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Re: Long-Range Facilities Plan Final Determination 

Dear Dr. Ramos: 

The Departmcnt of Education has completed its preliminary review of thc Long-Range Facilitie:; Plan 
(LRFP) submittcd by the Guttcnbcrg School District pursuant to the Educational Facilities Construction and 
Financing Act. P.L. 2000. c. 72 (l'U .S.A. l8A: iG-I et seq.) (Act). NJ.A.C. 6A:26 -I el seq. (Educational Facilities 
Code), and the Facilitics Efficiency Stallllards (FES). The Department has found thc District's LRfP submittal to be 
complete and is now presenting the LRFP. 

The Final Dctermination of the District" s LRFP includes a Summary \"ith the following sections: 

I. Inventory Overview 

2. District Enrollments and School Grade Alignments 

3. FES and District Practices Capacity 

4. Functional Capacity and Unhoused Students Prior to Proposed Work 

5. Proposed Work 

6. Functional Capacity and Unhoused Students t\iter Completion of Proposed Work 

7. Proposed Room Inventories and th~ Facilities Efficiency Standards 

Major LRFP approval issues include the adequacy of the LRFP's proposed enrollments, school capacities, 

and educational spaces. Approval of the LRFP, and any plOjects and costs list(~d therein, does /lot imply approval of 
an individual school facilities project or its corresponding costs and eligibility for State suppOli under the Act. 

Similarly, approval of the LRFP does not imply approval of portions of the LRFP that are inconsistent with the 

Department's FES and proposed building demolition or replacement. Detem1ination of preliminary eligible costs 
and final eligible costs will be made at the time of the approval of a particular school facilities project pursJanl to 

NJ.S.A. 18A:7G-5. The District must submit a feasibility study as part of the school facilities project approval 

process, pursuant to NJ.S.A. 18A:7G-7b, to suppoti proposed building demolition or replacement. The feasibility 

study should demonstrate that a building might pose a risk to the safety of the occupants after rehabilitation or that 

rehabilitation is not cost-effective. 

Following the approval of the LRFP, the District may submit an amendment to the approved LRFP for 

Depaliment review. Unless and until an amendment to the LRFP is submitted to and approved by the Commissioner 
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of the DepZlrtmcnt of EducZltioll pursuZlnt to N.J.S.A. 18/1.:7G-4(c), the approved LRFP sllZlll remain in effect. The 
District may proceed with the implementation of school facilities projects that are consistent witI' the approved 

LRFP whether or not the school facilities project contains ~;quare footage that may be ineligible for State support. 

We trust that this document \vill adequately expllin the Final Determination and allow the District tD move 

forward with the initiation of projects within its LRFP. Please contact William S. Bauer, Jr., Education Program 

Development Specialist at the Office of School Facilities at (609) 341-2047 \~ith any questions or concerns that you 

may have. 

Clnistopher D. Cerf 

Acting ComI'1 issioner 

Enclosure 

CDCBEP: FJL:wsb 
Division of Field Services 
Monica Tone, Manager. County Office 
Bernard E. Piaia, Jr., Director. Office ofSchclOl Faciliti~s 

Frank J. LoDolce, Regional Director, Office of School r'acilities 
William S. Bauer, Jr., Education Program Development Specialist, Office of School Facilities 

Jolene Mantineo, School Business Administrator 
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LONG-RANGE fACILITIES PLAN 

Final Determination Summary
 
Guttnberg School District
 

The Department of Education (Department) has completed its review of the Long-Range Facilities Plan (LRFP or 
Plan) submitted by the CJuttenberg School Distrid (District: pursuant to the Educational Facilities Construction and 
Financing Act, P.L. 2000, c.72 (N.J.S.A. 18A:7G-1 et seq.1 (Act), N.J.A.C. 61\:26-1 et seq. (Educational Facilities 
Code), and the Facilities Efficiency Standards (FI::S). 

This is the Depar1ment's Final Determination ~ummary (Summary) of the LRFP. The Summary is based on the 
standards set forth in the Act, the Educational Fal:ilities Code, the FES, District entered data in the LRFP and Project 
Application and Tracking System (LRFP website), and Di~;trict supplied supporting documentation. The Summary 
consists of seven sections. The referenced rnorts in i:dlic text are standard LRFP reports available on the 
Department's LRFP website. 

