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West Morris Regional High School

Protecting our Students

Respecting our Taxpayers

Meeting the Challenge
&
Preserving our Mission
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The West Morris Regional High School
Community will provide each student with
an intellectually stimulating experience In
a safe environment. The experience will
promote a passion for learning, academic
excellence, involved citizenship and
personal responsibility and a respect for
diversity; fostering the development of
creative, confident, compassionate and
resilient individuals who will contribute to
their future communities.
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# of Students
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WEST MORRIS REGIONAL HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT
Enrollment Projections*
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IMPROVEMENT of INSTRUCTION
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Curriculum Enrichment

No Child Left Behind, HSPA, and EOC compliance
Additional Courses in IB Technology and Theory of Knowledge for All

Internal refinements of Modern and Classical Language curriculum
and science curriculum

Revision of Pre- Calculus offering

IB, AP, and the Freshman Experience continue to be strong, viable
programs in both high schools

Articulation GB

Curriculum coordination between our two high schools
Vertical articulation with all constituent districts
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Expanding Knowledge and Skills
IB-For-All Faculty
Special Education
Student Wellness
Approaches to Learning
“One Day University” Concept

Experimentation
Culture of data analysis to understand student learning

Collaboration embedded into the school calendar to assure a sustained
focus on professional development themes.

Measuring Results
MyLearningPlan.com allows administrators to measure the effectiveness of
professional development activities in relation to student achievement.
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STUDENT ACHIEVEMENTS

WMC and WMM SAT scores have risen In all three
areas for two years in a row.

WMM SAT are in the top 3% of all NJ public schools
WMC SAT are Iin the top 9% of all NJ public schools

IB tests scores have either risen or they are above

the world average in English, History, Spanish,
Environmental Science, and Math.

Multiple County, Conference, State and National

Championships every year in a variety of sports and
co-curricular activities
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% of Staff Reductions by area

Aides 15.7%
Administrative Asst. 8.3%
Custodians 6.8%
Administrators 6.3%
Faculty (teachers) 4.8%
Overall staff 8.7%
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(planned expenditures)

2009-10 2010-11 $INC/(DEC) % INC/(DEC)
General Appropriations $45,859,340  $44,616,656 -$1,242,684 | -2.71%
Restricted Appropriations $478,640 $489,040 $10,400
[Special Revenue-Fed/IDEA Funds (no taximpact)]
Debt Service $2,376,888  $2,374,400 -$2,488
TOTAL Appropriations $48,714,868| | $47,480,096 | -$1,234,772 | -2.53%|

$. 0" 8
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SOURCES of
INCREASES In APPROPRIATIONS

Employee Benefits $ 755,010

TUitiOn $ 374,483
SDA Assessment $ 127,877
Classroom $  20.000

Supplies & Textbooks
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AREAS of
DECREASES in APPROPRIATIONS

Administration $ 229,620
(school and general)

Capital Outlay $ 438,980
(reduction of capital items)

Improvement of Instruction/ $ 88,180

Staff Development

(focus on internal resources)

Staff/Salary Reductions $1,555,040
(32 positions, 17 teachers, 1 administrator, 14 support staff in submitted budget)
Transportation $ 178,725

(late bus, courtesy bussing)
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How the Budget “$"s are Spent
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Districts Discretionary Spending —

defined as having the power of free decision or lat itude of choice
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Discretionary, @ Non-Discretionary

$4,245,386 , 9.0% W Discretionary

Non-Discretionary,
$43,106,832,
91.0%
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Districts Discretionary Spending —

defined as having the power of free decision or lat itude of choice

I( #"! ' " # = * # #' B School Ops
B Ops & Maint
0O Admin/Support
Technology(,) Transp., $165,196 ,
$172,932 ’ 4% 4% O Instr/Staff Dev
Instr/Staff Dev,
$383,878 y 9% B Technology
O Transp.

