  It is 
assumed that Special Needs teachers, social workers, speech teachers, Occupational therapists, Physical 
Therapists, Reading teachers, ESOL teachers, AIS teachers, librarians, guidance counselors, nurses, and 
psychologists are evaluated by a district-wide supervisor/administrator with the collaborative input of each 
building principal.  Such a benchmark also addresses the enrollment size of a school building with regard to 
resources necessary to help ensure the health and safety of students and staff. 

 
• There will be the need for a central office person for at least 24 months of the beginning life of the new district to 

be responsible that the elements of transitioning to one district from four are diligently and comprehensively, 
planned, coordinated and implemented to ensure quality delivery of the program and services of the new school 
district to the four communities and their children. 

 
• The Full Time Equivalent Supervisory/Administrative staffing listed should be viewed in light of what type of 

resource is represented and suggested---the position titles are examples.  The titles of Superintendent and Principal 
are specifically part of ED Law when program administration is discussed. 

 
• A value of creating Learning/Teaching Communities of all types of staff to help ensure the quality delivery of 

instruction to all pupils. 
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What if picture of how building level supervision and administration; and instructional support for teachers might be provided in a 
reorganized district: 

 
Buildings: Estimated 

Enrollment of 
the Building 

Building/Program 
Supervision 

Responsible for the 
Evaluation of 

Estimated Number 
of Class 

 Section and/or 
subject  

Instructional Staff 

Estimated 
Number of  Total 

Instructional 
Staff  in 

 the Building 

Instructional District-
wide Resource Serving 
All Instructional Staff 

in Each Building 

Full Time 
Equivalent 

Frankfort-
Schuyler 

Elementary 

415 Principal 26 37 
 

Instructional 
Specialist/Trainer 

.5 

Herkimer 
Elementary 

485 Principal 29.5 40 
 

Instructional 
Specialist/Trainer 

.5 

Fisher 
Elementary 

310 Principal 21.5 32 
 

Instructional 
Specialist/Trainer 

.5 

Barringer 
Elementary 

620 Principal 
Assistant Principal 

38 50.5 
 

Instructional 
Specialist/Trainer 

.5 

Upper 
Elementary 

721 Principal 
Assistant Principal 

43 56.5 
 

Instructional 
Specialist/Trainer 

.5 

Middle School 785 Principal 
Assistant Principal 

52.5 70 Instructional 
Specialist/Trainer 

.5 

High School 1365 Principal 
Assistant Principal 
Assistant Principal 

84 100 Instructional 
Specialist/Trainer 

1 

Estimated total:  
4701 

 
12 

 
294 

386 (not including 
up to 4 FTE’s 

available due to 
unforeseen grade 
level/subject level 
program delivery 

needs/issues) 

  
4 
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What if picture of how district central services/office supervision and administration might be provided in a reorganized district: 
 
 

 Primary Resource Function Full Time Equivalent 
Superintendent Chief Executive Officer 1 

Director of  Human Resources Organizes and implements all tasks related to personnel of the district 1 
Grant Writer Seeks out grants for the district and helps to write them 0; purchase the service through the 

BOCES consortium 
Public Information Specialist Plans, coordinates, and implements an ongoing public information plan 

to keep the communities well-informed about the school district 
0; purchase the service through the 

BOCES consortium 
Associate Superintendent for Transition 
(for at least 2 years) 

Develops a transition plan with other district leaders; Coordinates the 
elements of that plan with the efforts of all staff; troubleshoots 
unexpected challenges and opportunities as the transition from four 
districts to one evolves. 
 

1 

Assistant Superintendent for Instructional 
Services 

Coordinates, implements, and evaluates all instructional services 
collaboratively with the building principals 

1 

Director of  Pupil Services and 
Compensatory Education 

Plans, implements, and evaluates all pupil support services 
collaboratively with the building principals.  The role also coordinates, 
implements, and evaluates all government entitlement grants and other 
grants that serve instruction. 

1 

Director of Special Education Coordinates, implements, and evaluates all services for special needs 
pupils including supervising those already on staff who chair CSE and 
PCSE committee meetings (ex. social worker who also is chair of 
Elementary CSE) 

1 

Coordinator of Technology Coordinates, plans with others, and implements the technology plan for 
the district both for instruction and administrative services.  Supervises 
a team of seven technology technicians who work in the buildings 
ensuring that hardware and software issues/problems are solved.  
Provide training to staff to ensure that they have the skill sets to use the 
technology available in the district. 

1 

Director of Athletics, Physical Education 
and Recreation 

Plans, coordinates, implements, and evaluates all interscholastic and 
intramural program elements for Pre-K through 12 and supervises all 
coaches and physical education instructors.  

1 

Assistant Superintendent for 
Administrative Services 

Chief financial officer.  Coordinates the delivery and implementation of 
the budget and support services of the district.  Organizes and 
implements the internal audit function of the district 

1 
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 Primary Resource Function 
 

Full Time Equivalent 

Director of  the Budget  
and Purchasing Agent 

Functionally executes the district budget and purchasing for the district. 
Plans the borrowing and investing plan for the district. 

1 

Treasurer Functionally monitors and executes the revenue plan for the district.  
Implements the borrowing and investing plan for the district.  
Implements the payroll and accounts receivable processes along with 
the functional implementation of the health insurance plan for 
employees. 

1 

Director of Building and Grounds Ensures the maintenance and upkeep of all of the facility resources of 
the district. 

1 

Director of Transportation Organizes and implements all transportation services of the district. 1 
Director of Food Services Organizes and implements all school lunch and breakfast services of the 

district. 
1 

Estimated Total Central Services/Office:                                                                                                                                                 14 
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Current Program Supervisory/Administrative Staffing and the What If Estimated Scenario 
 
 

STAFF  
SEGMENT 

THE CURRENT 
PROGRAM STAFF 
COLLECTIVELY 

IN THE FOUR 
DISTRICTS 

ESTIMATED 
WHAT IF 

SCENARIO WITH 
A REORGANIZED 
SINGLE SCHOOL 

DISTRICT 
 Full Time 

Equivalents 
Full Time 

Equivalents 

Estimated Collective Budget 
Impact 

(+ or – FTE’s times the average 
current FTE cost in the four 

school districts)* 

K-12 certified administrators including all building 
and district-wide administrators (including the business 
official if she/he serves in a civil service position) 

 
 

24 

 
 

22 

 
 

-2 x $124,428 = -$248,856  
 

Directors of school lunch, transportation, and facilities 
operation and maintenance 

9 
 

3 -9 x $70,182 = -$631,638 
+3 x (est) $90,000 = +$270,000 

    
 

Technology Coordination 2 1 -2 x $68,059 = -$136,118 
+1 x (est.) $100,000 = +$100,000 

 
Estimated Totals: 35 26 -$616,642 
 
 

*Please note: personnel FTE expenditures for each staff segment category equals the total of salary, employer FICA costs, employer health 
insurance costs, employer retirement costs, and any other benefits (if any).  Please note that the differences in cost per FTE per staff category 

is primarily due to the longevity differences of various FTE’s at each respective school district; the different retirement ‘tier’ an FTE falls 
under based on what state ‘tier’ was in place at time of hire; along with contractual pay guidelines. 
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What if picture of how transportation, food service and buildings operation and maintenance  
is provided in the reorganized school district: 

 
Assumptions: 
 

• Initially, the newly organized district can re-craft the overall supervision of school lunch, transportation and building and 
operations. 

