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ASSEMBLYMAN JOHN H. EWING [Chairman of Assembly
Education Committee: Good morning, ladies and gentlemen,
I would like to open the public hearing on Senate Bill No.
575. My name is John Ewing from Somerset County, District 8,
and I am Chairman of the Assembly Education Committee.

We have on our list so far approximately 73 people who
wish to testify. This will be a one-day hearing. We will
continue on as late as we have to tonight, whether it is
eight, nine, ten or eleven o'clock. Anyone who wants to
stay and be heard will be heard, but there will be no more
hearings on S-~575,

The public hearing on aid to private schools will be
held next week, a week from today, at ten o'clock in the
same chambers here, and the same procedure will be followed
at that time.

If there are any individuals who must testify by not
later, say, than three o'clock because of a religious
holiday starting tomorrow, I wish they would speak to
Mr. Paul Muller, our Aide who is sitting at the front
desk here to my right, and give him your name so he will
be sure to get you on. Anyone who has a statement and
wishes to submit it to have it put in the record may do
so at this time, and if we do not get to you to testify
it will be entered in the record.

I request that you be as brief as possible, and do

not be surprised if I interrupt you. And those in the



audience who hear me do so, don't think I am trying to be
rude but, as I say, with 73 people to listen to and take
the testimony down it can be a rather lengthy procedure,

One other thing - we will break at 12:30 for lunch.
For those of you who are not familiar with the building,
there is a cafeteria. You go up to the hall here, turn
left, go out of this building and into the next and as
soon as you get in the building you turn to the right,

We will break at 12;30 for lunch so if anybody wants to
get an early lunch and come back here I think we will
commence again between one and one-fifteen.

I would now like to call on Dr. Carl L. Marburger,
Commissioner of Education of the State of New Jersey.

Dr. Marburger.

CARL L. MARBURGER: Thank you,
Assemblyman Ewing. I wish to thank you for permitting
me once again to present my views on the proposed revisions
of the State Aid Formula.

More than a year has passed since the initial hearings
were conducted on the report of the State Aid School Study
Commission., Many changes have occurred during the year.
New Jersey has a new state administration. Many faces
have changed, including some members of the Education
Committees. There have been many significant reforms of
state government, and there have been some shifts of

philosophy. But one thing has not changed. The State



of New Jersey has yet to face squarely its full responsibility under the Constitution

for financing a thorough and efficient system of public schools,

In my appearance before the joint committees last year, I stated that
the State Aid Study Commission Report was a progressive step toward equalizing
and increasing state aid to local schools and that it could become the most far-
reaching movement toward improving the quality of education in New Jersey history.

My opinion of the equalization-incentive aid formula has not changed.
I believe that Senate Bill 575 must be approved without delay. I fully share the
opinions of Governor Cahill as expressed in his special education message to the

Legislature on April 9, In his words, the present foundation program is outdated.

It does not provide adequate state support for our public schools, with the
result that an increasingly larger share of the burd‘en must be borne by local
property taxpayers. Because of this progressively worsening situation,
resistence to higher ;chool taxes is growing at an alarming rate in local school
districts. This year alone, 165 school operating budgets were defeated in the

February elections, compared with 129 in 1969.

In my testimony last year, I stated that the major thrust of the
proposed revisions in the state aid formula is directed toward those areas that
stand in greatest need of increased educational and financial services. '"Those
areas--principally in the major cities and depressed rural areas--can be defined
as ones in which the quality of education is either maintained at a tenuous status
quo or is actually declining because of high concentrations of disadvantaged
students, inadequate ratables, antiquated schools and teacher shortages." At

that time, I stated that one positive way in which the proposed revision addresses
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itself to the question of equalization aid is through the pupil weighting principle,
and I expressed the hope that weighting for AFDC children would be established at
the level of one, rather than one-half as contemplated in the original legislation,
I am encouraged by the fact that the Governor supports this recommendation and

that the legislation as it now stands includes this essential amendment.

The weighting of AFDC children at the higher level should provide much
needed financial assistance to those school districts which are already depressed

by increasing welfare costs, general municipal overburden and the relatively high

cost of educating children from lower income families,

Last year, I stated that the incentive aid aspect of the revised
formula posed some unigue problems, which I outlined in detail. Although the
Department of Education agrees with the basic principle of incentive aid, it
was felt at the time that the classification of school districts into three
distinct categories was too restrictive, Subsequently, the legislation has been
amended to expand the number of classifications to six. These amendments
were drafted to accommodate the concerns of certain types of school districts--
such as regional high school districts--that they would not be recognized or
rewarded for the high quality of their educational effort., I fully support these
changes and I believe they will allay many of the fears expressed by boards of

education throughout the state,

In this regard, I would also like to draw attention to a statement made,
in the hearings last year, on behalf of the State Federation of District Boards

of Education. I quote: "The Federation realizes that incentives to improve the



quality of educational programs imply the necessity for criteria for evaluation
of those programs. While it is understandable that many will view such criteria
with apprehension, we woulél submit that the demands of education are such today
that we must set some standards of quality and the degree to which they are

reached."

I can only add that the purpose of evaluation is to foster change by
revealing shortcomings which must be remedied if sound education goals are
to be achieved. Evaluation should tell us how well students are learning those
things the schools are trying to teach. It should also disclose which services
schools are not delivering to children. Finally, evaluation should contribute to
financial accountability; it should tell us whether funds are being used effectively

and for the purpose intended.

I also wish to lay to rest some fears that have been expressed regarding
criteria for evaluation and classification of school districts. Senate Bill 575
contains adequate safeguards against the arbitrary or capricious establishment
of such criteria, and it clearly implies a strong distinction between state support
and state operation of schools, As Senate Bill 575 now stands, the Commissioner
of Education, with approval of the State Board of Education, would determine
criteria and standards to be used in judging what should constitute the various
classifications of school districts, but such criteria and standards would be subject
to annual review by the Permanent Commission on State School Support. School
districts also would be given the right of appeal from any classification established

by the Commissioner.



Of more direct and immediate concern to the Commissioner énd the
Department of Education is the question, what should these criteria be? To
establish a fair and thorough system of school district evaluation will be a difficult
and time-consuming task, For this reason, I am encouraged by the fact that

Senate Bill 575 does not require a statewide system of evaluation until the 1972-73

school year. This time lapse will give the Department of Education nearly two
years in which to develop and test an evaluation model and to establish the criteria

necessary for implementation of the incentive aid system.

Once established, a sound system of evaluation and classification of
school districts will require continued effort on the part of the Department of
Education. In my testimony last year, I stated that such a system will need
extensive support and service, and to implement these services will require a
funding base. At the time, I recommended that the new state aid formula be
amended to earmark one-half of one per cent of state formula aid funds to the
Department to carry on this activity. I do not foresee an immediate need for these
funds, however, Only when the new formula becomes fully operative in 1972 will
this need arise. In the meantime, I am hopeful that the Legislature will approve
a supplementary appropriation of $100,000 which would be used to involve Department
staff members, consultants and the local school districts in developing the

criteria that would be required under Senate Bill 575,

Finally, I wish to impress upon the committees the urgent need for early,
affirmative action on Senate Bill 575. Not only are many of our school districts
pressed to the limit of their resources, and they must have additional state aid to

balance their 1971-72 budgets; but early action is necessary if the local school boards



are to be given adequate time in which to plan for a state
aid increase, Most local boards will begin work on their
1971-72 budgets in September, and they should know at
that time whether additional financial resources can be
counted upon at the State level,

I hope you share with me this sense of urgency, and
I wish to thank you for your concern and attention.
(Applause)

ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: I must request those on the lower
floor and the balcony not to make any demons trations such
as we just had. As I explained earlier - a lot of you have
just come in - we have 73 people to hear today and we have to
get through this and you will hear pros and cons most probably
and we do not want any demons trations of any type, otherwise
we will have to clear the chambers. And I mean that,

Thank you very much, Commissioner.

I would like to introduce Assemblyman Samuel Curcio
from District 2, Atlantic County, who has Jjust joined me.

The next speaker will be Mr. George Smith, President
of the State Board of Education.

GEORGE F. S MITH: Assemblyman Ewing
and Assemblyman Curcio, on behalf of the State Board of
Education, I appreciate this opportunity to offer testimony
on Senate Bill No. 575.

Many people and organizations, representing diverse

interests across the State, will speak before you today



cn the merits of this wvital legislation. Por this reascon,
I shall be brief.

My purpose is tc express to the joint committee the
endorsement of Senate Bill 575 by the State Board of
Education. On PFebruary 5, 1969, the State Bcard voted
full approval of the State School Aid Study Commission
Report, and at its public meeting of June 3, 1970, the
Board expressed its unanimous and unconditional support
of the current legislation which would implement that
report.

In both of these actions, the State Board expressed
its belief that New Jersey's educational system is not
fully meeting the needs of our rapidly changing society,
nor has our State Government fully responded in the past
to the public demands for constructive change,

New Jersey is the most urban state in the nation. It
is a cauldron into which has poured the third highest
migrant stream in the country. It contains the second
highest Puerto Rican population and the second highest
Cuban population in the nation. In addition to intensifying
the problems inherent in the operation of urban schoocl
systems, these factors entail the added burden of meeting
the needs of children with second language difficulties
and of children who are the rural poor in the migrant stream.

The societal changes to which I referred have occurred

too quickly in most urban centers of the State for an



adequate response. Not only has the State of New Jersey
failed to act quickly enough or in sufficient measure,
but the acute financial problems facing many of our
school districts have been intensified by growing
inequities between urban and suburban school districts
in assessed valuation. Until only recently, the State
has failed to recognize the necessity for a much greater
level of financial aid to hard-pressed districts.

A recent report of the United States Office of Educa-
tion predicts that the nation's education costs during
the coming decade will increase four times as fast as
the school population, if present trends continue. It
is an understatement to say that these projections are
not encouraging.

Although this forcast is not absolute, it is safe to
predict that the costs of education will continue to
rise in the immediate future. Without a commitment
from the State for a hidher level of State aid, these
steadily increasing costs of education will place an
increasing burden on the local property taxpayer =- and
that burden has already become oppressive,

It is the opinion of the State Board of Education
that such a commitment is in fact embodied in the report of
the State School Aid Study Commission and in Senate Bill
575. This legislation represents a significant break-

through in the problem of school finance. Beyond



providing more desperately-needed State funding

to local schocl districts, it would change measurably
the formula by which State aid is allocated., 1In

effect, S=575 will increase State aid to nearly all
school districts, but it will increase aid at higher
levels in those school districts which are least able to
pay for quality educational services., Further, it will
provide strong incentives, through additional State

aid, to those school districts which demonstrate strong
initiative toward improving the quality cf education.

Enactment of this legislation should have two profound
and long-range effects upon education in New Jersey.

First, it should begin to mitigate the confiscatory
nature of local property taxes. It is beyond reason to
expect the property owner to continue to bear, virtually
alone, the full burden of annual increases in the costs
of education. As Governor Cahill noted in his special
message on education, local propercy taxes for schools
today exceed $1 billion, compared with $743 million
only three years ago. Concurrent increases in State
aid have not kept pace.

Second, the benefits of the incentive-equalization
State aid formula will reach all children of the State,
I cannot emphasize this point too strongly. Senate Bill
575 entails not only a form of assistance to the ethnic

poor of our cities, however desirable and urgently needed
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such assistance may be, but a method of insuring that
quality education shall be a proper and attainable
goal for every child.

I earnestly hope, and it is the sincere desire of
the State Board of Education, that the legislature will
affirm its commitment to education by taking affirmative
action on Senate Bill 575, Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: Mr. Smith, where would you
suggest the funding of this S=575 come from?

MR. SMITH: This is a burden, unfortunately, of the
Legislature, not ours, I think that the relatively
small start in this important program is so modest that
it should not be difficult for the Legislature to find
those funds.

I can say to you, sir, in addition that when I was
privileged to join this State Board of Education twelve
years ago these same problems existed then and, while
we have done all we could without additional funds,
this is the first constructive movement in the proper
direction.

KATHERTINE A UCHTINCLOSS: Could
I add, Assemblyman Ewing, my own particular support
for what the Commissioner has asked for, the $100,000
planning grant,

ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: Would you identify yourself,
please.

MRS. AUCHINCLOSS: I'm sorry., I am Mrs. Katherine

Auchincloss, Vice President of the State Board
11 .
W
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of Education. I have been working on a sub-committee

on this matter and it is essential to us that we have
these funds in order to carry through the appropriate
kind of planning that will make a desirable evaluation
program. So I would like to put in an extra pitch for
that, if I may. Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: Is that a part of the bill
right now?

MRS, AUCHINCLOSS: No, it is not.

ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: It has to be a separate appro-
priation.

MRS. AUCHINCICSS: In the Commissioner's testimony,
it is on page 5; he asked for a planning grant. It is
not, I believe, in the bill at the moment.,

ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: Thank you very much.,

Mrs, Doris Dealaman, represent the New Jersey
Association of Chosen Freeholders. Mrs. Dealaman.

DORTIS DEALAMAN: Mr, Chairmand and
Members of the Committee: I am Doris Dealaman, an
elected Freeholder of Somerset County and Chairman
of the Education Committee of the New Jersey Association
of Chosen Freeholders. I appear before you today to
urge the passage of Senate Bill 575. If I may, I will
confine my remarks to the subject of vocational education

and the effects of this bill in that area.
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The county vocational education system has need
for greater aid from the State of New Jersey.
Vocational education fills a very special need for
all New Jersey business and industry. Curricula in
the various schools are developed in cooperation
with the business and industrial pattern of the area
and so they reflect the real needs of the labor market.
A glance at the want ads in any paper will indicate
the seriousness of need for trained craftsmen in all
fields.

If I could digress, I brought with me today copies
of random sheets from the Newark News from the North Jersey
area, the Philadelphia Inquirer from the South Jersey area.
The need for mechanical equipment technicians, draftsmen,
analysts, beauty parlor operators, LPN's, fill the pages.
The apprentice programs are deliberately developed co-
operately with business and labor to satisfy these press-
ing needs.,

Costs in vocational education are high. Initial
equipment and supplies are expensive. Further, there is
instant need for upgrading to keep abreast of changing
techniques and technological advance, Our graduates
must be prepared to move into the most sophisticated
of technical positions.

Let me give you an indication of costs. In Somerset
County the State Aid per pupil for vocational education
in 1968 - 69 was $77.82. The cost per pupil

13



for vocational education in that same year was $1575.14. The Federal Government
supplied $102.67, while miscellaneous revenues accounted for $49.78 of this

difference. The County share was $1344.87 per pupil.

In 1970 the counties of New Jersey have appropriated $14,118,970
for vocatio_nal schools, an increase of more than three million dollars over the
last year and six million dollars over the costs just two years ago. These
figures are for operating expenses only. They do not include the costs of
capital construction.

The revenue picture is indeed a frightening one over the years,
with a steady decline in State and Federal support and increased fiscal demands
on the county. In the past school year of 1968 - 69 Somerset County Government
was called upon to provide 85.4% of the funds needed to operate our school.
The State of New Jersey through various types of State Aid provided 4.8%.
The Federal Government provided 6.6%, and the balance of 3.2% came from
miscellaneous revenues. County provided better than 85¢ of every dollar for
vocational education.

The passage of Senate Bill 575 will approximately double the amount of
State Aid funds for all vocational education. Using the new formula of "weighted
pupils" the State Aid per pupil in Somerset County would increase to $176.85.
This still leaves the County paying approximately $1245 of the cost. Even with
this increased aid the counties are left with an ever-growing expenditure. S-575
is a welcomed first step. One which we hope will lead eventually to an increase
in State Aid to vocational education comparable to State Aid to County Colleges.

Thank you.
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State
Federal
Miscellaneous

Local

Total

SOMERSET COUNTY VOCATIONAL & TECHNICAL SCHOOLS

Sources of Revenue

1968-69 1967-68
Amount % Amount YA

$32,062.77 4.8 $89,366.32
42,299.15 6.6 40,000.00
20,506.48 3.2 29,340, 54
554,091.18 85.4 480,938.65

13.9
6.3
4.6

75.2

1966-67

Amount %

$39,715.35 7.2
81.400.00 14.9
16,060.71 2.9

410,470.97 _75.0

$648,959.58 100.0 $639,645.51
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100.0

$547,647.03 100.0



SOMERSET COUNTY VOCATIONAL & TECHNICAL SCHOOLS

Per Pﬁpil Cost

1968-69 $ 1575.14
1967-68 1508.60
1966-67 1404 .22

Per Pupil Aid

State $ 77.82 $ 210.78 $ 101.83
Federal 102,67 94,32 208.72
Miscellaneous 49.78 69.20 41.18
Local 1344 .87 1134.30 1052.49
Total $ 1575.14 $ 1508.60 $ 1404.22
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ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: Thank you, Mrs., Dealaman.

I would like to introduce on my left Senator
Wayne Dumont of the 15th District representing Warren,
Hunterdon and Sussex County. Senator Dumont is a
member of the Senate Education Committee. I forgot to
tell you that Assemblyman Curcio is a member of the
Agssembly Education Committee.

Mr. Harold Ruvoldt, Special Counsel to the Jersey
City and Paterson Boards of Education and Chairman
of the New Jersey Bar Association's Legislative
Committee,

HAROLD J. RUvoLDT, JR.: Thank
you, Assemblyman Ewing.

I am indeed on the horns of a dilemma this morning,
To be frank, Senate Bill No. 575 is a novel approach
to part of the problem posed by the present system of
financing public education in New Jersey, so I am
tempted to urge immediate adoption. On the other hand
it is an approach to only "part of the problem" and
a gradual approach at that. It disturbs me that we
are talking about 'gradual approaches" and "partial
solutions" in the area of education while we are
losing the minds and abilities of thousands of our
youtheach year. You know the facts as well as I.

In November of 1969 the Department of Education
wrote of the Camden Public Schools "not only are most

students below the national norms in reading, but
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some students are illiterate." 1In 1968 the Governor's
select commission on civil disorders wrote "Thousands
of children in the Newark schools either cannct read

or are such poor readers that there is little hope

for an escape from the ghetto." Faced with problems

of this dimension, the Bateman Report and this bill,
which is an outgrowth of it, haw sat in the Legislature
since December 19 of 1968, It is both tragic and
ironic that this final public hearing has been held
only after the cities of Jersey City and Paterson filed
suit over the constitutionality of the public school
financing system,

While I am tempted to claim victory in these suits
because of the fact that you are now acting in this
most crucial area, the time for claiming victory and
the time for debate on this bill has long since passed.
The children we have lost in the last year and a half
can never be recaptured, But while you are con-=
sidering this bill I would like to suggest that this
Committee consider the inclusion of municial tax over-
burden as a factor in the aid formula. As you are noc
doubt aware, one of the major reasons urban areas are
unable to finance quality education is the pressure of
other services and the fierce competition for the tax
dollar. I therefore suggest to you an amendment which

would compensate districts with a tax rate for
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schools and a total tax rate which exceeds the State
average by 10 per cent.

This could be accomplished by giving a 1% increase
in State aid for each 1% that the total tax rate and
school tax rate exceeded State averages. Thus com=-
munities with high expenses in education and other areas
would receive some relief from the pressure of municipal
tax overburden.