1. Inventory Overview 

The District provides services for students in grades 1'1<-8. The predominant existing school grade configuration 
is PK-8 for elementary/middle .. The predominant proposed school grade configuration is PK-8 for 
elementar:,-Imiddle. The District is classified as a Regular Operating District for funding purposes. 

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

Inventory Report. .. 

Table 1: Inventory Summary 

. . -+ E_X_is_t_i1...,:1g,"-__+-_P'roposed 

Sites:
 

Total Number of Sites
 I I 

Number of Sites with no Buildings o o 
Number of Sites with no Instructional Buildings o o 

------\---------+-----­
Schools and Buildings: 

Total Number of Schools 
_ _.. _ .. ­ - _ " .. 

Total Number of Instructional Buildings 2 

Total Number of Administrative and Utility Buildings 0 0 
...C.: _ " . 

Total Number of Athletic Facilities 0 0 
........._..-_ . 

Total Number of Parking Facilities 0 0 

Total Number of Temporary Facilities 0 0 
--- ­

As directed by the Department, incomplete school facilities projects that have project approval from the 

Department are represented as "existing" in the Plan. District schools with incomplete approved projects 
that include new construction or the reconfiguration of existing program space are as follows: n/a.. 
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Major conclusions are as follows: 

The District is proposing to mainta ,n the exiS1 ng number of District-owned or leased site;. 

The District is proposing to mainta In tile exis1 ng number of District-owned or operated sl:hools. 

The District is proposing to increase the c)cisting number of District-owned or Icased instructional 
buildings. The District is proposin~ to maintain the existing number of District-owned or leaseJ non­
instructional buildings. 

FINDINGS The Departrnent has deli:rmined that the proposed inventory is adequate iix ['eview of the 
District's LRFP. However. the LRFI' determination dJes not imply approval of an individual school facilities 
project listed within the LRFP. The District must submit individual project applications for project approval. If 
building demolition or replacement is proposed, the District mllst submit a feasibility study, pursuant to 
N.J.S.A. 18A:7G-7b, as pmt of the application for the specific school facilities project 

2. District Enrollments and School Grade Alignments 

The District determined the number of students, or "proposed enrollments, " to be accommodated in the LRFP 
on a district-wide basis and in each school. The Dishcr's existing and proposed enrollments and the cohOl1­
survival projection provided by the Depill1l1lent on the LRFP website are listed in Table 2. Detailed inforrnation 
can be found in the LRFP website report ((led "Enrol/ment Prujectiun Detail. " Existing and proposed school 
enrollments and grade alignments can be fOlnd in the teport titled "Enrollment and Schuol Grade Alignment" 

Table 2: Enrollment Comparison 

Actual Enrollments District l~roposed 

2009 Enroiliments 

Grades K-12: 

Grades K-5, including SeSE 568 613 

Grades 6-8, including SeSE 337 325 

Grades 9-12, including SeSE o I) 
._--\------­

Totals K-12 905 9.38 

Pre-Kindergarten: 

Pre-Kindergarten, Age 3 o o 
Pre-Kindergarten, Age 4 20 20 

Pre-Kindergarten, seSE 12 4 

595 

316 

o 
911 

144 

144 

o 
"SCSE" ~ Seif-Coll/ailled Special EducatIOn 

Major conclusions are as (1)llows: 

The District did not elect to use the Department's LRfP website projection. Supporting documentation 

was submitted to the Department as required to justify the proposed enrollments. 

• The District is planning for stable enrollments. 

FINDINGS The Department has determined thaI: the District's proposed enrollments are supportable for 

review of the District's LRFP. The Department will require a current enrollment projection at the time an 
application for a school facilities project is submitted incorporating the District's most recent Fall Enrollment 
Report in order to verity that the LRfP's planned capacity is appropriate for the updated enrollments. 
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3.	 FES and District Practices Capacity 

The proposed room inventories for each school were analyzed to determine whether the LRFP providcs 
adequate capacity for the proposed enrollments. Two (apacit) calculation methods, called '"FES ea/hldt)''' and 

'Dlstrid Practices Capacily, " were lIsed to assess e,':isting and proposed school capacity in accordance with 

the FES and District progrdl1l delivery practices A t)ird capacity calculation, called "FzlIlcti()/la/ Capacity, . 

determines Unhoused Students and potential State SUPPOI"! for school facilities projects. Functional Capacity is 
analyzcd in Section 5 of this Summary. 

