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Public Budget Process 

 1st Public Budget Meeting – January 26, 2012 

 Budget History 

 Current Budget Spending 

 NJ QSAC 

 Shared Services Update 

 Review of Curriculum Initiatives 

 Challenges 

 Public Input 
 Questions 

 Comments 



 2nd Public Budget Meeting – February 29, 

2012 

 Review of Special Services Programs 

 Update on Solar Initiatives 

 Budget Efficiency Review 

 State Aid Allocation for 2012-2013 

 Pre-School Program Updates 

 Discussion 

 Public Input 

 
 



3rd Public Budget Meeting – March 27, 

2012 

 

 Presentation of draft budget (3 

Scenarios) 

 Tax rate implications 

 Discussion  

 Public Input 



• Historical Tax Rates 

• Current Tax Rates 

• Township Budget Breakdown 

Budget History 



11 Year LEH School District  

Tax Rate Comparison 
Year 

Per $100,000 
Assessment 

01-02  $       830  
02-03  $       796  
03-04  $       852  
04-05  $       823  
05-06  $       816  
06-07  $       318  
07-08  $       317  
08-09  $       330  
09-10  $       357  
10-11  $       389  
11-12  $       396 
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LEH Tax Bill Breakout  

Five Year Comparison 
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Ratable Decline Impacts School Tax Rate 

LEH Ratables = 

$3,173,021,725 

LEH Ratables = 

$3,134,737,090 

Decreased by 

$38,284,635  

LEH Ratables = 

$2,967,533,131 

Decreased by 

$167,203,959  

LEH School District Tax Rate 
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LEH Ratables = 

$2,955,844,831 

Decreased by  

$11,688,3000 



Year Ratables 
Increase Over  

Previous Year % Increase 

2001  $    873,480,005   $  44,508,199  5.37% 

2002  $    932,816,318   $  59,336,313  6.79% 

2003  $    978,000,103   $  45,183,785  4.84% 

2004  $ 1,067,966,901   $  89,966,798  9.20% 

2005  $ 1,142,744,520   $  74,777,619  7.00% 

2006 

Revaluation  $ 3,040,180,924   $  1,897,436,404  166.04% 

2007  $ 3,123,347,088   $  83,166,164  2.74% 

2008  $ 3,173,021,725   $ 49,674,637  1.59% 

2009  $ 3,134,737,090   $ (38,284,635) -1.21% 

2010  $ 2,967,533,131   $ (167,203,959) -5.33% 

2011 $2,955,844,831 $(11,866,300) -.39% 



Excludes Federal Grants, Preschool Aid, Bond Referendum, and Debt Service 
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2011 – 2012 LEH School District  

Budget Expenditures 

Total Cost of Governmental Programs & Services = $28,171,473 
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Expenditure Categories 

 Instruction 

 Regular Programs 

 Special Education 

 Basic Skills 

 Bilingual Education 

 School Sponsor Extra Curricular 

 Preschool, IDEA, NCLB Grants 

 Administration 

 General Administration 

 School Administration 

 Board of Education 

 Technology 

 

 

 Support Services 

 Tuition 

 Social Work Services 

 Health services 

 Speech, OT, PT Related & Extended 
Services 

 Guidance 

 Child Study Teams 

 Improvement of Instruction Services 

 Library Media Services 

 Instructional Staff Training Services 

 Facilities 

 Transportation 

 Benefits 

 Capital Outlay 

 Repayment of Debt 
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• QSAC 

     LEH is a high performing district 

• Shared Service Initiatives 

• Curriculum  

District Initiatives and Accomplishments 



• All NJ schools are required to be reviewed every three years utilizing 

QSAC.  

• To be considered a “high performing district”, the school district must 

achieve at least 80% in each of the five areas evaluated.  

• The areas included are Instruction and Program, Fiscal Management, 

Operations, Personnel, and Governance.  

• LEH was designated a “high performing district” in the current 

evaluation as well as the last evaluation. 

  

 Quality Single Accountability Continuum 

NJ QSAC 





 Shared Services 

Stafford BOE Purchasing Agent Contract and Title III Consortium 

LEH Township Snow plowing services, Security/Cops in Schools, recycling pick-up service 

Sterling HS South Jersey Technical Partnership 

Pittsgrove BOE Paper and Office supply consortium 

MOESC Transportation Jointure, Supply/toner consortium 

Ocean County OC bid portal 

ACT Phone Services 

ACES Electric and gas service 

ED DATA Student supplies and skill trades 

SAIF Insurance joint purchasing 

Pinelands BOE District transportation jointure  

Bergen Co. Banking Consortium Consortium for all district  banking services 

ETTC Stockton College Professional Development 

Middlesex Regional Consortium Custodial, technology and instructional supplies 



• American Reading Company 

• Go-Math 

• Harassment, Intimidation & Bullying/Character 

Education Requirements 

• Measuring Up Insight 

 

 Review of Curriculum Initiatives 



Drive, Daniel Pink. 
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1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th Overall

2010 50 46 33 29 29 38

2011 34 33 18 10 8 19
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LEH IRLA Data Wall: Emergency 

1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th Overall

2010 25 37 30 23 17 26

2011 42 52 42 37 42 46
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LEH IRLA Data Wall:  
Proficient or Above 



Drive, Daniel Pink. 



b 

 



b 

 

1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th Overall

2010 63 51 32 27 32 42

2011 49 40 19 14 10 25
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Frog Pond IRLA Data Wall: Emergency 

1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th Overall

2010 18 31 34 23 15 24

2011 38 45 41 38 39 42
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Frog Pond IRLA Data Wall:  
Proficient or Above 



Drive, Daniel Pink. 



b 

Students Reading At or Above 3rd Grade Level 10/2010: 55 

Students (17%) 

10/2011: 94 Students (23%) 

 



b 

 

1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th Overall

2010 34 39 35 32 26 33

2011 15 24 16 6 6 11
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George J. Mitchell IRLA Data Wall: 
Emergency 

1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th Overall

2010 36 44 25 23 20 29

2011 80 60 60 42 35 45
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George J. Mitchell IRLA Data Wall:  
Proficient or Above 





Go Math pilot survey 

Forty-nine responses were received.  Pilot teachers 
were asked to rank Go Math in the areas of 

Instruction, Differentiation, Assessment, Teacher’s 
supports, Supports for students, and then rate the 

program overall.  Teachers were also given the 
opportunity to provide additional insight in each 

area. 



Teacher Indicator 

Regular Education Teachers -37 Special Education Teachers -11

Basic Skills Teachers -1

22% 

2% 

76% 



TEACHERS RESPONSE TO: 
Would you support the adoption of “Go Math” as our math 

curriculum for the 2012-2013 school year? 

YES - 48

NO - 1

98% 

2% 



How Teachers Ranked “Go Math” 
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and 5 being “Strongly Agree with “Go Math” Program 

 

Forty-nine Teachers responded 



2011-2012 HIB HISTORY 

Notes: 

Teacher received forma HIB training on October 10th 

November reporting is through November 8th 
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• State Aid Allocations 

• 2% Cap 

• Contractual Issues 

• Special Education Placements 

 Challenges 



 Public Input 



Next Public Budget Meeting: 

 

Tuesday, February 29, 2012 

6:00 pm 

Frog Pond Elementary School 

Media Center 