This also, to be frank, is a half measure and would
require revision as the times change and more study is
devoted to the problem, but some immediate action is
urgent. At least its inclusion now will make Senate
Bill No. 575 a solution to a '"greater part of the
problem. "

If I may be idealistic for a moment, I would like to
offer you two other solutions to our educational dilemma.
In so doing, I am not being as unrealistic as those who
are more politically astute than I may think, for as
Paul Mort wrote in his book on fiscal readiness for
the stress of change "Neglecting the education of
children in poorer communities...in the hope that some
economic miracle will bring about the correction is
unrealistic. Nothing is more unrealistic." First I
suggest redistricting all of the schools of the State
with a goal of achieving an equalized assessed value
per pupil and a fair racial mix. In one act we can

break the unity between the municipal and school
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district boundaries, making the school districts scle
concern "quality educations" and pledge an egual
amount of real property to the education of every
child., Such an equal pledge would seem kasic to
traditional notions cf equal protection under the
United States Constitution. A severance of the co-identity
of municipal and school district boundaries to make the
local boards sole concern "quality education" seems
basic to the proper operation of an "educational”
system, Secondly, I would ask if you really desire
tc provide quality education that you repeal the real
property tax in so far as it supports education,
replacing it with a statewide "education income tax"
and have the State support 100% of the cost of education.
The dependence of the real property tax makes it, in
the words of the Department of Education's survey of
the Camden Public Schools, "inevitable that the
children in the pccrest ccmmunities do not have the
same educational opportunities as those in the more
affluent districts."”

I have mentioned these thoughts tc you so yocu may
select solutions that range from the present bill
to the more permanent and idealistic approach that I
mentioned last. As some of you realize I represent
Jersey City and Paterson in a suit to have the financing
scheme of education 1n New Jersey declared unconstitu=

tional. Before that suit was instituted I urged the
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Mancuso Committee to make strong recommendations in
this area. I here urge you also to be idealistic
enough in your approaches to this problem to make
that suit unnecessary.

Horace Mann once wrote "Education...prevents
being poor.'" Your task is to assure that poverty
shall no longer prevent education.

I want to thank you for the chance to be here,

ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: Mr. Ruvoldt, in this one part
where you say that those who have an overburden in
their communities from their municipal problems, don't
you think if the State started giving them an increase
in aid, because of their overburden in other areas than
education, it would certainly tend to increase the so=-
called - I understand - I have no definite proof of it =-
sort of padding of payrolls in Jersey City, etc., and

putting relatives on the payroll. to an excess, etc.?

MR. RUVOLDT: I have no relatives on the payroll,
Assemblyman -

ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: I didn't say you did.

MR. RUVOLDT: In fact, I'm not on the payroll.

I can sympathize with that concern and I think that
proper measures in law enforcement and in other areas
can correct it. What I'm concerned about is the fact
that in the urban areas where there are large masses of
people, there are sanitation, police, fire - bona fide

costs, which far exceed the cost of providing the same
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services in some of the more suburban areas. I am
concerned with the fact that those tax dollars are being
taken away from the education of the children.

Secondly, I would like to mention that there is also
the concept of urkan mark-up and that is that to pro=
vide the same service in the urban area quite frequently
is more expensive than to provide that service in the
suburkan area. Therefore, I think that some compensation
for this factor must be included to be effective.

SENATOR DUMONT: Mr. Ruvoldt, what is the purpose
of this action in Jersey City and Paterson = to get the
State to take over all the cost of public schooling in
those two cities?

MR. RUVOLDT: Senator, the purpose of the action is
to provide quality education for the children in cities
as well as the suburbks and to provide an equal burden
of financing what is, as Commissioner Marburger said,

a constitutional burden equally among all taxpayers of
the State of New Jersey.

SENATOR DUMONT: Well, how much State aid are you
looking for? For the State to take over 100 per cent
of the cost, or 50 per cent, or what?

MR. RUVOLDT: I am not looking for any State aid.
I would suggest that the redistricting formula which we
have suggested in the basic part of our testimony could
operate under the present Bateman bill if the geographic

changes were made to accomplish a relief on the urban
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taxpayer, provided that those schools ware capable

of funding education at the level that some of the
suburkban communities have. I'm concerned very deeply
about the fact that in excess of $2000 per pupil is
being spent on education in some arecas and as low as
$500 per pupil in others,

SENATOR DUMONT: What would you endeavor to do =
make the State one district by itself?

MR. RUVOLDT: No, I would suggest that we could
accomplish a redistricting, dividing the State into
less than 580 school districts I must concede, hut much
more than one. I think the crossing of municipal
boundaries in counties, for example, and the division
of municipalities in other counties might achieve
both the fair racial balance as well as an infusion of
moneys into those poorer schcol districts. I don't
think the State would necessarily have to be one school
district.

SENATOR DUMONT: Then you would cross koth
municipal and county lines in three of the districts?

MR. RUVOLDT: Yes.

SENATOR DUMONT: There is a request here for a
statewide education income tax. I am sure you are
aware of the fact that if we use the New York rates,
for example, and income rate, it would not produce in

New Jersey much more than $300 million.
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MR . RUVOLDT: I am aware cf what those rates
would produce,

SENATOR DUMONT: So if you did away with the
property tax which produces well over $1 billion .
and suppcrted it instead with a statewide education
income tax, you can appreciate what the rates would
be,

MR. RUVOLDT: I think I suggested in my testimony
the repeal of the property tax only in so far as it
finances education.

SENATOR DUMONT: That is the great bulk of it,

That is the great bulk of the property tax every place,

MR. RUVOLDT: That is a significant portion of it. -

SENATOR DUMONT: It is about 70 or 80 per cent in
most municipalities.

MR. RUVOLDT: That is correct and I think that

70 or 80 per cent of the $1 billion which you raise

by the local property tax, coupled with a reasonable
State income tax, would make up the difference. We
are not talking about a total repeal of the real
property tax.

SENATOR DUMONT: But you are talking about repeal
of most of it,

MR, RUVOLDT: We are talking about repeal in so far
as it supports education,

SENATOR DUMONT: Which would make an income tax

at prohibitive rates virtually in order to replace
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that kind of money.

MR. RUVOLDT: I don't believe there would be
a prohibitive rate, Senator.

SENATOR DUMONT: You and I would have to disagree
on that. Thank you very much,

ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: Thank ycu, Mr. Ruvoidt,

Mr. S. Herbert Starkey, Director of Research,

New Jersey Education Association.

HERBERT STARZKEY: Chairman Ewing
and Members of the Joint Education Committee, I am
S. Herbert Starkey, Director of Research, New Jersey
Education Association.

Our Association appreciates this opportunity to
again express its views and its concerns about pro-
posed legislation that would implement the recommenda-
tions of the State Aid to School Districts Study Com-
mission.

NJEA commends the Commission, headed by Senator
Bateman, for its major recommendations that (1) dis-
tributes the State's share of school support more
equitably and flexibly by recognizing, through weighted
enrollments, that costs vary with grade levels and types
of programs; (2) provides incentives to improve the

quality and scope of local educational programs and scrvices;
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(3) increases the State's immediate goal of school support to 40% of the total
spent; (4) makes special provision for the economically and socially disad-
vantaged pupil; and (5) provides a formula that automatically maintains the
State's share of school support as school costs increase.

Governor Cahill has also added his support for a much higher level of
financial assistance to the public schools. In his special message on educa-
tion of April 9, 1970, he stated "I strongly urge that the Legislature act on
the recommendations of the State School Aid Study Commission. I strongly
support these recommendations because they will go a long way toward equaliz=~
ing the burden of financing our public schools. They will also provide in-
centives for all school districts to improve their educational effort". The

NJEA is pleased to see this strong support for the prinrirles of the proposed

incentive equalization school support program as expressed by Governor
Cahill,

Is S=-575 Another Mort Plan?

The five recommendations of the Commission and the full endorsement by
Governor Cahill will be misleading and meaningless if money is not made avail-
able to carry out the program. Senate 575 contains no appropriation or scheme
to fully implement the program. Hopes and promises for the future will not
solve the fiscal crises of today in our urban school districts and poor rural
towns. About forty years ago New Jersey approved a school financing program
known as the Mort Plan. Money to implement the plan was never approved by the
Legislature. The NJEA is not interested in seeing another such fiasco in
school finance., We urge the Legislature and the Tax Commission, headed by

Senator Sears, to plan now the tax measures necessary to fully implement S=575,
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The State Share of School Expenditures = A Look Back and A Look Ahead

The gross inadequacy of the $30 millicn additional Situte 2id proposed

G

for 1971-72 by Governor Cahill cannot be fully appreciated without facts about
school expenditures, both past and projected. An almost unbelievable cycle

of annual increases started in 1964, Factors causiang the rise inclvde: (1)
an ever increasing degree of inflation; (2) school employeas, like their
counterparts in private employment, received major increases in salarles and
employee benefits; (3) absorption of private school pupils as the percentage
of school age children in private schcools dropped from 21 per cent to the
current 17 per cent; (4) new Federal Aid programs for the disadvantaged; (5)
expanded vocational programs at Federal, State and local levels; (6) expand~
ing programs for handicapped students; (7) a sharp increase in the number of

special services offered; and (8) employment of auxiliary personnel.

I would like to interject one or two comments on the table
on page 3 of my testimony. It is very evident from the
increase in expenditures which back in 1964-65 was around
$64 million per year to recognize that it is closer to
$190 million in the current year.

The table shows estimates for the year beginning 1969-70.
I do not want you to be misled by the word "estimate." We
know that the 1969-70 and 1970-71 figures are reasonably
accurate. Budgets are there. Tax levies have been approved,
so we know that through 1970-71 the expenditures are accurate.
For the year 1971-72 and for all other estimates in my
testimony we have been conservative. We have cut back from
that level of $190 million increase each year to a figure of
$160 million. I doubt if that is enough but the figures are

rather frightening even using those figures.
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Table 1.
TREND OF SCHOOL EXPENDITURES AND STATE SCHOOL AID
1963 to 1971
Expenditures® State Aid+
Percent of
Increase Over Increase Over Increase
Prior Year Prior Year Assumed by
(Millions) (Millions) (Millions) (Millions) State

1963-64 $ 758 $ e== $ 164 $ -—-
1964-65 822 64 175 11 17%
1965-66 930 108 185 10 S
1966-67 1,048 118 300 115 97
1967-68 1,193 145 323 23 16
1968-69 1,350 157 357 34 22
1969-70 1,540 190 423 66 35

(est.) (est.)
1970-71 1,730 190 453 30 16

(est.) (est.)
1971-72 1,890 160 4783 25 16

(est.) (est.) (est.)

* Expenditures are for Elementary and Secondary Schools and
include: current expenditures, debt service, budgeted
capital outlay, special schools and State contributions
to pension fund.

+ State Aid includes: grants-in-aid to school districts,
State contributions to pension fund and administrative
costs.
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Table 1 shows the rising trend in school expenditures since 1963-94
and the share of these costs assumed by State government. The expenditures
listed are all-inclusive., All items normally fcund in a school budget are
included, plus the amount of money contributed by the State toward teacher re-
tirement. Data were taken from the Commissicner's Annual Report of Financial
Statistics through the year 1968-6S. The NJEA Research Division has made
estimates through 1971-72, Estimates for the school year 1969-70 and 1970-71
can be accurately predicted either from school budgets or from known revenues
from local property taxes, State aid appropriations and Federal allotments.
The 1971-72 expenditure estimate assumes a definite reduction in the present
inflationary spiral will take place in the next two years.

The right side of Table 1 shows the corresponding amounts of State school
aid, including State contributions to teacher retirement, A major increase
occurred with a revision in the State aid foundation program in 1966-67.

Three years later an increase of $25 per pupil accounts for at least one-half

of the $66 million increase in aid in 196%-70.

Now if you will turn over to page 5. The material on
page 4 simply documents the table on page 3. If you will
turn to page 5, I would like to interpret these cost

figures.
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CHART 1 ANNUAL INCREASES IN SCHOOL EXPENDITURRES
AND STATE SCHOOL AID, 1964 to 19T1
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Chart 1 (see page 5) shows the relatively small share 1n.riain; educational
costs assumed by the State. For the school year 1966-67, due to the adoptiom
of the sales tax, the State supplied almost the entire rise in school costs.
During the current schcol year costs are an estimated $190 million above 1968-69.
Increased State aid covered almost one-third of this record increase. How-
ever, looking ahead to another inflationary year in 1970-71, the State will pay
for only one-sixth of the increase. Record increases in 1970 property taxes
are inevitable. With future annual increases in school expenditures probably
ranging from $150 to $200 million, the State should not only assume the cost of
a general increase in support to 30, 35 and 40 per cent, if S-575 is enacted,
but it must also be prepared to assume 40 per cent of each annual increase
thereafter. This alone will require from $60 to $80 million of new State

money every year,
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Chart 2 shows the per cent of school revenue received by New Jersey
schools from State sources from 1961-62 to the present with projections
through 1971-72 based on current laws. Under a fixed foundation program,
the percentage shrinks each year until the formula is revised. This re-
vision occurred in 1966-67 when the foundation program was doubled from $200
to $400 per pupil. Since that year, the percentage has been steadily de-
creasing with the exception of 1969-70 when $25 per pupil was added. This
raised the percentage less than one percentage point. Governor Cahill's pro-
posal to grant $30 million of additional aid in 1971-72 is only $20 per pupil.
It is not expected to raise the overall State aid above 26 per cent. This is
a far cry from the 40 per cent aid envisioned by the Commission Report, by

8-575 after 1971-72, and by Governor Cahill in his recent message on education.
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The Cost of Full Implementation of §-575

When the Commission Report was submitted in December 1968, the chairman's
statement pointed out that full implementation would produce State support of
at least 40 per cent. It was suggested that it might require three years to
fully finance the additional cost of $1804g§::3 on 1968-69 data. Governor
Cahill has proposed a five-year plan of implementation beginning in the year
1971-72,

There are serious flaws in both Governor Cahill's cost projections, as
well as the original three-year plan. Both plans computed the cost only on
the first year and then took either one-third or one-fifth of that first year
cost as the cost of each succeeding year. This completely ignores the annual
increases in school expenditures of from $150 to $200 million per year. In
addition, Governor Cahill's proposal places all districts in the 'basic'
category or the lowest of the five classifications of districts. According
to calculations made by the NJEA Research Division, the $30 million first

year program represents only about 12 per cent of the full cost of the pro-

gram were it fully implemented in 1971-72.

The NJEA has projected a realistic estimate of the cost to the State of
moving to a 40 per cent support program over a 3 year period and over a 5

year period, both beginning in 1971-72.

Plan 1 - Reach 40% State Support Over 3 Years in 3 Equal Steps

Present+ Additional Aidt
Est. Expenditurest Aid Required
(Millions) (Millions) (Millions)
1971-72 $ 1,890 $ 478 $ 119
1972-73 2,050 503 238
1073-74 2,210+ 528 356

* 40% aid is equal to $884 million; additional required $356 million.

+ Includes State contributions to pension fund.
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This plan assumes that expenditures rise $160 million per year each
year. At 40 per cent State support level, aid of $884 million would be re-
quired., Under present laws $528 million would be available and the addi-
tional aid needed would be $356 million. If spread equally over the 3 year
period, the State would appropriate an additional $119 million each year for
3 years.

Plan 2 - Reach 407% State Support Over 5 Years in 5 Equal Steps

Additional
resent Aid Money
Est. Expenditures Will Provide Required
(Millions) (Millions) (Millions)
1971-72 $ 1,390 o 478 $ 87
1972-73 2,050 503 174
1973-74 2,210 528 260
197475 2,370 553 347
1975-76 2,530%* 578 434

*% 40% aid is equal to $1,012 million; additional required $434 million.

Here is a more realistic cost picture for full implementation by 1975-76.
Instead of the $30 million proposed by the Governor an amount of $87 million
is required the first year. By 1975-76 an additional $434 million of State
aid would be needed.

In 1966-67, State support reached a high point of 28.6%. To maintain
this level of support would require an additional $63 million in 1971-72 or
more than twice as much as the Governor has proposed. To remain at a 28,6%
support level in 1975-76 would still require $145 million in new State money.

To step up the level of State support from 26 per cent to 40 per cent
will require far more money than was previously estimated. This is one of
the inevitable prices of inflation. The price of inaction may well be a
collapse of the pudblic scliools in our poorest school districts. The plight

of these dictricts in 1970 is even worse than it was just prics to 1966 when
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relief came from the sales tax.

The Plight of Low Ratable Districts

The dramatic increases in education costs can be absorbed without too
much pain by school districts with adequate ratables back of each student.

Poor districts with few ratables show higher and higher full value tax rates.

The serious disparity in tax rates and the quality of educational services

between a few high and low ratable districts is shown in Table 2.

I regret that I could not use other illustrations but I was

trying to get 1970 taxes. These are not available from every
county at this point. Table 2 shows the 1970 tax rate in Elmer,
Paterson, Pleasantville, Salem and Trenton over $4 full value.

That is over a 4% tax rate. The school tax rates are higher than
they were in 1966. They are higher than in 1965 prior to sales tax.
The cost of education in those districts is far less than in the
wealthier districts. The staffing is far less. The disparity is
there more evident than it was five vears ago.

Prof. Total
Equalized Equalized Full Value Tax Rates Staffing Expend.
Valuation School Total per 1,000 per
Per Pupil 1965 1966 1970 1970 Wt, Pupils Wt. Pupil
Low Ratable
Districts
Elmer $ 13,657 $2.12 $1.25 $2.32 $4.,51 43.5 $ 526.02
Paterson 22,696 1.80 1.53 1.9 4.67 48,7 694 .44
Pleasantville 16,646 1.82 1.39 1.90 4.41 44,1 541.75
Salem 13,715 2.47 1.84 3.07 4,78 50.4 731.17
Trenton 21,039 1.88 1.64 2.52 6.20 48.4 330.94
High Ratable
Districts
Bedminster 106,171 1.13 .96 .99 1.75 59.2 919.1
Bernardsville 63,296 1.37 1.40 1.60 2,91 56.8 927.53
Englewood
Cliffs 107,338 1.20 1.10 1.14 1.74 68,6 1,131.38
Hackensack 70,521 1.17 1.12 1.52 2,79 61.2 1,032.42
Hawthorne 57,494 1.39 1.26 1.50 2.57 53.1 735.38
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The low ratable districts received major tax relief from the increased
State aid program financed through the sales tax. However, by 1970 equalized
school taxes are consistently higher than the pre-sales tax rates of 1965,
Total tax rates in 1970 are all above $4,00 for the low ratable districts and

below $3.00 for the high ratable districts.

Expenditures per pupil in high ratable districts are almost “300 above
those in the low ratable districts. Staffing in the high ratable districts
is about 25 per cent above that in the low districts. Equal educational
opportunity is far from a reality in New Jersey in 1970.

A new crisis may well develop in New Jersey's two largest urban school
districts before the close of the calendar year. Both districts have school
boards which made commitments to spend money after the budget was originally
drawn and later cut by the board of school estimate., Contracts or commit-
ments have been made with various employee groups for which no money is pro-
vided in the 1970 school tax levy. It is conceivable that schools may close
in November or December in both Newark and Jersey City because no funds are
available to meet payrolls. If funds are made available, the money would
eventually have to come out of the 1971 tax levy, including interest charges
for the borrowed funds. This postponement of taxes only aggravates an al-
ready desperate tax situation. Massive State aid to the schools of our
ailing cities must be available by 1971. Without such aid, we predict the
schools will not be able to operate effectively on the money that can be
squeezed from the property taxpayers of these cities. The breaking point
on property taxes will soon be reached in smaller cities, such as Salem or
Pleasantville.