School Ops,
$1,770,744 ,42%

e

Admin/Support,
$858,471 ,20%

Ops & Maint,
$894,165,21%
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How our $tudents benefit

Ops/Maint. Co—Curr/A(t)hIetlc %
9.39% 6.84%
Admin/Benefits :
11.20% / Equipment

—

Student Support
15%

Classrm Instr.
56.64%

&I (2" # """ & 34/567

xneobotal projected spending per student - $14,131
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- B WEST MORRIS REGIONAL HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT

Advertise Per Pupil Cost Calculations

2010-2011
2007-08 = 2008-09 2009-10 2009-10 2010-11
Actual Actual Original Budget ' Revised Budget | Proposed Budget %

Per Pupil Cost Calculations: i a 7 2 r 3 F 4 ' (5)

Total Comparative Per Pupil Cost 13671 13861 14723 14818 14131  -4.64%
Total Classroom Instruction 7791 7967 8276 8290 8068  -2.68%
Classroom-Salaries and Benefits 7507 7699 7950 7948 7737
Classroom-General Supplies and Textbooks 255 240 273 289 277
Classroom-Purchased Senices and Other 29 28 53 53 54

Total Support Senvices 2049 2085 2331 2350 2140  -8.94%
Support Senices-Salaries and Benefits 1726 1809 1978 1977 1875

Total Administrative Costs 1524 1548 1679 1705 1595  -6.45%
Administration-Salaries and Benefits 1195 1236 1262 1261 1203

Legal Costs 0 0 a7 46 46 0.00%
Total Operations and Maintenance of Plant 1411 1319 1418 1452 1338  -7.85%
Operations & Maintenance of Plant-Salary & Ben. 616 638 681 681 645

Total Food Senvices Costs 0 0 0 0 0

Total Extracurricular Costs 881 930 1006 1006 975  -3.08%
Total Equipment Costs 345 284 152 197 82 -58.38%
Employee Benefits as a % of Salaries 21.8 21.5 22.4 22.4 26.5

The information presented in columns 1 through 3 as well as the related descriptions of the per pupil cost calculations

are contained in the 2010 Comparative Spending Guide and can be found on the Department of Education's Internet address:
http://www.state.nj.us/ education under Finance, when available. This publication is available in the board office and public
libraries. The same calculations were performed using the 2009-10 revised appropriations and 2010-11 budgeted appropriations
presented in this adwertised budget. Total Comparative Per Pupil Cost is defined as current expense exclusive of tuition
expenditures, transportation, residential costs, and judgments against the school district. For all years, it also

includes the restricted entitlement aids. With the exception of Total Equipment Cost, each of the other per pupil cost
calculatgipemesented is a component of the total comparative per pupil cost, although all components are not shown.
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2009 SAT SCORES -
Combined and Average
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REGIONAL HIGH SCHOOL COMPARISON
SAT SCORES 2009

1. WM Mendham 1763

2. N. Highlands 1748 "G

3. Ramapo High 1696 —

4. N. Hunterdon 1684 o <

5. WM Central 1682 » \

6. Watchung Hills 1678 | I I I

7. River Dell 1633 .

8. Pascack Valley 1631 | I I I I I I

9. W. Essex 1617 k]

10. Hanover Park 1563 I I I I I I I
g
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" % o )

4/16/2010



Trend of SAT scores
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REGIONAL HIGH SCHOOL COMPARISON =
PER PUPIL COST (2009-10)

. Hanover Park ------ ($17,450)

L $18,000-

2. Pascack Valley ---- ($17,310)

3. Ramapo-Indian Hills ($16,598) |¢16 00

4. N. Hunterdon ------- ($15,913)

5. N. Highlands -------- ($15,616) |$14.000-

6. W. Essex ------------ ($15,530)

7. W. Morris ------===--- ($14,723)$12,000

8. Watchung Hills ----- ($14,448)

9. River Dell ------------ ($13,956) |$10,000-
$8,000

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
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SOURCES of REVENUE

SOURCE OF REVENUES

2009-10 2010-11 $ INC/(DEC) % INC/(DEC)

Tax Revenue $37,672,234  $39,175,356 $1,503,122 3.99%
(Local Taxes to be voted) (state cap of 4%)
General Fund Revenue $2,312,472 $1,888,757 -$423,715
(Carryover from prior year no additional tax impact )
State Aid Revenue $5,429,862 $3,139,647 -$2,290,215
Misc. Revenues $444,772 $412,896 -$31,876

GENERAL FUND REVENUES $45,859,340| | $44,616,656 -$1,242,684 -2.71%
Special Revenue-Fed/IDEA Funds $478,640 $489,040 $10,4 00
Local Debt Svc. (Bonds) $2,376,888 $2,374,400 -$2,488

TOTAL ANTICIPATED REVENUE/BUDGET $48,714,868  $47,480,096 -$1,234,772

TAX NEEDS FOR CALENDAR YEAR $39,481,567  $40,799,439 $1,317,872 3.34%

(basis for calculation of home property taxes)

4/16/2010



"