FES Capacit)' only assigns capacity to pre-kindergarten (il'district-aimcd or o/JcralcdJ, kindergarten. 

general, and self-contained specia I education classrooms. No other room types are considered to be 

capacity-generating. Class size is based on the FES and is prorated for classrooms that are sized 

smaller than FES classrooms. FES Capacity is most accurate for elementary schools, 01" schools with 
non-depalimentalized programs, in which imtruction is "homeJ'CIorn" based. This capac Ity calculation 
may also be accurate for middle schools depending upon the program structure. However, this method 
usually significantl)' understates available high school capacity since specialized spaces thaI are 
typically provided in lieu of general classrooms are not included in the capacity calculations. 

District Pradices Capacity allows the Di~;:rict to include specialized room types in. the capacity 

calculations and adjust class size to reflect actual practices. This calculation is used to review capacity 
and enrollment coordination in middle and high schools. 

1\ capacity utilization factor in accordanc,~ with the FES is included in both capacity calculations. A 90% 

capacity utilization rate is applied to classrooms serviilg grades K-8. An 85~/o capacity utilization rate is applied 
to classrooms serving grades 9-12. No capa,:ity utilization factor is applied to preschool classrooms. 

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

Table 3: FES and District Practices Capacity Summary 

• Positive numbers signifj.' surplus capacity; negative numbers signify inadequate capacity. Negative values for Distriel 
Practices capacity are acceptable ifproposed enrollments do not exceed 100% capacity utilization 

Major conclusions are as follows: 

•	 The District has appropriately coordinated proposed school capacities and enrollments in the LRFP. 

•	 Adequate justification has been provided by the District if capacity for a school deviates from the 

proposed enrollments by more th2n 5%. 

FINDINGS The Department has determined thJI the proposed District capacity, in accordance with the 

proposed enrollments, is adequate for review of the District's LRFP. The Department will require a current 

enrollment projection at the time an application for a school facilities project is submitted, incorporating the 
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District's most reccnt Fall Enrollmcnt RCpJI1, in order to verify that the LRFP's planned capa~ity mc:ets the 

Districl's updated enrollments. 

4.	 Functional Capacity and Unhoused Situdents Prior to Proposed Work 

Functiunal Capacitr was calculated and compared to the proposed enrollments to proviJe a prelininary 

estimate of Unhoused Students and ncw cl)lIStruction funding eligibility Functional Capacity is the adjusted 

gross squarc footage of a school building (Iotal gr,iss square leet 17li flUS excluded space) divided by the 

minimum area allowance pCI' full-time Equivalent :;[udent for the grade level contained therein. Unhoused 

Students is the number of students projected to be enrJlled in the District that exceeds the functional Capacity 
of thc District's schools pursuant to NJ .A.C. 6A:26-2 .~( c). 

"Excluded Square Feel" in the LRFP functional Capacity calculation includes (I) square footage exceeding the 
fES for any pre-kinderganen. kindergarter, general education, or self-contained special education classroom: 
(2) grossing factor square footage (corrido.'·s, stairs, 'f/echanical roOtl/S, l:tC) that exceeds the fES allowancc. 

and (3) square feet proposed to be demolished or dis':ontinued from use. Excluded square feet may be revised 
during the review process for individual school facilities projects. 

Table 4 provides a prelimll1ary assessment of Functional Capacity, Unhoused Students, and Estimated 

Maximulll Approved Area for the variou" grade groups in accordance with the FES. Detailed information 
concerning the calcnlation and preliminary ?xcluded ,quare feet can be found in the LRFP website rcpons titled 
"FlIIh'tion<.11 Capacity and Unhoused Studcl7ts" and "Functional Capacity Excluded Square Feel ,. 

Tablc 4: Functional Capacity and Unhouscd Studcnts Prior to Proposed Work 
- ­

A 

Proposed 
Enrollment 

B 

Estimate! 