The State must meet its obligations to keep all public schools open and
functioning at least at a minimum quality level. This obligation must take

top priority.
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S=575 Threatens The School Budgzeting Process

8-575 requires the submission of an estimated school budget to the Com=-
missioner by October 15 of each year. NJEA is grea:ly concerned because it
not only threatens to destroy the normal school budgeting process but will

seriously affect the negotiating procedure between school boards and their

employees.

The October 15 date was inserted so that incentive-equalization aid can
be based on the budget for the same year for which aid is distributed. This
would mean that the tentative budget on which State aid is calculated and
the board informed by November 15 would be set without the board of education
knowing how much incentive aid would be payable. This, in turn, would mean
tentatively setting a budget without knowing the amount of the tax levy or
the affect on the tax rate. This is both dangerous and impracticzl.

NJEA questions the legality of the use of a tentative budget figure sub-
mitted by the secretary of the board with the approval of either the superin-
tendent of schools or the county superintendent. Does the board have any
respon ibility for the preparation, acceptance or formal adoption of such
tentative budget? Could a request budget, formulated by district adminis-
trators, be submitted to the Commission with or without board approval?

What about public héarings usually held in January or February? The bill
provides for cutting incentive aid if the final budget is less than the
tentative budget. However, if the final budget is higher than the tenta-
tive, all additional incentive aid is denied the district. Whenever a dis=-
trict decides it must spend more than it estimated by October 15, it must
pay for 1007% of such necessary expenditures.

In order to be filed on time, tentative budgets would have to be
finalized in September and prepared the prior spring. Negotiations with em=-
ployees would be very difficult for both parties since salary and employee
benefits would be determined more than a full year before the effective
date of the contract. This is not a practical timetable. We strongly urge
that amendments be made in S=575 so that the October 15 tentative budget

deadline is eliminated and the present timetable for budget making is remained.
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I have added an insert or supplement to bring out two other

points which we have since determined.

There are twoe other seriocus drawbacks in basing State aid on a tenta-
tive budget that would threcaten sound school financing.

First, under the proposcd bill a school board could set an artificially
high budget, receive State aid based on this budget and then not spend a
sizeable percentage of the budget. The unspent amount, including a portinn of
the Statce aid, would show up as surplus money. With aid based on budgets
rather than audited expenditures, it is possible for boards to build up such
surpluses then use the money to hold dewn local taxes in crucial election
years within the school district or the municipality. State aid would thus
not serve the neads of children through improved instruction and nceded pro-
gram but rather be a political football in the sctting of tax rates and
clection of board mcmbers:

There is a second serious loophole. Surplus monecy could also be built
up by school districts whose ratables were incceasing in anticipation that the
distvict would soon become a minimum aid distiict., Such districts could re-
ceive money to which they were not really entitled, maintain this throuch sur-
plus funds and then use the surplus aftec the ratables were high and the diea-
trict was eligible to receive only minimum aid.

1t is very apparent that there would be many ways to manipulate State
aid which is based on a plan to spend. We urge that S-575 be amended so that
actual distvibution of funds be tied to money actually being spent to educatie

children.
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Criteria and Standards For Classification of School Districts

S§=575 proposes that the Commissioner, with the approval of the State
board, shall determine the criteria and standards to be used in defining the
various classifications of school districts. Any system of rating school
districts against a set of standards will be practical, workable and free
from political pressure only in so far as these criteria are objectively
established and applied,

Since all operating districts will automatically qualify for the
"basic' classification in 1971-72, great interest and importance will center
on the "limited", "intermediate', "precomprehensive', and '"comprehensive"
criteria for possible use in 1972-73 and thereafter. Any system or rating
which will determine the apportiomment of tens of millions of collars in
State aid must be carefully constructed,

NJEA is greatly concerned that in the 18 morths which have elapsed since
the Commission report was published, the Commissicner has not revealed the
criteria or standards that he expects to use. We seriously question how any
evaluation process can be developed, tested and the defects eliminated in
less than three years. We are concerned lest the classification and rating
cystem be rushed into use without adequate publicity, understanding and
testing. It is essential that the initial criteria, as well as their annual
ravision, be determined by the Commissioner only after public hearings at

wiich interested parties may express their views.

I might point out that, as we read the bill, there is an
annual hearing only on the rating of each school system. It

does not call for a hearing on the establishment of the criteria.
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Summary

The New Jersey Education Association supports the general provisions of
5-575, especially its two=-part program of minimum support and incentive
equalization aid, annual adjustments based on changes in per pupil expendi-
ture within the State and the concept of pupil weighting.

The proposed funding is completely inadequate and will come too late,
Unless the amount of aid is greatly increased, particularly for districts
with low ratables and excessively high total tax rates, the Legislature
should be ready in 1971 with large sums of emergency aid to help children in
school districts shut down by lack of funds. We remind the Legislature that
it is most likely to happen to our two largest cities of Newark and Jczrsey
City and sometime during the 1970-71 school year. This must not happen to
the thousands of disadvantaged children in our two largest cities. The need

is clear - more State aid for public schools.

ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: Mr. Starkey, on these figures =~ the
student population you are basing these figures on, is it on an
up~trend or a down-trend ovr ctabilized?

MR. STARKEY: The population trend from public sources,
at least as we have seen them, will not be increasing in the
'70's in any way in proportion to what it was in the '60's.

ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: Will it show a decrease?

MR. STARKEY: No, no decrease, but the increase will not
be as sharp. Now whether this will be affected by what happens
on our testimony a week from today and concerning whether there
has to be some absorption, the possibility of absorption, of

m ore pupils who are now being educated in private schools is
the big question.
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SENATOR DUMONT: Mr. Starkey, where you say the
aksorption of private schcocol pupil s has dropped, or
rather that they have dropped from 21 per cent to current
17 per cent, what is that time period = from 1964 to date?

MR. STARKEY: We figure out that the peak was back
in the early '60's and stayed at around 21 per cent and
there was nc real apparent increase started until about
two years agc when it began to drop relatively around
1l per cent a year, I would estimate that it is currently
17 per cent and -

SENATOR DUMONT : Do you have any forecast on this as
to whether it is going to continue?

MR. STARKEY: I would predict that by '71-='72 which
would be the year that this would be implemented, it would
be running toward 15 per cent. It might be a little above
kut in that neighborhood.

SENATOR DUMONT : This is because of the closing out

of parochial schools?

MR. STARKEY: Either closing out or inability to
expand.
SENATOR DUMONT: Is it occurring in the sense of an

entire school being closed or the phasing out of certain
grades, such as first, second, third.

MR. STARKEY: That is something we cannot determine.
The figures that are available are only statewide totals
by the U.S. Office of Education and current breakdowns are
not available.

SENATOR EWING: Thank you, Mr. Starkey. Mrs. Myra Malcvany.
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MYRA MALOVANY: Assemblyman Ewing and
members of the Senate and Assembly Education Committees,

I am Myra Malovany, President of the State Federation of
District Boards of Education and President of the Caldwell-
West Caldwell Board of Education. On my right is Mrs. Ruth
Page, Executive Director of theState Federation, and on

my left is Mr. Chester Whitaker, Vice President of the
State Federation and member of the Burlington Township
Board of Education in Burlington County.

On behalf of the Federation and of the many repre-
sentatives of local boards, some of whom you see repre-
sented in this Assembly Chamber today, I wish to thank
you for this opportunity of presenting our views on
Senate Bill No. 575.

Not all boards are in accord with all of the recom-
mendations of S-=575, This situation is not unusual; in
fact, it is to be expected. Mixed approval probably
exists to a greater or less extent in the minds of most
people and agencies who have made a careful study of the
bill.

Nevertheless, the Federation and its members are
thoroughly in agreement that New Jersey schools are greatly
in need of massive increases in state aid now. In spite of
some reservations, we strongly support the so=-called
Bateman bill for immediate implementation in order for school
boards to anticipate that aid in the budgets for 1971-72

which we will soon be formulating.
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Our 1969 record of 170 budget defeats out of 524 must have some significance
for the Legislature and the Governor as they consider implementation of S 575.
This record number of budget defeats could surely have been predicted and is

certainly understandable when we realize that school costs rose more than

$120 million in the 1968-69 year.

If S 633 had passed last year as the Federation and many others urged, districts
could have anticipated a considerable infusion of new aid. Full implementation
of "Bateman" last year would have meant that the state absorbed the $120 million

increase in the school tax and would have provided a margin for improvement of

program.

Unfortunately for New Jersey's children, the political climate was apparently

not ripe for early implementation of the bill, and New Jersey's local districts

once more absorbed the enormous increase in school costs at the property tax level.
Obviously the climate was no better at the local level, as was testified at the polls
in Februrary, when voters turned down budgets which had been negotiated, trimmed

and trimmed again before submission.

We can only look to our next budget election with foreboding. The best estimates
that are available to us predict that the Iincrease in school costs for 1969-70
will be close to $150 million. Some estimate that the increase will be higher.

We do know that if costs continue to rise at the rate we have had in the past

5 years, we can expect total school costs in New Jersey to increase by $1 billion

by 1974.

It is for this same period that the Governor and Legislature are presently
considering a piecemeal approach to a gigantic problem by implementing S 575 over
a period of five years. Such a plan would bring to the schools approximately

$30 million in state aid in the first year and $37 million in each of the next
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four, depending on the classifications of school districts. Thus the total
increase in state school aid over five years would approximate $180 million

to $200 million to be applied to a total projected increase of $1 billion.

The Federation is adamantly opposed to this piecemeal approach as totally
inadequate. Though partial implementation of S-575 may seem to offer the
Legislature a solution to the State's dilemma of meeting its financial needs,
we must point out that the solution callously shifts the burden to the already
overburdened property tax and too often makes the load disproportionately

heavy for those least able to assume it.

Worse, it all but guarantees that there can be little improvement in the
educational program of too many schools. The money raised at the local level

at increasing cost to the taxpayer year after year will be used to pay fixed

and built-in charges. Such a situation is unthinkable at a time when the cry
everywhere is for innovation and change in education; when the cry is for
relevance of program, for varied career opportunity, for remedial education for
the disadvantaged, for nursery classes, for special education of the handicapped,
the emotionally disturbed and the retarded, and for broader adult education

opportunities.

These needs must be met or the deficit in education, especially of the urban
and rural poor, will fall further and further behind. Actually S-575 as it now

stands does not afford enough relief for the disadvantaged. The Federation
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has advocated that income tax payments b»e used as a measure of wealth in
determining a district's ability to support its schools. We continue to
urge that further study be undertaken to incorporate family income as a
measure of wealth to supplant or to supplement property valuations. Income
as a measure of wealth would identify need wherever it existed. Welfare
payments alone do not constitute a sufficient measure of need, and there are

many pockets of poverty in our state outside of the urban areas.

We would also point out that we have continually urged improvement of our
program for building aid. There presently exists a deficit of $1.2 billion
in meeting the need for new classrooms. Rising construction costs and high
interest rates are rapidly discouraging boards of education and their con-

stituents from undertaking building programs. The deficit can only increase,

Vhile the program of making $90 million available for districts on an emergency
basis has been helpfui to some few, the program does not offer any lasting
solutions to the monumental task of replacing old, obsolete buildings in urban
and some rural areas, nor does it offer much aid and comfort to boards in fast

growing areas.

The Federation urges the creation of a school building authority such as has
been established in other states. It is no longer enough to cry economy.
School districts are doing without badly need classrooms. Children in our

ghetto areas are constantly refaced with the misery and hopelessness of their
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lives as they attend classes in rooms which duplicate the conditions under
which they live. A school building authority offers a means by which boards
of education can build classrooms as soon as they are needed. We ask careful

consideration of our proposal and early favorable action on it.

Governor Cahill stated some months after his inauguration that he had been led
to believe that New Jersey's fiscal condition was better than it is. The
Federation believes New Jersey's public labors under a similar misconception.
The penny-pinching policies of our past have produced enormous deficits in our
public needs. We publicized these needs when we projected the need for a state
sales tax. Unfortunately New Jersey's deficit was so large, the moneys from

the 3% and now from the 5% sales tax were quickly absorbed.

People led to believe that they would have tax relief have asked where it is
and have felt justified in turning down school budgets or building referenda.
These same questions will be asked of any future new form of tax, if New Jersey
does not begin at once methodically to meet the needs for public services as

they arise.

Piecemeal implementation of S 575 can only mean that the deficit in public
services will rise faster than the means for meeting them. It can only mean
that some children, for reasons beyond their control, will be forever dis-
advantaged and a charge upon our society. It can only mean that New Jersey will

drop behind and lose its place as a great state. The pressure from its

45



discontented masses will be vented in social disruption and in expensive

litigation in the courts as these people demand equal opportunity.

Eventually, the burden must be met. We think fully implementing S 575 now

would be a long step toward meeting New Jersey's education needs and reducing -
its backlog of public service to education. We believe continued study and
amendment can improve the equalization of opportunity offered by the bill and

can increase the state's sharing to at least 407% of the total cost of education.

Fully implementing the Bateman Bill now could represent a giant step forward

in New Jersey education. It would be too bad if the Governor and the Legislature
call for small steps only. We ask this Hearing Committee today to give heed to
the plight of too many of our school districts and join the Federation and its

many friends in urging the Governor and the Legislature to fully implement S 575

now.

Thank you.

SENATOR DUMONT: You show $120 million increase from 1967-68
to 1968-69 and the New Jersey Education Association shows $157 millior
increase. 1 presume that each of you thinks your figures are right
but that is quite a bit of difference there - $37 million.

RUTH P AGE: There is, Senator, and I think there is
a question as to exactly what the amount is. We preferred the
more conservative figures, although we were aware of estimates
of $150 and $190.

SENATOR DUMONT: Now the other thing, on the question of
school buildings, some districts under the guidance of their

boards at the present time are attempting to hold down costs —
~N
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bring in what amounts to prefabricated buildings and I

have been deeply concerned over the fact that the Depart-
ment of Education or one branch of it 1is trying to tell

those koards that they are attempting to bypass the

voters by not going to a referendum for a bcond issue,

Yet these same boards are endeavoring to save the tax-

payers money by using this approach, by not having architects,
and by holding down on the costs of the buildings which they
usually purchase on a lease purchase arrangement over five
years, What is your feeling in respect to that?

MRS. PAGE: We would admit that boards are hard put
to it and must use whatever means are available to them
to use, If they are in trouble, it seems to me this is
the only thing they can do and I think this is the best
illustration we can give you that we need increased state
building aid right now.

SENATOR DUMONT: Well, do you object to a board
using that kind of system and do you subscribe to the
position of Doctor Spare in the Department of Education
that this is an attempt to bypass the approval cf the
people by way of a bond issue which we know would involve
much more expensive buildings as a rule than prefabricated
buildings.

MRS. PAGE: I think you are calling it by its right
name and, of course, I am sympathetic to the plight of
the board members. What are they going to do under the

circumstances. That's why we suggested a School Building
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Authority because in effect that is about the same kind of
thing.

SENATOR DUMONT: Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: Francis G. Fitzpatrick, Mayor of
Bayonne.
FRANCTIS G. FITZPATRTICK: Honorable

Members of the Committee, my message is mercifully brief
here today. I am going to leave the discussion of the
ramifications of this bill to Superintendent of Schools Hin

who is more learned than I. However, I do want to just

talk about one small item which is very important to the
people of the City cf Bayonne. Eighty-six per cent of

our school budget is paid by local taxes in the City of
Bayonne compared with 74 per cent throughout the State.

Now I realize this is because of the school aid formula,
but I want to call attention to the fact that cities such
as Bayonne which have exercised good husbandry, which have
kept their industries and their valuations, are penalized
and do not receive the same aid such as the other cities.
And I have no objection to other cities receiving the same,
but we are surroﬁnded by municipalities - Newark, Elizabeth
and Jersey City - who do receive this aid, and as a result
of receiving this aid they can raise salaries of teachers
and employees - and I have no objection to that = but the
City of Bayonne in the center of all this must compete

with those salaries, and we must compete with the other
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cities, and I hope that in this kill there will ke no
such discrimination. If it i1s, we are only golng to
create a condition that we are striving to eliminate,

The middle income people are going to leave cilties
zuciy as Bayonne and, therefore, we will keccome a slum
aresa. We will become a depressed area, with the resuit
that the State of New Jersey will then have *o incroase
its contribuvticn,.

I thank you for letting me be heard on this. I
rope that there will ke no such discrimination 1a ti:s
1111l when you bring it out for final hearing. Thank
you very much,

SENATOR DUMONT: Mayor, one question here. The
report of the State School Aid Commission shows that
Bayonne which in the current school year received $915,700
in school aid would receive an increase of over $1.3 million,
which is considerably more than 100 per cent increase over
what you are getting now. Are you contending that that
is discriminatory?

MAYOR FITZPATRICK: Well, it is discriminatory 1if
we put conditions. I don't know - there are many ramif:.a-
tions in here to be set up yet and I say that this is row
discriminatory, but if all those rules and regulations that
I read that may happen, the different things you are piit . :u
in here - I don't know what term to use on it = but 1 hopn
that it isn't changed, because too often - for instance, in

the City of Bayonne 1/7th of our city is owned by the
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United States Government, the Army base, and we have
children at that base that go to our schools and we
receive $468 per pupil from the Federal Government, and
it costs us nearly $800 to educate those children and
we have been refused money from the State of New Jersey
and the Board of Education from the State's money. We
are being discriminated against in many, many ways.

SENATOR DUMONT: Of course, that represents, based on
your figures, 50 per cent of the total cost which is
being contributed for those children by the Federal Govern-
ment, whereas the average state aid at the present time
is 27 per cent.

MAYOR FITZPATRICK: Well, of course, I agree with
that but we only get 14 per cent in Bayonne,

SENATOR DUMONT: Of your total cost?

MAYOR FITZPATRICK: Yes, sir.

SENATOR DUMONT: That is what the $915,700 represents?

MAYOR FITZPATRICK: Yes, sir. And I don't want anything

like that read into this act and that is my purpose here
today. Thank you.

SENATOR DUMONT: Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: Doctor Hin, Superintendent of

Schools, Bayonne.
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WILULTIAM G. HIN: Assemblyman Ewing,
the continuation and improvement of instruction in public

education has valid priority value for the people of
New Jersey and for the people of Bayonne, The urkan Ciuvy
of Bayonne lies between and adjacent to the State's two
largest cities., We function as an active, positive, whoie-
some, interested and dedicated public schcol zysitem in
this State. We need increased funds and rescurces to
invest in our children's education and in theivr futuare,

The national average of our other forty-nine States
investment aid to education is aboutdd per cent, while
New Jersey's state aid currently to education is hut
24 to 28 per cent.

My own twenty years' experience in New York State,
including five or more years as Superintendent of cne
of the city's school systems in New York State, was in
the area directly neighboring New Jersey. It was in a
State which provided about 50 per cent of pubklic schoci
funds from the State level to local school district
budgets. Equalization formulas in New York enabled
my own former city district to specifically receive well
above 50 per cent of its school funds from State sources,
The contrast with the two cities and States 1is naturail:
personal and obvious.

The urban school system of Bayonne has need for niich

more fiscal aid than is now provided by the State of

New Jersey., Currently we in Bayonne receive 13,6 per
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cent of our schcol kudget from New Jersey, thereby
requiring between 85 and 86 per cent cf our city schocol
funds to ke paid by city taxpayers and annual tax rates.,
We face the pressures of municipal and county overburden,

4

the pressures of facility expansion and improvement, the
affirmative need of improving the quality of education,

We here go on record as clearly stating that Senate
Bill No. 575 should ke approved without delay. Further,
that expansion of the amount of State funding investment
ke given sincere, continuing and energetic attention.
We respectfully submit that the State of New Jersey
raise its 24 per cent of State aid ratio to some point
abcve the national average of 40 per cent.

