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SENATOR RONALD L. RCE (Co-Chair): [|'mgoing to ask
my coll eagues to start. W're about 20 mnutes late. W were
waiting to see if others will be com ng this norning.

| want to thank my coll eagues for taking the tine
out to get down here. | knowthat it's been a busy season and
summer for all of us, as well as Fall. | also knowit's been
very taxing on education menbers' tinme, given these various
comm ttees, but we have to nove forward with information

Good norning. Let me just say we're here today --
we're not going to be that long -- but it's inportant that the
SCC bring the Joint Conmttee of the Public Schools up to date
on where we are in ternms of the progress, in terns of funding,
in terms of reorgani zati on and everything el se.

| want to remind the public that this Commttee is
the oversight committee for the Abbott Districts. W take
that very seriously. We did not promul gate the | egislation,
but we do, in our collective or individual w sdom define
| egislation that would go to both the Senate and Assenbly
Education Comm ttees for consideration. But we're going to be
trying to change sone |l egislation to conpel the SCC, or
what ever organi zation takes its place, to report directly to
this Cormittee on a regular -- | believe it's a nonthly basis
-- and they report to the Governor, so we in turn can report
to the full Legislature for accountability.

Having said that, let ne see if the Co-Chair has
anything to say this norning before we get started.

ASSEMBLYMAN CRAI G A. STANLEY (Co-Chair): Thank you,
Senator Rice. It's been a long tine since |I've seen these two
gentleman in Trenton. Actually, Monday, a very, very spirited

nmeet i ng.



Let nme, again, welconme you again. And | think that
Monday sort of shows the challenge of bringing this program
back on track, the school construction programfor the
students of the State of New Jersey. And | think that in the
forefront of our mnds, we've got to understand that that is
our objective and that is our responsibility now It's been a
long tinme since the Court ordered this, and it's even been a
| onger tinme, probably a generation or two, since the case even
began that eventually led to the Suprene Court decision that
forced, and | repeat, forced the State to undertake school
construction in the State of New Jersey.

Now, hopefully, wth the guidance of enlightened
persons and with the benefit of hindsight, we'll be able to
make the corrections that are needed to nove the process
forward. But the bottomline is that this is what our
obligation is to these students. | think it would be very
good to focus today, and | know we didn't -- you didn't go
into a lot of detail about the changes that the Schools
Construction Corporation nmade over the past seven or eight
nont hs, as the Corzine adm nistration has been at the helm
and, of course, since you' ve been there, but |I think that's
very inportant.

Senator Rice said this is an oversight committee.

It is charged with ensuring that we are conpliant with
mandat es. But even nore inportant than mandates fromthe Court
is our constitutional responsibilities to the kids, because
that's where it's all based. And certainly, the Legislature
is the best place for that to happen. And hopefully, this can
be a continuation of a road that will |ead to a school
construction process that's going to be acceptable, that's

going to reap the results that we need it to. Thank you.



SENATOR RI CE: Now, any other nmenbers have any
openi ng comment s?

Let nme say that | think it's our responsibility to

ask the tough questions. | do that. | expect ny coll eagues
to do that when appropriate. | don't expect what | cal
“clown shows” on either side. | understand that, given the

frustration, also given the political season, that the
Education Commttee got to be real active. W're not in an
accusatory stage here. W're in the stage of trying to
identify where we are going. | want to caution ny nenbers on
that. Ask the questions you want, but let's keep it sane. |If
you want to yell, that's fine, but keep it sane.

Wth that, why don't we have the Chief Executive
O ficer start to deliver your nessage to us, and we'll raise
sonme questi ons.

BARRY ZUBROW Gay. Chairman Rice and Chairman
Stanley, let ne begin this norning s discussion. As you know,
|"m Barry Zubrow, the Chairman of the Schools Construction
Corporation, and | want to thank you and your col |l eagues for
inviting us here today to share with you the consi derable
progress that has been made in bringing refornms to the
Corporation. And Scott and | are going to wal k through what a
| ot of those reforns have been; as well as the programthat we
have recommended, in the third report of the Interagency
Working Group, for noving forward with additional funding; as
wel | as suggested | egislative changes in order to get this
program back on track in the State.

As |’'ve testified before to your Conmttee, we were
both surprised at the depth of the problens at the SCC when we
began working with the organi zati on back in January. Sinply
stated, the execution of nuch of the work by the SCC, going

back over a nunber of years, was plagued by a | ack of



strategy, by poor managenent, and failure to put in place
basic controls and reporting systens that would have all owed
it to execute its responsibilities in an appropriate nmanner.

As we've | ooked at this, it's our viewthat there is
no single one cause for the problens with the program or at
t he agency. There was a nosaic of issues and probl ens that
stermed froma | ack of properly thinking about the |ong-range
i mplications of howto nmanage an $8.5 billion construction
program which as we all know is the |argest construction
programof its kind in the country.

We've tried to put in the basic conprehensive
manageri al and operating reforns that will allow the agency to
performits tasks properly; to allow ourselves to recomend to
t he Governor, as well as to you, that the State provide
additional funding for this programgoing forward; as well as
to allow us to conplete the work in an appropriate way, which
is already on t he docket.

Having said that, we recognize that there's still a
| ot of hard work to be done. This is not an easy programto
operate. It has lots of conplexities, reflecting the |arge
scal e of the program and the nunber of individual schools that
are bei ng renovated and built. And we're working at this day
in and day out, and we're happy to report to you today on the
progress that we've nade.

When we tal ked about additional funding, and we
recogni ze that this will be sonmething that you all will be
considering over a period of time. We bring forward the
recommendati ons for additional funding in the context and
recognition of the State's overall fiscal health. W
recogni ze that there's an ongoing, real structural budget
deficit in the State that you all have to grapple with. W
understand the need to fund real property tax relief. W also



recogni ze that you're considering the changes to the schoo
funding fornmula throughout the State, which will also need to
have a conponent which reflects how the State will fund
facilities as part of that. But we also have to bal ance al

t hose conpeting needs with the fact that we have an ongoi ng
acute need in our communities for additional school
facilities, and a recognition that delaying the programis
only going to cost us all nore noney. And it's also going to
not allow us to deliver the education to the children of New
Jersey that we all hope to be able to do.

Scott and | are going to wal k through, with you, a
Power Poi nt docunent, that | believe you have in front of you,
which wi Il discuss not only progress and changes that we've
made at the SCC, but al so recommended areas for |egislative
changes in order to allow the Corporation and the State to
best manage the facilities' construction program going
f orwar d.

As you know, the Board naned Scott as pernanent CEO
of the SCC a couple of weeks ago. Scott has done a terrific
job as the transitional CEO. And after conducting a national
search, it was our belief that Scott represented not only the
best individual for the job, but also sonebody who brought the
type of entrepreneurship nmanagerial skills envisioned for the
School s Construction programthat we all seek as we nove this
forward. Thank you.

SCOTT WEI NER Thank you, Barry.

Senator Rice, I'd like to ask a favor. |'msure
it's not intentional. Your light is shining right in ny eyes
when | | ook up.

SENATOR RICE: That's a good thing.

MR VWEINER: It reminds ne that a questioning is
forthcom ng.



| want to thank you also for the opportunity to cone
here today. | see, of course, sone famliar faces from
Monday. And for those of you who we did get a chance to neet
on Monday, a lot of what you'll hear today is simlar. W
have a presentation to respond to sonme of the questions that
were raised on Monday. And as Barry nentioned, we want to
spend a little nore tine today really presenting sonme of the
changes and refornms that have taken place over the recent
nont hs.

This is a 23-page docunent. |'mnot going to go
through all 23 pages. | wll highlight it. This is really
meant as a foundation for future discussions.

In addition to the PowerPoint, we've also
distributed a listing of the various projects that represent
t he universe of approved projects today. These are the
various lists. You now actually have the lists in your hands.
"Il be referring to them the List of 69, 59, 315. Hopefully,
those lists can all be obliterated with the strategic plan in
the not too distant future. But at |east you Il know what
we’ re tal king about.

The begi nning of the presentation, on Page 2,
summari zes the eight key findings and recommendati on that cane
out in the third report. O course, the |l ead recommendati on
was that there be an additional $2.5 billion authorized and
appropriated for the Abbott Program and $750 million for the
Regul ar Operating Districts and vocational schools.

Consi stent with Senator Rice's coments, we
anticipate and | ook forward to a regular reporting
relationship with the Legislature. W viewthis as a
col | aborative process, and we're anticipating nonthly reports.
W can work on what that information is and certainly send

over information on a nonthly basis. W knowit -- we need it



to manage what we're doing. There's no reason why you
shoul dn't have it also. And | would | ook forward to regul ar
quarterly presentations to this Conmttee and your coll eagues,
so we have a chance to tal k about the progress and you'll be
able to see whether or not, and to what extent, we're hitting
the construction mlestones that woul d be anticipated in any
future authorization.

The inmportant thing | want to stress is that this
aut hori zation wll allow, for the first tinme, the
i npl ementation of an integrated strategic and capital planning
process. There sinply was none in the past. |In the past, as
| think the Conmttee knows, there was a big pot of nobney, and
there was a statew de objective to build schools and get kids
in desks in those schools. A |audable goal. But there was no
real plan. It was first cone, first served. It was
identification of projects that could nove the fastest, all
with the best of intents but with a |ack of managenent
planning. And as I'll discuss later this norning, we have
laid the groundwork to do a real strategic plan and develop a
conprehensive Capital Plan that can | ook out over a nunmber of
years.

There is a Capital Plan that we have referred to.
It was adopted in July of 2005, | guess about 15 nonths ago.

Many of you are famliar, at that tinme when the SCC recogni zed

that it was running out of noney -- although it still had over
a billion and a half dollars that was avail able -- but that
billion-and-a-half would no way be able to fund the al nost 400

projects that were on its plate in one nmanner or another. The
fact that there were 400 projects, the fact that there was no

strategic plan, the fact that prior to July 2005 there was no

Capital Plan for allocation of capital -- are part of the

contributing factors that got us to where we were as a



corporation, and allowed for the ineffective inplenmentation of
State policy.

That plan, when it was adopted, attenpted to
identify projects that could be funded and conpleted with the
remai ni ng uncommtted funds. Wat we have subsequently found
out, starting the Spring of this year, is that that Capital
Pl an was underfunded at its inception. And I'll talk nore
about that. And that $500 million shortfall was really born
on that July day, because of the |ack of information that was
t hen avail abl e.

As Barry nentioned, we also believe very strongly
that, in addition to noney, there is an absolute need for sone
anendnents to the Act. W're all so many years snarter,
having lived with the Act. W've learned things, like with
any statute that's passed, that to achi eve the kind of
ef ficiencies and, nost inportantly, accountabilities that you
and your col |l eagues and the Governor are |ooking for, we'll
need to fine-tune parts of the Act. And we'll talk about
t hat .

| was very proud that our coll eagues, ny coll eagues
on the Interagency Wrking Goup reached a conclusion that the
SCC, under its current managenent and with refornms 1’11
di scuss, is now capabl e of managi ng additional construction
projects and expanding the portfolio. And an inportant piece
of that was a prioritization nethodol ogy that was adopted --
or reconmended, really, through a working group that had been
appoi nted by the Interagency Wrking Goup itself, conprised
of DOE representatives, SCC representatives, sonme stakehol ders
fromthe Election -- excuse ne, fromthe Education Law Center,
and sone others. And that report has been previously

circulated, and I'I|l be sunmarizing it today.



And as Barry nentioned, we believe that additional
fundi ng aut horization can and should occur in parallel to your
di scussi ons about changes in school aid formula.

Page 4 provides a little nore detail about the
recomended $3.25 total proposal. Inportantly, for the 2.5
billion for the Abbott Districts, again, we want to point out
that this funding woul d enable the conpletion of the July 2005
Capital Plan. That Capital Pl an, anmong other things, includes
the list of 59 projects that were approved in July. 1If no
additional funding is forthcomng in the foreseeable future,
we're going to have to begin curtailing that plan, also, and
suspendi ng projects. W have not begun to do that. W are
allowing projects to proceed at their own pace, and we're
keepi ng an eye out for when a prudent tine would be to begin
curtailing some of those costs.

The other bullet points that are listed there stress
that we are attenpting to address priorities in the context of
avai | abl e resources, both now and in the future, should the
addi ti onal funding be provided. And the underlying conponent
of that approach would be to create sone strategic plan, wth
a five-year planning horizon, that could incorporate the
projects that are ready to go now, ready to go into whatever
their phase of devel opnent would be. And it would thereby
support the reactivation of projects that were suspended
t hroughout the 31 districts. And we'd also be able to
establish a reserve for unanticipated health and safety
projects. By definition, unanticipated health and safety
projects will arise w thout previous know edge, and the inpact
now is it erodes what resources we have in the Capital Plan,
putting further pressure on our ability to conplete the 59

proj ects that were funded.



There was a recommendation for $750 mllion to be
provided to our Regular Operating Districts. There are two
i nportant recommendations that go along with that. The first
is that the aid be provided in the formof debt service aid,
as opposed to the current grant program W recogni ze that
| ots of people have lots of views on that. The working group
report articulates why we think that's good idea to nove in
that direction. But we anticipate a long and spirited
di scussi on about that.

And al so, and as inportantly, we recommend that,
whatever formthat it takes, that a prioritization nethodol ogy
be adopted to nmake sure that the allocation of State resources
is aligned with State education policies for those districts.
Good projects were built all over the State in the
nonoperating districts, but it was allocated on a first cone,
first served basis, which had two inpacts, obviously. One is,
those districts that didn't have the internal capacity to get
their applications in as fast as sone other districts found
t hensel ves at the back of the line -- because of a |ack of
capacity, not necessarily because of the |ack of need.
Secondly, as we allocate the limted resources of the State,
what ever those priorities may be -- and we're not recomendi ng
themin these districts -- that we work collaboratively to
make sure that we're advanci ng whatever those policies my
turn out to be.

In my conments today, and in the working group's
report, and in comments on Monday, | tried to draw a
di stinction between authorization and cash. And we'd like to
poi nt out what we're seeking now is authorization for future
bondi ng, which wi Il provide future cash.

And this next slide -- which is new for those of you

who we nmet with on Monday -- on Page 5, tries to illustrate
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what | was trying to say with words. Currently -- if you
start at the far left -- without any additional authorization,
we have $1.4 billion conmtted to projects. That noney is not
yet spent, and those are projects that are sequenced from1l to
59, based upon a whol e bunch of criteria -- mainly, at this
stage, constructability -- they' re sequenced according to
their constructability. And that's the current Capital PIan.
We all know that there are many projects that have laid
suspended fromthe 2000 | ong-range facility planning process;
and there is currently an ongoi ng revi ew of new, updated | ong-
range facilities plans fromeach of the Abbott Districts, as
wel | as other districts throughout the State.

In terms of the Abbott Districts, what we'd like to
be able to do -- when that |long-range facility plan reviewis
conpl eted by DOE, and priority projects have been identified
for each of the districts -- is provide funding that coul d
address those projects, many of which we will have already
seen as part of the |list of 97.

The third colum to the far right illustrates what
we're trying to achieve, which is to take both our existing
resources -- the 1.4 billion that has been authorized and is
available to be used for projects -- along with the new
aut hori zation, and integrate the two lists. And we reported,
in the Working G oup report, that sone 27 projects in the |ist
of 97, for which design work had been suspended, have a hi gher
priority ranking than sone of the projects in the list of 59
that are part of the Capital Plan. Let ne repeat that. There
are 27 projects that by any neasure have a stronger
educational priority than projects that are funded in the
current Capital Plan

Now, those individuals who adopted the current

Capital Plan were doing the best job they could with the
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resources. They were bal ancing a whol e nunber of criteria.
But we need to address those projects. And the way to do that
is provide additional authorization, so now we can take those
two lists and re-sequence them And I'Il give sone further
exanpl es.