Effect of State Aid on Property Taxes
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$32,401,619
$30,528,125
$29,040,016
$26,023,579
o $24,429,483
S $23,344,245
(=]
3 $20§551,600
21.5%
$5,6
98-99 99-00 00-01 01-02 02-03 03-04 04-05
] Fiscal Year
B State Aid OTax Levy

$33,086,489

05-06

/Il 0'291

$36,022,430
$34,950,957

06-07 07-08

$38,003,960

08-09

$40,049,122

$41,549]756

7.0%

09-10

647
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Why did the Budget go down and yet taxes are going up?!
- State Aid reduced
- Less Local Revenue $'s left over from prior year
- Local Tax Levy increase to fill gap despite budget reduction
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\ 3,139,647
04A71?@ 5,428,862

0371

39,175,356

37,672,234
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2009-10 Revenues 2010-11 Revenues
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COMPONENTS OF TAX RATE COMPUTATION s
a.) Regional Allocation

b.) Tax Needs
c.) Assessed Values

f $%%¢€(9) 1§+ '+ Dot 'S
% %(($¢) A &8 s % |
" % (+) HS (! | X4 ++81+ &' 1&&
"% % &+() M+ + "PEHE&S W& IFF
Y $H9%6* &9) &I(+($% '] 4] % & I+
% ) & (&S L&+ 0p&* 1&(+

4/16/2010



"
Allocation of Equalized Valuation

4,

2010-11

Chester Boro
Chester Twp.
Mendham Boro
Mendham Twp.
Washington Twp.

Total:

2009-10

Chester Boro
Chester Twp.
Mendham Boro
Mendham Twp.
Washington Twp.

Total:

2008-09

Chester Boro
Chester Twp.
Mendham Boro
Mendham Twp.
Washington Twp.

Total:

16/2010

@)

Equal. Val. | % of Tot. Elementry Regional Total
of Municipality Val. Enrollment EnrollmentEnroliment

471,258,932 4.89% 230 64 294.0
2,146,758,931  22.29% 1,157 558 1,715
1,499,645,920 | 15.57% 664 297 961
2,212,221,278  22.97% 898 400 1,298
3,301,416,847  34.28% 2,770 1,419 4,189
9,631,301,908 100% 5,719 2,737 8,456

Equal. Val. | % of Tot. Elementry Regional Total
of Municipality Val. EnrollmentEnrollmentEnroliment

475,654,657 4.83% 270 81 351.0
2,211,995,112  22.47% 1,186 529 1,715
1,572,214,282 | 15.97% 664 295 959
2,235,337,651  22.71% 917 392 1,309
3,347,231,640 34.01% 2,877 1,394 4,271
9,842,433,342 " 100% 5,914 2,691 8,605

Equal. Val. % of Tot. Elementry Regional Total
of Municipality Val. Enrollment EnrollmentEnrollment

459,134,619 4.72% 245 71 315.5
2,219,508,222  22.83% 1,193 522 1,715
1,525,363,801 15.69% 669 279 948
2,192,059,627 22.54% 901 403 1,304
3,327,277,751  34.22% 2,899 1,385 4,284
9,723,344,020 7 100% 5,907 2,659 8,566

Elem.
%
78.23%
67.48%
69.13%
69.18%
66.13%

Elem.
%
76.92%
69.17%
69.24%
70.05%
67.35%

Elem.
%
77.7%
69.56%
70.61%
69.10%
67.67%

(@)*(b)= (©)/(d)=
(b) (©) (€)

Elementary Regll Regional 2010-11
Equal. Val. % Equal. Val. % Share*
368,665,863 21.77% 102,593,069 3.35%
1,448,632,927 32.52% 698,126,004 22.79%
1,036,705,224 30.87% 462,940,696 15.11%
1,530,414,680 30.82% 681,806,598 22.25%
2,183,226,961 33.87% 1,118,189,886 36.50%
6,567,645,655 3,063,656,253 100.00%

(d)

Elementary Regll Regional 2009-10
Equal. Val. % Equal. Val. % Share*
365,873,562 23.08% 109,781,095 3.61%
1,530,037,019 30.83% 681,958,093 22.45%
1,088,601,169 30.76% 483,613,113 15.92%
1,565,854,025 29.95% 669,483,626 22.04%
2,254,360,510 32.65% 1,092,871,130 35.98%
6,804,726,284 3,037,707,058 100.00%
Elementary Regll Regional 2008-09
Equal. Val. % Equal. Val. % Share*
356,518,032 22.35% 102,616,587 3.44%
1,543,889,919 30.44% 675,618,303 22.67%
1,077,059,380 29.39% 448,304,421 15.05%
1,514,713,202 30.90% 677,346,425 22.73%
2,251,568,854 32.33% 1,075,708,897 36.10%
6,743,749,387 2,979,594,633 100.00%
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Municipal Assessed Value
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-1.93%
5.35%
0.72%