Our Bayonne citizens and educational staff are making
substantial investments and contributions to the support
of our schools. It 1s inequitable for us to receive
but 13.6 per cent of our funds in our district from the
State of New Jersey in light of our brocad national ability
to invest and provide over 40 per cent of schocl funds
from State scurces. Not only should Senate Bill 575 be
the subject of prompt affirmative action, it shoculd be
supplemented by further financial aid for capital expendi-
tures in our opinion. It should be expanded tc incorporate
the following: A State investment that is far greater than
the projected $30 million; a State investment well akove
the 40 per cent national ave r age ratio; a State intent

to utilize and rely on a regularized State formula for
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support rather than any annual State decision policy:
a budget planning year similar to the current fiscal
planning calendar in use. Our chief interest is to
maintain and improve the quality of education for our
children, our youth, and our adult citizens in our
district.

We commend Senator Bateman and his Commission for
all of their work and their reflection on provisions
that have a potential for improving education and for
equalizing taxpayer costs, while we yet solicit their
continuing attention to both those aims in greater amount.

Thank you for accepting our testimony.

SENATOR DUMONT: Dr. Hin, this increase of well
over 100 per cent would actually raise Bayonne, I take
it, to about 30 per cent State participation. Is that
right, based on your present State aid?

DR. HIN: Actually the basic provision, Senator,
would raise us by about $330,000, as I understand the
bill, this coming year. Actually that would not come
to us until another academic year had passed and our
inclusion as a basic district would not be at the
$1,306,700 figure which you have listed in the report,
but in the initial year would be approximately $300,000.

SENATOR DUMONT: Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: Thank you, Dr. Hin. I would like
to announce that Senate President Ray Bateman who is

Chairman of the School Aid Study Commission is unable
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to ke here tcday since he had tc take a member of his
family to the hospital, but he 1s going to be forwarding
to the Committee a written report to be included in this
over-=all report.

Mr. Alian Krim, Chairman of the Instruction Committee,
Newark Board of Education.

ALLAN KRI M: Gentlemen of the Legislature,
it is my privilege and extremely serious responsibility
to present these remarks to you on behalf of the Board of
Education of New Jersey's largest city, Newark., It is a
most seriocus responsikility because it is concerned with
the educational fate of 78,000 children in our schools
and with the hopes and the goals for those children held
by the thousands of parents who send them to school to
fulfill those hopes. It deals with the possibility of
providing decent wages and working conditions for the
almost 4,000 teachers and many additional hundreds of
other staff members who work for our schools. It in=
volves the proklems of a school system, the over-
whelming majority of whose pupils is made up of minority
racial and ethnic groups = groups which are convinced,
and the facts amply justify their conviction, that they
have for altogether too long been short=changed in
their right to share equally in the political, social,
economic, and educational life of our State and Nation
and who are determined that this must not and shall no
longer be the fate of their children.
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On Jamuary 5th of this year, a special Task Force on Urban Education
of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare aubmitted an exhaustive
report to Secretary Robert Finch describing the preblems of urban schools.
Commissioner Marburger and Dr. Bernard Kaplan, Director of the 0ffice of
Planning of the New Jersey Department of Education both served on the fagk
Force. The report presented by the Task Force cught to bezome reguired
reading for every member of this Legislature especially those of you sitting
at this hearing today.

The report pointed out that the urban public school systems of our
nation are in a moment of acutely dangerous financial crisis at precisely
that period in our history when their educational needs are the mest
demanding in their history and yet when their students "hold fewer expecta-
tions of having those needs met than ever before."

e report stated, "Education in the cities simply costs more than
education in the suburbs. Several factors are responsible for this. There
are far more disadvantaged students in the cities than in the suburbs. It
is a costlier job to effectively educate students whose poverty and low
levels of family education are obstacles to that education.”

"Yet the financial deterioration of the central city is ever deepening
because of the patterns of population migration detrimental to the city
coffers. High tax producers--members of business and high salaried popula-
tion--are moving to the suburbs and are being renlaced by an ever-increasing
number of high tax consumers--disadvantaged persons who are concentrating in
the central cities."

Newark has seen this change and accompanying financial deterioration

take place more rapidly and more completely in the last decade than almost

any other city in the natinmn.
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Of course, the high tax-producers have not completely abandoned Newark--
they return to Newark to do their daily work by the thousands--and when they
do come to Newark they do so almost exclusively as tax consumers not as tax
producers. Every work day of the year close to one-half million of these
non-Newarkers pour into the city and they help create costs that must be
financed by the city's shrinking funds to provide them with police and fire
protection, traffic regulation, health services, sanitation facilities,
parking facilities, and other services. But though they accept, use and
take for granted these services, and complain vociferously when they find
such services lacking in any way, they pay their taxes--specifically, the
taxes that maintain all such local services--to other communities, the
communities where they reside.  Though, as a rule, they are high-tax-
producers in their home towns, they become high tax-consumers in Newark.

As a result of all of these changes, Newark's tax consumption has
grown and far outstripped its tax productivity. At a time of great
affluence in this state and nation, Newark's ability to maintain its needed
municipal and educational services has declined sharply. This is especially
devastating because the services and products needed to conduct and keep
a big city and its school system going must be purchased at price levels
characteristic of the current inflated economy. To add to the difficulty
of the whole situation, large portions of our city have become tax-exempt
quite recently in order to provide space for such facilities as the expanded
Rutgers University in Newark, Newark College of Engineering, the Essex County
Community College, the New Jersey College of Medicine and Dentistry, and new
speed highways - all of which now and in the future will serve non-Newarkers

far more than they ever will the citizens of our city.
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But this is not the whole story yet. Over and above the problems
emerging from a changed and changing socio~economic status of our population,
the growth of tax-consumption over tax production, and the shrinking tax
base is the whole problem of municipal overload. By that we mean that the
tax income of Newark, as with every other municinality is spent not only on
public education but on many other services--hosnitals, fire departments,
police, sewers, libraries, services to the indigent. The trouble is that
Newark must spend so much proportionately more than do other communities.
The United States Bureau of Census indicates that while the cost of this
overload averaged about $145 per capita in the suburbs surrounding Newark,
in Newark itself the cost was $297 per capita - more than double. The result,
as it affected our schools, was that while Newark was able to spend only
about one-quarter of its tax dollar on its schools, the surrounding
suburbs were, with less diffitulty, able to spend almost one-half of
their tax dollar on their schools -~ and their school funds sbtreich
much further in direct instructional services because, unlike the schools
of Newark, they do not have to supply eye glasses, recreational services,
dental care, and thousands of free lunches, breakfasts, and containers
of milk every school day.

Put into a somewhat different context let us make a comparison between
two commnities. If you lived in Tenafly, you would only have Lo pay 56
cents in local taxes for every $1.00 you have to pay in Newark. Yet, with

only 56% of the local tax effort, Tenafly has enough to provide $1.43 for
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the education of each child for every $1.00 available for educating a Newark
child. But if there were truly any real social equity it would be just the
other way around for in order to overcome the handicaps of social and
economic deprivation, Newark should be in a position to spend double or

even triple what it is spending for each pupil's education. Therein lies
the tragedy - not only are the poor suffering from the effects of their
poverty but, even worse, the whole structure of our social organization

is so designed and operated as to reinforce and maintain that poverty.

Under the circumstances, it is a cruel hoax to dare suggest that there
is anything remotely resembling true equality of educational opportunity
for all children who attend the public schools of New Jersey. Not only
has that never been true but even sadder - the disparities and inequalities
seem to be growing worse and worse.

The aforementioned Urban Task Force was not exaggerating when it
stated, "A recent survey of several selected large city school systems
(and this included Newark) and a satellite suburban system indicates through
approximate per pupil expenditures that the gap between a city and certain
of its suburbs was startling. Far more money is being spent on the suburban
child ----- than on the inner city child whose educational needs are greater
and for whom extra school resources to meet them are fewer."

Whose responsibility is it to eliminate this inequality of educational
opportunity? An inequality totally alien to a democracy - an inequality
clearly forbidden by the basic philosophic document of our nation, the
Constitution, in terms of the equal protection clause of the lith Amendment.

Whose responsibility is it? Is it that of the people of Newark alone?
To suggest such an answer if both calloused and without compassion. 1In a
research report written by Netzer and Dick in 1969, entitled, "The Impact

of the Property Tax," the research workers indicated that in terms of meas-
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ures of tax effort in central cities of the 22 largest standard metropolitan
statistical areas in the nation, Newark's per capita tax revenue as a percent
of per capita income was the hizhest in the nation by far bar none. 1In
practical effect, Newark's people are maiing a greater financial sacrifice

to maintain their schools than any other major city in the nation--certainly
far more than the suburbs that surround it. Newark is struggling to meet

its responsibility but it has become impossible to keep up with it.

The responsibility is clearly that of the State of New Jersey which
must help far more than it does to carry the burden. The members of this
Legislature may possibly wisih to point out that state aid to schools has
been increased in recent years. And so it has--but not nearly enough.

New Jersey still lags behind a majority of our country's states in this
respect though its per capita wealth and income make it among the seven
richest states in the nation.

In our formulas for state aid ¢o schools, New Jersey does this by
a subtle device of overstating the fiscal capacity of its large cities
by using a tax base pcr nupil rather than a tax base ner capita. This
has a major effect because by concentrating only on the wer pupil relation-
ship to the tax base, the formula assumes that Newark's fiscal resources
are equally available for educational purposes as those in its surrounding
municipalities. This is totally fallacious and we have tried earnestly to
convince you of that fact in this presentation.

Be that as it may, we come here today to support a program of increased
state aid for public school systems - especially our own and such others as
face the kinds of problems that Newari: does.

There is little value at this hearing in reviewing Senate Bill 575 in
step by step detail. The views and criticisms of the Newark Board of

Education were carefully presented to the Legislature one year ago when
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a joint Assembly-Senate committee conducted hearings on the recommendations
of the Bateman Committee. We continue to maintain these views and criticisms.
To refresh your memory we are presenting to you at this hearing copies of the
statement we made at that previous hearing.

What we must stress here and now is that you must understand the fact
that the present financial plight of the Newark public schools is a desperate
one. This year we went through a long and bitter strike during all but two
days of the full month of February and about 2500 of our teachers stayed out
during this illegal work stoppage.

We were not happy with what the negotiation statute passed by the
Legislature forced upon us, though we believe firmly in the process of
negotiating with our employees. We might suggest that it is easy enough
for you to pass legislation forcing school boards to negotiate with employees -
it is not quite so easy to have to carry out such legislation back home.
Please remember that when you passed this legislation you gave us no nower
whatsoever to undertale to bring to practical effect that which we may be
forced to yield in negotiations. How can we really meaningfully negotiate
teachers' salaries when we have not even the slightest independent power to
raise the money needed to pay for such improved salaries and working condi-
tions. Yet, if we refuse to negotiate we are charged with disregarding the
law and acting in bad faith.

In order to end our Newarl strike, we found it necessary to add large
sums of money to a budget already large enough to raise the Newark tax rate
substantially, and not confiscatory.

Please try to understand and avoid any unwarranted conclusions--in
truth, the salary settlement we effectuated with our teachers was Jjust
about enough to bring us to relative parity with the salaries of other
teachers in Essex County--not more. We are in no way near the situation

which used to be true for Newaﬂg when our salary schedule for teachers was
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the best in the nation. At that time we had no trouble in obtaining the
finest teachers available. Our present proposed increase of salaries to
teachers makes us just barely able to compete with the surrounding areas
for teachers at the very best. What should actually be the case is that a
school system such as ours should be able to outcompete its neighbors--
because we need the very best teachers to help compensate for the educa-
tional disadvantage that the children of the poor bring with them to our
schools.

When we asked our city's govermment, through the Board of School
Zstimate, to provide us with these extra sums, they turned us down. As a
result we are at present in litigation against our owvn city to try to force
it to provide this extra money we are pledged to pay. Whether we win the
case or lose it, Newark is in severe financial difficulty because the amount
we are talking about is 21 million dollars.

Unless we can get that money either from the city or state or both, we
are fearful that we will not be able to finish out the school year of
1970-71. If that should become the case, the consequences are hard to pre-
dict other than to venture that they will result in great anguish and turmoil
in our city.

We, therefore, have come to plead with you that you act on this
legislation or any other that will give us substantial assistance and
that you do so with speed and regard for our needs. Moreover, we urge that
you make the full force of any new state aid system operative at once
rather than setting up a system based on a series of installments spread
out over a number of years. Half a loaf may be better than none - but notw
when it is insufficient to prevent death from starvation! We need it all
and we need it this year.

We remind you that with all of this aid - should you make it avail-
able, we are still seriously lacking in the funds we need for a full capital

building and rehabilitation program.
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We have come here = seemingly pleading and
demzanding a great deal - kut that is not really the
way to i1ook at it., All we are asking for is that the
State cf New Jersey fulfill its obligations to provide
every cne of our children with an equal and an excellent
education. We think it is owed our children - that and
no lecss,

Thank yoa for the opportunity.

ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: Mr. Krim, back on page 3 of
your statemernt you name some of the facilities up in
Newark that serve non-Newarkers., Can you honestly say
that the College of Medicine and Dentistry is going to
serve non=Newarkers?

MR. BENJAMIN EPSTEIN: You are not suggesting,
Assemblyman, that with only two possible medical schools
in the State of New Jersey all the doctors are going to
stay in Newark,

ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: No, but they are going to
take care of patients there,

MR . EPSTEIN: I understand, but we are suggesting

that these facilities will serve the entire State but

when their buildings are erected in Newark, the buildings

and the land on which they stand become tax exempt so
that all the people in theState enjoy their product but
the people of Newark pay for the enjoyment of all of the

others.
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ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: Certainly kut alsc there
will be a great deal of employment in that particular
area up there, there is no question akout that,

MR. EPSTEIN: We are not opposed to them.

ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: Alsc I feel very strongly

that if Newark cleared up some of its own local mess

and the way they run their local government, they would
have more to give to education,

MR. EPSTEIN: We might suggest to you, Assembly=
man, that we have urged again and again that the members
of the Assemkly who feel that we have mesed know that
the Legislature is empowered to take action and so is
the Prosecutor, I don't think the children in the
Newark schools should pay the tariff,

ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: No, but if some citizen with
a strong back and with backbone in him would get up
and throw out the type of government that is going on
in Newark now and take things in their own hands and
put some decent people on the committees, etc., maybe
you could find more efficiency and money availakle,

SENATOR DUMONT: You indicate in here that you
are spending $299 per capita and $145 per capita from
the overload. What do you do about supervising this
expenditure of money? In other words, you say that
you have only 25¢ %f your tax dollar available for
your schools. In most municipalities it is 70 or 80¢
of their tax dollar goeé into their schools. Why does
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yours happen to be that low?

MR. KRIM: Senator, you are raising a question
with people from a school system and a school board.

We are not the municipal government, as you well know.
There is, nevertheless, overload. We do have to provide
a tremendous number of services in cities. This is
characteristic of cities throughout the entire nation;
it is not a peculiarity of the City of Newark.,

SENATOR DUMONT: Why does it have to be, as I recall
this statement, the highest of any city in the Nation?

MR. KRIM: Senator, one=third of all of Newark
is tax exempt and one-third is the Port Authority and
only one-~third of the rest of our land is available for
taxation,

SENATOR DUMONT: Well, that is true but at the
same time =

MR, KRIM: And that is different from any other
city in the nation.

SENATOR DUMONT: It is not different, however,
from any other municipality in New Jersey, because in
several municipalities we have over one-third that is
tax exempt.

Now one other thing here. Newark presently
receives in the present school year $18.3 million in
State aid. This is in round figures. What does that
represent by wayof percentage to your over=-all cost
of public education in Newark?

MR. KRIM: It is less than one=fourth.
Y-



MR, EPSTEIN: Over 30 per cent, Senator.

SENATOR DUMONT : Now you would receive under the
Bateman Commission Report almost a doubling of that aid
which, in other words, would take you up to about 60 per
cent of your to%al school cost. 1Is that right?

MR, KRIM:; That may be right but, Senator, I
might suggést ybu check what it would do to some of our
suburbs. It would go much more than doubtle,

SENATOR DUMONT: Here is the report. bn page 73
it breaks down all of the Essex County municipalities.

It shows today, for example, that the Essex County
municipalities as a whole = this is the present school year -
get 28.3 million, of which $18.3 million is going into

the City of Newark alone, and that the increase under this
report would’be $17.8 million for the City of Newark,
which again is over 50 per cent of the entire increase

for the whole county of Essex, and if the present amount
of State aid represents over 30 per cent or about 30

per cent of your total cost, then you would go to approx-
imately 60 per cent. We are trying to get the statewide
average under this legislation up to 40 per cent.

MR . EPSTEIN: May I suggest, Senator, that that
60 per cent figure is no longer valid. The figure is no
longer valid because of the fact that a. a result of our
strike, as a result of a wage increase in the county
which we are trying to compete with in terms of getting

teachers - our budget for next year we indicate will have
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to be $21 million above what it was, so it will now be
$84 million., The $36 million will not make that change
in percentage. You forget, for example, that when prices
go up, these percentage go down,

SENATOR DUMONT: $36 million as related to $84 million
is still about 40 per cent, which is what we are endeavoring
to get by way of a statewide average.

MR. EPSTEIN: I agree with you and I think that we
ought to be something nearer our neighboring State
New York which 1s a higher percentage.

SENATOR DUMONT : It might interest you to know
that the nationwide average of the Statesis between 40
and 45 per cent, the State aid to the total cost of
public education.

MR. KRIM: I might suggest, Senator. I don't
want to argue with you but if we went up, the national
average would go down a little bit.

SENATOR DUMONT: What is your minimum starting
salary under your new contract?

MR, EPSTEIN: $8,000.

ASSEMBLYMAN CURCIO: What is the present budget
for the school district in Newark?

MR, EPSTEIN: $83 million, going up $14 million
as of July 1lst.

ASSEMBLYMAN CURCIO: The current budget.

MR. EPSTEIN: The current one was in the neighborhood

of $64 million.
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MR. KRIM: Which will be completed this July 1.

ASSEMBLYMAN CURCIO: So that your representation
of $18 million in state aid being 30 per cent is not
correct. Is that right?

MR. EPSTEIN: I said it is over 30 per cent.

ASSEMBLYMAN CURCIO: Actually it would be less
than 30 per cent.

MR. EPSTEIN: Yes, I'm sorry.

ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: Thank you.

Dr. Ralph Barone, Mayor of Woodbridge Township.

RALPH B ARONE: Thank you, Mr. Ewing,
for hearing me.

On April 27th I led a fair share caravan of over
300 people to the State House and presented to Governor
Cahill a letter which is a short summary of our views in
Woodbridge and updates my testimony of last year before
this Joint Committee. I would like to read it to you
and fill in in some places.

"On behalf of the 100,000 residents of Woodbridge
Township, I hereby request your assistance in helping
relieve our property taxpayers, who now pay 70 per cent
of each tax dollar for education, of some of the excessive
burden placed upon him by a drastically inadequate amount
of state aid for schools. Despite the statewide average of
about 30 per cent of each school district's budget being
assisted by state aid, our township schools get only 17
per cent of their budget revenues from state money. This
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means that the taxpayers of our school district, which

1s the fourth largest in New Jersey, are unfairly getting
just a little more than half of what other school districts
receive in state financial aid.