So the cash isn't needed, and we have enough cash to
run the organi zation; and the work we could do for
approxi mately two years under the current authorization --
current funding. But without this authorization, it would be
i mprudent at best for us to begin to start new work, not
knowi ng that there are resources to take that work to its next
st ep.

Page 6 details, or lays out, in some bullet points
what are the consequences of inaction, what are the
consequences if this noney is not authorized. Well, we |ose
the ability to do real effective capital planning, strategic
pl anning. As | mentioned, sonme of the projects in the Capital
Plan will be suspended. And projects that are identified in
the new, |ong-range facility planning process wll not
commence. And delay can only cause additional shrinking of
the avail able resources in the current Capital Plan, putting
addi ti onal pressure on the projects that make up the current
active list -- for two reasons: One is, we're going to
continue to see energent, unexpected projects, health and
safety projects, that require imediate funding. 1t erodes
away the back end of the Capital Plan. And we're going to be
i npacted by the burden of additional inflation as the process
of building these projects gets pushed further out into the
future.

And the last bullet point on the page is an
important one. And it's one of the unfortunate |egacies of

some of the agency's prior actions that comunity
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revitalization will be delayed. And whether it's Dewey Street
in Newark or other communities in the Abbott Districts, there
are communities that are laying foul now where there was an
anticipation of a school, there was a need for a school. Not
only hasn’t econom c devel opnent been allowed to occur, but,
in fact, we have land that is crying out for revitalization.
Page 7 identifies the fact that a | ot of work was
done, historically, by the program Sonetines in,
under st andably, focusing on the problens of the present, we
forget about the successes of past. Page 7 identifies that.
And there were 599 Abbott projects conpleted to date. These
i ncl uded 354 health and safety projects, and 32 new
construction, and 31 which were substantial additions or
renovations. Five of the six denonstration projects that were
aut hori zed by the Legislature are currently underway. And
anot her inportant fact is 1,425 schools in Regular (perating
Districts benefited fromthe programthrough the issuance of

grants. And you'll see that we execute over 2,500 grants
worth over $2 billion, and that these inpacted and benefited
471 districts.

Page 8 illustrates, again, our current state. The

left side tal ks about the current Capital Plan, which was
adopted in July 2005. And it's funding three basic
activities: Wuat's called the list of 69 -- by the way, one
of nmy personal goals and objectives is to obliterate the
reference to lists and change the lexicon. But this is what
we have right now W're really |Iooking forward to hel ping
devel op a strategic plan and tal ki ng about things in that
plan. But the list of 69, with the 69 projects that were
aut hori zed for, in construction, as of July 2005 -- at the
adoption of the first Capital Plan, by the way -- as you can
see fromthe annotation, 44 are conplete, and 25 are actively

13



under construction. The list of 59 refers to the 59 projects
that were approved in July of 2005 to go forward. And of
those, 15 are currently in construction; and the denonstration
projects. Again, you have a listing of all those projects
attached to your materials.

The right - hand side shows the current unfunded
projects. These are projects that have been approved by the
Depart nent of Education, sonewhere beginning or after the
review of the 2005 long-range facility plan. There are 315
total, divided into three buckets. And those buckets on the
ri ght-hand side indicate the devel opnmental stage that the
projects were at, as of July 2005 -- as of July 2005, when the
Capital Plan was adopted. These all reflect the output of the
2000 long-range facility plan.

SENATOR RICE: You're tal king about the Capital Plan
2005? That's what's reflected in this docunent?

MR. VEINER In that docunent. |In this docunent, we
tried to color code them You'll see the heading up on top.
The list of 69, the 69 projects that were in construction.

The next group of 59, those are in the current Capital Pl an.
Everything that follows, in the three different groups -- the
purpl e group, the brown group, and the |light blue group -- are
the 315 projects that have been approved by DOE, where there
was a need, there was an expectation in the conmmunity and

not hing i s being done.

And by the way, as those projects were being
approved, there was never enough noney to satisfy and address
all those projects, and | don't think it was anybody's
expectation. And when we | ook back with the benefit of
hi ndsi ght, one of the problens fromboth a nanagenent process
as well as, frankly, expectation, was DOE was approvi ng

projects. They were approving themin good faith, they were
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doing the best job they could, and when a project cane in

they | ooked at it, and approved it, and they lateraled it over
to the SCC. The SCC would take a look at it and say, "Okay,
how do we do this project? Does it need |land? Let's get a

| and acquisition going. W need to renmediate the land. Let's
start spending noney on renedi ation. Can we begin building or
design? Let's do that." But there was no sequencing, there
was no plan. So that sonetinme in the Spring of 2005, the then
managenent of the SCC turned around and said, "We're running
out of nmoney. What are we going to do with our last billion
dol | ar s?"

It's no way to run a railroad. And I'II| be
explaining, in a few mnutes, the things we've done to address
t hat kind of gap.

SENATOR RICE: Before you nove on, you nentioned 27
projects that really had greater priority than sone that were
approved. Wuld this docunment identify those projects, or is
it sonething you need to send to us?

MR VWEINER I'Il send it to you.

SENATOR RICE: We'd |like to know what they are.

These are new construction projects, or are some of
t hese health and safety?

MR. VEEI NER: They coul d be new construction. Sone
could be health and safety. They could be health and safety,
new construction. They could be health and safety,
rehabi litation.

SENATOR RICE: And when you send the list, nmake it
clear to us what we're |looking at: School Ain this district,
health and safety; School B in this district, new
construction.

MR. VEINER  Sure. By all neans.

15



SENATOR KEAN: That woul d be through you, to the
entire commttee.

SENATOR RICE:  Yes.

SENATOR KEAN: Thank you.

MR. VEINER: Page 9 tal ks about the current state of
the Capital Plan, and it gives sone of the reasons why we find
ourselves in this position. The first bullet point again
points out that, at the tinme of the adoption of the plan, the
cost estimates that were being provided to the Board were
i naccurately low, resulting in the underfunding occurring at
that tine. And there are two reasons why that happened. One
is, the construction cost estinmates were based on inconplete
designs. It's a very sinple concept. Sonebody says, "W need
a school that |ooks like X, and we need a mddl e school in
Community X, and we need a high school in Community Y. W
know a little bit about it. The estimate cost is going to be
so many dollars." Contingencies really weren't put aside, and
it's hard to estimate the cost to build a school with any
accuracy unless you know what the design is and all the
el ements that go into it. Nor were those construction cost
esti mates updated. So sone of the construction cost estimates
that were being utilized in July 2005 were outdated al ready by
the time they were looking at it. And going forward to the
time of January-February this year, they hadn't been updated
and they still hadn't been re-forecast. 1'Il talk about the
things we've instituted to address that gap in planning and in
proj ect managenent.

Now, we did introduce and enhance project
forecasting capability in June. And we show, at the bottom of
this page, the principal factors that contributed to the
shortfall, with inflation representing slightly over two-

thirds of the total cost inpact. Sonetines new requirenents
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arise, and they weren't anticipated at the tine of the Capita
Pl an and adequate reserves hadn't been set aside. And to that
regard, | draw your attention to the inclusion of new honel and
security requirenents that have been adopted for school s.

Very essential, very inportant, but not anticipated at the
time of the adoption of the Capital PIan.

Page 10 and 11 identifies and sunmari zes, fromthe
third Working Group report, the areas that we believe need to
be addressed in addition to funding, need to be addressed in
terms of amendnents to the underlying statutory schene.

This presentation today is intended to be
qualitative, not specific in terns of specific sections; but
really to set out goals and objectives. [|'d |like to just
touch on a couple of them One, and the first one, the
creation of new authority for schools. W talked about this
at the prior hearing that your Conmttee ran. This is
i ntended to address governance i ssues, and we have not gone
into great detail as to the nunber of the board, the size of
the board, whether there would be any predetermned criteria
for board nenbers.

W want to get at two issues. One issue is that,
currently, because the SCC is organi zed as a subsidiary of the
EDA, by statute and by EDA Charter, half the board nmenbers of
the SCC have to be EDA board nenbers. Now, these are great
men and wonen. It's an honor to serve with them but they
don't necessarily bring the kind of backgrounds and
prof essi onal expertise that you' d |ike to have on the board of
a nulti-billion-dollar construction managenent firm

Secondly - -

SENATOR RI CE: Excuse ne. Let's have a discussion
her e.

MR. VEEI NER:  Sure.
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SENATOR RICE: What is the kind of expertise you're
| ooking for? Because if people don't know sonething about the
i ndustry and how it works, we have a real problem Wy don't
you just el aborate on what you think the characteristics
shoul d be for the board, because sone of the people |'ve seen
recomrended to this new board scares ne, in ternms of
background relating to know edge of construction and what w ||
take place in the field. Wy don't you el aborate?

MR. VEINER  Sure. | think, for any construction
managenent organi zation the size of the SCC, you're going to
find people, M. Chairman, |like you just identified, who have
sonme practical experience in not just construction but
constructi on managenent. That experience could conme from
bei ng an executive in a simlar conpany or a rel ated conpany.
It could be sonebody who has been on the owner side or the
client side of a mmjor construction project. W'd want nen
and wonmen who had experience in the kind of corporate
governance of the magnitude of this type of organization in
terns of audit commttee participation, for exanple, and other
governance and oversight issues. Because of the nature of our
operation, in addition to specific construction managemnent
expertise, 1'd like to see the presence of nmen and wonen who
have had the opportunity to grow, on a very fast pace, |arge
organi zations. This is a nulti-billion-dollar organization
that is inits own design-build category. And I'd like to be
able to see board nenbers who have had that experience with
ot her corporations, whether they be public or private.
There's a whole array, just to nanme a few.

The other thing that, what | would call, a
traditional State independent authority structure would
provide is greater collaboration with the Legislature. Right

now, all the appointnents are direct appointnents by the
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Governor. Having been on the executive branch ny entire
career, there's some nerit to that, we think, at tines.
There's also merit to the collaboration and fromthe bal ance
that conmes fromthe process of advice and consent, and that
process woul d be inherent with this authority, as with any
ot her authority.

The second bull et point tal ks about increased
district roles and responsibilities. [It's inportant, we
believe, to set as a fundanental goal that districts have as
active a role as possible and practical, fromthe nonent a
school is conceived of in the long-range facility plan to the
time, literally, the keys of the building are turned over.
Different districts are going to have different capabilities.

One thing that we're recomending is that al
districts, if they elect, be authorized to manage their own
capi tal naintenance projects. |I'magoing to talk nore about
capi tal maintenance and funding in the Abbott District in a
second. But these are projects which the districts can run
and manage thenselves. R ght now, as you know, the statute
has a $500, 000 cap on the size of projects that can be
managed. We think that cap should be renoved, certainly from
capi tal mai ntenance projects. W also believe that the new
statute could include criteria that could be considered to
determ ne whether or not a district has the internal capacity
to manage sone or all of a project currently. And nost
inmportantly, if a determination is made that the district
doesn't have the current capacity, we think that a program
shoul d be put in place to build that capacity in the district.
The goal should be to transfer the capability of managi ng
t hese projects, over a period of years, back to the districts

where that responsibility bel ongs.
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Now, as long as there are State funds, we understand
that there's the issue of oversight, what we sonetines cal
deliverability risks. These are State funds. But that can be
provided in many ways and can be provided in grant oversight.
It doesn't have to be provided by doing all the work
ourselves. But even beyond the issue of nanagi ng the noney, |
want you to know that we are conmtted and we are instituting
steps nowto try to get districts nore involved in the design
process for those projects that are in the design phase and in
t he planning process. These are the districts' projects;
they're not our projects. |It's sonmething we recognize and we
think that there are changes to be nmade to the statute to
enhance that.

Rel at ed anendnents deal with i ssues of capita
mai nt enance accounts and capital accounts for Abbott
Districts. Right now, because of an interpretation of
existing law, those accounts remain unfunded in districts.

That has a couple of, | think, unintended but very detrinental
effects. For exanple, in Newark, the Superintendent woul d
like to add a new science lab to the new Sci ence Park High
School. That noney technically exists in the district's
budget. They need that |aboratory in order to be able to run
AP chem stry courses. The Division of Law, doing its job,
interpreting current |aw, says they can't use that noney. So
that noney gets trapped. W are working out ways with the
Division of Law and with the district so we can find ways to
free that noney. |It's a very circuitous route. It shouldn't
be that difficult.

But even nore inportantly than funding a specific
project is the fact that, without the capability to fund and
bui | d capital nmintenance projects, we are setting a tine bonb

for all the new work that we're doing; because how are those
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projects going to get funded in the future, how are they going
to be mai ntained? They're going to be nmaintai ned by making

t hem cone back to the SCC or its successor and have the SCC do
it, and we're now transmtting responsibility to where it

bel ongs, back to the conmmunity. So we need to be able to do
that al so. These are two changes, nore specific ones we

wanted to call out.

SENATOR RICE: Let nme suggest -- I'mnot going to
suggest, I"mgoing to request -- and we'll look into it too,
Mel ani e -- language for |legislation to make that happen.

Because it's been a barrier, and we're in very big debates
right now where there's this notion -- sonme of it's nore
political, based on where the people live and who they
represent, their bias. But there's this notion that we build
schools -- nmeaning SCC -- in Abbott Districts, but we

shoul dn't have nusic roons, we shouldn't have the kinds of
things that all of us grew up on, at |least in our generation,
that the generation behind us have in living and studying in
Short Hills, and Deal, and el sewhere. And people are saying
they shouldn’t pay for it. Well, the thing is, the courts
said parity; and | believe inplies, through interpolation, or
what ever you want to call it, many of those things. You can't
ask a student to learn ABC s and not have sone discipline that
cones with that through nusic, arts and crafts, and ot her
kinds of things. So | need | anguage, and hopefully the
nmenbers of this Comrittee will support legislation to at |east
help the districts, once we build the schools, to self-sustain
sonme of those concerns, and they won't be com ng back to us.
So | just wanted to stop you there, at |east to nake sure that
we all look at sone -- and if ny coll eagues can think of sone

| anguage that could help, please provide it to ne.
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MR. VEI NER: Page 11, on the top of the page, talks
about expanded | and acquisition options. Land acquisition has
been a challenge, to say the | east, for the School s
Construction programin the state. There are lots of areas
that we can and shoul d be thinking and tal ki ng about, and
debating. Should land for school facilities be included in a
community's master plan? That has certain inplications.
There is a legitimate debate that goes on fromthe point of
view of the community who woul d see avail able | and and say
t hat shoul d be earmarked for ratable devel opnent, for the
economic growmh, the vitality of the community. That sane
pi ece of |and may be appropriate for a school. That's not an
easy choice, but it's a debate that we need to have, and
figure out how you deal with that. Because right now, in many
cases, the decision that was nade-- And one can understand
t he deci sion of the governing body would be to say, "Here's a
pi ece of property that's very conpelling and it's ready for
devel opnent. We'Ill devel op that through private sector
devel opnent, we'll achieve a newratable,” all of which is
legitimate and all which is valuable. And here's another
pi ece of property that locationally is good but it happens to
be contam nated. So we will have the State clean up the
property through the SCC and we will then be able to utilize
that for a school

This is not a sinple yes or no question, and debate
needs to be had about how we address these policy issues as a
broader state community. And to that end, we, along with the
DCE, are sponsoring a synposiumon |and acquisition issues
that will be held in |ate Novenber. |1'Il make sure the
Committee -- I"msure the Conmttee is already notified of
that. We'll notify you about this. W're bring together the
31 Abbott Districts, as well as other planners, nunicipa
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officials, other stakeholders to talk about this issue
t hroughout the course of the day and see if we can't conme up
with at |east some thenes, incentives.