Existing 

FunctiOn< 

Capacity 

C = A-B 

Unhoused 
Students 

D 

Area 

Allowance 
(gsflstudents) 

Elementary (K-5)* 

Middle (6-8) 

High (9-12) 

613 

325 

0 

............. 

....... 

333.71 

176.93 

0 

279.29 

148.07 

o 

125 

134 

151 

Totals K-12 938 510.64 

•Pre-kindergarten students are not included in Ihe ca!cu!a(,ms. 

Major conclusions are as follows: 

•	 The calculations for "Estimated Existing Functional Capacity" do not include school facilities projects 

that have been approved by the Department but were not under construction or complek at the time of 

Plan submission. 

•	 The District, based on the preliminary LRFP assessment, does not have Unhoused Students for the 

following FES grade groups: 6-8. 

•	 The District, based on the preliminary LRFP assessment, has Unhoused Students for the following FES 

grade groups: K-5.and 6-8 
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•	 Pre-kindergarten students are nol included in the calculations. Unhoused pre-kindergarten sci f­

contained special education students are eligible for State suppOli. A determination of ,:quare footage 

eligible for State support will be made at the lime an application for a specifiC school facilities project 

is submitted to the Department for review anc approval. 

•	 The District is not proposing to demoli,h or discontinue the use of existing District-owned 

instructional Sp'lC<~. The Functional Capac ity calculation excludes square feet proposed to be 

demolished or discontinued for the following FES grade groups: n/a. 

FINDINGS Functional Capacity and Unhoused Students calculated in the LRFP are preliminary estimates. 

Justification for square footage in excess of the FES and the determination of additional excluded square feel. 

Preliminary Eligible Costs (PEC), and FinZel Eligible Costs (FEC) will be included in the review proc,:ss for 

specific school facilities projects. A feasibility stucly undertaken by the District is required if building 
demolition or replacement is proposed per N.J.A.C. 6A:26-2.3(b)(IO). 

5.	 f'nlposcd \Vork 

The District was instructed to review the cO:ldition of its facilities and sites and to propose corrective "sJistcm ,. 

and "invcntory" actions in its LRfP. "Sys/em" actions upgrade existing conditions without changing spatial 

configuration or size. Examples of system actions irl(;lude new windows, finishes, and mechanical systems. 

"Invcntory" actions address space problems by removing, adding, or altering sites, schools, buildings and 

rooms. Examples of inventory actions include building additions, the reconfiguration of existing walls, or 
changing room use. 

Table 5 sUlt1lllarizes the type of work proposed in the District's LRFP for instructional buildings. Detailed 
information can be found in the LRFP website repon,; titled "Site Asset Inventory," "LRFP Systems Actions 

Summary, " and "LRFP Inventory Actions Summary. " 

Table 5: Proposed Work for Instructional Buildings 

Type of Work Work [neluded in LRFP 

System Upgrades Yes 

Inv~nt{)ry Changes 

Room Reassigrunent or Reconfiguration Yes 

Building Addition No 

New Building Yes 

Partial or Whole Building,Demolition or Discontinuation of ..Us..e ,,.. , , j , .. , " , , No 

New Site No 

Major conclusions are as follows: 

•	 The District has proposed system upgrades in one or more instructional buildings. 

•	 The District has proposed inventory changes, excluding new construction in one or more instructional 

buildings. 

•	 The District has not proposed new construction in lieu of rehabilitation in one or more instructional 

buildings. 

Please note that costs represented in the LRFP are for capital planning purposes only. Estimated costs are not 

intended to represent preliminary eligible co:;ts or final eligible costs of approved school facilities projects. 
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The Act (N.JSA. 18A:7G-7b) provides that all s,:hool facilities shall be deemed suitable L)r rehabilitation 
unless a pre-construction evaluation undertaken I)y the District demonstrates to the satisfaction of tile 

Commissioner that the structure might pClie a risk tc> the safety of the occupants even after rehabilitation or that 
rehabilitation is not cost-effective. Pursuant to N.;.A.C. 6A:26-2.3(b)(10), the Commissioner ma} identify 
school facilities for which new construction is pro!=osed in lieu of rehabilitation for which it appears from the 

information presented that new construction is justified, provided, however, that for such school [1cilities so 
identified, the District must submit a feas bility stud:,' as part of the application for the specific school facilities 
project. The cost of each proposed building replacement is compared to the cost of additions Dr rehabilitation 
required to eliminate health and safety deficiencies and to achieve the District's programmatic model. 