"Our school budgets during the past four years have
increased from $12-=1/2 million to $20 million with
accumulative increase of $19-1/2 million in additional
costs since 1966, In the same four year period, we have
al so experienced an aggregate loss of $4 million in
decreased formula state aid. This comes about by the
fact that in the first year of the sales tax, 1966=67,
Woodbridge's school budget was $12.6 million and we
received $2,7 million in aid,

"In the coming year, 1970-71, Woodbridge's budget
will be $19.9 million but our aid to education will be
only $1.6 million.

"This means that while our school costsin Wood-
kr idge Township have risen by $19-1/2 million, we have
actually received $4 million less in formula state aid.
In other words, our property taxpayers have been squeezed
by $23=1/2 million in increased cost and decreased aid.

"Therefore, we plead to you, please recommend to
the Legislature at least a one-third implementation of
the Bateman=-Tanzman kill this year. Without such
additional school aid, there will be still more elderly
persons and others on fixed income who will have their

homes confiscated by excessively overburdensome property
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tax increases,"

Gentlemen, I repeat the same appeal to you, the
Joint Legislative Committee. Thank you for hearing me.

SENATOR DUMONT: Why, Mayor, has your state aid
been going down? Is it because of the fact that your
ratables have gone up?

DR. BARONE: It is because of the fact that the
current formula is a drastically and outrageocusly
inadequate formula. What has happened in the years of
1967-68, the two years then following,-= we did receive
additional income through industry, but because of the
formula we lost $2.25 in aid to education for every
$1.00 of new taxes that was brought in.

SENATOR DUMONT: Well, the present formula, as we
well know, is tied in quite closely to transfers of real
property and if there are transfers, as there are in
many districts, that are out of line because somebody
pays more for a property than a native of that area,
for example, would pay., you can always take an appeal
based upon transactions that perhaps should not have
been included. Now is that part of the reason why your
state aid has gone down?

DR. BARONE: No, it is not. It has to do with
the inadequacy of the formula and the way it's designed.

SENATOR DUMONT: The increase that you would get
from this proposal in Woodbridge, which is about 150 per

cent increase over what you get now, would amount to
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what percentage of your total expenditures?

DR. BARONE: It would amount then to about 35 or
40 per cent,

SENATOR DUMONT: All right. Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: Mayor, what was the actual
dollar figure you received four years ago from the State.

DR. BARONE: Four years ago? $2.7 million, 1966-'67,

ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: And what did you get this year?

DR. BARONE: This year, $1.6 million. And next
year, $1.6 million is what we anticipate.

ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: It's a decrease of $1.1 million
then.

DR. BARONE: Right,

ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: Cumulative, I thought maybe
you had been getting eight or ten million and you had gone
down to four or six million.

BERNARD FREEMAN: Each year the taxpayers have to absorb
that decrease in the amount of state aid in additional
property tax increases.

DR. BARONE: For the first two years preceding the
sales tax, we lost the S$1 million., We are now a minimum
state aid district.,

ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: But in Woodbridge, haven't you
had a tremendous increase in the number of industries?

DR. BARONE: We have had an increase in industries

but -~
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ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: How have your ewvaluations
changed? What were they in 1966=677?

DR, BARONE: The valuation changed by abcut $10
miilion. As I say, what has happened in those two
vears, for example, 1is that for every dollar that we
trought in 1n new taxes through the increase in industry
coming intce town, and we have keen successful and very
successful in bringing in industry = but for every new
dclilar that we got from that source, we lost two and
& ¢grarter dollars through the way this formula is set ug.

SENATOR DUMONT: Mayor, you said $1.6 million kut
this kooklet here, which kreaks down all the municipal-
ities, shows that in this present school year the formula,
plus the $25 across the board, which took effect about
a year ago, Woodbridge is getting $2,171,400,

DR. BARONE: That, Senator, has nothing to do with
the formula. I was talking about the formula.,

SENATOR DUMONT : It says "formula plus $25." You
said $1.6 million. You were not including the $25,

MAYOR BARONE: That's right. Nor did we in the
$2.7 million.

SENATOR DUMONT: Yet you are still getting the $25.

ASSEMBLYMAN CURCIO: I have some questions, What

has happeried to the total tax rate in your community over

the past several years?
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MAYOR BARONE : It went up by about 230 or 240
points over the last two years.

ASSEMBLYMAN CURCIO: So what is your present tax
rate at the present time, for 1969-702

MAYOR BARONE: For 1969-70, it is 790, However,
we have had a re=-evaluation program so it will now drop
to 570,

ASSEMBLYMAN CURCIO: It will drop to 570 in 19707

MAYOR BARONE: Because of re=evaluation, yes.

ASSEMBLYMAN CURCIO: What was your tax rate 1in 19697

MAYOR BARONE: In 1969 it was 790 - that was last
year,

ASSEMBLYMAN CURCIO: How about 196872

MAYOR BARONE: In 1968 it was, as I recall, it was
something like 740 and it was 620 or 630 the year before
that.

ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: When was the last re=-evaluation?

MAYOR BARONE: This year.

ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: Prior to that?

MAYOR BARONE: 1959,

ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: That would be 11 years ago.

MAYOR BARONE: We have had a re=evaluation that
will go into effect this year.

ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: That's quite some time ago, 195¢.

MAYOR BARONE: Yes, 10 years ago. I don't think we
are any different from any other community. We have had
two re-evaluations, total re-evaluations, and there are

very few communities that have gone through it the second
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time.
ASSEMBLYMAN CURCIO: What ratio to true wvalue
are you now assessing?
MAYOR BARONE: Fifty per cent of true value.
ASSEMBLYMAN CURCIO: And on that basis your
rate is 5757
MAYOR BARONE : It will be about 570, exclusive
of fire districts.
ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: Thank you very much, Dr. Barone.
The last person before the luncheon break will be
Dr. William W. Ramsay.
WILLTIAM W, RAMSAY: Assemblyman
Ewing, Senator Dumont, and members of the Committee,
I am Bill Ramsay, Executive Director of the New Jersey
Association of School Administrators. I wish to express
the appreciation of our membership for this opportunity
to present our thinking regarding Senate Bill No. 575.
We would like to commend the Chairman of the State Aid
to School Districts Study Commission, and the members
of the Commission, for their efforts in the development

of a State aid plan which serves as a basis for this bill.
When we testified on Senate Bill 633 last year, we requested that

additional weighting be placed upon the AFDC children. We are pleased to
learn that S-575 has been amended to provide for increasing the weighting
of AFDC children from .5 to 1. Although the AFDC factor may not represent
the most reliable index for providing additional funds for the education of
socially and economically disadvantaged children, it does indicate a recog-

nition of the needs in this particular area of education.
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We continue to be uncertain, as we testified on S-633 last year,
that all funds intended for the "disadvantaged" programs will be so util-
ized. It may well be that experience will call for the adoption of a
categorical approach for these programs. In any event, mobility makes the
disadvantaged child more a responsibility of the State than of the local
comunity. If his educational progress and personal development are not

encouraged and fostered by every means, the entire State will suffer.

We note that another amendment to S-575 calls for an increase in
weighting for vocational pupils and also takes into consideration the pupil
who attends vocational school on a half-time or shared time basis. The

high costs of vocational programs certainly justify this amendment.

The New Jersey Association of School Administrators recognizes
that, as of this date, Senate Bill 575 is the most encouraging State aid
bill to be proposed in New Jersey. We endorse it in substance, and offer
the following recommendations:

1. We recommend that S-575 be fully implemented within the three
year period originally recommended by the State Aid Study Com-
mission., The amount of $30,000,000 a year, as proposed in the
Governor's five-year plan will have little or no impact upon

many of the State's school districts.

2. We recommend that private school aid proposals not be attached
to S-575. We are aware that we will have an opportunity to speak

at length on this subject at. the hearing on June 16.
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It is regrettable that the formula proposed in the bill contains
no provision to compensate for the problem of municipal and county
overload. This problem is especially acute in some of our larger
and older cities.

We recognize that the Commission, after considering several pro-
posals, has recommended continued study of this problem. We
recommend that this study be given priority and that any necessary

modifications in the formula be made in the near future.

Section L of S-575 requires the secretary of a board of education
annually, on or before October 15, to file with the Commissioner
the estimated budget for the ensuing school year. In our judg-
ment this is much too early in a given school year to develop,
with fiscal responsibility, a budget for the following year.
Boards of education are generally involved in the fall with nego-
tiations and have not clearly established priorities and deter-

mined needs for the next school year.

We recommend that S-575 be amended to permit a budget deadline of
December 3l. We recommend also that Section 8 of the bill be
amended to permit an upward recalculation of State aid when the
local current expense tax appropriation is increased above the

amount shown in the estimated budget of December 31.

We are pleased that S-575, in Section 11, calls for the use of a

weighted pupil factor in computing capital reserve. Since city,
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suburban and rural school systems, however, are in desperate need
of building funds, the State will have to make an additional
effort to provide building fund assistance. This assistance may
have to go beyond the present emergency building fund program.

Today's emergency appears to be tomorrow's norm.

Senate Bill 575 does not provide funds for those districts which
may find it fiscally improbable, if not impossible, to move from
a lower to a higher classification. Boards of education, in
these districts, will face great difficulty in persuading the
voters to provide them with additional funds needed for the ex-
perimentation and innovation which precedes programming. In this
regard, the plan appears to make the rich richer and the poor

poorer.

If city and rural school districts with severe problems are to
improve, some initial funding from the State will be required.
This funding could be in the form of planning grants, approved

by the Commissioner, along the lines of the present Title III of
Public Law 89-10., Additional funds should then be available to
enable a district to carry on a program for at least a year before

the district is expected to fund it.

Without this kind of initial assistance, many districts may be

impeded in their attempts to move to higher classifications.
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Coupled with classification is accountability. We believe that
the Tegislature, as well as the local citizens, has a right and
a responsibility, to look for results in the schools of the State.

This is the greatest strength of the public school system.

Accountability, leading to classification, should be based upon a
meaningful evaluation., We do not support the kind of unilateral
evaluation called for in the New York State Regents Examination.
We do support a mutual evaluation similar to that of the Middle
States Association, where the broad proposals and objectives of a

program, in addition to the specifics, are examined.

There will be great pressures upon a school system to move upward
in classification. The re-classification of districts will in-
volve millions of dollars., The criteria utilized then, for re-
classification decisions, should be carefully thought out. We
recommend that the Commissioner tap the State's resources, educa-

tional and otherwise, in arriving at a determination of criteria.

We realize that the full implementation of S-575, including our

recommendations for additional funding, calls for the expenditure of great

amounts of funds. We do not envy the task of legislators in seeking ways

of raising these funds. When we recognize, however, the alternatives,

should this bill not be approved, the amounts of money called for pale in

significance.
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Last year when we testified on Senate Bill 633,
we emphasized that the income tax appeared to be the
significant tax needed to support the State's public
school programs. We suggested that the Legislature
provide leadership in obtaining public support of such
a tax. This year we will not be that presumptuous. We

will say only that the Legislature has its job "cut cut
for it." The Legislature should decide how to best ful-
fill these needs. The New Jersey Association of School
Administrators will give you full support in meeting the
needs of public education in New Jersey. Thank you.
SENATOR DUMONT: What is the present budget deadline?
DR. RAMSEY: I believe it is close to December 31.
I think we have a hearing generally at the end of January.
SENATOR DUMONT : Do you have any problems with
the question of classification? My recollection is there
were some at least mild criticism about the bill with
respect to the various classes proposed.
DR. RAMSEY: Last year when there were three class-
ifications, we had some question about a district moving
I think then from standard to intermediate, or what have
you. We have talked on a number of occasions with the
Department of Education people and we have reason to
believe it can be worked out. We are concerned strongly
about the evaluative criteria, however,
ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: We will now break for lunch and

will commence again at one o'clock.

[R ECE s s]
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AFTERNOON SESSION

SENATOR DUMONT: The hearing will please come to order.
We are going to resume in the absence temporarily of the
Chairman of the Assembly Education Commissicon, John Ewing,
who has a couple of prcblems to look after for his constit-
uents, but he will be back shortly.

Mr, Herbert Harrison, President of the Essex County

Agssoclation of Boards of Education.

HERBERT HARRTISON: Testimony in support of
S 575 on behalf of the Associated Boards of Essex County.

Mr. Chairman, and members of the Joint Education
Committee, I am Herbert Harrison of 210 Passaic Avenue,
Roseland, New Jersey, President of the Associated Boards of
Essex County, representing the 22 Public School District
Boards of the County, which has a public school population of
176,693 pupils.

The Executive Council of the Associated Boards of
Essex County, at its last regular meeting, instructed me to
roll each board as to its position on S 575 and to prepare
and present to you at this hearing testimony based on the
results of this poll.

Almost every type of school district organization is
represented in Essex County. We have four elementary districts,
16 kindergarten through 12 districts, one regional high
sdool district, and a County Vocational school district.
Among those districts which firmly support S 575 is Newark,
the County'’s and Statefs largest school district, and Essex

Fells, the smallest school district in Essex County. Strong
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support for S 575 in this County is to be found in suburban as

well as in the urban school districts.

The chart which I have prepnared for and distributed to you provides pertinent
testimony to the hizh degree of support of S-575 within the school districts of
Fssex County. Of Essex County's 22 public school districts representing 176,693
school children, 18 district school boards are in favor of S-575. Two school
districts representing 3,823 pupils are opposed to this legislation, and two
school districts representing 3,606 public school pupils took no position onS-575.

Those district boards which expressed opposition to this bill are not onposed
to the formula provisions of S-575, but erpressed reservations against the powers
granted to the Commissioner of Education. We were unable to get an expression of
opinion on S-575 from two of our boards beczuse their meeting schedule would not
permit full expression of opinion by all board members.

Local board support in favor of S-575 is overwhelming in Essex County. WNinety
percent of the district hoards expressing an opinion on this Bill are in favor of
it. The public school population of those local school districts which support
S-575 is over 957 of that of Essex County.

Therefore, on behalf of the Associated Boards of Fssex County, I urge full
and. immnediate implementation of the provisions of S-575, and I pledge to you the
continuing active efforts of the Associated Boards of Essex County towards its

passage., Thank you for giving me this opportunity to testify today.
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CHART ™0 ACCO. 2£:7 TPSTIMONY ON S-575 BY ASSOCIATED BOARI'S OF ESSEX COUNTY

No
For Against Position Pupil Enrollment Comments

BELLEVILLE x | 5,776

BLONMFIELD X C €,L37

CALDWELL-WEST CALLVELL X L,237

CEDAR GROVE X 2,803 Not ooposed to the forimula but opposed to the wide

- powers grented the Commissioner in implementing the Bill.

EAST ORANGE X 11,545

ESSEX FELLS X 342

FAIRFIELD X 1,020 ngosed because of powers grented the Commissioner
of Education.

GLEX RIDGE X 2,279

IRVINGTON X 7,51k

LIVINGSTON X 8,094

iILLBURN X All 9 _memb zoreed as t] 3 4 is-

HI h,393 Lations FeR T SugvEes oade [0onnd BEESsEREnthis Lopdss

missioner's hands in ifiplewenving this Bill.

MONTCLAIR X 7,818

NEW/ RK X 77,130

NORTH CALIWELL X 725 gnabée to arrange a meeting of a majority of the
oard.

NUTLEY X 5,87L

ORANGE ¥ i, 263

ROSELAND X 568

SOUTH ORANGE-MAPLEWOOD X 8,063

VERONA ' X 2,881 Unabée to arranze e meetinz of a majority of the
Board.

WES'T ORANGE X 8,398

CCUNTY VOCATIONAL X 2,L85

W% ST ESSEX REGIONAL X 2,0L8

Total Districts 18 2 2 22

Populati
Sehool mohted 1" 169,26 3,823 3,606 176,693



SENATOR DUMONT: Assemblyman Curcio?

ASSEMBLYMAN CURCIO: No questions.

SENATOR DUMONT: You say two boards were opposed
and I gather that Fairfield is one of those, but I am not
quite clear as to which the other would be.

MR. HARRISON: On the last sheet - Fairfield and
Cedar Grove were opposed.

SENATOR DUMONT: But that is opposed because of the
powers granted the Commission only.

MR. HARRISON: That's right. That was their position.

SENATOR DUMONT: Thank you.

Mr. S. J. Williams, President of Salem County

Associated Boards of Education.

M R. sS. J. WILLTIAMS: I am Jay Williams,
President of the Upper Pittsgrove Township Board of Education
and current president of the Salem County Associated Boards
of Education. It is my pleasure to comment briefly this
morning on the necessity of the implementation of S 575 as

we in Salem County see it.

Salem County, as you may know, is one of the poorer
counties in our state regardless of what yardstick is used.
We lack industries and we lack the ratables. Yet we have
over 15,000 pupils to educate in our public schocls and we
desire to do every bit as good a job as some of our neighbor-
ing counties who have greater resources.

We would offer these facts as proof of our relative

position. Last year, the 1968 - 69 school year, the New
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Jersey average equalized value per pupil was $35,103.

The most any district in Salem Ccunty could muster behind a
student was a little over $25,0730, and our county average

was only $18,136, just about ha:f the State average. Two of
our districts had fewer than $15,000 behind each pupil.

Thus you can see how vitally tle guaranteed valuation feature
of this bill will be to us. Even if we were to only achieve
the level of basic districts, our average in Salem County
would nearly double under this proposal.

We also welcome and need the added state revenues
which would accrue to our districts through the weighting
of pupils. We all know that some types of classes and
students cost far more than the basic program, yet we both
need to, and want to, provide these types of programs.

Many of us in Salem County feel that the guidelines
for districts should be a part of such a bill. However, we
really do not fear such guidelines. No school board exists
in this state that does not wish to do the very best job
possible for all the children of its area. Yet we all feel
the stress of going constantly to our local taxpayers for
more funds. Last year the average New Jersey district used
55 per cent of its total property tax levy for schools.

In Salem County we used 61 per cent and in my home district
it was 68.4 per cent, the highest in the county. We do not
feel that any child should have an inferior education because
of where in our state he or she happens to live. Yet it

takes a greater effort for some of us to "make it" just up to
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the average. Counties like Salem are making the grade but
are working far harder to do it.

These are really only a few of the reasons why we in
Salem County support S 575. We do not know where the funds
will come from, but we do feel that this is a vital first
step toward a fairer and better educational program for all
students of all the people in New Jersey's public schools.
Thank you.

SENATOR DUMONT: Assemblyman Curcio?

ASSEMBLYMAN CURCIO: No questions.

SENATOR DUMONT: Thank you very much.

Mrs. Ruth Glick, President, Public Funds for Public

Schools of New Jersey.

MR S. RUTH GL ICK: Thank you, Senator.

Public Funds for Public Schools of New Jersey is an
association of eighteen civic, educational, and religious
organizations whose names are listed on the back page of
this testimony. We have a combined membership of more than
264,000. These organizations share the belief that the
American system of free public education is essential to our
economy and to our democratic form of government.

We recognize that New Jersey has failed in its obli-
gation to fund adequately its own public schools, and has
thus limited many educational opportunities for its children.
Our organization has urged more State financing of public
education, distributed according to the greatest need, and,
therefore, we are delighted to support Senate Bill 575, known

as the "State School Incentive Equalization Aid Law.,"
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We strongly endorse the broad Itate School “upport
Program on which this Bill is Eased. Our focus will be
pricarily on the Study Cormmission's Report on the Purposes,
Criteria, and Recommendations for a isound State Support
Progra: .