There are things, of course, that can be done.
Freezes on the issuance of devel opnent pernmits after a site is
identified -- that is not the law right now. Right now, once
sonebody realizes that the SCC is |ooking at a piece of
property, they can begin to put their shovels in the ground,
enhance the value of the property, even in anticipation of
condemation. W see that in many, nmany comrunities where we
are active.

SENATOR RICE: On the notion of |and acquisition,
we' ve al ways argued that it should be left to the
jurisdiction. One of the problens was that everybody cane in
(i ndiscernible) the |and, which didn't nake any sense. | take
Newar k for an exanple. Put the Newark Board of Ed and | ocal
governnent at the table, you d know where the land is. And
t hat bogged our process up, because you could never talk to
anyone.

Nunber two, we don't want anybody into | and banki ng.
W don't want SCC holding land forever. |If we're going to
acquire land, then we need to understand we acquire that and
continue to nove forward, in ternms of getting that school in
the ground. | think that's very inportant.

And the other thing is, recognize that em nent
dormain jurisdiction right nowis under ny | eadership, and we
hol d emi nent domai n hearings. So you need to weigh in with
what ever comments you have, because |I'l| be doing |egislation
soon to get before the whole Commttee and the whol e Senate
for their consideration. So | want to at |least put that in

per specti ve.
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You al so nmentioned acquisition. Wen you talk about
acqui sition, always renenber, regardless of how nuch the State
argues and bickers, acquisition is going to always nean just
and fair. |If a piece of property is worth 300,000, you don't
go and offer 250,000 because we’re State governnent. That
happened. |f ny colleagues don't |ike that, then what we
should do is put emnent domain on their house and offer them
sonmething less than what it's worth. Then we'll get the
votes. | just want to be clear about that.

MR. VEI NER. Thank you. Let me just respond to |et
you know how we’re addressing two points.

The issue of | and banking: R ght now, the SCC owns
property. In Newark where that | and was acquired in
anticipation of building a school, which is now not funded,
it's not in the current capital plan. Newark is not the only
community that faces this. The ability to get the additional
authorization will allow us to reactivate those projects we
all know can be built, and begin to put school facilities on
that |and that we've acquired.

Even today, we face devel opnent pressures on part of
the parcels that are trying to be assenbled. So we have
projects that are not part of the Capital Plan, work has been
suspended, everybody antici pates that when new fundi ng becones
avai | abl e that that project would becone active. The | onger
we wait to acquire the land, the nore expensive it's going to
beconme. And there are opportunities to avoid that, but we
can't spend the noney now in any great neasure because it
woul d erode the current Capital Plan. These are all reasons
why addi tional authorization is needed now.

On the issue of acquisition, as you know and your
col | eagues know, there are sone communities where land is so

l[imted that the price beconmes prohibitive, notw thstanding
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t he need for the new school facilities -- in densely popul at ed
urban areas. So one of the other recomendations is to

expl ore opportunities for joint use agreenents, for joint

devel opnent agreenents, and begin to find ways of not just
bui l ding vertical schools, but building a school that's part
of a m xed-use devel oprment and findi ng ways to shave costs off
the acquisition of the land that way. That's sonme of the

i ssues that we'll be tal king about in Novenber and we hope the
new | egislation refl ects.

Page 12 introduces the list of initiatives that we
present for you that the SCC has put in place since January of
this year. There are four pages. There are 22 initiatives.
Let me just nention some of them but | urge you to read them

In no particular order, on Page 13 we deal with
i ssues of governance, ethics and internal controls. | want to
poi nt out that the Governor and all the agencies are conmmtted
to increasing transparency and public participation. 1In that
regard, we are now posting not only our agenda on the web
page, not only the mnutes on the web page. But, in fact,
prior to every Board neeting we post the advisory nenos that
go to the Board nenbers, so that nenbers of the public who
want to understand what's going on at SCC can get a flavor and
understanding of the information and data that's goi ng before
t he Board nenbers.

We renoved the Attorney Ceneral fromthe Board of
Directors, not because we don't |ike the Attorney CGeneral, but
we recogni ze that there was a conflict in having the Attorney
General be a nenber of the Board at the same tinme we were
| ooking for that office to aggressively pursue wongdoi ng that
may have occurred in the execution of the program

We have an audit conmittee, and that is no small

fact. W have a fully functioning audit conmttee that

25



performs all the functions of an audit commttee, in terms of
over seei ng corporate governance; but we' ve al so expanded the
scope of that commttee recently to include personnel and
conpensation responsibilities, specifically.

We've hired the firmof KPMG to conduct the interna
audit function. W ve created our own | nspector General
positions inside the SCC in coordination with and under a
cooperative agreenment with the Ofice of Inspector General,
Mary Jane Cooper.

Page 14 tal ks about sonme of our project nmanagenent
initiatives. If | left you with only one point, it would be
this: That prior till, I would say, May of this year, there
were no project budgets of the SCC. None. Zero. |If you
wal ked into the SCC at any tinme prior to this adm nistration
and you said, "Can | see the budget for Science Park Hi gh
School, can | see the project for the Irvington School, can |
see the project of any school?" you wouldn't be able to see it
because it didn't exist. What existed were separate docunents
that were reasonable attenpts at budgeting for different
phases. There was a construction budget, there was a design
budget, there was a | and acquisition budget, there was an FF&E
budget, but they didn't talk to each other. Nobody saw the
whol e picture of what it took to get a school frompoint 1 to
poi nt 2.

One of the things we're going to be working on over
t he course of the com ng weeks, and we | ook forward to sharing
with the Committee, is a presentation of really how does a
school get built. Fromthe nonent of inception, when a

district says, "W need a school,” to the day that there's a
dedi cati on, what happens? And what have we done in the
process to nmake that process nore transparent, nore efficient,

and nore col | aborative? But we now have a budgeting process.
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W now have a forecasting process. Every nonth we read the
forecast of the projects. W |ook to see whether or not we're
on tinme and on budget, and whether or not we have identified
opportunities to save sone of those costs.

We're inplenmenting a process to capture and
di ssem nate | essons |earned. Lots of |essons were | earned on
every project, but they were never shared. They weren't even
shared in the sane region, |et alone throughout the
organi zation. And inportantly, we're |ooking to prevent and
elimnate a term soneone's used called institutionalized
waste. |I'mgoing to talk about our cost recovery efforts.

But institutionalized waste is that waste that
emanates frominefficient managenent. It can find its source
i n inadequate or inappropriate contract provisions, the |ack
of enforcenent of contract provisions. Land acquisition
itself can be viewed historically for this program as
institutionalized waste. W paid nore for |and than we shoul d
have. W bought | and sooner than we should have. W tied up
capital sooner than we should have. Your point, Senator Rice,
that's waste. It was institutionalized, it wasn't the result
of any bad actors.

SENATOR RICE: Well, a question. Wen you say --

" mtal king about | and banking, I'mnot talking acquisition
for need. But when you say you bought | and sooner than you
shoul d have, |I'mnot sure what you nmean by that. Let ne tel
you why. There are areas in the State we have maybe only one
property you can get. |If you don't get it right away -- so

| and banking is now holding the property for a lifetine.
That's what |I'mtal king about. You have to hold for a period
time. The question is, what do you nean when you say you

bought | and when you shoul d not?
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MR VWEINER |'Il give you an exanple. Because of
the lack of holistic planning at the agency, we have these
(indiscernible) projects comng over to the SCC and the DCE
And a project would be identified, but there was no
consi deration given to when that project would be built or if

it would ever be built. But they said, "Okay, here's a

project that's been approved. It needs land. Let's go out
and buy land.” So |land was acquired for a project that, |
don't know, may never -- right now we have a project behind

that land, we're holding it |longer than we should have. What
we want to be able to do, under the strategic planning process
and capital planning process, is understand -- and |'1|
describe this in a mnute -- understand what would a |ist of
projects look |like on a five-year planning horizon, wthout
regard to noney; what is the work that the State shoul d be
doi ng over five years? Then once we figure that out, and we
work with you and your coll eagues, you'll provide a certain

| evel of the funding and we'll be able to do sone of the work
there. What we want to do in a formalized and thoughtful way
is look at a project and say, "W know that this project isn't
going to be ready for construction for two years. But we need
to get land or we need to do a little renmediation. So let's
just fund that. Let's not earmark automatically.” W know
that that's going to be built. Once it gets into strategic

pl an, that project is going. And we also want to be able to
come to the Legislature much nore frequently than in the past,
which is why we've only asked for $2.5 billion. Two-and-a-
half billion dollars is a |ot of noney, but as we all know, it
is only a small fraction of the total need throughout the
state. This is a multiyear -- multi-, multi-, multiyear
programthat's going to go on sonetine long after, certainly,

| ' m ar ound.
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So we want to build in a nmuch nore strategic
process. W want to be able to allocate noney to acquire | and
where we know what the tinmetable is for developnent. So this
is one of the | egacies of a past practice, well-intended, to
take everything that was approved and try and do as nuch as
possi bl e, w thout any planning, sequencing, or anticipation of
what a real schedule m ght |ook |ike.

Page 15 tal ks sone nore about sonme nore project
managenent reforns. | want to draw your attention to the
first bullet, where you discontinue the practice of bidding on
i nconpl ete designs, and restricting the opportunity for
proj ect scope change during the design or construction phase.

What does that nean? |In the past, the SCC, again
wth the best of intents -- in order to speed up the process
-- would put a project out for construction bid before the

desi gns were done. So essentially, there’d be many a contract

that said, "W want a school, it's going to | ook generally
like this, and we'll figure out the price together as we go
forward."

There are advantages and di sadvantages to that. But
in terms of managing a limted amount of funds and really
under st andi ng what the cost exposure is, it's not good. You
can't let out a construction contract and try and freeze your
costs. And there's been a | ot of concern about change orders
and the role of change orders in the organi zation. Wen you
et out a contract to construct sonething before you know what
you're contracting, that contract is going to be changed
frequently as you figure out what it is you re constructing.
Vell -intended initiative; not very good managenent, under the
ci rcunstances. W' ve ended that process.

We're reviewi ng and renegotiating the PMF contracts.

We're seeking additional project delivery options that I
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nmenti oned, how we can get a project into to the ground. W
don't always need a PM~. W don't need to pay for all those
services. The fact of the matter is that over a period of
years, sone of the services that we were paying for we weren't
getting -- we weren't getting soneti nes because the agency
didn't ask for it; sonmetines we didn't get it because the PM
wasn't provided. There's plenty of responsibility on al
si des, and what we're doing now is going back to each of those
contracts, identifying areas where we believe we can recover
sone costs because of the way the contract was adm ni stered
and try to bring those dollars back into the program

The next page tal ks about sone busi ness
efficiencies. And again, | just want to generally draw your
attention to the fact that we recognize that there's been a
historic problemw th accounts payable. W were slowin
paying. That's not good. It's not good for the construction
industry. I1t's not good for the reputation of the State. W
have significantly reduced that backl og.

At the hearing on Monday before the Assenbly
Education Cormittee, there was information requested about the
nunber of change order, the total value, and the like. W
will be providing that, not only to the Assenbly Comm ttee but
to this Joint Conmttee. And we'll just wait to see what
i nformati on requests cone out today, and we'll be doing a
conpr ehensi ve subm ssion in response to all of that.

SENATOR RICE: Let me put you on notice that | have
a conplaint in ny office about subcontracting. The conpleted
wor k hasn’t been paid yet and nobody is getting back. ']
get back to you with information. They're going to give that,
and I'lIl give another week. Then I'Il find out what's

happeni ng.
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MR. VEINER: Page 17 identifies the initiatives that
have been instituted to recover resources that were lost to
waste, fraud, and m smanagenent. | think about this in three
categories. |1've talked about institutionalized waste. Then
there is crimnal behavior or the potential crimnal behavior.
And | wanted to assure this Conmittee, and we assured the
Conm ttee on Monday, that we are proactively working with | aw
enforcenment agencies to provide information, to offer
information. W have identified sonme situations which we have
raised with | aw enforcenent agencies and asked for their help
ininvestigating it, to both identify opportunities for
recovery, but nost inportantly, to identify people whose
conduct may have risen to the level of crimnal behavior, to
identity themand to prosecute themto the fullest extent of
the law. And we are absolutely commtted to that.

W have also instituted a nunber of cost mtigation
recovery efforts. That's the second bullet point on Page 17.
There are four categories of them And the next pages talk
about those four categories in greater detail.

The first that we talk about is errors and
om ssions. This is essentially professional negligence by
desi gn and ot her professionals. M stakes happen. But when
m st akes happen, they cost us noney. W shouldn't be paying
for those mstakes. And we have instituted a very aggressive
procedure to identify it. That was not done in the past.
Sinply stated, at no tine in the past, prior to a few nonths
ago, was there any concerted effort to go after potenti al
error and om ssions clainms on behalf of the State. W have
started doing that. The task is enornous. As pointed out in
the text on Page 17, there are over a thousand change orders
where a potential error and oni ssions claimhave been
identified. There are alnost 3,000 additional transactions
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where a first review has to be done to see whether or not
there's even a potential claim The presence of a potential
claim of course, doesn't nean that we'll ultinmately collect,
it doesn't nmean that we'll ultimately file the claim There
coul d be reasons why the claimbecane stale or that there was
fault to go around on all sorts of parties. But we are

| ooking at this aggressively. W have started chronol ogically
with the nost recent potential clains and, as pointed out, we
have already filed three clains. W have three nore in queue
to go. And so far, we're seeking return of alnost $5 mllion.
That nunber will grow significantly with each passi ng nonth.

Page 19 identifies another category of cost recovery
efforts, in the area of environnental cleanup costs. As we
all know, the State, through the Schools Construction
Corporation, has paid mllions upon mllions upon mllions of
dollars in cleanup costs. Sone tinmes those cleanup costs are
the responsibility of prior owners or with third parties. W
have begun, and I want to underscore the word "begun,” for the
first tinme the process of identifying those parties that m ght
be responsi bl e and seeking cost recovery fromthem

Page 20 identifies the two other significant
categories, builders’ risk insurance clains. These are
routine -- routine in the sense that we have a process to file
them and coll ect them as any conpany would in the sane
business we are. And we're al so aggressively seeking recovery
of overpaynents, as | nentioned previously.

Page 21 provides a visual presentation on the
guestion of the prioritization nethodol ogy that was devel oped
on behal f of the Working G oup. | want to spend just two
m nutes pointing at a couple things on this. There's a
detailed report that's attached to the third Wrking G oup
report that spells out how this nethodol ogy was adopted. It's
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still a work in process. Part of the input to this was the
synposiumthat was run in July where all 31 of the Abbott
Districts attended, including -- | think it was 16 or 17
Superintendents cane. Now, |'mnot going to say that
everybody canme to the neeting and left it saying, "This is
great. | love it. Geat job." But we did get a |ot of input.
Sonme people liked it; sone people are afraid of it --

under standably, until they see it in operation; but it is a
col l aborative effort, and this will continue to evol ve.

Here are the primary things | want to nention today.
The first and nost inportant step in deciding how do we
approach projects is to | ook to educational priorities. And
those priorities come fromthe act that you and your
col | eagues previously enacted, and it also cones fromthe
Suprenme Court deci sions.

In order to provide a little nore robustness to
deci si on maki ng, for exanple, we've distinguished different
categories of health and safety projects. There are sone
health and safety projects that need to be started
i medi ately. The other health and safety projects m ght be
able to wait alittle bit of time. Some are code viol ations,
sone are inmmnent hazards, sone are deferred maintenance.

They all don't have to be treated the sane, particularly in
the allocation of finite capital for resources. But that's
one of the primary categories we | ook to.