 
• SCHOOL LUNCH:  Two of the current school lunch programs are provided by a third party and two are provided by the 

districts.  No general fund money is budgeted to support any of the four school lunch programs.  It is suggested that the 
school lunch programs as staffed continue for the newly reorganized school district (except in the school buildings that will 
not serve children—Jarvis, and Remington).  Within the first two years of the new school district it is suggested that the 
district review, analyze and study the delivery of school lunch services to identify ways, if any, that the service can be 
delivered more efficiently. 

 
• TRANSPORTATION:  Two of the current school transportation programs are provided by a third party and two are 

provided by the districts.  The study process revealed that transportation services as currently provided are acceptable to 
the current school districts.  It is suggested that the school transportation programs as staffed continue for the newly 
reorganized school district.  It is suggested that as many special routes (example:  special needs transportation) and ‘extra 
trips” be delivered first by the transportation on staff resources that two of the districts would bring to a reorganized school 
district.  The additional bus trips to bring the pupils to school and home will need the resources of both the inhouse 
transportation service and the third party services.   Within the first two years of the new school district it is suggested that 
the district review, analyze and study the delivery of transportation services to identify ways, if any, that the service can be 
delivered more efficiently. 

 
• BUILDING AND GROUNDS:  It is suggested that the school buildings and grounds operations and maintenance resources 

as staffed in each building continue for the newly reorganized school district (except in the school buildings that will not 
serve children—Jarvis, and Remington).   Within the first two years of the new school district it is suggested that the district 
review, analyze and study the delivery of building services to identify ways, if any, that the service can be delivered more 
efficiently.  For example,  such an analysis can identify how best the new district can use differentiated staffing to achieve 
expected standards in cleaning; planned and scheduled maintenance of systems and equipment; availability of on-staff skill 
sets for electricity, plumbing, painting, refrigeration, and heating, ventilating and air conditioning to efficiently and cost-
effectively operate the buildings of the district.  
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What if picture of how a reorganized district might deploy teacher aides and teacher assistants: 
 

The four school districts currently deploy 37 NYS certified Teacher Assistants.  There are 88 civil service teacher aides currently in the 
four school districts. 
 
Assumptions:  Teacher Aides 
 

• The What if scenario includes 8 pre-kindergarten classes and 16 self-contained special needs classrooms. 
 
It is suggested that 24 teacher aides be tentatively designated to serve these 24 classes. 
 

• The What if scenario includes 7 libraries. 
 
It is suggested that 7 teacher aides be tentatively designated to serve these 7 libraries. 
 

• The What if scenario lists an expected 83 grade level classroom sections for grades kindergarten through grade 4. 
 
It is suggested that 28 teacher aides be tentatively designated to serve 3 grade level sections each. 
 
Assumptions:  Teacher Assistants 
 

• The What if scenario includes 29 reading and Academic Intervention teachers.   
 
It is suggested that 29 teacher assistants be tentatively designated to serve these 29 settings. 
 

• Each of the seven school buildings will likely have at least one computer lab. 
 
It is suggested that 7 teacher assistants be tentatively designated to serve seven computer labs. 
 
The above assumptions leave 1 current teacher assistant and 29 current teacher aides undesignated.  It is suggested that these 
‘undesignated’ 30 instructional support positions remain a budgeted resource in the first year of the new district.  What cannot be 
defined at this time is how many special needs pupils may require one-to-one assistance as part of their Individual Education Plans as 
defined by the Committee on Special Education in collaboration with the pupils’ parents. 
 

What if picture of how a reorganized district might deploy secretaries, business office support staff and school building based 
technology technicians: 
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Assumptions: 
• Each school building should have at least two secretaries in the main office.  The guidance office of the largest 

schools should have the services of at least one secretary.  An attendance clerk at the high school is also a 
suggested resource. 

• Each administrator is provided the resource of a secretary. 
 
Suggested deployment of secretarial support: 
 
Location Administrators/Guidance Counselors/Social 

Workers 
Secretary FTE’s Assigned 

Frankfort-Schuyler Elementary 3 2 
Herkimer Elementary 3 2 

Fisher Elementary 3 2 
Barringer Elementary 4 2 

Upper Elementary 5 3 
Middle School 7 4 
High School 10 5 

Attendance Clerk 1 
CSE committees (elementary, middle, high 

school)
 3 

Total in the School Buildings:  24  
District Office 14 14 

Total throughout the district:  38 
 
It is suggested that the business office requires at least: 

 One accounting support person for payroll. 
 One accounting support person for accounts payable. 
 One accounting support person for the accounting of employee benefits like health insurance. 
 One accounting support person who is designated the assistant treasurer and internal auditor. 
 One accounting support person for all grants accounting and financial reporting along with the 
responsibility for the accounting of any capital projects. 

 
Total:  5 FTE’s; currently there are 6.9 FTE’s 

 
The What if scenario suggests at least one technology technician per building to ensure that teachers and others have fully functioning 
technology equipment and the training support to use the technology and software resources provided by the district. 
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It is suggested that the district employ 7 technology technicians, one for each building.  The reorganized district may wish to explore 
receiving the building site based service instead as part of a BOCES Aidable service through the Regional Information Center. 
 
 Total:  7 FTE’s; currently there are none 
 

Staff Segment Current FTE’s Suggested FTE’s Estimated Collective Budget 
Impact 

(+ or – FTE’s times the 
average current FTE cost in 
the four school districts)* 

Secretarial 35 38 +3 x $44,114 = +$132,342
Business Office 
Accounting 

 
6.9 

 
5 -1.9 x $55,643 = -$105,722

Technology Technicians 0 7 +7 x (est) $60,000 = +$420,000

Estimated totals: 41.9 49 +$446,620
 

*Please note: personnel FTE expenditures for each staff segment category equals the total of salary, employer FICA costs, employer health 
insurance costs, employer retirement costs, and any other benefits (if any).  Please note that the differences in cost per FTE per staff category 

is primarily due to the longevity differences of various FTE’s at each respective school district; the different retirement ‘tier’ an FTE falls 
under based on what state ‘tier’ was in place at time of hire; along with contractual pay guidelines. 
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SUMMARY OF THE ESTIMATED DIFFERENCE IN  THE STAFFING BUDGET BETWEEN THE CURRENT TOTAL 
COLLECTIVE BUDGETS OF THE FOUR SCHOOL DISTRICT WITH THE ESTIMATED STAFFING BUDGET OF THE 

REORGANIZED DISTRICT BASED ON THE WHAT IF SCENARIO  
 

STAFF  
SEGMENT 

THE CURRENT 
PROGRAM STAFF 
COLLECTIVELY 

IN THE FOUR 
DISTRICTS 

ESTIMATED WHAT IF 
SCENARIO WITH 
A REORGANIZED 
SINGLE SCHOOL 

DISTRICT 
 Full Time Equivalents Full Time Equivalents 

Estimated Collective Budget 
Impact 

(+ or – FTE’s times the 
average current FTE cost in 

the four school districts)* 

Pre-K through grade 6 certified teachers 
(including counselors, social workers, 
librarians and similar others): 

 
211 

 
208.5 

 
-2.5 x $70,481 =  -$176,203 

  2 due to unforeseen grade 
level program delivery issues 

 
+2 x $70,481 =  +$140,962 

Grade 7-12 certified teachers (including 
counselors, nurses and similar others): 

 
207 

 
163.5 

 
-43.5 x $75,111 =  -$3,267,329 

  2 due to unforeseen subject 
program delivery issues 

+2 x $75,111 = +$150,222 

Instructional Specialists/Trainers building-
based direct service to teachers 

0 4 +4 x (est) $90,000 = +$360,000 

Grades K-12: 
 OT/PT (civil service payroll) 

 
2 

 
7 

 
+5 x $59,790 = +$298,950  

    
STAFF  
SEGMENT 

   