We believe that the leport accurately delined the
basis for State supvort of public education when it stated:
"« « . the over-riding consideration is thzt ecucation be
improved through a program of tate support,”

It is our view that the Legislature should c.ojunasicze
this statement to the gener:l public when the supnort Fro-
gran is explained to residents throughout the ‘tate, co
that, in the words of the Coirmission's Chairwan, " . . .
an informed public will ascist . . . in the money-raising

efforts."

In order to provide an effective education for {i¢ chilaren
of lL.ew veriey, our organization agrecs that the Dtate will have
to develop and improve a variety of approaches to the diversity
of stutents in its public schools. Creative pro; ru:s require
specially trained personnel, from staflf as well ns comiuait).
:fforts‘to improve the quality of educution wust begin with i~
proving the quality of teacher education, botn in training ard on
the job. All of these progrs.s for our public cchocls require
money. We think the results are worthy oi the expenaiture. Ve
night add that the expenditures recoamended in the #1ill are ovoth
reasonable and prudent, especially in view of the nmany lon;=standing
probleuns afflicting our schools.

The thirteen Critceria in the Cowrission's leport provide

vuluable proposals for accomplishing wajor cducational coals. It
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is our belief that some guidelines relative tc these goals should
appear in the text of Senate Bill 575, and that certainly the
phiilosophy underlying these criteria slould be reflected in <the
languuge of the Bill, perhaps in an introductory state.ent, uad we
would 50 recommend.

Since one of the concerns of our orgaiizotion in Ule improve-
ment o” the quality of public education, we arc purticularly in-
terested in one of the criteria, which staies: ""he progran
encoura; es experimentation, innovation vnd evuluation in il dic-
trictc. IV algo provides incentives to i.prove cauc tic. ol gouls
and to ascuieve tuem." Junong these creative approcciice 1o prouiems
of learning could be challenging new provision: for coniinuirg
teacner education and treining; iaproved team tcucling; individual-
ized anctruction for chilaren with verying levele of achicvencat,
in rurJsl, suburbun, ond inper core cchoolo, unu uu incviioblc

~L o -
.,‘.L*'Uo

izproverent in the teacher evaluation procceco ihrcushout thae
(ver tuc years, many school districts have beeu nampered vy &
lack of funds in their efforts to institute innovative programs geared
to helping their students learn more effectively. We are glad %o
note that tiie tate Jupport Program hag flexibility, with a "built-in
factor for financial change", and this is reflected in tne propoced
Bill. Has the Legislature projected and provided for the amount
of adiitional monies needed to fulfill this commitrient, in the
event of rising educational costs?
The program also "recognizes that extraordinary expenditures
are necegsary in .certain districts." The proposed Bill includes

this consideration, yet we are concerned that the Legislature does

not plun to implement this commitment to any significant degree.
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We say this because we understand that, altlhou_h thez Report
recom..ends a period of three ycars for putting the plan into full
effect, a period of five years is now being considered for imple-
mentation. Uince New Jersey has been remies for so many years in
its responsibilities to its public school children, cnd since our
city schools are plagued by such serious problerc, how can this
Legislature delay any longer the educationesl benefits now in its
&£rasp?  We cannot urge you strongly enougch to irplement this aid
within a three year period.

Purther, the estimated cost of this Dtate Support Tro ras vas
$180 millions when the Finpol R port was completed in Docc ver 1968.
Uince thut time, rising costs have increaced the estinate to ~200
millions. By the time the Act tekes elfect on July 1, 1971, our
econony may have experienced additionnl rising costs. Unaer thoce
circimstances, we question why the Lepiclature, accordin. to pub-
lisued figures, plans to appropriate ouly %20 willions Tor ochool
support during 1971-19727

1n this Legislature saying that there is insufficicnt wonuy to
support our public schools, in the face of the Goveruor's announce-
ment of a $75 million surplus?

In view of the dire needs of public schooleg throughout
New Jersey, and the very important help which Senate Bill 575 woule
provide, we urge the Legislature to designate such aid to public
education as ite top priority. To make this priority = rexlity,
we strongly recom.end that most of the surplus of $75 .illions
be allocated to fund the first year of this State support L'rosran,
This would mean that, on the basis of the 1970 estimated total

cost o. the program at $200 millions, appropriated over a three-



year period, the cost of the first year would be almost 370
millions. Of course, this annual estimate would be subject to
revision if costs increased or decreased in the three years
during which the program would be implemented.

Public Funds for Public Schools of New Jersey has becn deeply
concerned by the previous official lack of commitment to public
education in our State. We welcome Senate Bill 575 as a most
worthwhile measure to improve the quality of public education for
the children of New Jersey. In order to initlate this Program
and to achieve its goals, we believe that the proposals for
State Support of education should be implemented within three
years and at the reasonable costs reccommended in the Commnission's

Report. Thank you.

The eightecen member organizations are:

american Zivil Liberties Union of New Jersey

Anericaon Jewish Committee

Americzn Jewilsh Congpress

Americans for Democratic Action

Anericsns United for epuration of Courch and State

Anti- efunation League of B'nai B'rith

Fair Lawn ‘itizens for Fublic “chools

Jewisn Coumunity Relations Council of the Jewish Federation
of ©:u den County

Comi unity Rclations Committee of the Jewish Comiunity Council
ol kscex County

Lational Council of Jewish VWomen

New Jerscy Association of Refora Rabbis

liew Jersecy Catholic lLayman's Acsociation

iiew Jersey Conference for Seventh-Day Adventists

Scoten Pluins-Fanwood Association for Good Schools

Teaneck Citizene for Public Schools

Union of American Hebrew Congregations, New Jersey Council

Unitarian-Universalist Churches--New Jersey Council

Ethical Cultural Society of Bergen County
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SENATOR DUMONT: Assemblyman Curcio?

ASSEMRLYMAN CURCIO: I have no gquestions.

SENATOR DUMONT: Mrs., Glick, in recommending that most
of the surplus of $§75 million be allocated, there is only ocne
thing I might mention to you. We have to be careful hers
that we don't get our surplus down to a point in any given
year that we cannot take care of the contingencies that yocu
cannot fcoresee when the Appropriations Bill is being drafted.
For example, if we get into flood damage as we often do on
cne of the rivers of the State, the Delaware, the Passaic,
whatever it may be, and we have an encephalitis epidemic as
we had once or twice at some of the seashore ccunties, consider-
able amounts of money have to be withdrawn from surplus and
it is dangerous to take it down too low. I don’t think we
have gone through a year when we didn't have certain emergencies
or contingencies arise that necessitated taking something
out of surplus and in a state where the budget is about
$1.6 billion, we usually figure that it is getting a little
bit unsafe if it goes much below $40 or $50 million in the
course of planning budgetarily for a year.

MRS . GLICK: Don't you provide funds for just these
emergencies in your budget?

SENATOR DUMONT: No, we do not. Everything in the
budget is spelled out on a line-item basis and therefore
there is nothing available except what is left in surplus.

I might add we cannot operate under our Constituticn the way

the Federal government does on deficit financing and I am
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glad we can't for your sake particularly because we have to
provide the revenues to finance the operation of the State.
There can be no deficit financing. They have to balance out.

ASSEMBLYMAN CURCIO: Then too, if I may comment,
Senator --

SENATOR DUMONT: Go ahead.

ASSEMBLYMAN CURCIO: =-- this is only an anticipated
surplus provided the revenues which are anticipated come up
to expectation. There is a possibility, however remote,
that perhaps the sales tax will not produce the anticipated
$500 million. Let's assume it comes up to only $470 million,
then we would have the problem that we wouldn't have enough
money if we appropriated to the penny what is anticipated
in revenues. That is the reason for the built-in cushion
of a surplus.

MRS . GLICK; I don't want to discuss another kind
of aid in £hi§ hearing because that will come next week. But
I do want to call your attention to our believe that public
education neéds top priority and that if money is tight in
the State of New Jersey, any allocation to private education
should not receive top priority and for your own thought,
this might be put aside for next week's hearing when you
will be discussing the needs of other schools than public.

ASSEMBLYMAN CURCIO: Well, the comment that I made,
Mrs. Glick( was with respect to appropriating $70 million of
the anticipated $75 million, which I think would not probably

meet with the approval of the Legislature for sure.
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SENATOR DUMONT : Your organization will be making
a statement next week?

MRS. GLICK: Right.

SENATOR DUMONT: Thank you very much, Mrs. Glick.

Mrs. Ann Merchant, Federation of New Jersey Taxpay=rs.

MR S. A NN MERCHANT: I am speaking on behalf
of both the Federation of New Jersey Taxpayers and the Hunter-
don County Citizens and Taxpayers Association, a founding
member of the Federation. For anybody who hasn't heard of
the Federation, I would like to mention here that a message
from Ronald Kidwell, President of the Federation of New Jersey
Taxpayers, will be broadcast on WOR-TV, Channel 9, 14 times,
on Wednesday and Thursday of this week, 9:30 and 11:30 in the
mornings, 3:00 o’clock, 7:00 o'clock, 9:00 o'clock, 11:00
o'clock and 1:00 A.M. Anybody who is interested in a state=
wide group which is really trying to represent the unrepre-
sented taxpayer, please make a point of looking at TV
on Wednesday and Thursday, Channel 9.

The Federation represents taxpayers organizations
throughout the State. We speak for the unheeded majority,
the lower and middle~income taxpayers - the ones who bear
the brunt of the folly, mismanagement and corruption of
government in New Jersey. We are the people who cannot afford
to send our children to private schools when our public
schools become blackboard jungles.

S 575 seeks to implement the report known as the

Bateman Report. This report's basic aim is identical with
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that of the now discredited Mancuso Report, namely, elimination
of the small school districts, imposition of statewide
uniformity and complete State control of education. Whereas
the Mancuso Report wanted to do this by legislative mandate,
the Bateman Bill is more subtle - it recommends instead the
use of bribery. The money to be used to bribe us will be
our own. Though nobody dares say so yet, it will come from
an income tax. The Governor's so-called Blue Ribbon Tax
Commission should more honestly be called the Governor's Blue
Ribbon Income Tax Commission, for its sole task, as you all
know, is to brainwash us into swallowing an income tax.
Passage of the Bateman Bill would greatly help the brain-
washerg' task. |

The Federation opposes any new taxes, but even if it
did not, it would still oppose this bill for its totalitarian
philosophy ahd for the falsity of its two basic premises.
S 575 refersnto six different categories of school districts
and givés one appointed bureaucrat, the Commissioner of
Education, the right to determine the criteria for these
categories. Still worse, the Commissioner is also given the
power to grant or withhold money according to his judgment
of each school's compliance with his criteria. Clearly, this
recommendation is in line with the Bateman Report'’s oft
repeated thesis that education is "a State and not a local
responsibility." Along the same lines, Governor Cahill on
lo February this year said that the more state aid a school

receives, the more state control it must accept. We would
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remind the Governor and the framers of the Bateman Report
that the money they are talking about is not theirs but
ours. They are our servants, not our masters nor our

Big Brothers.

I should like to mention here that we are indeed
grateful to the New Jersey Education Association for making
a point that these criteria have not yet been spelled out
and yet S 575 is seeking to appropriate money. I would agree
with the NJEA that these criteria should not be finalized
until there have been extensive public hearings on them.

The first false premise upon which the bill is
based is the myth that the inferior achievement of the
children of the poor is the result of inferior schools. Dur-
ing 1965-66, the U.S. Office of Education sponsored the most
extensive study ever undertaken to prove the truth of this
believe. The study, headed by James S. Coleman of Johns
Hopkins University, covered 4,000 schools with 600,000
students in grades 1 through 12. Much to everybody's
surprise, the Coleman Report showed that differences in
physical and economic resources are not a significant factor
in explaining differences in pupil achievement. In other
words, however much money is spent, some children will never
learn and perform at a level equal to the national norm.

The second false premise of the Bateman Report is
that the bigger a school is, the better it is. The Report
shares with the Mancuso Report a belief in the magical
qualities of the number 3,500 as a minimum size for a
K through 12 school district, and it would generously reward
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such large districts at the expense of the small ones.

It should not be necessary to cite data to refute
the myth that bigger means better. The evidence stares us
in the face every time we open our newspapers. In a letter
to me last January, Professor Roger Freeman of Stanford
University's Hoover Institute (now Special Assistant to the
President) stated that no objective studies exist to show
the superiority of larger school districts, and wherever
they have been introduced there has been widespread clamor
for increased community control. Which are the schools
suffering from student alienation, drug traffic, rampant
violence and vandalism, teacher strikes, politically appointed
school boards who mysteriously "lose" millions of dollars
worth of State aid? Yes, of course, it is the large school
districts, espeéially those in the cities.

Even in rural Hunterdon, the large regional high
schools ére suffering from uncontrolled drug traffic,
constant vandalism, student apathy and undiscipline, and
expenditures of more than $100 per year per student merely
for bussing. The county'’s one small high school in High
Bridge has none of these evils and yet it is second to none
in schqlastic achievement. The rest of the schools in the
county are mostly small neighborhood elementary schools
with enrollments of roughly 400 pupils each. The majority
of these small schools are doing an excellent job, since they
are small enough for teachers, pupils and parents all to

know one another and to work together in a wholesome and
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friendly atmosphere. If the city elementary schools were
all like this, most of their present problems would dis-
appear. However, according to Appendix V of the Bateman
Report, it is these small school districts which would be
punished. Whereas Hunterdon's regional high schools would
receive average increases in State aid of 220 per cent,
High Bridge High School would receive only 72 per cent and
the rest of the small elementary districts would receive a
ludicrous 14 per cent. In other words, they would be slowly
starved out of existence. Eventually our communities in
Hunterdon would be forced into the situation of Brick
Township, Ocean County.

This suburban district has a total K through 12
student population of 8,366. One of our Federation members
who is a high school teacher lives in Brick Township. She
has to send her son on a 24-mile round trip busride to a
school containing 1,354 children, all fifth and sixth graders.
Her son wastes over an hour a day in the school bus in
order to attend a school where he feels lost and frustrated.
All problems of discipline, learning and pupil-teacher
rapport are magnified in that atmosphere. Though she was
educated in public schools and taught in them, this Federation
member would now send her son to a private school if she
could afford to. The amount of money spent on bussing
in this horrendous school district represents 6.8l per cent
of the total budget this year, and it is nearly two and one-

half times as much as is spent on administration. In the
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Bateman Report, this school district is so highly considered
that it was scheduléd for a generous increase of 103
per cent in Sﬁate aid.

I would urge our legislators to discount the support
for the Bateman Bill coﬁing from the State Federation of
District Boards of Education. The Federation of District
Boards of Education supports this bill because the prdime
movers in it recognize their obligation as lackeys of the
State Departmentvof Education and therefore toe the official
line regardless éf the parents and taxpayers who elected
them.

prever, concerned individual teachers and school
board mémﬁérs a:é'wé;l represented in our Federation. Their
prime interest isvndt power but education for our children,
and they all‘oppose this bill. In their opinion, it is in
the smaLichhooL distriéts where the best education is being
receivéd tbd§y,JGoodveQucétion is not dependent on statistics
and “enriched.curricﬁia"vbut on a serene and orderly learning
atmosphéres, aﬁd this most of our small schools provide.

To abolish £hemLWdﬁld in no way help the bad large city schools,
but would\mefely spread their problems over the whole State.
We would'ﬁhen ha&é equality but no quality at all.

The’Fedqfation‘of New Jersey Taxpayers urges all
legiSlatOfs to feject the Bateman Bill. If they are interestea
in helping to‘improve iqferior schools while at the same time
preserving good schools, we suggest that they seriously

the voucher plah.' This is described in a bill introduced to
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the California Assembly in 1969 by Assemblyman William
Campbell. His bill proposed that the State issue vouchers
to every child for a sum determined by the legislature to
be adequate to cover the cost of a decent schooling. These
vouchers could be presented to any school, private or public,
so that parents would once again have the freedom to choose
the kind of education they prefer for their children. The
danger of strangling State-imposed uniformity would be
averted. Parochial schools would be encouraged to continue
in operation and all schools would benefit from the free
competition. This proposal would be financed by a statewide
tax on real property, resting more heavily upon business and
industry than upon residential property. Since the revenue
would be evenly spread throughout the State, this measure
would eliminate the inequalities between rich districts and
poor ones. Children who now suffer discouragement and
alienation in our impersonal education factories could attend
schools specially geared to deal with their particular
educational problems. This would eliminate the evil of
politics mixed up in school management and of pretentious
local pride which insists that if one school has a swimming
pool and teaching machines, then its neighbor has to keep up
with it.

If you are willing to sacrifice the last oasis of
good education in New Jersey and to abandon our children to
the theories and ideologies of a small clique of educrats,

elected by no one, then you will vote for S 575. 1If, on the
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other hand, you still believe in equal opportunity and
freedom of choice for all, you will vote against S 575
and will seriously consider the Voucher Plan.
SENATOR DUMONT: Assemblyman Curcio?
ASSEMBLYMAN CURCIO: No questions.
SENATOR DUMONT: There are no questions. Thank
you very much, Mrs. Merchant.
Is Mayor Hart here from East Orange? [No response.]

Mrs. Frank Stamato, League of Women Voters.

MR S, F RANK STAMATDO, J R.: Thank you,
gentlemen.

I am Mrs. Frank Stamato, Jr., director of the League
of Women Voters oerew Jersey.

Upon education depends the strength of our nation.
Indeed, our achievements in all fields of endeavor depend
more upon the quality of education this nation provides
than upon any other single factor. This fundamental recog-
nition has led to an iﬁéreasing awareness of deficiencies
in our system, to demands for improving the quality and
relevance of education, and often, to efforts to revolution-
ize educational content and structure.

Throughout the United States concern for education
has caught public school districts in a cross-fire between
charges of being ineffective on the one hand, and costing
too much on the other. Attempts to improve program are
aggravated by‘inflation. Increasing numbers of students in

classrooms render individual attention difficult, yet insufficient
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funds prevent increasing staff size. School districts are faced

with the task of determining what to do, how to do it, and whether

there are the human and financial resources to get the job done.

New Jersey is a microcosm of the nation's educational problems and po-

tentialities. The task of providing equal opportunity for quality education

is our major problem; our potential for solving it depends upon our readiness

to accept needed reforms and our willingness to pay the costs.

Financing education is the central problem. In the recent past, many

proposals for reform in this area have been made. These proposals have

been accompaniedby data which point ta outmoded systems of school finance

as the primary source of inequities in education. And, all too often, these

disparities occur along social class and.racial lines:

Extensive sociological surveys of public schools reveal a disturbingly
consistent pattern: poor children go to the most outmoded schools

with the least motivated fellow classmates; they use the shabbiest
facilities and are taught by the least capable teachers; they do the

1
worst and may be looked upon by the system as incapable of doing better.

Public policy which allows the quality of education available to a child to

be determined by where he lives is becoming increasingly scrutinized.

Critics suggest that school finance systems which foster such inequities may

very well be unconstitutional; for, insofar as they exist within a state,

they may violate the equal protection clause of the Fourteenth Amendment.

Lawsuits pending here in New Jersey and throughout the nation are pointing

2

dramatically to the inadequacies of the current system of school finance.

1.

David L. Kirp, '"The Poor, the Schools, and Equal Protection', Harvard
Educational Review, Vol. 38 (Fall 1968), p. 644, For documentation of
disparities in educational opportunity, see James Conant, Slums and Suburbs,
(N. Y.: McGraw-Hill, 1961); J. S. Coleman et. al., Equality of Educational
Opportunity (Washington: USGPO, 1966); Steven J. Weiss, Existing Disparities
In Public School Finance and Proposals for Reform, Research Report to the
Federal Reserve Bank of Boston, No. 46, Feb., 1970.