Early chil dhood centers, whether they're stand-al one
facilities or they're integrated into other facilities -- how
do we address overcrowdi ng? These overcrowded early chil dhood
centers, and health and safety, are the three driving criteria
of the State's policy as reflected in the statutes you enacted
in the Suprene Court decisions. That is and should be the

first level of prioritization. It was always considered, but
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as | nmentioned earlier, it didn't necessarily set the
foundati on for decision making.

Then there are secondary considerations in trying to
devel op a strategic plan, which are: is the | and devel oped,
and is there a need for tenporary swi ng space? Wat costs
have al ready been invested -- because we have over $300
mllion of some costs that have been previously invested in
sonme of those projects that aren't part of the Capital Pl an,
and to the extent those projects renmain a priority for a
district, we should |ook to utilize sone costs and not just
abandon t hem

Then there's what we call other considerations. W
really use the phrase district fit. And there we want to be
establishing a process that brings the district together with
t he governing body in the community, as well as other
st akehol ders, and say, "How does this work? Are we addressing
all the piece parts?"

And the exanple I'd like to give is Newark where
Senat or, as you know, there is an elenentary school plan.

This el enentary school was planned in two pieces, an upper
school and a | ower school, and they're going to share the | and
that fell in between those two schools. They were submtted
as two separate projects for procedural reasons and

adm ni strative reasons. And one of the projects, one-half of
them already had the land available. It was the site of an
exi sting school. That one was included in the list of 59, in
the current Capital Plan. However, the other one wasn't. The
dot was never connected. So what's happening? W're going to
have half a perceived elenentary school. There's enornous
devel opnent pressure on the other land. |In fact, sonebody
started buil ding sone townhouses on sone of the avail able

parcels. It's sonmething that we're | ooking at and dealing
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with. But because the district fit wasn't considered, because
this -- by all the best intents of our predecessors -- that
dot wasn't connected. So we have really half of a school
bei ng approached now. Until additional authorization cones
about, that other half of the school isn't going to be built.
SENATOR RICE: | woul d suggest respectfully, very
seriously, that how the project fit be pulled out of the other
t he other consideration, and put upon the list of priority
consideration so there's not an oversight. Because if you
| ook at the situation in Phillipsburg, you have a situation
there that dealt with where they built the school, numnber one,
based on capacity; then the cost at the insertion versus the
cost now and the expectations. Because there never really
was an expectation as to, is this an Abbott District, a non-
Abbott District, part of an Abbott District? Do we get part

of that noney? So the expectation was everything would cone

from Abbott, and we probably proceeded that way -- |'m being
honest about that -- for a ot of reasons. But once again
the dots weren’t connected there either. | don’t think it

shoul d be other. To nme, that's extrenely inportant, because
it's not just the land acquisition connecting those dots. |
get tired hearing the debate that states, especially in an
Abbott district, that “You don't need an outdoor track.”

Wl |, maybe you think I don't because you have one. O maybe
you think I don't because you live in Caldwell soneplace and
you can use the park. Maybe you think | don't because you
live in Lavellette and you can go to the beach. Wll, | need
my pool -- in some cases; not all cases. But if no one is
paying attention to howit all fits in to the overall
construction plan and schene, there will be no space in the

future to add it even if you bought it separately.
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A good exanmple is with Central Hi gh School. They
bi ckered |i ke crazy. W had a pool in that school for years,
one of the few schools that had a pool. | don't know about
other folk, but when | first went to school in the "60s -- |I'm
not a great swinmrer, but | went to Howard University. They
had a swmteam Howard University is a predoninately black
school. | did not know that black folk could swimand get
schol arshi ps. You see what |'m saying? There are
rel ati onshi ps here. So just change --

MR. VEINER  Your point is taken. | take your
poi nt. Thank you.

Page 22 illustrates the strategic and capital
pl anni ng process, just in diagram Again, the point is that
there is an ongoing review by the Departnent of Education of
the new long-range facility plan. That will generate a I|ist
of approved projects. That list will go through the
prioritization process that we just tal ked about. That wl|
yi el d a sequenci ng of projects based upon all these criteria
and considerations. And then we'll be able to apply available
fundi ng against that list for a Capital Plan that will, of
course, grow and change over a period of tine.

Lastly, on Page 23, we nmake the point that we
bel i eve that authorization for additional school construction
fundi ng can and should occur in parallel with your
consi deration of a new school aid formula; and the reasons for
t hat .

That's the end of ny formal presentation. | thank
this Commttee and, particularly, those who sat through this
presentati on on Monday, sitting through it again. | hope
we' ve answered sonme of your questions. And needless to say,
we'll be happy to respond to any questions now, or in the

course of the next few days in witing.
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SENATOR RICE: First of all, you don't have to
apol ogize. W sit on commttees that we decide to be on.

Nunber two, I'mgoing to open it up to my nmenbers to
ask questions, and | have sone. But before | do that, | just
want to back up on your diagrans.

The AG was removed fromthe Board of Directors.
understand why. W need to take a | ook at possibly putting a
menber of SClI over there. Totally different function, but it
gives us kind of the investigatory m nd, and sonme of the
skills and experience over the years of investigation,
construction in general, sone of the things (indiscernible)
need to keep their eyes on in terns of school construction

where the shortcuts are and things |like that.

Also, | believe that we need to take a | ook, if
they're not on the Board yet, at DCA -- |ooking at the
enforcenent area where Bill Connolly is, because it's nice to

bring in contractors, engineers, and architects.
Traditionally the Governor likes to bring in architects and

pr of essi onal service people. That's nore politics than

anything else. 1'd like to see good field people there --
peopl e who actually ran projects from-- not corporate
Anerica, because those are a bunch of academic folk -- you

know, they’'re Yale people, MBAs. But soneone who | earned
construction fromthe streets, you know, in an informl way,
and actually learned it so well over the years that they built
conpani es and they ran projects 30 and 40 years. They know
what a superintendent is, construction manager, they know
specs, they know what the codes actually say and what's
required. So it has to be a conbination of those folk, too.

| think DCA becones very inportant fromthe construction code
si de.

| think it was one other comment | nade here.
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We need to talk nmore in the future about the roles
of the PMFs and how you're really defining that, because there
is arole for the PMs. But | do think that some of the PM-s
| eft people hanging, like in East Orange where they did
busi ness.

| al so know that when you go into Union County with
Bovis, given sone of the politics over there, Irvington was
al ways excluded. And | had to read themthe riot act just
because they cone out of Union County and I|rvington was
affixed to them They are not going to be |eft hangi ng when
t hey need questions and people to respond. So we need to | ook
at how we can set those areas up, in terns of what school s
conme under who for participation

| think on the bullets those are ny coments. 1'1]|
come back with sone questions. Let nme let the nenbers raise
guesti ons.

MR. VEINER Wth your permission, |I'd like to
address a couple of the points you nade. W certainly agree
wth that. So just to give you and your col |l eagues confort:
Bill Connolly is an active nmenber of the Board. And our day-
t o-day working rel ationship with DCA has been enhanced
dramatically. W neet regularly with them W solve
probl ems, and they solve problens collectively with us. Bil
is a designated representative of the Comm ssioner, who is an
ex-officio nmenber of the Board.

Your point about including sonmebody fromthe SCI is
taken. Currently, the Executive Order which structures the
Board of the SCC, calls out the requirenment that one of the
menbers have | aw enforcenent background. And the person who's
sitting in that chair is Matt Boxer, who al so happens to head
up the Governor's O fice Authorities Unit. As you know, Matt

has extensive | aw enforcenent background.
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Lastly, on the role of PM-, we certainly agree with
you, and we have commenced a significant internal review of
the role of PM. PMF, as | think the Conmttee knows, stands
for Project Managenent Firm \Wen the SCC was created, the
proper role of Project Managenent Firmwas created to really
do everything fromsoup to nuts on behalf of the agency. W
believe that those allocation of responsibilities can be nade
wi th much greater precision. And sonme projects may require
PMF. Other projects nmay be appropriate for a construction
manager. O her projects may be appropriate to have the
district manage the project. And we're building in a process
now that will have a team of people who will take a |ook at a
proj ect and coll ectively determ ne what the best delivery
mechanismis. So we concur with your view of the PMF, and we
need to eval uate that.

SENATOR RICE: Executive Orders are very wonderfu
pi eces of docunents, so are regulations. The Constitution
permts that. (indiscernible) W wll talk to the Governor.
And Mel anie, take a note for the Chair -- and hopefully ny Co-
Chair agrees -- send the Governor a letter indicating that
we'd like to see an Executive Oder for SCI on the Board.

Law enforcenent is one thing. | conme fromlaw
enforcement. | don't know a damm thing about construction or
construction investigation. They're all the sane --
investigations -- but |I'mconfortable with an organization
that already investigated the construction industry, knows who
these contractors are, who they represent, their relationship
and integrity. Also, prepare |anguage for legislation to nmake
sure that happens, okay? W'’Il| give the Governor his just
dues to expedite this. But it’s the Legislature, which is ny

job. 1'mgoing to | egislate and hopefully get enough support.
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There was anot her page | overl ooked, which is very
inmportant. To ne, it's one of the nost inportant el enents of
this whole piece. To ny colleagues and others, it may not
very well be. But SCC was given a mandate to have mnority
and wonen participation. It's ny understandi ng that sonething
i ke 21-plus percent of the contracts that went out to
contractors and subcontractors, up to 2003, went to wonen and
m nority businesses. | don't know what busi nesses and how
many, it could have all gone to one -- but we’ve got to spread
that stuff. And 9 percent went to wonen. But sonebody pl ayed
ganes, and the Legislative Black Caucus was very nuch
concerned about the gane playing by the adm ni stration, not
SCC. Because we felt that the best way to prove
discrimnation -- which is obvious in the state and our
col | eagues know t oo, and acknow edge and support us on -- in
t hese industries was through SCC. Wat | did not know until
recently, until recently, that because of the Consent O der
that the Attorney General signed, that SCC stopped tracking
wonen and mnority participation.

Let me be very clear, very, very clear, that the
Suprene Court, nunber one, never ruled on this case, because
we never went to court to challenge it the way it should have
been chal |l enged. The Attorney General nade a very bad m st ake
by putting the burden on us rather than putting it on those
four guys fromG ard (phonetic spelling), who are part of the
nati onal nmovenment to knock out Affirmative Action, being
funded by the Leonard (phonetic spelling) Foundation, com ng
out of Atlanta -- the far right wing of the Republican party.
And we can docunent that. That’'s fine. W should have never
gone to court to deal with the Consent Order, but we did. But
that had nothing to do with participation. In other words, if

we're not going to say that a percentage has to go here and
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there, that's one thing. But to say we're not going to
continue to identify, on soneone's own volition, or for
what ever rel ati onships, the nunber of wonen and mnorities

participating in the programcontractually and benefiting from

it, that's wong. And |I'msaying today -- |I'mrequesting as
Chair, Co-Chair, that you start that tracking if it has
stopped. If you tell nme it hasn't stopped, and the letter

got said that it had, give ne ny updated information. [If it
has stopped, fine; it's not your fault. Start it now. A bill
is being drafted to mandate it. Because we shoul d have that,
regardl ess of what's happening, so we'll know what's goi ng on,
on the people in this industry. That is a very inportant

provi sion. Project |abor agreenents w pe out everything. And
let ne be quite clear. | support the intent of project |abor
agreenent s, because | support |abor. But project |abor
agreenents are not us. Us neaning just us, not justice, that
means mnorities and wonen. So |'m being honest with that.
Peopl e don't like to hear it. | get beat up politically for
it. I'mcalled a racist. |I'mnot a racist. But | know what
inclusion is and I know when people play ganes. And I'm
really angry, when | got that letter, to see what the MG eevy
admnistration really did during those years with that Consent
Order and how they treated it in SCC. |I'msorry, if ny

col | eagues- -

Craig, take over for a nonent.

MR. VEINER Let ne give you sonme statistics that we
have currently. And we are tracking, and we can provide this
in much greater detail as part of our witten response. But
just sone points. The total work hours, to date: 26 percent
of total mnority work hours, alnost 2 percent have been wonen

wor k hour s.
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In terns of the SBE statistics since July 2003, SBEs
have received alnmost $839 million in contracts, al nost $840

mllion. And this is 38 percent of the total contract val ue
of 2.1 billion since 2003.

So there is work going on. It's a very inportant
initiative. | think it was the first neeting | attended this

year, in ny prior capacity as the Governor's Special Counsel,
and there was a Councilman from El i zabeth who cane, who tal ked
about, | think, a shared concern throughout every comunity,
which is conmmunities and school facilities go up and they're
not connected to that facility. They see buil dings where
their children are going to go to school and the famlies
can't get jobs to help construct that building. And there are
| ots of technical answers that you know and that | can give as
to why it's difficult to get a job training programto a
speci fic school, and the need. But the fact of the matter is,
t hat expectation that famlies have -- that that building is
going to be nore than just a place to educate their child,
it's going to be part of their community and they're going to
connected to it -- it's our job, and we're accepting the
responsibility to figure out ways to draw t hat connecti on.
And if sonebody can't work in that school down the bl ock,
maybe they can work in another school in another part of the
St at e.

We understand your point and we share it enornously.

SENATOR RICE: Let e just finalize this by making

it clear. | don't like to bite ny tongue. Wen | talk about
mnorities, I'"'mtalking about all mnorities.
MR. VEI NER: | under st and.

SENATOR RICE: But I'malso particularly interested,

because of ratios, and the |argest percentage of blacks and
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Latinos. W need to be clear, when we get those docunents,
who' s getting what.

|"d also Iike to know geographically. Because if
soneone tells me a mnority can't get a contract, | don't
know, say in Phillipsburg, | want to know why, when
(indiscernible) get all the contracts in Newark, and Canden,

and Irvington, etc. So it's not racism it's reality. And I

don't want ny col |l eagues painting nme -- if they do, | don't
care, because it’s not real. But they need to support ne on
this. I'mtired of it. They talk about giving out free

needl es to junkies, gang banging. And then the other fathers
and nothers are wal king the streets wonder how cone they can't
get jobs in these cities. | have a real problemw th that.

ASSEMBLYMAN STANLEY: Thank you, Co-Chair Rice.

Just to follow up a little bit on that issue, which
| think is critical. One of the issues that conmes up
concerni ng how we go about ensuring participation, |ocal
participation and small| business participation, was that the
contractor, or perhaps the subcontractor, had a certain
obligation under SCC to provide a certain amount of --
percent age of jobs or subcontracting. But the fact of the
matter is, it had been intimated to ne that that was not
necessarily the case, that the contractors who did business
wth the SCC weren't really held very accountable for their
performance with respect --

MR. VEINER: They are now. They are now.

And | et ne also nention that Monday of this week we
are hosting another synposium This one we sent out
invitations to the contracting comunity, both |large and
small, both mnorities and otherw se, throughout the tri-state
regi on, New York, New Jersey and Pennsylvania. W have over

500 participants registered. And this is an attenpt on our
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part to reintroduce the SCC, but nost inportantly to try to
i ncrease the bidding pool for our projects, which will help
drive the cost down through conpetitive bidding. And also to
make the connections between the snaller businesses and the
| arger contractors, and to | et both groups know the kind of
work that's in the pipeline today. Wthout any additiona
aut hori zed funding, we're going to be putting a billion
dollars out into the street on new projects. That's a |ot of
work. That's a lot of opportunity. And we want to nake sure
t hat everybody understands how to get it, and facilitate
connecting prime contractors with subcontractors. W want to
be able to do that. And the first major initiative we're
undertaking in that regard is this Mnday.