 Social worker (civil service payroll) 0 8 +8 x (est) $65,000 = +$520,000 
 Nurse (civil service payroll) 7 8 +1 x $53,444 = $53,444 
    
Estimated Totals: 427 403 -$1,919,954 

 
*Please note: personnel FTE expenditures for each staff segment category equals the total of salary, employer FICA costs, employer health 

insurance costs, employer retirement costs, and any other benefits (if any).  Please note that the differences in cost per FTE per staff category 
is primarily due to the longevity differences of various FTE’s at each respective school district; the different retirement ‘tier’ an FTE falls 

under based on what state ‘tier’ was in place at time of hire; along with contractual pay guidelines. 
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STAFF  
SEGMENT 

THE CURRENT 
PROGRAM STAFF 
COLLECTIVELY 

IN THE FOUR 
DISTRICTS 

ESTIMATED 
WHAT IF 

SCENARIO WITH 
A REORGANIZED 
SINGLE SCHOOL 

DISTRICT 
 Full Time 

Equivalents 
Full Time 

Equivalents 

Estimated Collective Budget 
Impact 

(+ or – FTE’s times the average 
current FTE cost in the four 

school districts)* 

K-12 certified administrators including all building 
and district-wide administrators (including the business 
official if she/he serves in a civil service position) 

 
 

24 

 
 

22 

 
 

-2 x $124,428 = -$248,856  
 

Directors of school lunch, transportation, and facilities 
operation and maintenance 

9 
 

3 -9 x $70,182 = -$631,638 
+3 x (est) $90,000 = +$270,000 

    
 

Technology Coordination 2 1 -2 x $68,059 = -$136,118 
+1 x (est.) $90,000 = +$90,000 

 
Estimated Totals: 35 26 -$656,612 
 
 
 
 

*Please note: personnel FTE expenditures for each staff segment category equals the total of salary, employer FICA costs, employer health 
insurance costs, employer retirement costs, and any other benefits (if any).  Please note that the differences in cost per FTE per staff category 

is primarily due to the longevity differences of various FTE’s at each respective school district; the different retirement ‘tier’ an FTE falls 
under based on what state ‘tier’ was in place at time of hire; along with contractual pay guidelines. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



DATA 

 “Custom tools and research to aid a school district in defining a vision and  
decision options for serving students in the future.” 

 

- 229 -

 
Staff Segment Current FTE’s Suggested FTE’s Estimated Collective Budget 

Impact 
(+ or – FTE’s times the average current 
FTE cost in the four school districts)* 

Secretarial 35 38 +3 x $44,114 = +$132,342 
Business Office Accounting  

6.9 
 
5 

 
-1.9 x $55,643 = -$105,722 

Technology Technicians 0 7 +7 x (est) $60,000 = +$420,000 
 

Estimated totals: 41.9 49 +$446,620 
 

*Please note: personnel FTE expenditures for each staff segment category equals the total of salary, employer FICA costs, employer health 
insurance costs, employer retirement costs, and any other benefits (if any).  Please note that the differences in cost per FTE per staff category 

is primarily due to the longevity differences of various FTE’s at each respective school district; the different retirement ‘tier’ an FTE falls 
under based on what state ‘tier’ was in place at time of hire; along with contractual pay guidelines. 
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SYNOPSIS 
The What if scenario—including student program enhancements--- is an estimated $2,129,946 less in expenditure for staffing in a 

reorganized school district than the amount expended in 2010-2011 in total by the four districts separately—without the 
student program enhancements. 

2010-2011 FTE’S ALL STAFF CATEGORIES: 628.9---ESTIMATED TOTAL IN THE REORGANIZED DISTRICT:  603 
STAFF  
SEGMENT 

FULL TIME EQUIVALENTS  
IN THE FOUR SCHOOL 

DISTRICTS 
BENCHMARKED TO THE 
2010-2011 SCHOOL YEAR 

ESTIMATED FULL TIME 
EQUIVALENTS IN A 

REORGANIZED DISTRICT 
INCLUDING PUPIL PROGRAM 

ENHANCEMENTS 

ESTIMATED EXPENDITURE 
CHANGE IN A REORGANIZED 
DISTRICT BENCHMARKED TO 
THE TOTAL OF THE BUDGETS 

OF THE FOUR SCHOOL 
DISTRICTS IN 2010-2011  

Pre-K through grade 6 certified teachers 
(including counselors, social workers, librarians, 
teacher certified nurses and similar others): 

 
211 

210.5 including 2 undesignated FTE’s 
due to unforeseen grade level issues 

Grade 7-12 certified teachers (including 
counselors, nurses and similar others): 

 
207 

165.5 including 4 undesignated FTE’s 
due to unforeseen subject program 
delivery issues 

Instructional Specialists/Trainers building-based 
direct service to teachers 

 
0 

 
4 

OT/PT (civil service payroll) 2 7 
Social worker (civil service payroll) 0 8 
Nurse (civil service payroll) 7 8 

 
 
 

SUBTOTAL -$1,919,954 
K-12 certified administrators 24 22 
Directors of school lunch, transportation, facilities  9 3 
Technology Coordination 2 1 

 

SUBTOTAL -$656,612 
Teacher Assistants (certified) 37 37 
Teacher Aides (civil service payroll) 88 88 

 

SUBTOTAL 0 
Secretarial 35 38  
Business Office Accounting 6.9 5  
Technology Technicians 0 7  

SUBTOTAL +$446,620 
Bus drivers 
Bus aides 

Continue current delivery plan 

School lunch workers Change to reflect closing of Remington and different use of Jarvis. 
Operations and Maintenance workers Change to reflect closing of Remington and different use of Jarvis. 

ESTIMATED TOTAL NET CHANGE IN BUDGET EXPENDITURE BENCHMARKED TO 2010-2011 -$2,129,946 
 
 
 



DATA 

 “Custom tools and research to aid a school district in defining a vision and  
decision options for serving students in the future.” 

 

- 231 -

 
FTE NUMBERS OF STAFF WHO HAVE LEFT THE DISTRICTS FOR ALL REASONS 

EXCEPT REDUCTION IN FORCE OVER THE PAST FOUR YEARS 
ILION FRANKFORT-

SCHUYLER 
HERKIMER MOHAWK  
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STAFF SEGMENT        

 
 
 

 
 
 

TOTAL 
OVER 

4 
YEARS 

Pre-K through grade 6 certified 
teachers (including counselors, 
nurses and similar others) 

1 4 5 2 5  1 1 1 2  3 5 1 4 11 46 

Grade 7-12 certified teachers 
(including counselors, nurses and 
similar others): 

1 2 7 1 1  7 2  4 5 1 2 2 2 4 41 

Grades K-12:      
  Teacher Assistants (certified) 1 4 3 9             17 
  Teacher Aides (civil service) 6 7 9 7   2  1 2 4 1 1 1 5 2 48 
 Grades K-12: 
 OT/PT (civil service) 

                 

 Social worker (civil service)    1             1 
 Nurse (civil service)                  
 K-12 certified administrators:  1 1  1 1  3    1  1 1  10 
Civil Service:     
  Supervisors of any support 

function 
            1    1 

  Bus drivers          2 3 4 3 2  2 16 
  Bus aides          1     1  2 
  School lunch workers         1  1   2   4 
  Operations and Maintenance 

workers 
 2 1 1 1 2 1  1 3 2 1 1 1 1  18 

  Secretaries  3    2 1    1    1 1 9 
  Business Office not secretarial       2        1  3 
  Technology support staff     
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A ‘What if’ Financial Picture of a 
Reorganization of the Four 
School Districts into One 

 
Based on the Program Vision Ideas of the 

Community Advisory Committees for 
Opportunities for All Pupils  

 
FRANKFORT-SCHUYLER CS 

HERKIMER CS 
ILION CS 

MOHAWK CS 
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Guiding Financial Plan Assumption: 
 The members of the four Community Advisory Committees representing the four districts 
in helping the consultant team accomplish the study, are in concert regarding long-term 

financial viability and sustainability of a reorganized district if approved by the 
communities.   