Facilities used for non-instructional or nO'1-educational purposes are ineligible for State support under the Act. 
Ilowever, prolects for such facilities shall be rev I;wed by the Depaltment to determine whether they arc 

consistent with the District's LRFP and whether the facility, if it is to house students (full or part time) 
conforms to educational adequ3cy requirements. These projects shall conform to all applicable stal Jtes and 
regulations 

FINDINGS The DepaI1ment has determined that the proposed work is adequ3te for review of the District's 
LRFP. However, Department approval Oi' proposed work in the LRFP does not imply th3t the District may' 
proceed with a school facilities project. The District must submit individual project applications with cost 
estimates for Department project 3pproval. Both s:hool facilities project approval and other capit31 project 
review require consistency with the District's approved LRFP. 

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

The FUl1ctional Capacity of the District's schools aJier completion of the scope of work proposed in the LRFP 
was calculated to highlight any remaining Unhoused Students. 

Table 6 provides a preliminary assessment of Unhoused Students and Estimated Remaining Maximum Area 
after completion of new construction proposed in the LRFP, if applicable. Detailed information conceming the 
calculation can be found in the website report titled' Functional Capacity and Unhoused Studen/s" 

Table 6: Functional Capacity and Unhoused Students After Completion of Proposed Work 
r' - -----­

Estimated Estimated 
Maximum Proposed Maximum Area 

Approved Area Functional Unhoused for Unhoused 
for Unhoused Total New Capacity after Students after Students 

Students GSF Construction Construction Remaining __ 

Elementary (K-5)* 34,910.77 72,077 470.06 142.94 17,866.95 
---~. 

_. _..... ...... 

Middle (6-8) 19,841.61 38,2 J 4 249.22 75.78 10,154.72 
....... 

High (9-12) 0 0.00 
-

0 0 0 

Totals K-12 54,752.38 llO,291 719.28 

•Pre-kindergarten students are not included in the calculallons. 

Major conclusions are as follows: 

• New construction is proposed for the follOWing grade groups: K-5 AND 6-8 
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Proposed new construction exceeds the es' mated maximum area allowance for Unhoused StudeI1l:s 

prior to the completion of the proposed work for the following grade groups: n/a. 

•	 The District, based on the preliminary UZFP assessment, will have Unhoused Students after 
complet ion of the proposed LRFP work for 'he following grade groups: n/a. 

FINDINGS The Functional Capacity and Unrlluscd Students calculated in the LRrp are preliminary 
estimates. Justification for square footage in excess of the FES and the determination of additional excluded 
square ket, Preliminary Eligible Costs (PEe). and:inal Eligible Costs (FEC) will be included in the review 
process for specific school facilities projec:s. 

7.	 Proposed Room Inventories and the Facilities Efficiency Standards 

The District's proposed room inventories for instructional buildings, or programmatic models, were evaluated 
to assess general educational adequacy and compliance with the FES area allowance pursu,lIlt to N.J.A.C. 
6A:~6-2.2 and 2.3. Major conclusions are as follows: 

•	 The District is proposing school(s) that will provide less square feet per student than the FES 
allowance. Schools proposed to provide less area than the FES are as follows: Anna Klein School. 

•	 The District is not proposing school(s) that exceed the rES square foot per student allowance. 

FINDINGS The DepaJ1ment has reviewed the Diolrict's proposed room inventories and has determined thM 
each is educationally adequate. If schools are proposed to provide less square feet per student than the FES, the 
District has provided a written justification indicating that the educational adequacy of the facility will nol be 
adversely affected and has been granted an FES waiver by the Department. This detennination does not include 
an assessment of eligible square feet for State suppon State support eligibility will be determined at the time an 
application for a specific school facilities project is submitted to the Department. The Department will also 
confirm that a proposed school facilities project conforms with the proposed room inventory represented in the 
LRFP when an application fix a specific school facil·ties project is submitted to the Department for reView and 
approval. 

LRFP Final Determination	 Page 9 of9 