California, Illinois, Michigan, Texas, Virginia and Wiscoénsin.
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In New Jersey, as elsewhere, the crisis facing education is a reality. An
increasing number of school districts face fiscal chaos as they are caught in
the squeeze between inadequate resources and growing demands. City, suburb,
and rural communities alike confront serious problems in financing their
schools. Often with a shrinking tax base, cities are faced with a municipal
over-burden involving competition for funds to support education, welfare,
fire and police protection and urban redevelopment. Many suburbs must deal
with rapid enrollment growth out of proportion to their tax base, and growing
tax—-payer resistance.3 The rural community, often saddled with an inadequate
tax base, must assume an inordinately high cost per pupil if it wishes to
provide an education comparable to that offered elsewhere.4
The League believes that the vagaries of political boundaries, the variations
in local property taxes, the inability, and often unwillingness of local
communities to continue to underwrite education, are no longer acceptable
reasons for wide differences in educational opportunity. We see an increased
role for the State of New Jersey in financing education as a major step toward
narrowing those differences. Although in the past, the State has chosen to
play a minor role in the operation and finance of local schools, it is none-
theless true that the responsibility lies clearly with the State to maintain
and support free public schools. Given the high mobility, increasingly
sophisticated technology and generally growing social and economic inter-
dependence of our society, it is clear that education is of more than merely
local interest. Obviously, the social benefits of public education accrue
outside the local jurisdiction where schooling is provided. In the words
of former Governor Terry Sanford of North Carolina:
3.. In 1970, 170 school budgets out of 524 were defeated, as compared to 132 in
1969 and 68 in 1965.
4. The average cost per pupil in 10 major New Jersey cities was $577, compared
to an average of $903 spent per pupil in 10 suburban school districts.
(Over)
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"It is not enough to have the finest school system in the country if the
adjoining district has one of the worst, Ultimately, the product of
the weak district will dilute the prosperity of the more fortunate
products of the excellent system. Correcting this kind of damaging
inequity requires State action.”S
In brief the League's prime concern is for extending equal opportunities
in education. We are firmly convinced that only through greater State
financing can this objective be achieved. Governor Cahill has indicated ihe
need for equalizing the burden of school support. The Federal government has
as well; for, the Department of Education has ordered state school authorities
to equalize the quality of education throughout various school districts by
next fall or risk losing certain Federal funds. The need becomes all the more
urgent when municipalities require substantial funds to operate their schools
in September. In addition, a recent study of Camden reveals that the funds
needed to revitalize the educational system and eliminate obsolete school

buildings, are well beyond its financial capacity.

The League has repeatedly asked that a piecemeal approach not be used in
responding to municipalities' needs, but rather, we have urged the enactment
of a comprehensive formula, applied on a state-wide basis, which would con-
centrate on the areas of greatest need. We have asked that New Jersey's aid
formula be revamped to (1) provide an adequate educational level below which
no community may fall, (2) build in factors designed to measure as accurately
as possible local tax effort and diverse community educational requirements,
and (3) reflect such measurements in the allocation of aid.

5. But What About the People? (NY; Harper & Row, 1966), p. 157, as cited in

Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, State Aid to Local
Government (Washington, 1969), p. 31.
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We believe that the formula proposed by the State Aid to School Districts
Study Commission, as embodied in $.575, is a step in the right direction and

we would therefore, urge the Joint Education Committee to recommend its passage.

Many elements of the proposed formula make it superior to the present aid
formula: assured state sharing of 407 of local school costs, the use of current
enrollment figures, and the weighted-pupil principle which recognizes the
difference in cost required to educate children at various grade levels and to

educate children having social and economic disadvantages.

We note the amendment to S.575 which increases the weighting of AFDC pupils
from an additional 0.5 to 1.0 units. Although we are gratified to see
recognition of the needs of disadvantaged children, the League believes that
a more broad measure than AFDC for determining who is disadvantaged should
be utilized. We hope that the criteria for the classification of districts
will take this need into consideration, and provide aid where it is most

needed.

The League finds retention of the present building aid formula, with its
applicdtion on a per weighted pupil basis, totally inadequate. Many districts
have space shortages now which would not be alleviated through this formula.
It should be noted that the quality of educational programs is related to
adequate facilities; class size and provision for full-time programs are but
two examples. Yet more than 44,000 pupils are housed in substandard class-
rooms, and 28,000 pupils are on part-time class sessions. Current estimates
place New Jersey's school construction needs in the next decade at $2.1 billion
dollars. The amount available under full implementation of S.575 would be
approximately an additional $5.1 million. Certainly this aid would be most
welcome, but, in view of the needs, it does seem meager indeed.

6. New Jersey Urban Schools Development Council, Blueprint for Education

Legiglation, 1969, p.S5.
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The League supports the passage of S. 575, yet, we recognize at the same time
what is accomplished legislatively is of little consequence unless it is
accompanied by adequate appropriations. A partial implementation of S. 575,
as recommended by the Governor, which would provide approximately $30 million
in additional aid to local school districts throughout the State can hardly

be called implementation.

In fact, if the program is funded in such small and gradual stages the effect
of the change in formula will be barely perceptable. The State should commit
more of its current surplus to the implementation of this bill and certainly
should not be entertaining the thought of spending any of our limited resources

by taking on such non-obligatory responsibilities as aid to private schools!

We represent a large body of women, some 10,000 members, who take a profound
interest in the affairs of State government, who study the issues carefully
and work to create a climate of opinion which will allow elected officials to
do the job they know must be done. To move New Jersey forward, we urge an
affirmative, courageous, and action-minded stance by our Governor and State
Legisiature. A positive indication of such leadership would be early passage

of S. 575, and fullest possible funding.

Quality education is in the interest of all citizens, regardless of municipality
or district boundaries. If we seriously intend to fulfill our stated commitment
to equality of educational opportunity, we must begin to equalize the burden

of support, and maximize the quality of education in our State. Thank you.

SENATOR DUMONT : Assenmblyman Curcio?
ASSEMBLYMAN CURCIO: No questions.

SENATOR DUMONT : Your organization will, I take it, also
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be mzking a statement next week.
MRS. STAMATO: Yes, we will.
SENATOR DUMONT: Thank you very much, Mrs. Stamato.

Mrs., J. V. Moore.

MRS, Js V. M O ORE: Well, most of what I had
to say has been covered very well by Dr. Starkey. His
statement on criteria I would agree with. The one question

I would ask is: If everyone is to be originally a basic
district, are we all to remain basic districts until the

two years or three years are up when criteria are established?
Otherwise, what criteria will we use to become anything but

a basic district?

There is another thing I would like to add. I agree
with the state of education in some areas. This isn't true
in my area so I am not here to ask for funds for Flemington.
I am perfectly willing,and I think the Legislature should be,
to give moneys to the urban areas and the areas that need it
to keep their schools open. But I would further suggest
as to the total funding of Senate 575 that this be put off
until the fiscal policies of this State have been revised.
Otherwise, I believe that we will have hodge-podge, piece-
meal financing such as we have had in the past.

I also approve of a more equitable way of financing.
I don't suggest that you do away with the property tax, but
I do believe that a graduated income tax is a more equitable
way of financing this plan.

Otherwise, I must say that Dr. Starkey has said
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better than I can the rest of what I would have said.

SENATOR DUMONT: Assemblyman Curcio?

ASSEMBLYMAN CURCIO: I have no gquestions.

SENATOR DUMONT : You said you were not down here
soliciting funds for Flemington. Suppose any were available =
would you turn them down?

MRS, MOORE: We would very willingly take it. I
would also like to ask you, Senator, - you keep referring
to the appendix of the Bateman Report - is that still
apropos to the subject since all of the amendments?

SENATOR DUMONT: Well, generally so, but I was
cautioned during the noon hour by Mr. Kilpatrick of the
Department of Education and by Mr. Alito of our own research
staff not to place complete faith in those figures.

MRS. MOORE: The reason I asked is because according
to the appendix in that book, Essex County, Somerset County,
just naming two, who have higher median incomes per house-
hold than Hunterdon County, would receive more State aid
per weighted pupil than Hunterdon County.

SENATOR DUMONT: They pointed out much of what you
are saying, that the weighting has changed some and that
these figures are not necessarily accurate for any particular
place, and I have great respect for both of them because I
know what a thorough job they do in their daily work.

MRS. MOORE: Thank you.

SENATOR DUMONT: Thank you, Mrs. Moore.

Mr. Joe Kotula, Americans United for Separation of

Church and State, Morris County Chapter. Is he here?
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[No response.]
Now who is going to speak in behalf of the Congress
of Parents and Teachers, Mr. Ruggieri or Mrs. Gordon?

[Mrs. Gordon takes the speaker's seat.] Mrs. Gordon, please.

MR S, AL EX G ORD O N: Senator Dumont and
members of the Committees on Education: I want to thank you
for the opportunity of being here on behalf of full and
immediate implementation of S 575,

I am Mrs. Alex Gordon, President of the New Jersey
Congress of Parents and Teachers.

The PTA recognizes that as citizens we have a duty and
responsibility to provide a good, substantial education to
the students of every school system. We are also aware of
the present tax structure available to carry out these responsi-
bilities. The PTA realizes that boards of education are
empowered by the legislature to carry out the directives of
the Legislature, and that a more realistic and equitable
distribution of financing education should be made possible.
Therefore, to carry out educational plans according to laws
enacted by the Legislature, more State funds should be
available.

We are aware that the cost of education has outdistanced
the rise in State aid, with a heavy burden resting on local
communities, and therefore, would support a more extensive
share in the costs of our public school system by the State,
as well as a complete revision in the financing of our public

schools. The PTA supports the Bateman bill as an outstanding
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solution for State aid. Although a $400 per pupil foundation
program is planned, we feel obligated to point out that such a
figure could be obsolete the very next year. This is an argument
against part-funding in the plan for starting this legislation, and

why we must insist that the plan be flexible.
We realize too, that some districts, particularly inner core cities, and those
We agree too, that

with weaker economic bases, must be specifically considered.

the needs of handicapped children must be met.

We would support the idea of experimentation, innovation, and evaluation to
improve education, by recognizing that in some instances it might be more important
to improve programs than to achieve quality by predetermination.

The PTA would encourage incentives for more efficient district organization,
and the value in providing for equitable, objective measurement of fiscal capacity of
school districts, and educational responsibilities as to cost by grade level, senior
high, and vocational schools,

Since public education is a State function, we would concur in recognizing that
the State ;should share in the cost of all local public school systems, and that it be
necessary that a provision be made for accountability, so that the State has authority
to review any educational expenditure which it supports financially,

Since the proposed State formula tries to incorporate these purposes and
principles, with provision of an adequate tax base for every public school pupil, in
both poor and wealthy districts, without the burden of confiscatory property tax
rates, we, the PTA, encourage the recommendations as set forth in the Bateman
Report, for:

l. Appropriate weighting of all pupils relating to the cost of education.

2. Special classes calculated according to designated weighting for their
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level of instruction.

3. Minimum State Support Programs be increased as related to quality,

4. Recognition of incentive-equalization principle by providing minimum aid
support based on financial ability to support schools.

5. State support of buildings calculated on a weighted pupil base,

6. Minimum support aid should be paid annually to each school district,

7. Incentive equalization aid to be paid annually in accordance with calculations

8. Increases in daily membership count be recalculated with adjustments for

State compensation.

9. Review of School District Budgets when more than half of school revenue
comes from the State.

The PTA strongly urges that a Permanent Commission on State School Support

be established to study School Support. This commission should report periodically on

the status of school support with current recommendations, as well as the use of

income in measuring fiscal ability of school districts as a basis for allocation of

State support. We urge too, consideration of the problems of municipal and county
overload, as it relates to school finance, and that all conflicting statutes be amended,

or repealed, to conform with the provisions of the State Support Program.

Because the proposed formula is an incentive-equaligzation program, endeavorin;
to equalize the burden of good public education, with a guarantee of an adequate tax
base for every pupil without burdening citizens with a tax load, we would recommend
that additional funds be made available for substantial increases in State aid where it
is inadequate, and where districts feel that they are being treated unfairly,

If the tax base is to be changed from property value to income, we insist that
the formula accommodate such a change.

We would further suggest that the recommended equalization incentive formula
develop incentives for better school programs with the establishment of a sliding

scale of school support for each pupil, based on actual enrollment.
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The State has a fundamental obligation to resolve
the problems of public education. We submit that full and
immediate implementation of S 575 would be a responsive
acknowledgement to neglected public school education in
New Jersey.

From Governor Cahill's inaugural address, I
would like to quote: "All my adult life I have had held
with Aristotle that ‘the faith of empires depends on the
education of youth.''" The Governor has called for a master
blueprint for the upgrading of our educational system and
I submit to you gentlemen that its success depends on the
financial foundation. Again in the Governor's words, and
I quote: "We cannot afford to fail our young and our future.
As the elected official, representative of all of the people,
I urge your vigorous support of Bill S 575."

SENATOR DUMONT: Any questions? [No response. ]

Thank you very much, Mrs. Gordon.

Rev. Philip Kunz or Mrs. Nancy Hawkins. Which one
will testify in behalf of the New Jersey Council of Churches?

Mrs. Hawkins.

M R S. NANCY HAWEKTINS: I appreciate very
much the opportunity to be able to speak on this bill.

The New Jersey Council of Churches has long been
recorded as favoring a greater educational opportunity for
every child in the state. We seek not only an equalization
of education, but an enrichment for all. At present our

children are being short changed by a system which does not
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provide equal education in every district, and does not
redress the impairment of opportunity created by special
educational need, poverty of the local school district, and
the escalating cost of education due to inflation.

The weaknesses of the existing system, if it may be
called a system, are well documented in the "Bateman Report"
and virtually every classroom. While much is said about
the glaring need in the poorist districts, we contend a
visit to many wealthy areas will show a lack of instructional
material aids, class sizes over 25, old buildings, and
reliance on a constantly recruited group of new in-experienced
teachers at the cheapest rates possible. In short, the
great problem is not in the cities alone.

There are at least four grave weaknesses in the
existing school finance system: (1) Basic support by the
State is an incredible 27.5 per cent in the fourth wealthiest
state in the union. By contrast, Delaware provides 72.7
per cent aid, New York 47.8 per cent and Pennsylvania 45.2
per cent., It must be seriously questioned whether New Jersey
has a meaningful state educational system. (2) There is no
addition factor for the higher cost of secondary education.
(3) There is no addition factor for rapid population growth.
This has sad impact on growing suburbs and townships.

(4) There is no addition factor for the constant inflation
which strikes every district.

With such great weakness in the educational mechanism,
we support the speedy enactment of S 575 (1970) rather than

in July of 1971 as a first step in providing a true means
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of equal, superior education to all children. Our support
recognizes the serious weakness of S 575. We are aware, for
example, that if the bill were effective in 1970-71 the
state aid would remain 7 per cent below the projected
national average. Still 36 per cent could help some pupils.
We are unhappy with the five-year phase-in of the S 575
program and the inadequate $30 million start up proposal.

We challenge the usefulness of a .5 weight factor for

AFDC children. This factor would produce only $55 per pupil
per annum in a basic district and $80 in a comprehensive
district. Those figures will not compensate the districts
on a realistic basis. A compensation factor of 1.5 weight
would be more just.

There are other deprived children. We do believe
that the AFDC provision is a good point, but we do feel that
there are other groups of deprived children besides that.

Why do we favor S 575? First, it begins to put the
State of New Jersey back into support of public education
where it belongs. Second, it introduces several types of
districts thus conforming more to the state of affairs in
the state. It does not yet provide adequate incentive to
districts to improve, but it recognizes their varied nature.
Third, S 575 recognizes the cost difference in secondary
education. Fourth, the bill attempts to keep the aid formula
current to costs in the districts.

We respectfully ask the Legislature to make at least

minimum improvements to S 575. A provision guaranteeing that
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districts will not lower their spending should be spelled
out. A far bettery and very helpful provision would be the
inclusion of a pool fund to compensate poor districts.
This fund would be gathered from those districts where the
combination of local taxes and state aid can exceed the
standards generated in S 575. In addition, the criteria for
the several district types should include these need components:
(1) presence of overage buildings; (2) presence of special
need in the areas of gifted children, educable, emotionally
troubled and socio-economic disadvantaged; (3) the capacity
for district support calculated on the basis of local per
capita annual income and local per capita annual tax burden.

If the provisions of S 575 are to have an impact on
the educational mess, the Legislature will have to enact
the amended measure soon. If the bill is not passed, or if
it is passed without the strengthening provisions suggested
here, ﬁhe Legislature will be faced with a breakdown of the
public education system before the mid seventies. At that
point massive taxation and reform measures will be mandatory
and political flack will hurt the well meaning, as well as
the apathetic. The time to act is no later than autumn 1970.
Even such actiOn Will not be a guarantee of serenity, but
only step one in the necessary overhaul of the state public
education sysﬁem. Thank you.

SENATOR DUMONT : Assemblyman Curcio?

ASSEMBLYMAN CURCIO: Just one question: Mrs. Hawkins,

do you not agree that the implementation of S 575 and future
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legislation will require the enactment of a state personal
income tax?

MRS . HAWKINS: Yes, I do. We have stood for a state
personal income tax for quite some time and for very good
reasons. We feel that it is impossible to make the necessary
reforms in our state schools, our prisons, our juvenile homes
and all those areas and particularly in state aid, and also
to create matching funds to go for Federal aid that is avail-
able. Unless we have an income tax we will not be able to
do all these things.

ASSEMBLYMAN CURCIO: Thank you. I have nothing
further, Senator.

SENATOR DUMONT: Mrs. Hawkins, you mentioned on
the first page about the .5 weight factor for AFDC children.
I believe that has been corrected by an amendment to 1.0.

MRS. HAWKINS: I realize that. This was written before
that, before we knew that amendment was there, and we do
agree that that is better but we still think it could be

raised.

SENATOR DUMONT: Thank you.

Mr. Gerard Naples, Councilman from Trenton. Is he
here? [No response.]

Mr, Graham O. Harrison, Member, Ridgewood Board of

Education.

GRAHAM 0. HARRISON: I am Graham Harrison.
I am investment manager of a major industrial pension fund

and for five years, a somewhat bruised member of a local
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board of education in Bergen County.
We appreciate, Senator Dumont and Assemblyman
Curcio, vour being here to listen directly to as many boards
of education and other groups as will testify. The refrain
has been a familiar one: "We need help. Rising school costs
have brought local real estate taxes to intolerable levels.
Our senior citizens and persons on fixed incomes are being forced
from their homes. Voters will no longer support school

budgets nor building proposals. . .

This refrain is familiar, but it has the harsh ring of truth. In varying degrees,
every school district in New Jersey is deferring needed maintenance, buying fewer
textbooks, and delaying needed program improvements because, in conscience and in

practical political terms, they cannot ask for more real estate tax dollars.

Our Ridgewood school district is not nere today to plead poverty nor to simply

appeal for more funds. There are many valid claims upon the State's resources

beyond education. There are many urban school districts whose real estate base
is too fragile and whose parallel municipal needs too overwhelming for any

suburban area to seek dollars at tiheir expense.

Yet, a brief outline of Ridgewood's position may put the suburban district in
proper perspective and illustrate why we feel the State Aid formula should be

changed in the direction of, and beyond, that proposed by Senate Bill 575.