The CAC members all advise that the Board of Education and the administration of a 
newly organized school district must make part of its operation culture to closely monitor 

with a clear planning process the annual expenditures and revenues  
with a long-term view.    

 Therefore, the financial plan framework suggested by the study reflects this explicit 
guidance by outlining a financial blueprint that ends the budget and property tax reliance 
on reorganization incentive aid terminating in the same year that the aid stops coming to 

the newly organized school district. 
   

1. Estimated first year expenditure budget of a newly organized school district in 2012-2013. 
 

 
Assumption:  The attached program elements Pre-K through 12 vision was developed with the insights 
and advice of the community advisory committees.  It is this program that the estimated first year budget 
is based on.  
 
 
Assumption:  Implementation of the attached grade level configuration program delivery plan and the use 
of the current buildings.  It is this grade level plan and use of building plan that the estimated first year 
budget is based on.  It also reflects the closing of one elementary school building in Ilion.  Even though 
the Mohawk high school is planned for the central services offices for the newly organized school district, 
no reduction in expenditure is reflected in the budget for its different use.  Part of the vision of the 
community advisory committees and the school district leadership is the development of an alternative 
education program opportunity for students of the newly organized school district that would be hosted by 
the Jarvis building.  Therefore, the resources necessary to ensure the use of the building for instruction 
remain in the budget as a resource as the alternative education program is developed. 
 
 
Assumption: Ensuring that all pupils have access to interscholastic activities and co-curricular 
opportunities at a level higher and more diverse than now available by the four districts separately is an 
important value and goal by the community advisory committees. This goal is reflected in the estimated 
first year expenditure budget with the inclusion of 10% more financial resources for such opportunities 
beyond what was budgeted by the four districts separately in 2010-2011 before state aid for schools was 
reduced so significantly.  
 
 
Assumption:  A 3% inflation rate is prudent to expect. 
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Assumption:  The organization of the four districts into one will allow other expenditure reductions not 
identified as major elements below.  For example, currently there are four expenditures for the required 
services of a yearly external audit.  In all likelihood the yearly external audit for the new district will cost 
less than what is now collectively spent by the four school districts separately.  Simultaneously, the newly 
organized school district may have additional expenditures like the need for one or two more tubas 
because more pupils take advantage of a more comprehensive band program.  Such flexibility of reducing 
existing planned expenditures to support reasonable and appropriate new expenditures should be 
acknowledged at this stage of studying a possible reorganization.  At this point in the road toward formal 
consideration of reorganization by the communities, the expenditures, revenues and property tax 
implications are viewed with an accurate, but global view by the study.   
 
 
Profile of the major elements of the first year’s expenditure budget of the newly organized school 
district: 
 
Total of the 2011-2012 school budgets of the four separate school districts. $78,247,874
Anticipated inflation for 2012-2013 of at least 3%.  + 2,347,436

Subtotal $80,595,310
Estimated difference in the staffing budgets of 2011-2012 of the four school 
districts separately and with the estimated staffing budget of the reorganized 
district. The staffing levels are based on the program vision developed with the 
Community Advisory Committees as described in the attached document.  This 
total savings results from the act of serving the pupils collectively as described in 
the grade level configuration document.  

 
 
 
 
-   2,129,946 

10% increase in the co-curricular, music/drama, and interscholastic resources 
budgeted separately by the four districts in 2010-2011 which totaled $1,335,073. 

 
+      133,507 

Estimated added expenditure for transportation based on the grade level 
configurations of the program and the location of the various school buildings. 

 
+   1,641,376 

Closure of the Remington Elementary Building (Fields and Athletic Facilities still 
used as assets for the student program and the community). 

-       350,000 

Expenditures to address developing new labor contracts. +      714,816 
Net estimated expenditure budget for the first year of the newly organized 

district in 2012-2013: 
 

$80,605,063
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2. Estimated first year revenue budget of a newly organized school district in 2012-2013: 
 
Assumption:  School district state aid, federal aid, and other revenues (not including property tax 
revenues) received by the four school districts in 2011-2012 will be 2% less in 2012-2013. The four 
school districts separately received $55,564,838 in revenues not including property taxes in 2011-2012.  It 
is estimated that baseline revenues, not including reorganization incentive aid and property taxes, will 
total less at $54,453,541 in 2012-2013 for the reorganized school district.   
 
Assumption:  The newly organized school district will receive $7,659,972 in legislatively defined school 
district reorganization incentive aid in 2012-2013.  The schedule of reorganization aid for the four 
districts as per current legislation and state policy over the next fourteen years as one reorganized district 
is: 
 

Year Reorganization Aid in Addition to Regular State School Aid 
2012 $7,659,972 
2013 $7,659,972 
2014 $7,659,972 
2015 $7,659,972 
2016 $7,659,972 
2017 $6,893,974 
2018 $6,127,977 
2019 $5,361,980 
2020 $4,595,983 
2021 $3,829,986 
2022 $3,063,989 
2023 $2,297,991 
2024 $1,531,994 
2025 $765,997 
2026 $0 

 
Assumption:  The newly organized school district ‘from day one’ needs to identify a financial framework 
plan to help ensure financial sustainability and to deal with unknown economic variables of the future 
‘without surprises’ as the reorganization incentive aid eventually declines to $0 after fourteen years. 
 
Assumption:  It is expected based on the financial health profile contained in the study that the four 
districts will have collectively $6,900,000 in cash from existing approved reserves and any fund balances 
from unspent budgeted funds from the 2011-2012 budgets on June 30, 2012.  
 
Assumption:  The newly organized school district will receive in 2013-2014 an additional $1,148,963 in 
transportation aid to support the preliminary transportation plan developed by the four districts.  The 
transportation routing plan has a guiding goal that there are no pupils on a bus longer than 1 hour with 
most pupils not on a bus longer than 30 to 45 minutes and that all K-5 pupils are anticipated to attend the 
local community elementary school.  Requests will be honored from parents who live closer to a different 
elementary school and wish their children to attend the closer school. 
 
Assumption:  The newly organized school district will receive the highest of the building aid percentages 
of the current four school districts on all facility debt incurred previously by each school district.  Ilion 
has the highest building aid ratio of 88.9%.  Therefore, building aid for existing debt of Frankfort-
Schuyler, Herkimer and Mohawk will receive state building aid at the 88.9% level.  Currently, the 
building aid ratios are:  Frankfort-Schuyler, 83.6%; Herkimer, 81.8%; and Mohawk, 87.8%.  Please note 
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that any new facility debt that the communities approve in the future for the newly organized district will 
receive 95% to 98% in building aid state support.  Charted below are the existing long term bond 
borrowings for facility capital projects as of June 30, 2010 (principal and interest) of each of the four 
districts. 
 