34.54%
0.80%
0.49%
0.08%
0.66%
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38.17%
7.11%
0.91%
0.60%

21.89%

13.01%
7.12%
1.45%

-0.34%
-14.2%

Assessmt  Chester Borough

Year $'s
1992 | $ 141,713,712
1993 | $ 138,974,291
1994 | $ 146,416,292
1995 | $ 147,474,162
1996 | $ 198,411,412
1997 $ 200,005,039
1998  $ 200,979,035
1999  $ 201,143,650
2000 @ $ 202,468,201
2001 | $ 279,759,091
2002 = $ 299,651,688
2003 | $ 302,393,233
2004 = $ 304,200,284
2005 | $ 370,787,766
2006 = $ 419,032,500
2007 | $ 448,851,355
2008 = $ 455,353,437
2009 | $ 453,804,374
2010 $ 389,281,256
$ increase over prior year
$ (64,523,118)

Chester Township

$'s
363,167,446
665,028,536
676,942,910
710,763,217
734,768,982
756,708,460
774,504,706
804,957,600
850,421,431
866,877,997
925,558,206
943,800,188
971,424,626
984,085,555
$2,272,821,237
$2,260,529,892
$2,269,011,433
$2,249,284,682
$1,844,200,935

$ (405,083,747)

% +/ --

83.12%
1.79%
5.00%
3.38%
2.99%
2.35%
3.93%
5.65%
1.94%
6.77%
1.97%
2.93%
1.30%

131.0%

-0.5%
0.38%
-0.87%
-18.0%

Mendham Borough

$'s
590,675,098
552,575,226
552,315,253
552,729,692
554,234,570
562,168,483
562,927,821
575,347,159
583,101,987
595,760,951
603,560,457
617,943,292
620,302,055
627,390,918
$1,601,473,771
$1,600,887,548
$1,589,321,867
$1,582,998,674
$1,296,664,611

e AR S A R S R A s AR S A AR < A R Y T - Ty

$ (286,334,063)

% +/ --

-6.45%
-0.05%
0.08%
0.27%
1.43%
0.14%
2.21%
1.35%
2.17%
1.31%
2.38%
0.38%
1.14%
155.26%
-0.04%
-0.72%
-0.40%
-18.1%

Mendh

$'s
813,247,021
754,881,801
757,681,158
774,521,816
786,313,124
812,109,340
822,898,291
848,846,413
881,057,473
922,449,036
947,234,226
968,511,020
986,134,422

BB B B BB B DB s s B

% +/ -

-7.18%
0.37%
2.22%
1.52%
3.28%
1.33%
3.15%
3.79%
4.70%
2.69%
2.25%
1.82%

$2,116,183,594 | 114.59%

$2,122,526,573
$ 2,132,489,062
$ 2,160,521,422
$2,170,029,798
$ 1,889,936,443

$ (280,093,355)

0.30%
0.47%
1.31%
0.44%
-12.9%

$'s
$ 583,475,477
$ 593,421,477
$ 605,599,822
$ 614,893,056
$ 630,219,678
F$1,340,166,141
$1,419,865,437
F$1,435,969,202
$1,466,983,812
$1,509,377,937
$1,564,526,628
$1,608,623,633
$1,633,311,457
$1,666,244,077
$1,693,031,485
$1,721,404,116
$3,221,552,577
$3,248,332,329
$2,820,516,022

$ (427,816,307)

am Township Washington Township

% +/ --

1.70%
2.05%
1.53%
2.49%
112.65%
5.95%
1.13%
2.16%
2.89%
3.65%
2.82%
1.53%
2.02%
1.61%
1.68%
87.15%
0.83%
-13.2%
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Average Home Values

Chester Boro Chester Twp. Mendham Boro Mendham Twp. Washington Twp.