ASSEMBLYMAN STANLEY: Just anot her quick issue on
that point. A lot of people were kind of left out in the cold
when sonme of the these projects perhaps were stopped and

contractors were no |onger continuing on the job. Now, there

wer e ot her businesses that were inpacted by that as well. And
even if a contractor m ght have been -- even if a
subcontractor, nmaybe not a prine contractor with SCC -- the

maj or contractor was paid; work was done by a smaller
contractor, but that contractor was not paid. How does the
SCC reconcil e that?

MR VEINER: Well, we are actively involved in a
nunber of those situations and we assert all the rights we
can. W want the contracting comunity, and in your exanple,
t he subcontracting community, to know that we will stand
behi nd t hem and nake sure that they don't get left literally
hol ding the bag. And there have been sone cases that we've
intervened on. There's been other cases where we have reason

to believe that a prinme contractor was at best going to del ay



paynent to a subcontractor, and we've been able to intercede
sonetimes by going to court.

ASSEMBLYMAN STANLEY: The |ast question I'mgoing to
ask you right now, because | know ny col | eagues are chonpi ng
at their bits to ask sone questi ons.

And that concerns the prioritization and | ong-range
facility plans, and how they -- the role they play with
respect to the prioritization, and also who actually is naking
that determnation. WII that be -- | imgine that will be
t he Departnment of Education?

MR, VEI NER  Yes.

ASSEMBLYMAN STANLEY: And where are we now with
respect to long-range facility plans and the prioritization
process?

MR. VEINER | know, unless he ran out, sitting
behi nd nme sonewhere is ny col | eagues Conmi ssi oner Macl nnes,
who' s sitting on that process. So | hesitate to speak for him
and would invite himup to discuss that process.

GORDON Macl NNES Thank you, M. Chairman. W
are in the process now of having received, from nost

districts, conplete long-range facilities plans. W’'re
meeting with the districts and identifying those areas where
there is either a shortage of information or evidence required
to deal with the two basic questions that we're trying to
answer here, which are: First of all, is the enrollnment cited
by the district a realistic one? Against our experience over
the last five or six years, this is sonething we didn't have

t he benefit of when the first |ong-range plans were approved
in 2000, because it was a projection. Now we have a

proj ecti on agai nst actual evidence, and we can neasure how
credible the enroll ment forecasts are of each district and

have a discussion with them about that. That's terribly
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i nportant, because we don't want to build schools when there
aren't going to be kids.

The second part of this is the capacity of the
district, in ternms of physical capacity to accommbdate the
students that are projected to be in those schools, and
whet her there are opportunities within that to -- for exanple,
in redistricting of schools, to cover what m ght otherw se
take the formof a new facility, by using avail able and
exi sting space nore wisely. Those are fairly conplicated
guestions, as sinple as they are to describe. And we're in
t he process now of taking the districts where their
information is conplete and neeting wwth them | think we've
done that with probably a third of the districts, and we have

nmeeti ngs scheduled on a pretty intensive basis. And the

result of that will be, in some cases, additional conversation
and maybe additional docunentation. In other cases, it wll
be an approval of a |ong-range plan, which will make possible

t he devel opnent of the strategic plan that Scott mentioned in
hi s testinony.

ASSEMBLYMAN STANLEY: CEO Weiner said that there
were sonme districts that were -- well, nost of the districts
had gotten their long-range facility plans. Have all the
districts now done their long-range facility plans?

MR, MACINNES: We were missing two districts. That
guestion cane up a couple weeks ago. Let ne just see if that
has changed.

W're mssing two districts. They have not yet even
filed electronically the information that was due statutorily
by October | ast year, and then with the revised software
package this Spring. So we're still mssing two districts.

But ot herwi se, everybody has the first phase in. And in
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al nrost all cases, they've conpleted the docunmentati on which
cannot be provided el ectronically.

ASSEMBLYMAN STANLEY: kay, thank you.

Let's start with Senator Bark.

SENATOR BARK: Good norning. |It's certainly good to
see you again. | have enjoyed your presentation very much.

| do have some questions which are totally different
t han anyt hi ng anybody asked. | want to ask dollars and cents,
and exactly how do you nean to go forward with the $2.5
billion?

Now, what | nean by that is, if you intend to go for
approval for this on the ballot, you can't go until next year.
| s that what you intend to do, | hope?

MR. ZUBROWN | think that if you look at the $2.5
billion that you're referring to, that is funding for the
facilities in the Abbott Districts. And we would not propose
seeking a ballot for that funding. That is funding that is
mandat ed by the Suprene Court. As in the past, that's not
funding that would require a ballot referendum

SENATOR BARK: Well, | disagree with that, but --
because | do believe it ought to go to the public. O course,
inthe last time we did this, the 8.6 billion, the 40 percent
for Regular Operating Districts -- | really don't want to cal

them RODS. (indicating pronunciation); sonehow that offends

me -- was put there primarily so that everyone would vote for
it. And | still think that that would be very, very
appropriate. And the anmount of noney that is there -- in 2.5
billion -- certainly does not represent 40 percent of 2.5
billion. And | knowthat we're -- | guess we're primarily
here to see only that the Abbotts get noney. | represent one

Abbott District; but nost of my districts are RRODs. And it
seens to nme that I"'mnot really watching the noney that's
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going to any of my districts. [|I'monly watching that which is
going to Abbott Districts. And | don't even think ny Abbott
District is going to get a whole heck of a |lot out of this.

| have concerns about, we're raising a trenendous
amount of noney and RO-Ds will get a pittance. And | do
bel i eve that that ought to go in front of the public. And I
woul d hope that you m ght reconsider that, although certainly
it is not ny request. It certainly is the Chairman's request;
and | have -- | can only tell you that | don't think that's
right.

One nore think thing. Wen you sell bonds, how do
you sell then? | nean, you sell themthrough EDA, right?

MR. VWEINER: Correct.

SENATOR BARK: And you sell very small anounts or
you sell a significant amount? |If you sell a significant
anount, you nust place that sonmewhere and it nust have sone
interest, | hope. |If so, what do you do with the interest?

MR. ZUBROW As you' ve referenced, the funding --
the raising of the actual capital for this programis
coordi nat ed and organi zed by EDA, so actually the Schools
Construction Corporation is not directly involved in the sale
of the bonds. It is -- the sale of the bonds -- that's done
by the EDA under the existing State prograns for raising debt
and raising capital. To the extent that there is excess cash
after the EDA sells bonds for school prograns, there's
obviously a period of tine before that cash is spent down.
That cash is managed through the State's cash managenent
prograns. And the interest that accrues on that excess cash
goes to the benefit of the program

SENATCR BARK: It does. | was very much afraid it
m ght go into the General Fund.

MR. ZUBROW |t does not.
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SENATOR BARK: |I'mglad to hear that.

Now, | would really like to go back to the science
lab a little bit. Are you saying to ne that Newark has the
nmoney, their own noney, to do the science |ab, and they don't
have to have SCC noney, and they can't spend it? |Is that what
you' re sayi ng?

MR. VEINER  That's what |'m saying. And the
interpretation given by the Division of Law is that any Abbott
District that has noney, not only -- we deal with capital
reserves, capital maintenance accounts. It's also true for
operating funds. But the viewis if a district has noney and
sonething is a school facilities project, the only entity that
can do a school facilities project is the SCC. It is logic
that makes ny head explode. So we are working with the
district. We're working with the Division of Lawto create a
pat hway so that that noney can be applied to the project they
need. It may be by giving the noney to the SCC and then
having the SCC do the project. It is cunbersone, it is
bureaucratic. | don't think it's what anybody intends. And
hopefully, it is one of those itens, as the Chairnman
nmenti oned, that can be addressed expeditiously through
| egi sl ation.

MR. ZUBROW | think to clarify or enphasize one
point, that requirenment cones not fromthe AGs Ofice as a
requi renment, you know, put forward, but it's reflecting what
the statute says. So again--

SENATOR BARK: So it has to be corrected by
| egi sl ati on.

MR, ZUBRON Right. Again, this is an area where we
feel that correcting it legislatively is going to be
necessary, and that will be part of the package of |egislative

ref orns.
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SENATOR BARK: | woul d hope so, because it seens to
be all that should be needed is the DOE saying that this is an
addition to their programthat is very good and why not go
ahead with it.

MR. VEINER | think everybody agrees.

MR. ZUBROW | think everybody agrees on the
subst ance.

SENATOR BARK: That really is too bad, honestly.

| think that's, for the nonent, all ny questions.
wi Il probably think of sonmething later.

SENATOR RICE: Follow ng up on a question. You
mentioned in the presentation that 1,425 schools and 471
districts grant benefits -- benefited. Could you get a |ist
of the breakdown to us, what the benefits were?

MR. VEI NER:  Sure.

SENATOR RICE: | would suspect those benefits went
outside of Abbott Districts as well; is that correct?

MR, VEI NER  Yes.

SENATOR RICE: (Okay. W need to know that so that
-- let nme make it clear, this Commttee has been on record
from day one, we support the Supreme Court mandate for the
Abbott Districts but we al so support the needs of other school
districts. W know, those of us who represent Abbotts and
non- Abbotts, there's a trenmendous needs out there. W also
know that the legislation was set up in such a way the non-
Abbott districts can apply. And we al so know t hat sone Abbott
Districts chose not to apply and others did. Those that did
apply, we need to know that their projects are conpleted, or
there is funding avail able or we nmade available to conpl ete
t hose projects.

Let me say to ny nenbers of the Conmittee sonething

|"ve said 20 years to |ocal governnent and others. The others
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argue equity and fairness; and | always tell people, “In the
real world equity and fairness doesn't nean if | get $100
sonmeone else gets it. Wuat it nmeans is that | get what was
necessary to neet ny need.” M need may be $25, but when

get 15, | have a problem Soneone el se’s need nay be $75.
When they get that or cone up short, there's no fairness. But
that information that you talk about, the 1,425 in terns of

t he schools, we need to have those | ocations and identify what
the dollars were used for. This way it's a clear record to
the public that when we say Abbott -- we don't even |ike the
name Abbott. But when we say Abbott, that we are talking

i nclusion, we're not tal king exclusion, because that's the

i npression that's being given. And the public don’t
under st and how t he non- Abbott districts -- nunber one, they
don't understand they receive noney, and how they receive it.
They think they're not getting anything, because that's the
political stand. And we want to try to avoid that on this
Conmittee and nmake sure that all the districts that

partici pate have funding available to neet the needs and the

criteria.

MR. VEINER: We'Ill provide that.

ASSEMBLYMAN STANLEY: Just to add to what the
Senator was saying. And Senator Bark, |'mnot sure whether --

| just want to nake sure we're clear. Seven-hundred-and-fifty
mllion out of the 3.25 billion -- in other words, 750 mllion
woul d go to Regular Operating Districts, and 2.5 billion go to
Abbott Districts. The original appropriation was 8.6 billion
intotal. Six billion went to Abbott Districts and 2.5
billion went to the Regular Operating Districts. So the ratio
is about the same with this particular project as it was with
the last project. | just wanted to clarify that.

" m sorry. Assenbl ywoman Voss.
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ASSEMBLYWOVAN VOSS: | have a few questions. |
speak to a | ot of educational groups. And every tine |
mention SCC, people just cringe. |If | could just nake a
cosnmetic suggestion, if we could refer to the SCC by perhaps a
slightly changed nane, there is a new beginning and a new
| eadership, and nore scrutiny as to what's going on. | think
that m ght be a good thing. The connotation of SCC at this
point intinme is not a very positive one.

The other thing | wanted to bring up. | got in ny
office the other day sonething that dealt w th subcontracting.
And | know the Chairman referred to this. And pardon ny
nai veness, but when soneone bids on a contract and they get
it, and then they subdivide the contract or, you know -- do
t hey, the person who bid, get noney, and then they can pay
what ever they want to the subcontractor? |Is that the way it
wor ks? And who oversees whet her or not the subcontractor is
actually doing the job that the original bidder was supposed
to do?

|"mnot that famliar with construction, but | know
about subcontracting, and I'd like to clarify that for nyself.

MR. VEEI NER: That question may have been pronpted by
a recent decision in the Appellate D vision.

SENATOR VOSS: Yes, | got it yesterday. | perused
it.

MR. VEI NER: That dealt with the authority of the
SCC to substitute or pernmt the substitution of
subcontractors. And the Appellate D vision concluded that a
prior practice of the SCC was i nappropriate. Wat happens is,
nost of the SCC contracts, if not all, are for the entire job.

SENATOR VOSS: |'m sorry?

MR. VEINER An entire job or a | arger conponent
job. And the prime contractor will disclose, as part of their
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bi d, who their subcontracts are, and they will bid a
conpetitive price. They' ve nade whatever deal they want to
make with their subcontracts in order to bid that price, and
the public is protected through the conpetitive bidding
process. You pick the | owest nost qualified bid.

So the problem conmes up now, as the Suprene Court
says, a contractor can't just, at will, decide to switch a
subcontractor out. One of the reasons the court gave was that
if that decision was made, it's possible that the contractor
could negotiate a better deal, a lower price, with a different
sub, and keep all the noney for thensel ves w thout the public
benefitting. And that that wasn't always contenpl ated by the
publ i c bidding |aw.

Organi zations or owners in a position with SCC wi ||
say, "Well, what happens in the event that the subcontractor
can't perform and they can't perform because they say 'I'm
not going to perform | want to do sonething else' or they
can't perform because they no | onger have the capability?"

The Court said that the contract and | aw provi des a
vehicle to declare default and then renove it. So there's an
attenpt to protect both the subcontracting comunity as well
as the public interest at-large. It's a decision that we
concur with. W understand that we have sufficient tools to
make sure that when a subcontractor can't performthat that
subcontractor can be replaced. Those tools are sonetines
cunmber sone, but that cunbersoneness is needed to acquire the
protections which | just nentioned.

SENATOR VOSS: Well, we have sat at many committee
nmeetings where -- the subcontractors have done very shoddy
work. And | hope they are sone of people that you're
intending to go after to get sone of the noney back

MR VEI NER:  Yes.
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SENATOR VOSS: The other thing is, on Page 10 of
your presentation, you tal k about qualified districts being
able to assune responsibility for the -- who is going to
determ ne what qualified district is? And therein lies the
rub, as they say.

MR VWEINER It does. And this is an approach that,
| think, everybody concurs in. And the challenge has been to

articulate what that criteria is. | believe that in the
process of developing a legislation that -- will cone al ong
that a group of people -- sonme fromthe SCC, sonme fromthe

DCA, sone fromthe contracting community, from school

districts, and your coll eagues or staff of your colleagues --

will lock ourselves up in a roomand we will cone up with
criteria. | can't tell you what it is. But that criteria, or
the elements of that criteria, | think should be enbedded in

both statute and regulation so it's clear. And | think it
requires a group of people to sit down and really focus on it.
It has to be determinable. There are other simlar situations
where this kind of criteriais determned. It can be based
upon past performance. It can be based upon the capacity or
t he denonstrated capability within a district, for certain
professionals, and the like. It can be done. It has to be
done, because a goal of the program should be to invest as
much responsibility as possible in the conmunity. And our job
shoul d be to nanage that and oversee that, not necessarily to
do all the work ourselves in exclusion of our conmunity.

SENATOR VOSS: | have a problemw th these anbi guous
ternms |like "highly qualified professionals,” and that really
needs to be clarified.

One nore short thing. You nentioned the joint use
agreenment. How would that work in terns of funding? Wo

woul d -- would this be a nunicipal office in tandemwth the
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school, or a library in tandemw th the school? Wat would
t hat be?

MR. VEINER Let ne give you first a sinple exanple
on the current law. What is often thought about is building
joint parking lots, a parking lot that could serve both the
school as well as a downtown conmercial area within a city.
Because of the way the current lawis witten, that our funds
can only go to support school facility projects, that garage
has to be devel oped as a condom ni um garage, so the SCC and
the district would own specific spaces in that garage. It
coul d be done, but it's very cunbersonme, as you can i magi ne.
And it's deterred a lot of the joint use projects |ike that.
Parking is a major, major challenge, as you can appreciate, in
hi ghly densely devel oped areas.