Fiscal Year 

Ending 
June 30, 

Frankfort-
Schuyler 

(aid ratio of 
83.6%) 

Herkimer 
 

(aid ratio of  
81.8%) 

Ilion 
 

(aid ratio of 
88.9%) 

Mohawk 
 

(aid ratio of 
87.8%) 

Estimated Annual Additional Building Aid 
Revenue based on all debt receiving 88.9% 

state aid times the approved Aidable 
expenditure amount of the project by SED (i.e. 

the bond percentage) 
2012 $1,798,563 $3,076,081 $2,917,142 $2,135,287 $303,492 
2013 $1,693,413 $3,017,433 $2,923,005 $2,081,778 $294,199 
2014 $1,693,425 $3,022,061 $2,923,490 $2,069,247 $294,372 
2015 $1,693,240 $3,017,968 $635,990 $2,067,091 $294,080 
2016-2020 $3,386,205 $12,929,276 $5,916,375 $4,721,706 $1,034,448 
2021-2025  $3,689,000  $3,996,350 $275,291 
Please note:  Legislation enacted after the above projects went to bonding identified what are called “high need” school 
districts for which higher building aid ratios were assigned.  Frankfort-Schuyler is not affected by the “high-need” legislation.  
As of January 2011, Mohawk’s ‘high need’ building aid ratio is 98%; Ilion’s is 98%, and Herkimer’s is 95.7%.  It is unclear at 
this point if the collective existing bond debt of the four separate school districts becomes eligible for a building aid ratio of 
98% (highest high need ratio of the four districts) instead of the highest standard aid ratio of Ilion at 88.9% as charted above.  
Conservatively, the study is assuming at this point that the aid ratio for a newly organized school district on existing debt of the 
four teaming school districts will be 88.9% instead of the “high need” ratio of 98%.   
 
Assumption:  Listed below is a recommended list of reserves the newly organized district should achieve 
at a minimum over the first three years of its existence as a new district. 
 

Financial Characteristic/ Element Suggested Reserves

Liability                              1,000,000 

                                300,000 

                                800,000 

                             1,500,000 

Unreserved Undesignated  Fund Balance (Subject to 
4.0% of subsequent year's budget)                              2,800,000 

Unreserved:

Property Loss and Liability                                 300,000 

                           10,700,000 Total Reserves

Tax Reduction

Insurance                                 200,000 

Mandatory Reserve Fund

Repair Reserve (Voter approval required to fund, 
public hearing to spend)

Tax Certiorari

                             5,000,000 

Employees' Retirement Contributions                              1,500,000 

Capital Reserve (Voter approval required to 
establish and fund) ($5,000,000 at least)

Employee Benefit Accrued Liability Reserve

Worker's Compensation

Unemployment Insurance

Encumbrances (Purchase Orders Still Open)

Reserves:

                                100,000 
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Profile of the major elements of the first year’s revenue budget of a newly organized school district 
based on 2011 current law. 
 
 
Total estimate of the 2011-2012 regular state and federal aid revenues. (2% less 
than the previous year) 

$54,453,541

Estimated new ‘regular’ transportation state aid on additional bus routing. * +   1,148,963
Estimated annual additional building aid due to a common building aid ratio 
applied to all existing bond debt of the four individual school districts. 

+      303,492

Cash from the four districts on June 30, 2011 +   6,900,000
Year 1 of the reorganization incentive aid +   7,659,972  

Net estimated revenues not including property taxes for the first year of the 
newly organized district in 2012-2013: 

 
$70,465,968

*This is an expenditure driven state aid.  It is paid by the state in the year following the expenditure and will be paid to the 
new district in 2013-2014.  The reorganization incentive aid in year one only will supply the $1,148,963 revenue for the 2012-
2013 budget.  This is a prime example of how the incentive aid helps to enable the establishment of reorganized school 
districts. 
 
A Suggested Financial Framework to Manage the Reorganization Incentive Aid Revenues of the 
Newly Organized District Over Fifteen Years. 
           
Assumption and Expectation:  The newly organized school district will identify annually 
at least $353,572 in on-going efficiencies to deliver the program over the next 14 years.  
Thus, over 15 years the reorganization incentive aid used initially to reduce the tax levy is 
reduced to $0.  Therefore, the reorganization aid is not relied on for the financial future of 
the district after it is phased out starting in 2026.  Instead, financial efficiencies that are 
implemented over 15 years because of reorganization is the prime factor in 
moderating the reliance on the property tax to deliver the program.   
 
For example, it is suggested that over the first 24 months the newly organized school district analyze the 
current method of delivering transportation, operation and maintenance, and cafeteria services.  An 
ongoing annual formal review of the program delivery elements should be part of the culture.  For 
example, the program vision includes at least .5 of English as a Second Language Teacher at each 
building.  If the suspected pupil population that is expected to need such services does not enroll, then a 
staffing adjustment needs to be made.  Comprehensive short term and long term planning shared with the 
school district community is suggested to be a critical element for the newly organized school district.   
 
 
Assumption:  As of June 30, 2010 the four school districts have $71,404,126 in debt for existing school 
facility community approved projects.  It is prudent to pre-pay this debt as reorganization incentive aid 
funds may allow.  In this way, the newly reorganized school district can reduce a known obligated future 
expenditure without using local property tax revenue.  Therefore, the debt through 2025 is significantly 
reduced and the school district has reserved funds in an appropriate legal reserve as a resource for the 
community and the school district well past 2025.   
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The suggested financial framework is charted below: 
 
Year Cash from 

‘closing the 
books’ of the 
four school 
districts 
allocated to 
reserves of the 
newly 
organized 
school district 

Incentive 
Aid 

Incentive 
Aid 
Allocated 
to Reserves 

Incentive Aid 
Allocated to 
Enable First Year 
Cost for 
Transportation 
Plan 

Incentive Aid 
Allocated to 
Pay Down 
the Existing 
Building 
Bond Debt 
(Advanced 
Payment of 
Existing 
Debt) 

Existing 
General Fund 
‘line item’ 
Budgeted 
Building Bond 
Debt Service 
Funds 
Continue to be 
Paid out as per 
the ‘mortgage 
schedule’ 

Incentive 
Aid 
Allocated to 
Reduce the 
Tax Levy 

$6,900,000     2012 
 $7,659,972 $1,561,009 $1,148,963 

  
$4,950,000 

2013  $7,659,972 $2,063,544  $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $4,596,428 
2014  $7,659,972 $2,417,116  $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $4,242,856 
2015  $7,659,972 $2,770,688  $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $3,889,284 
2016  $7,659,972 $3,124,260  $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $3,535,712 
2017  $6,893,974 $2,711,834  $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $3,182,140 
2018  $6,127,977 $2,299,409  $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $2,828,568 
2019  $5,361,980 $1,886,984  $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $2,474,996 
2020  $4,595,983 $1,474,559  $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $2,121,424 
2021  $3,829,986 $1,062,134  $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,767,852 
2022  $3,063,989 $649,709  $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,414,280 
2023  $2,297,991 $237,283  $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,060,708 
2024  $1,531,994 $824,858    $707,136 
2025  $765,997 $412,433    $353,564 
2026  $0 $0    $0 
 
Following is a projected 2012-2013 tax levy for the reorganized school district based on the financial 
framework described.  Please note that the calculations are based on current property assessments and 
equalization rates that only the Towns and State Board of Equalization can affect.  The calculations are 
based on the official 2011-2012 school tax rates of the four individual school districts. For 2011-2012, the 
tax rate on each $1000 of market (true) value of the property in each school district is: 
 

District 2011-2012 Tax rate per $1000 of  
market (true) property value: 

Herkimer $20.86 
Frankfort-Schuyler $20.19 

Mohawk $20.08 
Ilion $16.90 

 
Applying the estimated financial framework discussed, results in an estimated tax rate per $1000 of 
market (true) property value for the possible reorganized single school district of $16.86 for 2012-2013. 
 