Avg. Value Reg'| Tax Incr/Decr | Avg. Value | Reg'l Tax| Incr/Decr | Avg. Value Reg'l Tax Incr/Decr | Avg. Value | Reg'l Tax Incr/Decr | Avg. Value Reg'l Tax Incr/Decr
1998 | $250,351 $ 1,486 $329,229 $ 1,758 $296,549 $ 1,773 $ 434,800 | $ 2,068 $240,100 $ 1,286
1999 | $252,904 $ 1,739 $253.00 | $334,400 $ 1,950  $192.00 | $305,143 $ 1842 $ 69.00 | $ 437,422 $ 2171 $103.00 | $242,100 $ 1,368 $ 82.00
2000 [ $252,900 ¢ 1,808 $ 69.00 | $382,386 ' $ 2,386 $436.00 | $308,200 $ 2,032 $190.00|$ 438,560 ¢ 2352 $181.00 | $245,200 $ 1,430 $ 62.00
2001 | $353,800 $ 1,822 $ 14.00 | $344,100 $ 2,230 $(156.00)| $313,370 $ 2,145 $113.00 | $ 452,019 | $ 2,555 $203.00 [ $249,200 $ 1,465 $ 35.00
2002 | $388,494 $ 1,846 $ 24.00 | $346,900 $ 2297 $ 67.00|$317,227 $ 2272 $127.00|$ 485,015 $ 3113 $558.00 | $254,800 $ 1559 $ 94.00
2003 | $388,900 $ 1,875 $ 2850 | $353,921 $ 2595 $298.00 | $339,127 $ 2,552 $279.59 | $ 475,668 $ 3234 $120.59 | $259,200 $ 1,664 $105.00

2004 1$389,800 $ 1,93 $ 8853 |%$360,572 | $ 2,700 $104.96 | $335,454 $ 2643 $ 91.12|$ 483,620 | $ 3394 $159.97 | $262,200 $ 1,742 $ 78.32

2005 | $470,000 $ 1,755 s (20803)| $363,393 $ 2856 s meos | $343,000 $ 2,737 s 9420| $1,012,875 | $ 3,383 $(10.56)| $266,000 $ 1,844 $101.68

2006 | $518,700 $ 1,531 $ (224.00)| $835,674 $ 2,895 3900 | $878,882 $ 2,820 s 8300 $1,012,802 | $ 3,627 $244.00 | $269,000 $ 1,933 $ 89.00

2007 [ $527,263 $ 1452 s (7900)| $832,977 $ 3084 s 1o00|$878,895 $ 2979 $159.00 | $1,020,690 $ 3,909 $282.00 [ $272,100 $ 2,027 $ 94.00

2009 | $528,325 $ 1,622 6533 | $825,962 | $ 3271 s (wam)| $872,565 $ 3371 $ (6.00)| $1,051,255 $ 4281 $ 90.93 [ $506,500 $ 2218 $ 18.95

$ $
$ $

2008 [ $529,466 $ 1557 s w51 | $5834,763 | $ 3395 s 3n9s| $869,393 $ 3377 $397.72 | $1,030,951 $ 4,190 $280.78 [ $501,600 $ 2,200 $172.52
$ $
$ $

2010 | $463,700 $ 1,691 686 | $674,537 $ 37376 0525 | $707,336 $3452 $ 81.08($ 913,354 $4367 $ 86.04|$438,600 $ 2300 $ 8111

$ increase over prior year
$ (64,625) $(151,425) $(165,229) $ (137,901) $ (67,900)
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TAX RATE SUMMARY by
MUNICIPALITY within the DISTRICT

TAX RATES A

2009 2010 Incr./Decr.
Chester Boro 0.3071 0.3646 0.0575
Chester Twp. 0.3960 0.5005 0.1045
Mendham Boro 0.3863 0.4880 0.1017
Mendham Twp. 0.4072 0.4781 0.0709
Washington Twp. 0.4380 0.5243 0.0863
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AVERAGE HOME VALUE TAX AMOUNT
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'‘CHESTER BORO 2010
2009

463,700

1,690.65

528,325

1,622.49

increase over prior year:

CHESTER TWP. 2010
2009

68.16

674,537

3,376.06

825,962

3,270.81

increase over prior year:

MENDHAM BORO 2010
2009

105.25

707,336

3,451.80

872,565

3,370.72

increase over prior year:

MENDHAM TWP. 2010
2009

81.08

913,354

4,366.75

1,051,255

4,280.71

increase over prior year:

WASHINGTON TWP. 2010
2009

86.04

438,600

2,299.58

506,500

2,218.47

increase over prior year:

81.11
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Components of Tax by Municipalities -
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Chester Twp. Chester Boro
45.0% —42.2% 45.00 ———
40.0% - 40.0% - - 33.2%
35.0% - 35.0% o7
30.0% - 5 30.0%
25.0% - 23.2% 20.4% 25.0%
20.0% - E¢¢ 20.0% 15:5%
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10.0% b . ) e .
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Local Regional Municipal County County  Local Open Local Regional  Municipal County County  Local Open
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The COST to the AVERAGE HOME OWNER
for a HIGH SCHOOL EDUCATION

AVERAGE HOME VALUE CHESTER BOROUGH
2010 $463,700 $1,691
2009 $528,325 $1,622
increase owver prior year: $68.16
monthly increase: $5.68
Educational $'svs. Tax $'s
Operating Cost/Student Annually: $14,587
Number of years in high school: 4
Total cost of high school education: $58,348
Annual tax for the average home value: $1,691
# of years to pay for education: 34.5
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The COST to the AVERAGE HOME OWNER

4/16/2010

for a HIGH SCHOOL EDUCATION

AVERAGE HOME VALUE CHESTER TWP.
2010 $674,537 $3,376
2009 $825,962 $3,271
Increase over prior year: $105.25
monthly increase $8.77

Educational $'svs. Tax $'s

Operating Cost/Student Annually: $14,587
Number of years in high school: 4

Total cost of high school education: $58,348
Annual tax for the average home value: $3,376

# of years to pay for education: 17.3
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The COST to the AVERAGE HOME OWNER
for a HIGH SCHOOL EDUCATION

AVERAGE HOME VALUE MENDHAM BOROUGH
2010 $707,336 $3,452
2009 $872,565 $3,371
increase over prior year: $81.08
monthly increase $6.76

Educational $'svs. Tax $'s

Operating Cost/Student Annually: $14,587
Number of years in high school: 4

Total cost of high school education: $58,348
Annual tax for the average home value: $3,452

# of years to pay for education: 16.9
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The COST to the AVERAGE HOME OWNER
for a HIGH SCHOOL EDUCATION

AVERAGE HOME VALUE MENDHAM TWP.
2010 $913,354 $4,367
2009 $1,051,255 $4,281
increase over prior year: $86.04
monthly increase $7.17

Educational $'svs. Tax $'s

Operating Cost/Student Annually: $14,587
Number of years in high school: 4

Total cost of high school education: $58,348
Annual tax for the average home value: $4,367

# of years to pay for education: 13.4
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The COST to the AVERAGE HOME OWNER
for a HIGH SCHOOL EDUCATION

4/16/2010

AVERAGE HOME VALUE WASHINGTON TWP.
2010 $438,600 $2,300
2009 $506,500 $2,218
increase over prior year: $81.11
monthly increase $6.76
Educational $'svs. Tax $'s
Operating Cost/Student Annually: $14,587
Number of years in high school: 4
Total cost of high school education: $58,348
Annual tax for the average home value: $2,300
# of years to pay for education: 25.4
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Perspective -

The Fiscal Look Forward

2 1/ 3
3 . 0, / 2,
Maximum Plusnon-tax = Total Budget Incr/Decr Budget
Tax levy Revenues Requests $ %

2010-11* 39,175,356  + 5,441,300
2.5%
2011-12 40,154,740 + 3,552,543

2.5%

2012-13 41,158,609 + = 2,664,407
2.5%

2013-14 42,187,574 + 1,998,305

* reflects 3.99% tax levy increase over prior year

44,616,656

43,707,283 (909,373) -2.04%

43,823,016 115,733 0.26%

44,185,879 362,863 0.83%

I /3 ) .
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YOUR SUPPORT

4/16/2010

1 #

We have crafted and proposed
a budget that Is sensitive to our
students’ greatest needs,
preserving the educational core
of our programs, and our
taxpayers’ abilities to fund their
schools while mindful of
economic realities.

PLEASE VOTE
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POLLI NG P LAC ES (all locations open from 7 AM to 9 PM)

CHESTER BORO & TWP
Black River Middle School

MENDHAM BORO
Mendham Boro Fire House

MENDHAM TWP.
Brookside Fire House ------- (election district 1,3,4,5)
Ralston Fire House ---------- (election district 2)

WASHINGTON TWP.
Long Valley Middle School - (election district 1,2,4,5)
Public Library ----------------- (election district 3,6,9,12,13)
Flocktown School ------------ (election district 7,8,10,11)

<
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