There's anot her possibility. The possibility is a
comunity could be | ooking at a comercial or m xed-use
devel opnment and maybe a school coul d becone part of that
devel opnent. So when you | ook at the | and acquisition cost to
build a school, that |and acquisition cost is being shared by
a municipal building, it could be shared by a commerci a
bui |l di ng. The placenent of schools as part of a m xed-use
devel opnent is not new. There has to be safeguards, you have

to be able to think about it, but it's a way to |l ook at the

question -- this is a question, when we tal k about |and use,
| and acquisition, particularly Paterson -- Paterson is not
alone -- will say, "Wiere is the | and going to conme fronP"

There isn't enough noney at today's prices to be able to
acquire land, through condemati on or otherw se, to cost-
effectively build schools. So we're | ooking at other
approaches that have been taken around the country. W're
| ooki ng for the authorization to explore those with

appropriate safeguards and criteria, whether it's a garage
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that can facilitate both comrercial as well as educationa

use, or it is placed in a school facility inside the m xed-use
structure. Those are things that we need to be thinking
about .

SENATOR VOSS: Can we make some kind of |egislation
that would say that, if it was going to be a m xed use, that
there had to be a devel opers agreenent to put noney toward the
construction of education facilities?

MR. VEEI NER:  Absol utely.

SENATOR VOSS: | think that many conmunities don't
use that option when they all ow devel opnent in comrunities.

But there's also a novenent afoot to make a school al nost
useabl e 24 hours a day for different things, so that you can
have education taking place during the day and sone comunity
activities in the evening; which would really be, | think,
very financially prudent.

MR. WEINER One thing that's inportant to the

Governor -- not just the Governor, | know you and your
col | eagues -- is, we have invested, and we're about to invest,
billions of dollars into the community, and it shoul d be

viewed as an investnent. And the return of that investnent
needs to be nore than just the school facility. And | think
we haven't devel oped that opportunity historically as nuch as
we need to. W're rem nded constantly by the Governor this is
an investnent. It's an investnent in the conunity, it's an
investnent in children, and we have to | ook what return we're
getting on that investnent.

SENATOR VOSS: Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN STANLEY: Thank you

Senat or Kean.

SENATOR KEAN: Thank you, M. Chairnman.
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If I can follow up on a question that both Senat or
Bark and Chairman Stanley alluded to. It's regarding the
spending. Specifically you said -- the case you brought up
now i s the new Sci ence H gh School that wants to have science
labs init, and we have to change the |aw specifically. 1In
t he past, over the |l ast couple of years, these schools have
been bl ocked from doi ng what they would prefer to do with the
noney, going within the mssion. |Is that what you' re saying?

MR VWEINER: No. No, that isn't what | was saying.

SENATOR KEAN: d arify.

MR. VEINER. What | was saying is that in the case
of Science Hi gh School, after the design was conpleted, a
determ nati on was nade by the district that they'd like to add
an additional lab, outfit a lab. And the key point is that
they had the noney to do that and were willing to spend the
nmoney to do that. And the way the current lawis structured,
they' re prohibited fromusing that noney.

SENATOR KEAN:. Under the current |aw they woul d not
be able to proceed with this additional |ab?

MR. VEINER. Ri ght.

SENATOR KEAN. What |'masking is, is this the first
time sonething Iike that has happened, or is this a pattern
t hat has happened before?

MR VWEINER It's -- I'lIl have to research that for
you. There are other situations dealing with capital
mai nt enance accounts, which is a universal problem One
di stingui shes between a capital maintenance account and a
capital reserve. A capital naintenance account, as you know,
is intended to nmaintain capital equipnent going forward. W
are fundi ng today, through the Schools Construction program - -
|"mgoing to just easily say -- mllions upon mllions of

dollars of projects that are the result of inadequate
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mai nt enance because of a lack of funding. And |I've been told,
and | certainly wasn't around for the enactnent of the
original Iegislation, that when the programwas started,
everybody knew that there were health and safety probl ens,
sone of which cane fromthe |ack of ongoi ng nmai ntenance, but
that the programwas really to look at new facilities and
maj or rehabilitations. But in recent years, since the
enactnent of the |aw, because of the |lack of capital

mai nt enance accounts, those capital maintenance projects are
now comng to the SCC as a school facilities project, eroding
t he avail abl e capital for the nore major projects.

SENATOR KEAN: The second thing, or the fina
guestion, is the authorization of the additional schoo
construction funding, your PowerPoint slide No. 23. W do
know t hat the school construction fornmula is obviously
di fferent than the school funding formula?

MR. VEI NER:  Sure.

SENATOR KEAN. Al t hough there woul d probably be
inplications, going forward -- because either the definition
or the scope of those districts, currently under Abbott Schoo
Districts, are changed, that could have significant
inplications. And you are saying -- your recommendation that
there woul d be a statutory process, going forward, that we say
-- regardless of the change in school fornula, should such a
change be nmade in the relatively near future -- that the
construction formulas should go forward using the current plan
for the next two-plus years?

MR. VEINER. Two years is the estimate. So | just
want to nmake sure that -- what we're trying to comrunicate is
that this is an interimapproach. And the reason for that is
that, assuming a new school aid fornula is adopted, it's going

to have sone kind of construction conponent to it. It needs
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to. And whether you call the districts Abbott Districts or No
Names, there will be a determ nation made, through the
application of formula, providing funds to support
construction of school facilities. |If the school aid formula
i s changed next nonth, just to pick a current nonth, it is
going to take tine to inplenent it, to develop the rules and
regul ations, and to develop other criteria. Qur point is that
there is a pressing need now for school facilities projects in
both the Abbott and non-Abbott districts now. So we can use
the current schenme now as we've laid out. And during that
intervening two years, while we use the additional funds to
fund the projects, we can work laterally and say, “How do we
evol ve the school construction programto beconme a conponent
of a nore conprehensive school aid forrmula change?” So it's
vi ewed as happening in parallel.

Al so, because of the pressing need for school
facilities funds, as we tried to point out here, we felt it's
i mportant that that consideration occur on its own nerits, and
not wait for a final determ nation, that may or may not happen
in any particular period of tine, in the change in school aid
formula. But that by enacting this 3.25 billion, it's really
not inpacting the inplenentation of a changed school aid
formul a, because that can be done during the transition
peri od.

SENATOR KEAN: So what you're saying is that that
woul d be -- should there be a school aid formula change in the
very near future, this would be for applications continuing
for the next two years. So under your reconmendation, if
sonebody applied for a project essentially two years from
today, let's say, regardl ess of the change in place --

MR VEINER: It mght be. For the Abbott Districts,
we have a definition. W have identified needs. W have a
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prioritization. W have a |long-range facility planning
process. Under one scenario for the non-Abbott Districts or
Regul ar Operating D stricts, one m ght say, as you just
suggested, for the next two years you apply to the SCC under
the criteria that will be adopted. And starting in the year
X, it will be inventing a new fornul a.

It mght be that we subsequently decide that when
the formula is eventually adopted that it can be inpl enmented
sooner. You know, we're dealing with the uncertainty of a
programthat is yet to be drafted and enact ed.

SENATOR KEAN:  You woul d be open to the

consideration if -- whatever definition of Abbott, going
forward, is -- if there is a shift in school districts, so
therefore there are sone that step out and sonme step in -- how

woul d you recommend dealing with that step into a
characterization that nmay--

MR. VWEINER | guess the decision has to be nade,
when does that occur and are -- | nean, there are |ots of
options. This is the work that you and your col | eagues are
doing. You are going to nmaintain the Abbott definition and
then you are going to recast the universe of districts that
are called Abbott Districts. That has certain inplications.

Wuld we elimnate the category of Abbott Districts
and just say we have districts, until the application of a new
formula is i nhbedded in? That's why it's inpossible to answer
t he question now. But | would say that whatever school aid
formula is ultimately adopted, we woul d antici pate working to
expeditiously integrate the school construction programinto
t hat new fornul a.

SENATOR KEAN:  Thank you.

Thank you, M. Chairnan.

ASSEMBLYMAN STANLEY: Assenbl ynman Wl fe.
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ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: Thank you, Chairman.

| want to congratulate M. Zubrow and also M.
Weiner. Their enthusiasmis very obvious. They've been very
forthcom ng. | heard nost of the testinony on Monday, and
you' ve already provided sonme nore data which we've asked for

| was out of the roomearlier. | understand you did

mention, in response to a question | had asked Monday, about

t he change orders that you will be providing?
MR. VEI NER  Yes.
ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: | just have a coupl e of things

ot her than what | asked you the other day.

Wien a project is prepared or proposed, is there any
review or criteria used to determ ne whether it's actually
necessary, is it an adequate request, or is it just a
frivol ous request?

The reason |'msaying this, Asbury Park Press --
agai n, this happened before your stay there -- had a very
interesting series of articles. And they indicated, in Long
Branch the superintendent wanted either new wi ndows or air
conditioning in one school, and he was basically required to
make rat her extensive repairs that went beyond that. He
didn't want it, but that was done.

Al so, in another comnmttee we heard testinony that
in Union City, where there are two high schools, they're going
to make those high schools mddle schools or sonething, and
they're going to build a brand-new school on sone property
t hat the school owned, and then sold to the town, and then the
State gave noney back to the town. [|'mnot sure how that
wor ked out. But they're building a school that’s down in the
ground, basically below street |level, and they' re going to put
a football field on top of the school. | nean, these are the

ki nds of things that we in non-Abbott Districts hear, and we
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think we're not getting the full story here. So our district
is saying, basically, what the "H' is going on?

MR. VEINER Let ne address those two. One |I'mnore
famliar with than the other

First, the situation with Long Branch and w ndows.
| have two observations. [|I'mnot famliar with that. In
fact, 1'mgoing to offer, dangerously, sone conjecture. One
is that wi ndow replacenent is exactly the kind of project I
was referring to that should never cone as a school facilities
project. It should be sonething which the district could do
t hrough the devel opnment and the grom h of a capital
mai nt enance account. They decide it's tinme to replace the
wi ndows, they replace the windows. They don't need us to do
that. But the other thing is, when a school facilities
project gets identified, one of the problens we have seen is
that a project will be identified -- that a school needs a new
HVAC system or it needs new wi ndows -- and when we go in there
we find out the project is, in fact, much bigger than that,
because the reason they need new wi ndows is that there's rot
al ong the window frames. So if you don't replace rot, what's
t he point of replacing the windows? The HVAC systemis nore
than a boiler. You need to get at the duct work for sone
reason, because it’'s 30, 40, 50 years old. So that al so was
one of the causes for the construction cost systemthat's in a
project to be perilously |ow

Wth Union City -- and we'll provide you sone nore
details about Union City. The way you described Union City --

and | know you're not describing, you' re describing the way

ot her people have -- take certain facts -- and I know it's not
intentional. | knowthis is a comon m sunderstanding. And
it paints a picture that would send a chill up anybody's

spine. The school is not below ground. There may be part of
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t he school that's bel ow grade, and sonme parking may be bel ow
grade. And yes, they are utilizing the roof as the athletic
field, which is a very innovative design, which admttedly
costs nore noney than if you put the athletic field on the
ground. The problemis, there is no ground in Union Gty that
could be used for an athletic field. So this is a design that
has gotten a |l ot of recognition. And when you add up the fact
that this new high school consolidates two or three previous
hi gh schools into one facility, net/net the community and the
State has a very cost-effective project.

And | caution us all to be careful of singling out
any single factoid and junping to a conclusion around that
factoid.

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: Well, that goes back to ny
original statenment. |Is there sone criteria that is being used
to judge a plan that cones in and says, "W want"--

MR. VEINER There are two things that we now do.
There are two things. The first: | think the kind of criteria
you' re tal king about is enbedded in the |ong-range facility
review process by the Departnent of Education. They're the
ones who determ ne educational adequacy. Again, Gordon will
probably give a nuch better explanation than | coul d, but
that's where that first decision is nade. Then what happens
is, we have now created a nmechanismand a process at the SCC
that when a project is approved and the Departnent of
Educati on says this community should have this kind of project
instituted, we then put a teamtogether to go out and
under st and: what does that really nmean, what does it nean to
build a mddle school, what does it nean to do a nmjor rehab,
what does it nmean to do a HVAC systen? So we can get handl e
on it. But the educational adequacy is determ ned by the DOE,

not by us.
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ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: I n response to a question a |ong
time ago by Senator Rice, you said that when you -- you've
j ust gone out, you ve advertised in New Jersey, Pennsylvania,
New York for projects, | guess. |Is there any requirenent that
a certain percent of the work nust be done by New Jersey
firms? | nean, | would hope that we are trying to encourage
all the work be done by New Jersey firnms. Wy do we go to
Pennsyl vania? Wy go to New York? Are we excluding people
from New Jersey?

MR. VEINER: Well, we do that in order to increase
t he bidding pool. |In fact, sone contractors cone from out of
state. Nothing woul d make us happier than to have all New
Jersey firnms giving the |lowest prices. But it is open, and
our goal is to increase the bidding pool and to create
econonmi ¢ opportunity inside the state. If we were tolimt
ourselves just to New Jersey contractors, not only would it
probably violative of law, but we'd be |limting the bidding
pool and artificially increasing the price of the project.

MR, ZUBROW Assenblyman, if | could just add. [|I'm
told that, to date, roughly 90 percent of the work on the
school s projects have gone to New Jersey firns.

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: Now, the issue today is -- and
we tal ked Monday about the school that was kind of stranded
and al so the school that there was noney available but really
involved a certain type of transfer.

MR. VEEI NER R ght.

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: | know we asked for it on
Monday, but is it possible you could give, either froma | egal
staff, either to our Conmttee or the Education Conmttees, a
list of all the statutory or |egislative changes or issues
that are inpeding you fromdoing what you need to do, so we

can kind of clear the way for you?
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MR. VEINER Sure. W're working on that, and we
anticipate that to be coll aborative. W' re working now with
our coll eagues and executive branch to pull that together.

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: My last question. | asked this
Monday. | have to say -- and | didn't say it then. | don't
nmean this in terns of disrespect. But | don't really know how
| ong the organi zati on has been in existence -- five years,
four years?

MR. VEI NER:  About five or six years.

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: Now, it's my understanding --
and | asked this on Monday. The person who is the Chief
Qperating Oficer was there for the |ast five years, alnost
five years, basically doing the same thing when a | ot of these
probl ens occurred. Wy is he still the Chief Operating
Oficer?

MR VEINER: 1'll give you the sane answer | gave
them |'ve had a chance work with himin the ei ght nonths
|"ve been here. 1've run three other agencies in ny career in
State governnent. | haven't worked with anybody finer. |
don't know what the situation was in the past. | know that
sometimes we all know situations where recommendati ons can be
overrul ed by people of nore senior authority.

The job of Chief Operating Oficer, as |'ve
structured it, has a different portfolio of responsibility
than in the past. There were two periods of tinme when this
i ndi vidual, unfortunately, was out for extended nedical | eave.
So we have made extensive organi zational changes in the past
eight nonths. |1'mgoing to continue to make extensive
organi zati onal changes now that |'ve been honored with the
opportunity to be here on an other than transitional basis.
And | certainly hope that this gentleman continues to work

with ne.
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ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: Again, |I'm |l ooking fromthe
corporate view. W have all kind of national exanples of
corporations that really have not been run properly and
problems. |It's basically the person at the head.

MR. VEINER  But he wasn't the head.

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: He was running things there. He
was the head.