The following page duplicates the official calculations of each school district for the property tax rates 
specific to each school district community for 2011-2012.  It also estimates the 2012-2013 property tax 
rates for the combined school district community if the communities chose to reorganize the four districts 
into one school district.  
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       2011-2012 PROPERTY TAXES OF THE FOUR SCHOOL DISTRICTS SEPARATELY 
Assessed

Value 2011-2012
Apportionment Equalization Full School Tax Percent of Tax Levy Tax Rate/

Town August-11 Rate Value Levy Tax Levy Dollars $1000 assessed

Frankfort 214,441,923        0.7500 285,922,564       6,740,776           85.448290% 5,759,877.82         26.86              
Schuyler 43,579,489          0.8950 48,692,166         6,740,776           14.551710% 980,898.18            22.51              

Total 258,021,412        334,614,730       100.000000% 6,740,776
20.19                Tax Rate per $1000 on True

Herkimer 338,182,772        0.9400 359,768,906       7,475,944           96.782711% 7,235,421.28         21.40              
Little Falls 8,371,707            70.0000 11,959,581         7,475,944           3.217289% 240,522.72            28.73              

Total 346,554,479        371,728,487       100.000000% 7,475,944
20.86                Tax Rate per $1000 on True

German Flatts 119,562,576        0.7715 154,974,175                  3,876,316 80.277674% 3,111,816.32         26.03              
Columbia 28,975,415          0.95 30,500,437                    3,876,316 15.799433% 612,435.95            21.14              

Little Falls 5,175,860            0.7 7,394,086                      3,876,316 3.830187% 148,470.15            28.69              
Litchfield 170,019               0.95 178,967                         3,876,316 0.092706% 3,593.58                21.14              

Total 153,883,870        193,047,665       100.000000% 3,876,316
20.08                  Tax Rate per $1000 on True

Frankfort 16,416,810          0.75 21,889,080         4,590,000           8.057738% 369,850.17            22.53              
German Flats 189,324,250        0.7715 245,397,602       4,590,000           90.334984% 4,146,375.77         21.90              
Herkimer 3,550,341            0.94 3,776,959           4,590,000           1.390362% 63,817.62              17.98              
Schuyler 527,384               0.895 589,256              4,590,000           0.216915% 9,956.40                18.88              

Total 209,818,785        271,652,897       99.999999% 4,590,000
16.90                  Tax Rate per $1000 on True

GRAND TOTALS: 968,278,546        1,171,043,779  22,683,036       22,683,036            

2012-2013 "WHAT IF"  PROPERTY TAXES IF THE FOUR COMMUNITIES CHOSE TO REORGANIZE THE FOUR DISTRICTS INTO ONE

TOWN
German Flatts 308,886,826        0.7715 400,371,777       19,749,067         34.189309% 6,752,069.54         21.86              
Columbia 28,975,415          0.95 30,500,437         19,749,067         2.604551% 514,374.52            17.75              
Little Falls 13,547,567          0.7 19,353,667         19,749,067         1.652685% 326,389.87            24.09              
Litchfield 170,019               0.95 178,967              19,749,067         0.015283% 3,018.25                17.75              
Herkimer 341,733,113        0.94 363,545,865       19,749,067         31.044601% 6,131,019.05         17.94              
Frankfort 230,858,733        0.75 307,811,644       19,749,067         26.285238% 5,191,089.26         22.49              
Schuyler 44,106,873          0.895 49,281,422       19,749,067       4.208333% 831,106.50            18.84            

Total 968,278,546        1,171,043,779    -                      19,749,067
16.86                Tax Rate per $1000 on True

Estimated budget for the 
first year of a reorganized
district in 2012-2013: $80,605,063

Estimated 'regular' revenue for the 
first year of a reorganized 
district in 2012-2013: $55,905,996

Estmated reorganization incentive
aid applied to property taxes: $4,950,000

ESTIMATED TAX LEVY FOR 2012-2013: $19,749,067

Herkimer CS

Frankfort-Schuyler CS

Mohawk CS

Ilion CS
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Sample property taxes for a home with a $100,000 market (true value):  

 
Current Tax Year EXAMPLE FOR THE 2O11-2012 SCHOOL YEAR 

School District Town Example True 
Value 

Corresponding
Assessed 

Value 

2011-2012 Tax Rate 
Per $1000 Assessed 

Value 

2011-2012 Property 
Taxes 

Frankfort-
Schuyler 

Frankfort $100,000 $75,000 $26.86 $2015 

 Schuyler $100,000 $89,500 $22.51 $2015 
 

Herkimer Herkimer $100,000 $94,000 $21.40 $2011 
 Little 

Falls 
$100,000 $70,000 $28.73 $2011 

 
Mohawk German 

Flats 
$100,000 $77,150 $26.03 $2008 

 Columbia $100,000 $95,000 $21.14 $2008 
 Little 

Falls 
$100,000 $70,000 $28.69 $2008 

 Litchfield $100,000 $95,000 $21.14 $2008 
 

Ilion Frankfort $100,000 $75,000 $22.53 $1690 
 German 

Flats 
$100,000 $77,150 $21.90 $1690 

 Herkimer $100,000 $94,000 $17.98 $1690 
 Schuyler $100,000 $89,500 $18.88 $1690 
 

ESTIMATED FOR THE 2O12-2013 SCHOOL YEAR IF THE FOUR SCHOOL DISTRICTS 
 REORGANIZED INTO ONE SCHOOL DISTRICT: 

Town Example 
True 

Value of 
a home 

Corresponding
Assessed 

Value 

2012-2013 Tax Rate Per $1000 
Assessed Value  

based on the tax levy reflective 
of the outlined financial plan 

for the newly organized school 
district 

 for 2012-2013 

2012-2013 
Estimated Property 

Taxes on a 
$100,000 market 

value (‘true value’) 
home 

Frankfort $100,000 $75,000 $22.49 $1686 
Schuyler $100,000 $89,500 $18.84 $1686 
Herkimer $100,000 $94,000 $17.94 $1686 
Little 
Falls 

$100,000 $70,000 $24.09 $1686 

German 
Flats 

 
$100,000 

 
$77,150 

 
$21.86 

 
$1686 

Columbia $100,000 $95,000 $17.75 $1686 

Reorganized 
School 
District 

Litchfield $100,000 $95,000 $17.75 $1686 
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“QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS” 
TO COMMONLY ASKED QUESTIONS ABOUT TIMELINE AND GOVERNANCE 

TOPICS RELATED TO SCHOOL DISTRICT REORGANIZATION 
 

TIMELINE 
 
Question #1:  What happens when the study is completed? 
 
Answer#1:  Upon completion, the draft of the feasibility study is forwarded to the State Education 
Department for review. After review by the department (two-three weeks) the study is returned to the 
consultants to make any changes as recommended by SED. Once finalized, the approved study is sent to 
each of the Boards of Education for review. At this point, the individual Boards determine if they will 
accept the report. When that happens, the consultants make arrangements with the individual Boards of 
Education to present the findings in each of the school districts. (Note: This process takes place during 
September and October and is completed by the beginning of November.) 
 
Question #2: What do the Boards have to do next? 
 
Answer #2: Each Board decides to move forward, or not. Supposing a positive vote of each Board, 
they then decide to undertake statutory reorganization process. This now brings the State Education 
Department into the process and from this point on, the Department will guide the districts through the 
reorganization process. (This happens during the month of January.) By the beginning of February, an 
advisory referendum (straw vote) takes place in each of the school districts. If the votes are positive, 
formal next steps are begun, commencing with a Board resolution from each district requesting the 
Commissioner of Education to “lay out” the new centralized district and make recommendations relative 
to conducting the formal vote. 
 
Question #3: What are the requirements at this point to get to the formal vote? 
 
Answer #3: February becomes a very busy month! Each Board, by formal resolution and through 
supporting documentation from the BOCES District Superintendent, requests the Commissioner to 
authorize the formation of a new centralized district. The Commissioner’s Order laying out the new 
district is posted in the respective districts. Next, the Boards submit Statutory Petitions requesting the 
Commissioner to call a special meeting to vote on the proposed centralization. There are two petitions: 
 
 A.)Petition signed by 100 qualified voters (or 10% of the student enrollment of the proposed 
combined district) requesting Commissioner to call a special meeting of the combined district to vote on 
centralization. 
 
 B.)Second Petition signed by 100 qualified voters (or 10% of the student enrollment) for each 
district to be designated as a special election district requesting the Commissioner establish an alternative 
voting site in each such district. 
The Commissioner then issues an order calling for a special meeting in each district for a centralized 
referendum. (This has to take place within 30 days following the receipt of the petitions requesting a 
vote.) Legal notices must be provided regarding the special vote (at least 10 days prior) and information 
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must be provided for absentee ballots. By the beginning of March (within the first week/week and a half 
to meet the deadline) the referendum is held in each district voting on the centralization proposition, the 
number of board members to serve in each district and the term of office of the members. 
 
Question #4: What happens next, assuming a positive vote? 
 
Answer #4: In March (continuing with this timeline), the Commissioner would order a special meeting 
to be held to elect a new Board of Education. Notice is posted at least 10 days prior to vote. Candidates 
for the new Board would obtain petitions through the BOCES District Superintendent. By the middle of 
April, BOE candidates would meet with the District Superintendent to determine placement on the ballots 
for voting and absentee ballots would be prepared. By the first week of May, the special meeting would 
be held to elect the new Board of Education of the newly centralized district. (Note: these dates provide 
an approximate rendering of the process. There may be adjustments to the dates as determined by SED 
and the districts.) 
 
Question #5:  When does the new district begin business? 
 
Answer #5: This happens very quickly. The BOCES District Superintendent holds an organizational 
meeting; members take oath of office and prepare for new school year. Of most importance is the 
development of the budget and holding a special meeting to vote on the new budget. (This happens on the 
statewide voting date for school budgets.) The new district officially begins operation on July1, 2012. 
 
Question #6: What if one or two of the districts voted not to centralize? How would this affect the 
other districts and could they still move forward? 
 
Answer #6: If one of the districts decided not to move forward, the information gathered from the 
study could be used to guide the remaining three to continue towards reorganization. The timeline as 
described above could still be used with an end date of July 1, 2012 for the new district to begin 
operations. On the other hand, if two districts decided to not move forward, the timeline would most 
likely not work. A revised study for the two districts would have to take place, review with SED, and then 
presentations in each of the two districts. This would push the timeline back enough where statutory 
requirements could not be met. This would lead to a postponement to the following year. (2013.)  
 
Question #7: How long can the study be used if there is an initial negative vote?  
 
Answer #7: Supposing the four districts decided to move forward at a later date, the study would be 
considered useable by the four districts for up to two years. 
 
GOVERNANCE 
 
The following are excerpts from a Guide to the Reorganization of School Districts in New York State. A 
complete version can be found at:  
 
http://www.p12.nysed.gov/mgtserv/sch_dist_org/GuideToReorganizationOfSchoolDistricts.htm  
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CENTRALIZATION OF DISTRICTS AND GOVERNANCE 

 
This form of reorganization has been the most common. The procedures for centralization provide that a 
new school district be created encompassing the entire area of the school districts to be merged. 
The new central district becomes operational only after the centralization order is approved by the 
qualified voters in each school district included in the centralization. If each district approves the order by 
a majority vote, the new district will begin operation on July 1, following the vote. If approval of the 
order is defeated in any district included in the proposed centralization, the new district is not created, and 
the question may not be voted upon again for one year.  

If the order is presented a second time, and is approved, the new district begins operation. If the order is 
defeated a second time — or if it is not brought to referendum within two years of the initial referendum 
— then the original order becomes null and void. 

 

New Board of Education for the New District: 
The new district is governed by a board of education comprising five, seven or nine members. The new 
board is elected at a special meeting called by the Commissioner of Education after the new district is 
approved at referendum. The number of board members (5,7 or 9) and their term of office (3,4 or 5 years) 
may be voted upon at the same time as the referendum on establishing the district, or may be decided at a 
separate meeting.  

The boards of education of the districts included in the centralization continue their responsibilities until 
the new district begins operation and the business affairs of their former districts have been completed, 
usually August 1. 
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DATA FOR DISCUSSION BY THE 

COMMMUNITY ADVISORY 
COMMITTEES: 

 
REORGANIZATION INCENTIVE AID:  

ESTIMATE IF THE COMMUNITIES DECIDED 
TO REORGANIZE THE FOUR INTO ONE 

DISTRICT 
 
 

FRANKFORT-SCHUYLER CS 
HERKIMER CS 

ILION CS 
MOHAWK CS 

 
July 2011 
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REORGANIZATION INCENTIVE AID 
In New York State, when two or more school districts reorganize, the new district receives two forms of 
state aid not available to the predecessor districts. They are Reorganization Incentive Operating Aid and 
Reorganization Incentive Building Aid. 

REORGANIZATION INCENTIVE OPERATING AID 
(Section 3602(14(d) and (d-1) of Education Law) 

 
For school districts that merge after July 1, 2007, Incentive Operating Aid is available for 14 years 
starting with the first year of operation as a reorganized district. 
For five years after reorganization, aid payable is equal to the sum of 40% of 2006-07 formula operating 
aid for each of the predecessor districts, based upon the data file that was created for the February 15, 
2007 State Aid Database Gen Report. 
Incentive Operating Aid for the first five years as a reorganized district = 
.40 X (2006-07 Formula Operating Aid) 
2006-07 Formula Operating Aid =  
(2006-07 Selected Operating Aid per Pupil X Total Aidable Pupil Units or TAPU) 
 
After receiving Reorganization Incentive Operating Aid for five years, the additional 40% apportionment 
will be reduced by 4 percentage points each year until the apportionment reaches zero in the 15th year of 
reorganization. The sum of Selected Operating Aid per pupil multiplied by TAPU plus Incentive 
Operating Aid may not exceed 95% of the district's Approved Operating Expenses (line 74) used for aid 
calculations in the current school year. 
 

ESTIMATING REORGANIZATION INCENTIVE OPERATING AID 
FOR A MERGED DISTRICT  

 
An initial estimate of Reorganization Incentive Operating Aid payable may be calculated by retrieving the 
most current General Aid Output Reports (GEN), for districts considering a reorganization, from the NYS 
Education Department State Aid website at https://stateaid.nysed.gov/ . Section VII of the GEN, which is 
partially completed for all districts, specifies the Reorganization Incentive Operating Aid calculation (line 
73 on the most current web published GEN Report). Reorganization Incentive Operating Aid potentially 
payable to each district expected to be part of a merger, should be added together to determine an estimate 
of the total incentive operating aid payable to a presumed successor merged or reorganized district for a 
period of five years. Thereafter, the incentive operating percent on line 76 will decrease by .04 annually 
until it reaches zero in year 15.  
 
 

REORGANIZATION INCENTIVE BUILDING AID 
(Section 3602(14) of Education Law) 

 
Incentive Building Aid is 30 percent of the Building Aid otherwise paid on an approved building project. 
Aid is paid on eligible projects (those initiated after reorganization) for which the general construction 
contract is signed prior to July 1, 2010 or within ten years of the effective date of the reorganization, 
whichever is later. In no case, however, may the sum of regular Building Aid (including the 10% 
incentive) and Reorganization Incentive Building Aid exceed 95% of approved building expenditures, or 
98% for high need school districts. For high need districts, the 98% also includes the impact of the High 
Need Supplemental Building Aid Ratio adjustment. 