MR. VEINER No, no. But let's be careful. And I'm
saying this respectfully also. Titles in organizations and
titles in government are sonetimes handed out w thout
connection to what is being done, wthout taking anything away
from the individual.

When | was asked by then-Governor Corzine (sic) to
take a | ook at the organization, | took a |look at the
executive side of the organization. The portfolio
responsibility that this gentleman had didn't warrant him
being called COO. And there have been at |east two instances
-- and I"'mtrying to be cautious in nmy words, not to enbarrass
anybody -- where, in fact, he was isolated organi zationally
and given no responsibilities despite having a very fancy
title. There have been other instances that | verified where
he made recommendati ons to people who were really running the
organi zati on. Those recommendati ons, for whatever reasons,
were ignored. | only can go by what | do. And I think when
you | ook at the organi zation today and you conpare it to where
it was 18 nonths ago, certainly where it was 10 nont hs ago, we
have new senior staff, we have new divi sion heads, we have new
functioning divisions. | spent a lot of the Comrittee's tine
detailing sone of our initiatives. W have a |l evel of
accountability and transparency that didn't exist before. W
have a new board and, |I'mproud to be the new CEO of the

organi zation. And if six nonths fromnow, or three nonths
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fromnow or years fromnow | don't live up to the
expectations of this Commttee, certainly call ne in and ask
me about how |I' m naki ng deci sions on who |I'minvesting
responsibility with. Al | can tell you is the teamI|'m
putting together -- and there are sone people who aren't
wor ki ng there now who were working there sonme nonths ago -- is
a team|'mvery proud of.

SENATOR RICE: I n other words, the buck stops with

you.
MR. VEEI NER: Yes, sir.
SENATOR RICE: And we will hold you accountable, and
we will hold the Governor accountabl e.

Let me also say that | think that the Assenbl yman's
question was very valid, but I think your response was equally
valid, primarily because | know of an individual that | truly
bel i eve, fromworking and watching -- who is no |onger there
-- had a capacity, but because he didn't have the political
support. He took the brunt of what was taking place over
there. He was isolated fromneetings, including in nmy own
area, which | used to mandate “Bring himup,” given the role
he had. So |I'mglad you restructured, but the accountability
has to conme from you, because | think that the Assenbl yman's
very nmuch correct.

ASSEMBLYMAN STANLEY: Also, |'ve been inforned by
Counsel that we may be goi ng down a dangerous slope by trying
to deal with personnel issues in a public forum

But having said that, many of us have been in the
Legi slature for a nunmber of years, and things haven't gone
that well and we're still here.

Assenbl ywoman Beck.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN BECK:  Thank you.

Good nor ni ng.
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| | ooked through your presentation, and | think
there are many interpolations. Mne is that this is the
obliteration of the suburban, non-Abbott districts if we enact
this proposal. W’ve spent 8.6 billion. There indeed was
corruption, there indeed was fraud, and the investigations
aren't conplete. And when you tal k about this being an
investnment in our community, what you're really saying is this
an i nvestnent in 31 school districts, not our entire
community. This is not the entire New Jersey, State of New
Jersey comunity that's benefiting.

| think when you tal k about inclusion, this is not
an inclusive proposal. | have school districts that have
peopl e of color, that have people that are in need that are
not having their needs net educationally. And it's drastic.
It's bad. | think this proposal is a disservice to the State
of New Jersey.

| know t he Conm ssioner of Education agrees with ne
in the fact that, by separating out school districts into
Abbott and non- Abbott, you create this inequity. There should
not be any such thing. It should be school districts and it
shoul d be children.

So that said, |ooking at your proposal -- and maybe
| just could lead with this one question about the
i nvestigations, because while | know you're trying to nove on,
Il will tell you that the general public is still stinging at
the thought that 8.6 billion was still spent and now we're
goi ng back to ask themfor nore in the wake of a | ot of
corruption.

There has been sone specul ation that, indeed
organi zed crime may have played a role. And if that is the
case, have you reached out to the State Police? Have you

asked for their information, analysis, and review of the
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contractors that were involved in this construction project?
| think that would be critical, not only to know what happened
in the past, but also know ng for going forward.

MR VWEINER: Well, let ne address that question
first, and assure you and the people of the State that we are
actively working with, at our initiation, |aw enforcenent
agencies at all level of governnent to | ook at past practice.
And as |I'm sure you know, there is a whole unit in the
Attorney Ceneral's Ofice, the Ofice of Governnent Integrity,
that's devoted to the process of prequalification of bidders
and contractors in order to get at precisely the problem
you' re tal king about; and that there is an active enforcenent
mechani sm by the SCC in conjunction with the Attorney
Ceneral's Ofice, to debar and disqualify contractors for a
whol e host of reasons. That's a very active, ongoing process.

Let me say, again, that the SCC over the past eight
or nine nonths -- is the only things |I can report to you --
actively and regularly neet with | aw enforcenent officials at
all levels of governnment. W provide information. W provide
questions. And we rely upon themto do their job. M job in
this accountability is to build schools in an efficient manner
and to draw upon all the resources possible. The Attorney
Ceneral's job is to rout out crimnals and bring themto
justice. | don't want to -- | want to nake sure we're not
m xi ng responsibilities and accountabilities on that.

In terns of going forward --

MR. ZUBRON Can | just add? As |I'msure the
Assenbl ywonman would do -- if, as you allude, you re aware of
specific instances in which crimnal activities have occurred
in the programor specific areas of fraud which you don't
believe are currently being under investigation through the
Attorney Ceneral's Ofice, we certainly hope you would bring
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that to our attention or the Attorney General's attention, so
that in partnership we can all make sure that those things
don't occur.

ASSEMBLYWOVAN BECK: It's ny understandi ng that the
resources that the State Police have at their fingertips have
not been tapped and, indeed, that they have know edge t hat
could be helpful in the investigation. And that you cannot
abdi cate responsibility as the head of this organization--

MR. VEINER  No, no.

ASSEMBLYWOVAN BECK: --who is part of the
i nvestigation. You should certainly be--

SENATOR RICE: Through the Chair.

MR VEINER: |'msorry.

SENATOR RICE: | control ny neeting. |If there's
going to be a debate because we on this Committee di sagree, |
woul d | et you answer questions. M coll eagues can debate ne.
| have no problemdoing that. | do have sonething to say
about this when you' re finished.

MR VEINER May 1?

SENATOR RICE:  Yes.

MR VEINER | will assune -- and we don't know each
other very well. | wll| assunme all the responsibilities of
this job. | will not assune the responsibility of being a | aw
enforcenent official. And to inpose that upon ne is unfair
and inappropriate. And if the State Police -- if anybody in
the State Police tells you that they are bei ng handi capped in
the investigation of activities of the School s Construction
Corporation, | would urge themto go directly to Gregory Paul
(phonetic spelling) or to Stuart Radner immedi ately.
| medi ately. We want not hing but their help.

My job is to deliver information to them which we

do on a regular basis. | confer with themon a regul ar basis.
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| confer with the Ofice of Inspector General on a regular
basis. It is not ny job to investigate crimnal activity. If
| was doing that, they should and you should yank ne out of ny
job. So I don't want to have anybody suggest that |'m not
doi ng sonething that | should be doing. | want to be very

cl ear about that.

We are very proud of the work we're doing in working

with | aw enforcenent officials. It is unfortunate that sone
of that has not conme around as quickly as we'd all like to
see. And without wanting to pass the buck, | suggest that you

ask that question of the Attorney General. Ask it of the
Superintendent of the State Police. And you can check wth
t hem about our |evel of cooperation. But it is not ny
responsibility, and I will not let you inpose that
responsibility on ne here through rhetoric.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN BECK:  Through the Chair.

If you're neeting with these people regularly, and
the sinple question of whether or not they were involved, |I'm
not sure that that inposes nuch nore than a single question
upon you. And you know that there's the potential that maybe
they' re not involved as they should be -- and naybe |'m wr ong.
Maybe | m sunderstood. But it's one question, and you're
hol ding regul ar neetings. And, to ne, | don't think that's a
| ot to ask.

And | have further questions, and we can nove on.

MR VEINER |'mconfused. | certainly want to neet
your expectations, but if I'mnmeeting with the Attorney
General and Director of the Division of Crimnal Justice, who
both supervise the State Police -- and the State Police is
their tool -- until this nonent, | didn't know that there was
anybody in the State Police -- excuse ne -- there is on the

State Police who felt that they were inpeded. | can assure
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you that when | get to ny office today, |I'mgoing to be
calling those two individuals and I'm going to suggest that
they call the State Police and find out if anybody feels

i npeded; and that they call you, if you haven't already called
them so you can di sclose who the human being is in the State
Police who is feeling i npeded. And to do what you're doing
here is a disservice to the State and it's a disservice to the
program |If you know of sonebody who is inpeded, | would hope
that you woul d have called the Attorney Ceneral also.

ASSEMBLYWOVAN BECK:  Through the Chair.

SENATOR RICE: Go ahead.

ASSEMBLYWOVAN BECK: That is ny interpretation, by
the way, of the conversation | had. So | would take
responsibility for that interpretation

You nentioned that there really was no managenent of
the last mlIlion dollars, and now we've begun to inplenent a
new program And as part of that program on Page 12 of the
report, it mentions that there are going to be a series of new
requi renents |inking construction and educati onal purpose
But it's really only targeting the RODs. And | just want to
be certain that those same requirenents and that same scrutiny
is going on for all school districts.

MR VWEINER. In fact -- and I"'msorry if | wasn't
clear. That scrutiny and that prioritization process exists,
with the criteria that | detailed, for what we now call Abbott
Districts. That criteria, which in the past wasn't applied as
stringently as everybody would |like to see -- principally the
criteria of health and safety, overcrowding, early chil dhood
education centers -- emanates both from your statutes as well
as the Suprene Court. \What we've been saying is that for the

Regul ar Operating Districts there had been no criteria. And

72



as you know, it was a first cone, first served allocation of
grants. There are certain reasons why that can work.

One of the concerns that the Worki ng Group had was
that if we're going to be spendi ng noney in Regul ar Operating
Districts, then clearly shouldn't they have the sanme kind of
alignnent that currently exists in the Abbott Districts?
That's what's i ntended.

ASSEMBLYWOVAN BECK: So simlar standards for al
school districts?

MR. VEINER: Well, it could be simlar, but what we
want to do is, through you and your colleagues, facilitate a
di scussion that says, “Are the criteria of health and safety,
overcrowding in our child centers the best criteria in a
Regul ar Qperating District?” Mybe it's sonething el se.

In ny talking to the Garden State Coalition and
superi ntendents of Regular Operating Districts, it's clear
that every district that has participated -- | gave the
per cent ages before. An overwhelm ng majority of Regul ar
Qperating Districts benefited fromthe grant programin the
past. They all went to neritorious prograns. None of it was
wasted. All of it brought sonething positive to the
communities. The question for everybody to debate is, should
there be a criteria? And if there’s a criteria, what should
it be for Regular Qperating Districts? Mybe it's not the
same. The issue is, there should be alignnment; not that every
school has to |l ook |ike every other school

ASSEMBLYWOVAN BECK: Thank you.

Just a coupl e other questions, whichis -- | noticed
that, on Page 22, the long-range plan cones in, there's a
review, and then a budget is struck. And I'mjust curious how
we could arrive at the 3.2 billion nunber if we're going to be

review ng plans and comng up with a budget after the | ong-
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range plans. How did you get the 3.2? |Is that based on the
2000 | ong-range plan? How do we know that nunber is accurate?

MR. VEINER: | don't now how one defines accuracy.
So if accuracy is defined as, "Is that enough noney to do the
j ob?" the answer is no. By definition, it's not. And | would
respectfully suggest that this Legislature wouldn't want to
and shoul dn't appropriate all the noney that would be
necessary to do the entire job.

The 3.25 billion was cone up with as a
recommendation, and it has two conponents. First, we took a
| ook at the Abbott Districts, and we said, given the projects
t hat have been approved in the past, given the anmount of work
that coul d be done over a two-year planning horizon, how nuch
nmoney, what's the -- frankly, the smallest anount of noney

that could get the nost material and anount of work done. And

we canme up with the nunber of around $2 billion as a starting
point. And then we also have the shortfall, which we've
articulated, and we've cone up with $2.5 billion. W can do a

little bit nore. But frankly, if the Legislature said, "You
know what? We want to allocate twice as nmuch noney to you,"
at this point, I don't think that's the best approach. |
think it should be smaller bites than in the past, and there
shoul d be a higher |level of accountability than in the past.
So we structured that nunber as best we could. And |I'm sure
when we get into active discussion over |legislation, we'll
| ook at different nodels together, we'll | ook at different
pl anni ng horizons together, and we'll cone up with a nunber
t hat makes sense. W think this one, on its face, nakes
sense.

We then took at | ook at the Regul ar Operating
Districts and said, “There's a lot of uncertainties. There's

uncertainties of ‘Wat does planning criteria |ook Iike?
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There's uncertainties if there's going to be a debt service
programor a grant program” W have a point of view, but
it's not our decision; it's going to be, ultimtely, your
decision as to what that program|ooks |ike. And as

Assenbl yman St anl ey pointed out before, we tried to stay the
same general ratio as in the past. So $750 million is not as
much noney as 2 billion, but it's certainly not a pittance.
Again, we anticipate that's going to be one of the many

subj ects for discussion and debate as this |egislation noves
f orwar d.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN BECK:  Through the Chair.

O course, | disagree that it's not a pittance. It
is a pittance in conparison to 580 districts that are out
t here.

But really, what | was trying to get at is -- | got
close to the answer, but what | was really looking for is the
fact that you' ve got new | ong-range plans comng in -- things
have been changed; the requirenents have changed. But yet we
have a budget nunber here. That budget nunber had to be based
on sonmething. Was it based on old information?

MR. VEINER: No, no, it wasn't. In fact, it was
based on the fact that newinformation is comng in. |If you
| ook at that chart again, on Page 22: the last line, all the
way to the right on the bottom is the strategic plan. That
woul d emanate a list of all the projects that coul d be done
Wi t hout regard to noney over a five-year horizon. Then it's
really up to you and your coll eagues to say, "How much are we
willing to invest in this. How nuch are we willing to
allocate?" |If you said a billion, for exanple, we go this far
down the list. |If you say 2 billion, we go this far down the
list. |If you were to say sonething greater than 2 billion,
we'd go further down the list. The nunber 2 billion, based
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upon what we estinmate the needs m ght be, is enough to
materially allow us to a do a real strategic plan; because
sonme of the projects that will be funded are projects that
were identified in the year 2000 and remain in need. Sone of
them are those 27 projects | referred to before that have

hi gher priority. That is, give or take a hundred mllion
dollars, a little over a billion dollars right there, just to
do those 27 projects. So we triangulated in on a nunber. And
then it will undoubtedly not fund an entire strategic plan.
And then we'll cone back sone two years |later and say, "W
said we'd acconplish this. This is what we acconplished. Now
to nove to the next |evel, we need additional noney."

The thing to renmenber, and | know you know it and |
know your coll eagues on these commttees knowit, is that this
is a programthat's going to take years and years and years
and much nore than $2.5 billion in the Abbott Districts. And
the need in the Regular Operating Districts is also one that's
ongoi ng and doesn't go away with a particular influx of noney,
no matter how | arge that nunber is. W are tal ki ng about
fundanment al questions about how we fund the construction of
school facility projects throughout the State.

ASSEMBLYWOVAN BECK: No questi ons.

Thank you.

One other thing, which is: | noted in the course of
the report that it seens that the aid, the 750 mIlion, would
be tied to the wealth of the district. And | know, as the
Chair knows, that is not always an accurate reflection of the
district. And | cited, the last tine we were together, wth
Red Bank, 92 percent are on free and reduced |unch, 70 percent
of our students are Latino, 20 percent are African-Anmerican,
10 percent are Caucasian. And it is a district with enornous

needs, and it's not an Abbott, and is not wealthy. Even
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t hough sone of the residents there are, the district is not
weal t hy.