APPENDIX 

“Custom tools and research to aid a school district in defining a vision and  
decision options for serving students in the future.” 

 

- 245 -

 
 

REORGANIZATION INCENTIVE OPERATING AID 
Districts: Base Aid as per SED ( line 73 on most current GEN report):

Frankfort-Schuyler $3,640,716
Herkimer $4,392,301
Ilion $7,293,438
Mohawk $3,823,474

Total base $19,149,929

Anticipated first year of consolidation:         2012-2013
Therefore, last of 14 years of incentive aid:  2025-2026

MERGER YEAR TOTAL BASE AID INCENTIVE AID % EST. INCENTIVE
1 $19,149,929 40% $7,659,972
2 $19,149,929 40% $7,659,972
3 $19,149,929 40% $7,659,972
4 $19,149,929 40% $7,659,972
5 $19,149,929 40% $7,659,972 Total est.first five years:       $38,299,858
6 $19,149,929 36% $6,893,974
7 $19,149,929 32% $6,127,977
8 $19,149,929 28% $5,361,980
9 $19,149,929 24% $4,595,983

10 $19,149,929 20% $3,829,986
11 $19,149,929 16% $3,063,989
12 $19,149,929 12% $2,297,991
13 $19,149,929 8% $1,531,994
14 $19,149,929 4% $765,997 Total est. incentive aid

         2026-2027 0% $0             over 14 years: $72,769,730
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Labor Relations Implications 
Of School District Centralization 

(April 28, 2011) 
 
 

The following information is based on guidance materials from the State Education Department and 
general principles of public sector employment law.  This document does not contain legal advice and 
should not be considered a legal opinion.  For legal advice, the districts should contact their respective 
attorney counsels. 
  
1. Q: If two or more school districts centralize into one school district, what happens to the 

employees of the former school districts?   
 

Each teacher employed by a former school district becomes an employee of the new school 
district.  Employees appointed pursuant to the Civil Service Law by a former school district may 
have varying rights in the new school district, depending on their civil service class (competitive, 
non-competitive, labor, etc.). 

 
2. Q: What happens to the collective bargaining agreements of the former school districts? 
 
 The terms of those agreements may become elements of new agreements with the new school 

district.  The new school district and the new bargaining units’ bargaining agents must make a 
good faith effort to negotiate new collective bargaining agreements.  

 
3. Q: What happens to the seniority rights of teachers? 
 
 Teachers are credited with seniority earned within a particular tenure area.  When school districts 

centralize, the seniority lists are merged so that the new school district has only one seniority list 
per tenure area. 

 
4. Q: What happens to the seniority rights of employees appointed pursuant to the Civil Service 

Law? 
 
 Competitive class employees are credited with seniority in accordance with the Civil Service Law.  

Other employees may have seniority rights set forth in their collective bargaining agreements. 
 
5. Q: What happens if the new school district needs fewer teachers? 
 
 The Board of Education of the new school district may reduce teaching positions on the basis of 

seniority within a particular tenure area.  If a teaching position is abolished, the affected 
individuals are placed on a preferred eligible list for a period of seven years. 
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6. Q: What happens if the new school district needs fewer civil service employees? 
 
 The Board of Education of the new school district may reduce competitive class positions on the 

basis of seniority as set forth in the Civil Service Law.  Current collective agreements that cover 
civil service employees may have additional reduction in force references. 

 
7. Q: What happens to the administrators of the former school districts? 
 
 Although the guidance materials from the State Education Department specifically reference the 

seniority rights of teachers, there is reason to believe the seniority rights of school administrators 
could be handled in a similar manner.  However, since school administrator tenure areas may vary 
from district to district, the actual impact of these rights by individual job title/role is a case-by-
case analysis. 

 
8. Q: What happens to the superintendents of the former school districts? 
 
 Superintendents of the former districts do not have any statutory rights to that position in the new 

district.  The new school district board of education may select its own new superintendent.   
When the superintendent of a district included in the reorganization has an employment contract, 
that contract becomes an obligation of the newly reorganized school district.  If the newly 
reorganized district determines not to employ the superintendent of a former school district, the 
new district may discharge the contractual obligation by paying the salary which he or she would 
have earned, less any income obtained from employment elsewhere during the term of the 
contract.  

 
9. Q: What happens to the retirement benefits of the employees of the former school districts? 
 
 Retirement benefits associated with the retirement system remain unchanged.  Retirement benefits 

associated with an employment contract or collective bargaining agreement are governed by the 
terms of the employment contract or collective bargaining agreement.  Individuals who are already 
retired from a school district may have certain retiree health insurance protections contained in 
Chapter 504 of the Laws of 2009.  Chapter 504 prohibits reduction of health insurance for retirees 
and their dependents unless there is a corresponding reduction of benefits or contributions for the 
corresponding group of active employees. 

 
10. Q: Are there other considerations relating to labor relations? 
 

When two or more school districts centralize into a new school district, it is possible that the local 
bargaining units are represented by different bargaining agents.  It is important for the school 
districts and local bargaining units to work with their labor relations experts. 

 
Since the success of any centralization endeavor depends largely on the participation of all affected 
stakeholders, it is important for the districts to provide labor union representatives with appropriate 
opportunities to discuss the impact of centralization on the rights of bargaining unit members.  Often such 
opportunities come before a formal reorganization public referendum and sometimes before the non-
binding ‘strawvote’ among the communities.
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Dr. Paul M. Seversky                                     Mr. Doug A. Exley                                          Mr. Sam A. Shevat 

The SES Study Team focuses its work on customized studies that deal with identifying opportunities to 
provide quality educational programs more effectively and in a cost-effective manner. The major areas 
of the Team’s services are school reorganization through centralization analyses, and the identification 
and analysis of collaborative functional sharing opportunities between school districts. 

The SES Study Team, in an impartial manner, provides research, direction and facilitation through a guided process. The study 
process emphasizes a data-driven analysis and community involvement to identify possible options to serve pupils in the future. 

The common elements followed by the Team to achieve customized studies include: 

• A focus on answering a set of questions by school district and community stakeholders; 
• Inclusion of, and sensitivity to, all points of view from the communities involved; 
• An approach that begins with the collection of data, a review of major findings, sharing of perceptions, 

recommendations based upon challenges and opportunities, and the modeling of potential options; 
• The central role of school district instructional, instructional support, and administrative staff in providing 

comprehensive data for the study to use to answer the study question(s) posed by the client district(s); 
• Public transparency of the work and data developed, compiled, and analyzed by the Study Team; 
• The creation of a study report that becomes the prime useable tool by members of the communities as they decide how 

best to educate their children in the future. 

The Study Team brings a combined 105 years of public education experience to working with and helping school districts 
identify options in serving pupils and their communities. Each team member has served as a teacher, principal and superintendent 
of a K-12 school district. Doug and Sam each has served as a superintendent of a reorganized district through centralization. Paul 
has served as a superintendent of a district that explored reorganization and in a regional capacity as a Deputy District 
Superintendent of a BOCES. Sam has worked for a college to administer programs for public school pupils; Paul has taught 
graduate level courses in educational administration for 23 years; and Doug serves as a council member at a local university. The 
Study Team Members have provided consultant services to public school districts since 1998. 

Contact the SES Study Team to discuss your school district's specific study project.   
Paul.Seversky at ses-studyteam dot org 
Doug.Exley at ses-studyteam dot org 
Sam.Shevat at ses-studyteam dot org 

 



 

 

 