In this case, that would not nake a | ot of sense.
So | question whether that is the best way to approach the
di stribution of the aid.

MR. VEINER | understand.

SENATOR RICE: Let ne make a couple of comments
her e.

ASSEMBLYWOVAN BECK: | just have one-- | just have
one | ast- -

SENATOR RICE: W' ve just got to change tapes,
Assenbl ywoman.

ASSEMBLYWOVAN BECK:  Sure, no problem

SENATOR RICE: While she’s doing that, |let ne assure
everybody that, one, we’'ll conclude. | know that nmy nenbers
had some very | ong weeks here, and the rest of you are
inpatient. But this is inportant to those of us who have the
oversight. Don’'t take the questions personally. You are
doi ng good in this round. (laughter)

MR. Macl NNES: W' Il be back.

ASSEMBLYWOVAN BECK:  Thanks.

Just ny final question/conment, which is back to ny
original. | think there is a lot of agreenent in the State
that by our separating out one school district from another,
it's created inequity. And naybe at the tinme it was done,
that made sense; now, it really doesn't. And | would just ask
for your opinion on that, as soneone that's now structuring
this programfor just 31 school districts, when indeed you' ve
got so many in need in the State, whether or not you think
this is an equitable distribution of State dollars?

MR VWEINER First, let nme just give a clarification
on perspective. The school construction programwhich |I'm
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responsi ble for is not just 31 districts; it's all the
districts. And we have been responsible, as you know, and |I'm
now pi cking up responsibility for what remains of $2 billion
that went to what we call the Regular Operating Districts.
Qur recommendation-- And people may, of course, quibble with
the noney; and | don't nean to mnimze it, but disagree with
t he amount of noney that was recommended -- was for every
district. Sonme people m ght want to see nore or less. So |
do view a responsibility for all districts.

| also recognize that a change in the school aid

forrmula is sonething that m ght make a | ot of sense. |It's
sonet hing that the Governor has called for. |It's certainly
sonet hing that we support. And eventually, | believe at sone
point in tine there will be a change in the school aid

formula, and that will address many issues that deal with

ot her issues that your colleagues have raised. And when that
happens, | amconfident that we can build in an effective
conponent as part of that fornula to address school
construction needs for all the districts, and how do you

al l ocate finite resources anong 500-sonme-odd districts.

Qur point is, until you and your coll eagues figure
that out, we can't stop the current program for either the
Abbott Districts or the Regular Operating Districts, hence the
recommendation at the level it's at. So that assum ng that a
timely change does an occur, we're in a position not to have
committed yet another billion, two billion on top of the
recommendati on, but can take any future funding and integrate
it into a new formnul a.

ASSEMBLYWOVAN BECK: Thank you.

SENATOR RI CE:  Thank you.
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Let ne just make a couple of points here, whether ny
col | eagues agree or disagree. But |I've been around | ong
enough to know sone of what |'mtalking about.

First of all, you're correct, and the programis for
ever ybody.

Secondly, and | think nost inportant, whether we
agree, disagree, like or dislike, the 31 Abbott Districts is a
cl ear court mandate, Suprenme Court nmandate. People had
sonething to say in argunents prior to Brown v. Board of
Education and Pl essy v. Ferguson. And so we can accept those
realities. | also respect the fact that we all represent
different populations with different needs, sone popul ati ons
with the sane needs. | respect that. | also said earlier
that fair and equity is not always the anobunt you get; it's
nmeeting your needs.

|f there's any menber of this Committee or anyone in
the Legislature who has a district such as the one that the
Assenbl ywoman was descri bing, we need to know about it and the
State needs to know about it. Wat |I'm asking you to do,

t hrough the Chair, I'masking you to go back -- | want to
know, clearly, every district, not only dollars they receive,
but every district that did not apply for funding who had an
opportunity to do so, and | want it broken down by |egislative
district. Because if, in fact, colleagues, out of 120

Legi sl ators, are not connecting and comruni cating with their

superintendents -- except for the cry letters that they get
and the cry phone calls -- and not asking the kinds of
guestions -- “How cone you didn't apply?” -- to find out why

they did not, then they're never going to get the kind of
results they want based on what “those districts” claimtheir

needs are. It is just that sinple.
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The other thing is that | do disagree and wil |
al ways di sagree with any col | eague, or anyone el se outside of
governnent -- what we do in governnment -- as long as we have
t he proper checks and bal ances in place -- we have conm t nent
and integrity in the process. And that's what we're trying to
do now by restructuring and redirecting. Anything we do
benefits New Jersey. No one is ever going to tell ne -- and
|"mgoing racial here, not froma racial node, but to
identify, and I won't get tough with it. But if anybody tells
me that mnority and wonen, little boys and little girls in
t hose urban districts who receive an opportunity to get a good
qual ity public education -- because it's not our job to
privatize education in the State, regardl ess of what
| egislation is comng through; the Constitution is clear. But
if one of those kids succeeds and soneone was excluded in the
process, even though they shouldn't be excluded, they're not
going to tell me that's not a benefit to New Jersey. |'m
reduci ng gang bangers, and |’ m educating. And naybe we nake a
rocket scientist. So there is a benefit to New Jersey. The
cause is trenendous. |If anybody put it in perspective, if you
wei gh the cause of incarceration, and | ook at that population,
and then lay that down and overlay it with the this 8.6
billion and the breakdown of it -- it becones very clear that
this is one of these necessary evils.

"' mnever going to argue, as a Legislator, that a
district in need -- that | clearly know has a need -- outside
of my district, shouldn't receive because another district is.
|"m going to support the district that has the need; and |I'm
going to argue the case, wthout stymeing |legislation that's
going forward, to help those districts on things that nmake

sense, with the dollars and cents necessary to nake it happen.
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What is starting to happen, and has happened for a
nunber of years in New Jersey, there are those in New Jersey
-- not the general public in general, but elected officials at
all levels of governnent -- who have never wanted these
dollars to be spent, because there are other needs that need
to be net economically. | respect that. | spent 16 years on
the Council. So there are representatives who have becone a
barrier, rather than educating the people on the needs of why
t his shoul d happen; and we collectively get together to try to
address those ot her needs economcally, recognizing it's
tough. So that needs to be put in perspective.

The other thing that disturbs nme is, every place |
go there's nothing but talk about corruption. Right now
there's a presidential election -- an election in Brazil, and
they say there’s not nuch difference in the candidates, but
it’s this issue of mamssive governnent corruption. The
corruption is in corporate America. Corruption happens to be
in sone of the things taking place in our churches. And | get
really upset when | hear anyone, but particularly |oca
governnent officials, indicate the potential of corruption and
not go to the proper authorities. | get angry with citizens
comng to me with information and I direct themand they don't
want to go. [|'Il take it, but this is no different than the
housi ng construction industry, which |I'mdoing |egislation on
now, that was investigated and | ooked at by SCI in the housing
i ndustry.

There's been a I ot of allegations, and that's what
they were. The question is, they should not go to DCA, they
shoul d be going to the Attorney CGeneral. As a Legislator,
rai sed the question with the Attorney General recently to | ook
into the fact whether or not this entity is investigating; and

if so, fine. If not, we can maybe think about doing sone
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investigation. That was ny responsibility, not to go to the
Comm ssion of DCA but go to the executive authority. That's
why we have these separations of powers. That's why we have
these different departnments and agenci es.

And I"'mtelling you as a forner investigator or one
who runs different things, certain information |I'm not going
to provide -- regardl ess of how nuch people beat nme up --
unless | provide it to the proper authority. And there are
sonme cases where there are laws that bar nme fromproviding it
publicly.

So it's nice for us to cone and demand i nformation
on who is being investigated. That's the wong question. The
guesti on shoul d be whether or not an investigation is going
on. But if the authority says they can't |et anyone know
there's an investigation yet because there's |inkage to what
they have to do to fully investigate, or to start the
i nvestigation, you can't even really say. So you sit before a
body like this and feel l|ike you' re handcuffed when you want
to be cooperative.

| think your responses were correct. | think the
guestions by the Assenbl ywoman were correct. But | also think
if any nmenbers -- in fact, I'"'mthinking, fromlistening to
that line of questioning -- because | think the law is clear
now. But |'mthinking about putting legislationin to nmake it
very clear if any Legislator out of 120 or any depart nent
personnel that works in this governnment have informtion
factual information -- not a bunch of hearsay, because the
medi a gi ves you hearsay -- and they don't report it, either be
renmoved fromoffice or held highly accountable for that.
Because | think that's our first responsibility when we talk

about integrity, and things of that nagnitude.
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Al'l of us get painted with a bad brush. Twenty-one
years, never had a problem -- | got painted because of
politics. That's going to happen. But where it's factual, if
organi zed crine is involved with this process, |'msure it's
not sonmething that the State Police and the Attorney Cenera
will sit back on their laurels -- or the U S. Attorney’s
Ofice -- if they have information. They' |l do the
prelimnary investigation; they're not going to tell you
anything about it. You may think nothing is going on, but a
ot is going on.

| don't really believe that every | aw enforcenent
agency, you know, has a nonopoly on integrity either, in terns
of that. Some of those agencies also |ack sone integrity,
dependi ng who you're dealing with.

| need to be clear on that, because I knowit is
very inportant for the public to believe, and understand, and
know that we are tightening this systemup for accountability.
| think when the nedia wite that we can't get certain
responses, the nedia doesn't wite why we can't get them And
the public reads that line that the Legislators -- in this
case, whoever asked for so-and-so and won't get it -- that
makes the perception of noving forward with SCC, and things we
have to do to help the school districts throughout New Jersey,
even nore problematic.

And so our | eadership needs to be going back to the
districts and being honest with the people -- those who
receive, those who do not receive -- as to why we have to do
t hi ngs, and build public schools, and not privati ze.

The final thing. | can count the nunber of people
on one hand t hroughout New Jersey who were in the Legislature
during the course of this tine and who are here now t hat

called for investigations on the City of Newark when the State
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came in and basically, for lack of a better word, ripped off
or m smanaged $70 million and never replaced it. | can count
t he nunber of people on one hand that raised a question for
i nvestigation on $20 million-plus out of Paterson -- the
State, not the guard they renoved, the State, which was nore
than the | ocal people “allegedly” had ripped off. And I
didn't see anybody in New Jersey beyond those districts
yel ling, “Replace the noney because it created a bad deficit.”
So | don't want people outside the districts of Abbott yelling
that we shouldn't build schools. We should be yelling for
accountability. W should also be yelling we've got to do
this process very rapidly and get things in place, because the
cost is going up. And it will be done. |If the people in New
Jersey don't understand that it will be done because of the
Suprenme Court nandate, it may take 10 years back in the
courts. It's up to the |eadership to express to themthat,
"Look, as much as you regret this, it's sonething that’'s got
to get done. |It's going to be done, it's a mandate. And the
| onger we wait, the nore it's going to cost us. But as your
el ected official, here's what | can do for you. Let nme go
back and get the accountability. | don't feel in ny heart, as
a person -- rich or poor or mddle class, young or old -- that
you want to deny any resident in New Jersey an opportunity of
a quality life and a better education. | don't believe that's
in your heart. | do understand your concerns with the
spending. | also understand your concern with neeting your
needs that are not being met. 1It's nmy job as Legislator to
try to balance that." That's what the nessage shoul d be.

So | want to be on record with that. |If the nedia
is here, print that and quote it right. Because New Jersey

needs to start hearing fromus as | eaders, and not get behind
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t hese doors, and read stuff based on our frustrations and the
way we say things.

Wth that, 1'"'mgoing to give it back to the Co-
Chair. And if there are no other questions, we'll concl ude
the neeting after that.

Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN STANLEY: Any ot her questions? (no
response)

Let nme just commend Co-Chair Rice for a very good
summati on, | thought.

| just want to ask a couple of things of the SCC
One is that | understand that you have nont hly neeti ngs,
Chai r man?

MR ZUBROW  Yes.

ASSEMBLYMAN STANLEY: There is information, you
said, that is provided on the Wb site regarding the nonthly
nmeeti ngs?

MR. ZUBROW That is correct. W have nonthly Board
menbers. The different commttees of the Board al so neet
monthly, if not nore frequently. And the agenda's mnutes, as
well as all of the public Board naterials for the Board
nmeetings, are posted or our Wb site.

ASSEMBLYMAN STANLEY: |If there is no objection by
any nenber of the Commttee, if all nmenbers of the Commttee
woul d i ke a copy, | would certainly like you to send a copy
to the nenbers of the Assenbly Education Conm ttee, the Joint
Committee, sir, and perhaps the Senate Education Commttee as
well. If you could send that information out to them as
opposed to just having it available on the Wb site, because
some of us are not as technol ogically savvy as others.

MR. ZUBRON |'m sure that you' re very savvy
technologically. Wy don't we coordinate with Ml anie and
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staff. It is an enornous volune of information. And w thout
wanting to kill nore trees than are necessary, let's figure
out what would be hel pful really for you to be able to do your
oversi ght.

ASSEMBLYMAN STANLEY: If we have to kill sone trees

to save kids, we'll do it.

The other issue is wth respect, | guess, to the
Department of Education. |If you could direct those districts
who have not submtted their I ong-range plans -- to reiterate,

and directive to do so. And if there's anything that's
necessary in order to have assistance fromthe Departnment of
Education, fromthe Conmm ssioner, I"'msure it's within the
Commi ssioner's powers to do whatever is necessary to nmake sure
they get those in, because, after all, if we don't have those
pl ans, their plan doesn't go into the m x of what we're trying
to do.

MR. MACINNES: Just for the record, we have done
that in the case of both districts. And | think nore than
once. |In one case we have an extension. | think in the other
case we have no novenent.

ASSEMBLYMAN STANLEY: |Is the DCE there now? Because
if they're not, that's what | would recommend -- that they do
everything that they can do, even if it requires going into
the district, etc.

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: Can Comm ssi oner Macl nnes | et us
know who those two districts are? Wuld that be appropriate?

MR. MACINNES: Irvington and Harrison

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE:  Ckay.

ASSEMBLYMAN STANLEY: The third thing is, going
forward, that | think Senator Rice, my Co-Chair, has really
put it in very good perspective. W understand that there is

an ongoing track of litigation, etc. But we also have to
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focus -- and I|'m as Senator Rice is, and | know Assenbl ywonan
Voss is, certainly concerned that we prosecute and go the
whol e nine yards with respect to what hasn't been done
correctly in the past and so forth. Qur main obligation
really is noving ahead to the future and making sure that we
do what is necessary, that we give people the type of
assurances that they need to feel confortable with the
i nvestnment that we're making. But the fact of the matter is
that it's our Constitutional obligation to do that.

The other thing I want to attach to that is, none of
t hose kids had anything to do with what's happening now. So
we can't penalize the kids for the om ssions or the

transgressions of those in the past. Al we can do is nove

f orwar d.
| think that basically sunms it up
| f there's anything that anyone would add to that.
SENATOR RICE: Yes. Are the students from Keansburg
still here? | apologize to them They were here this

nmorni ng. They said cone see Keansburg for yourself. They
have needs down there, and we need to address those needs.
just want to commend themfor taking tine to come to the State
House to | obby on behalf of their fellow students.

At this point and juncture, we're going to conclude
this neeting. Let nme thank you. | feel a |ot better about
where we're going. |I'mnot satisfied with the tine franes
under the | eadership that we have, and in ternms of things
being put in place -- there's a lot nore work to be done, as
you know, fromthe comrents of ny committee nenbers.

Thank you very nmuch. The neeting is adjourn.

(Meeting adjourned at 1:05
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