Ridgewood is basically a residential community with approximately 6,500 single-
family homes and fewer than 1,000 two-family or apartment dwelling units. Of its
27,000 residents, 30% are in either public, parochial or private schools, another

6-7% in college. Few communities in the United States have as high a proportion
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of their population in scnool. This is a source of strengtih but also a major

claim on family income.

Ridgewood's school district is responsible for approximately 7,250 resident pupils
in kindergarten througn twelfth grades, noused in eignt elementary schools, two
junior highs and a hign school. It has a long history of academic excellence,
bulwarked by a broad program of vocational and work-experience activities. There
is wide community involvement in our schools and only two operating budgets have
ever been defeated at the polls. Yet, eaci year tie pressures increase, and
today, despite extensive postwar new construction and renovation, the schools re-
main overcrowded at every grade level. 4 65-year-old elementary school, closed
briefly in 1950, is still in use,and the core of our 53-year-old high school needs

major renovation and expansion.

We do not confront the enormous problems of Paterson, Trenton, Hoboken or Newark,
yet it should pe recognized that suburvia is not all grassy playfields and gleaming,

carpeted corridors.

Since 1956 the State of iew Jersey has provided Buildin~ Aid for capital outlay
and bonded debt service purposes. e believe this program, as amended by Chapter

31, P.L. 1966, is faulty in concept and token in amount.

As you know, the initial 1956 foundation program sum of $30.00 per pupil, less

1/2 mill local fair share, was changed after a decade to $45.00, less 3/4 mill

local fair share. Let us illustrate the minimal effect of such a change, using
Ridgewood's 1970-71 budget as an example. The table also includes a column for
Senate 575's furtuer revisions, indicating it too does not yet realistically

answer the dilemmas faced by all districts with space shortages.
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I apologize that all of you do not have copies of
what is a rather complex table. Fundamentally it shows that
Ridgewood's capital outlay and debt service expenditure next
year will be $833,000. Under the initial 1956 plan, we would
have received $67,000 in state building aid. Because of the
revision in 1966, we will in fact receive $99,000. Under S 575
this amount would be increased to $138,000. Yet while we will
receive next year only 12 per cent of what we expend for capital
outlay and debt service, S 575 would increase this to only 16 1/2
per cent.

[Following is the table referred to by Mr. Harrison.]

BUILDING AID I~ 1970-71 BUDGEL

1956 Plan 1966 Revision S-575 Proposal
Enrollment (9/30/69) 7,182 7,182 8,055 (weighted)
Foundation Aid Per Pupil  $30 $45 $45
Foundation Aid (000) 216 323 362
Fair Share Rate 1/2 mill 3/4 mill 3/4 mill
Equalized Valuation ($298 iillion)
Fair Share (000) 149 224 224
State Building Aid (000) $ 67 $ 99 $138
Capital Outlay and Debt Service

(00V) 833 833 833

State Aid as % 8% 127% 16.5%

While it is clear that neither past nor proposed plans make a significant contribu-
tion to local building programs, the more serious problem is that none make any

provision for new construction. Indeed, any district now committed to existing

debt service in excess of its available State Aid must pay 100% of all additional

costs if it undertakes a new program. Lven worse, as inflation raises equalized

valuation levels eacih year, the dollar amount of State building Aid will decline.
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(1)

If we assume passage of S 575, with full immediate funding,
let us look at the differences in cost borne by local real
estate if the identical building (space and facilities) had
been built in 1956 under the initial law, 1966 as revised, or
in 1971 under the three varying aid measures. It will be obvious
from these figures that the increases in aid, past and proposed,
do not keep pace with the cost changes. In this example - and
this is because not only of building cost construction inflation,
lamd cost inflation, but the rising interest rate - annual costs
would have risen $368,000 from 1956 to 1971 in the annual debt
service cost, yet state aid would be up only $32,000 under the
existing law and only $71,000 with the full effect of S 575.

[Following is the example referred to by Mr. Harrison.]

Year of Construction 1956 1966 1971
Construction, in Current Dollars $6,050,000 $7,200,000 $9,000,000
Municipal Bond Interest Rate (AA) 2.75% 3.10% 6.75%

Average Debt Service: 20-Year Issue

(2)

(1)
(2)

The

Interest (Average) 82,500 111,500 303,750
Principal (Level S.F.) 302,500 360,000 450,000
Total $ 385,000 $ 471,500 $ 753,750

Based on School ilanagement Cost of Building Index, July, 1969.

The difference in cost during theearly years of bond life would, of course, be
even greater.

double-edged sword of construction cost inflation and rising interest rates

cannot be blunted with a fixed sum aid formula.

This formula actually has the perverse effect of benefiting the district whose

building programs were completed years ago or whose current needs are unmet rather

than the district needing new construction which accepts its responsibilities.

On our example, .using Ridgewood's State Aid calculation, but assuming no other

existing school debt or capital outlays, the paradox would be as follows:
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I7 BUILDING COMPLETION WAS IN

Annual Average Debt Service $385,000 $471,500 $753,750
1970-71 State Aid (S-575) 138,000 138,000 138,000
Paid by Local Real Estate $247,000 $333,500 $615,750
% From Local Tax 647 635% 827%

The table illustrates that the state aid under any of these
circumstances would be $138,000. Debt service under these examples
varied from $385,000 had we put the building up in 1956, to over
$750,000 if we build next year. As a result, the amount of building
cost on an annual basis paid by the local tax, which would have
been 64 per cent in 1956, 68 per cent in 1966, is now going to

rise to 82 per cent.

Within the funding available to all scuool aid, it seems more logical to provide
Building Aid as a percentape of actual annual debt service and capital outlay.
This would reflect building cost, interest rates, bond maturity and credit ratings
within the same time frame as local taxpayers must bear tlieir share. The concept
of "fair share'" on an incentive equalization vasis, as visualized for current
expense items, could also be adopted to the Building Aid procram. This could be
equated wvith State-determined standards for classroom size, equipment and other
factors that affect building life and efficiency. Unless this is done, the local
district is under great pressure to skimp on specifications and materials to

meet near-term debt service ''ceilings' cet by voter resistance rather than

sounder and more economical long-term investment criteria.

Whatever disposition is made by the Legislature of Building Aid proposals, the
greater weigiht in dollars and judgment must certainly go to the current operating

budget area.
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Ridgewood has experienced a doubling in public school enrollment from 1950 to
1970. In the same twenty years, however, the total school budget has increased
from $1074,000 to $10,143,000. It is now nine and a half times as large as in
1950. During this period of unprecedented cost increase the proportion of total
school outlay raised from local tax has been static, 83.5% in 1950 and the

identical level in 1970,

I will digress for just a moment to say I think some boards
are overstating their case, as this number would even suggest, by
not recognizing that the state funds the entire employer contribution
to the Teachers' Pension Fund, so that the statewide figure of
25 per cent that is frequently quoted is really 18 per cent against
the local operating budgets as they are reported to the residents
plus another 7 per cent representing the Pension Fund contribution.
I think it is very important for boards and for citizens to recognize
the state does do this for us.

In any event, as the budget is presented locally, this figure
is still 83 1/2 per cent of local tax dollars.

Indeed, in the coming school year 1970-71, the dollar amount
of State aid for Ridgewood will decline by over $41,000 while our
total expenditures increase by over $1,200,000. In percentages the
State will be funding 10.2 per cent of all outlay next year compared
to 12 per cent in the year that ends this month. The difference between
these two sets of numbers, between the 83 1/2 per cent local and the

10.2 per cent State, of course, is made up of tuition and other sources.

Expressed differently, every dollar, and then some, of cost increase will be paid
from local real estate even though it vas State-enacted Chapter 303 which is

primarily responsible for the salary increases which create the cost rises. We
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will pay our 408 teachers an average of $13,500 next year, after two years of
salary increases averaging approximately 117% each year. Whatever the rationale
for such increases, it is unreasonable for the State to ask local districts to

pay the entire cost of negotiated gains.

Little wonder that the sales tax,whicih permitted the 1966 and 1969 revisions in
aid formula and adoption of various categorical aid plans in special fields, has

brought no visible local relief.

If we exclude debt service from our total expenditures and all those arcas which
either receive tuition reimbursement from other districts and summer school
students, or receive categorical State Aid, tlie role of the State shrinks still

further. These remaining 'mormal, regular' current operating costs are budgeted

as follows for Ridgewood: 000
Total Current Expense, 1970-71 $9,310
. 1

Less: Tuition From Other Districts (1 $ 442

Cost of Atypical Classes 315

Summer School 37

Transportation 101 945
"Normal' Operating Expenses $8,365
State "Formula'" Aid @ $100 Per Pupil 718
State Aid as % 'Normal' Expense 8.67%*%

(1)

Assuming tuition income matches cost for such pupils.
* It is recopnized that the State also pays the employer's share of pension fund

contributions and it is suggested the State provide the data annually to
enable local districts to report this in their local budgets.

This table shows current expense next year of $9,300,000.
The grouping of tuition from other districts, cost of atypical classes,
summer school and transportation is approximately $1,000,000. The
balance which represents normal operating expenses is then $8,365,000.

Our State Formula Aid that is applicable to these expenses is only

$718,000 or 8.6 per cent.
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Our conclusion must be that State Aid for normal operating expense is too low to
be meaningful for a public school district, State Aid is significant only for
transportation, where 75% of the annual cost is reimbursed, and for atypical or
learning disability class cost, which is shared equally by State and local
district. Significantly, both of these areas receive aid based on actual expense
even though on a one-year time lag. Unlike basic formula aid, the price of in-

flation is shared by State and district.

While our detailed examination nhas been based on a '"minimum aid" district, over
half of all New Jersey pupils are enrolled in such districts. It is a statewide,
pervading problem. Any district seeking excellence for its regular classrooms

must now absorb its entire cost.

We recognize that full implementation of the S-575 features represents over
$200 million in current revenues. We are not authorized to speak for our
residents and voters in support of suci major funding and the broad-base tax it
implies.

We can and do speak strongly, however, for the concepts embodied in $-575 that
recognize:

1. Weighting of pupils by grade level. Our own experience, using
elementary pupils as a base of 1.00, shows that a junior high
pupil's cost is 1.28 (versus 1.25 proposed in S-575) and a high
school student's cost is 1.46 (versus 1.30 in S-575).

2. Bringing aid to a current enrolment basis for growing districts
by providing an optimal enrollment calculation on the last
school day in ilay of the aid year.

3. Setting "minimum support aid" at varying levels which reflect
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the breadth of programs undertaken by a district.

4, "Incentive equalization aid"” which further acts to
encourage comprehensive facilities, pace-setting
curriculum and sound staffing within districts
whose local financial ability could not carry such
costs under the existing aid formula.

5. 1Inflation, by recomputing the '"guaranteed valuation
base” to adjust for statewide trends and by adjusting
minimum support aid for annual per-pupil cost increases.
Thank you for weighing our views in this complex

and vital decision.

SENATOR DUMONT: Assemblyman Curcio?

ASSEMBLYMAN CURCIO: Mr. Harrison, you suggested
that you recognize the full implementation of S 575 repre-
sents over $200 million in current revenues, yet you were
hesitant to state just where such major funding would come
from. Do you have some personal views on that matter?

MR. HARRISON: I am not hesitant to state my
personal conviction that it ought to be an income tax. As
a commuter who operates in New York, I am particularly in
favor of this because I pay very substantial income taxes
for no visible services in New York. But I don't feel that
I can represent the views of Ridgewood.

ASSEMBLYMAN CURCIO: Would you hazard an opinion as
to the views of the majority of the people in your community
as to the funding of this program by a personal income tax?

MR. HARRISON: I have always found Ridgewood citizens
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willing to bear a fair share of all services and I would
expect that they would face the responsibility that this
implies.

ASSEMBLYMAN CURCIO: I have nothing further, Senator.

SENATOR DUMONT: Mr. Harrison, you talk about the
senior citizens and you probably are aware of the fact that
yesterday the Legislature - the State Senate yesterday and
the Assembly previously - completed work on a concurrent
resolution which we hope will help to resolve to some degree
that problem if the people pass on it favorably November 3rd,
I guess it is this year.

I am sure you know too that if there were an income
tax in New Jersey, under the New York law, the money you
pay there would not be physically returned to New Jersey:
it would stay in New York State.

MR. HARRISON: I recognize that, but I as an
individual would be more enthused over it since I would have
a credit which doesn't exist now.

SENATOR DUMONT: All right. Thank you, Mr. Harrison.

Mr. Rudolph Schober, Finance Committee Chairman,

New Jersey Association of School Business Administrators.

RUDOLPH A, S CHOBE R: Senator, we would
like to thank you for affording us the opportunity of
presenting our comments this afternoon.

The New Jersey Association of School Business
Administrators supports S 575 and would emphasize the need
for full implementation immediately.
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Clearly, the present Foundation Program with its
fixed amounts is inadequate if the State is to fulfill its
responsibility to a greater degree and provide much
needed relief to the local taxpayer.

The New Jersey Association of School Business
Administrators would like to present the following suggestions
to make S 575 even more meaningful to New Jersey School
Districts:

1. Because there is much apprehension about district
classification, we would suggest that during the first
year of operation, the State Department of Education be in-
structed to develop evaluative criteria and to hold puklic
hearings on this subject.

2., We believe that S 575 should include greater
incentive aid to districts who become parties to reorgan-
ization on a K-12 basis. Also that such reorganized district
should be classified in the highest category and given
aid on this basis for a period of 5 to 7 years, at which
time actual determination of its proposed status is made.

3. We would strongly recommend that greater
attention be directed to the improvement of Building Aid.

We believe that additional monies channeled to this kind
of program can more directly meet the objectives of pro-
viding relief to the local taxpayer. An example of the
type of program suggested would include the following
elements:

a. Raise the state contribution from an estimated
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28 per cent of statewide cost for Debt Service and Capital
Outlay to 40 per cent. This would amount to an additional
appropriation of approximately $12 million annually.

b. 1In order to provide flexibility, the State's
share would be recomputed annually at 40 per cent of Debt
Service and Capital Outlay.

c. The 40 per cent contributed would be apportioned
on a predetermined fixed dollar amount which could vary
each year and be distributed on the same basis stipulated
in S 575.

Additionally we would suggest the following:

1. While we recognize that 575 does not provide
for municipal or county overload, it is our opinion that
no state school aid formula should make provision for this
purpose. It is our belief that direct municipal aid be
provided for specific items which cause municipal and county
overload.

2. Our Association would recommend the establishment
of a State School Bonding Authority to issue all school
bonds and pledge the full faith and credit of the State
behind such issues. The School District would reimburse
the Authority for principal amortization and interest costs.

We thank you very much for this opportunity.

SENATOR DUMONT : Assémblyman Curcio?

ASSEMBLYMAN CURCIO: No questions.

SENATOR DUMONT: Thank you very much, Mr. Schober.

Mr. Wayne Cyphers, Legislative Chairman, Washington
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Township Board of Education, Warren County.

WAYUNE CYPHETRS: The Washingtonton Township
Board of Education is opposed to S 575. We feel that it
is discriminatory in that pupils will be weighted for aid,
depending upon the quality of education they receive.
Children living in an area with a high quality would be
fortunate - more aid and a continuing increase in quality.
However, those unfortunate enough to be receiving a lesser
quality would in turn receive less aid and an accelerated
deterioration of education.

Washington Township is a k-6 District and we believe
we have a superior quality of education for our children.
However, under S 575, I believe we would receive $110 per
pupil; whereas at present for the year 70-71, we receive
$138.61.

Further we are concerned because we feel that the
size of the district, that is, the amount of pupils, and
not academic value will be the deciding factor in determining
quality.

We believe that all children should be treated
equally and every child in the State receive the same aid
and, of course, there should be quality control, strictly
enforced by the State Board and the Commission, but not to
the extent of depriving aid to the children of any district.
Thank you.

' SENATOR DUMONT: Any questions of Mr. Cyphers?

[No response.] Thank you very much.
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Mr. Evan Goldman, Bergenfield Education Association.

EVAN GOLDMAN: Thank you, gentlemen.

My name is Evan Goldman. I am President of the
Bergenfield Education Association, Bergenfield School
District, Bergen County, New Jersey.

"One small step for man and a giant step for mankind”
are words that all Americans heard with pride as man set
foot on the moon.

I question if our State can make that statement
concerning the support it gives the local school districts
for education. We can't get to the moon in a horse and
buggy and that is about what school districts are function-
ing under.

Let's look at what help we in Bergenfield are getting
in State aid. We are the sixth largest district in Bergen
County. We receive 13.2 per cent of our budget from the
State. Someone might state that it is better than nothing.
Basically that is all it is better than.

There is a desperate need for a change in the
present State Aid to Schools formula. The burden of supply-
ing the money falls on the homeowner. How much can this
person carry before he breaks under these ever -increasing
burdens? It is a vicious cycle. We all get raises and they
are just eaten up by this economic spiral. There must be
some relief for the senior citizen and the middle-income
homeowner.

Look at what is happening. Costs of running the
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school system are increasing - salaries, supplies, materials.
Programs in education cost money. Districts want to give
the students the best education money can buy. Boards of

education hesitate because towns people question the need.

Taxpayer candidates attack new programs. "Give us the
3 R's. We don't need the frills," they say. "Look at
all the waste in our schools." What is the root of all

these problems? Money.

Chapter 303 has been blamed for a lot of the
difficulties that exist in my district. I disagree. It's
money. The fear of the taxpayers revolting if the budget
gets out of hand - this is what's on the board’s mind.

I would say most board members are sincerely involved and
dedicated to quality education, but to have that quality,
you must pay.

Gentlemen, I think that we all agree as to the
importance of education. The future is at stake. If we
are going to invest pénnies, the return will be very small.
Look at your tax bills. Check the average increase in our
district over the past three years. It has been 28 cents
per hundred dollars of valuation. How long can this burden
be borne by the taxpayers?

Very basically, increased State aid is going to
accomplish several things:

One, take part of the burden off the taxpayer.

Two, allow the boards of education to present more

innovative programs to our district.
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Three - and very important - release some of
the extreme pressure that exists in the board's staff
relations during negotiation.

I sincerely feel that our State Legislature is
concerned with education and the children of our state.
Many of their past actions have shown this to me. I ask
on behalf of my district and the children that we are
responsible for that every possible consideration be given
to the desperate need for increased State aid to our school
districts.

When our State takes that giant step, I hope that
it will be forward. We must all work together to move the
education in our State forward. Thank you, gentlemen.

SENATOR DUMONT : Any questions, gentlemen?

[No response.] Thank you, Mr. Goldman.

ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: Dr.Dorothy Naiman, Immediate
Past President, Ethical Culture Society of Bergen County.
Is she here? [No response. ]

Mr. Stephen Nagler, Executive Director, American
Civil Liberties Union. [Not present.]

Mr. Arthur Zinkin, Public Funds for Public Schools.

[Not present.]

Miss Joan Maurice, President, Bergen County Education

Association.

J OAN MAURTICE: I appreciate the opportunity to
speak on this bill on behalf of the 10,000 Bergen County

teachers.
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We are concerned about the education of the students
for which we are responsible, The 20 local school budgets
defeated this year in Bergen County by over-burdened taxpayers
is cutting into building expansion programs, causing over-
crowded classrooms and split or part-time sessions, to
mention just a few.

These budget defeats are also responsible for the
elimination or cutting back of sound educational programs
and staff so desperately needed in our complex society.

The local school budget has become the scapegoat. The
reading, writing and arithmetic philosophy alone is not
adequate to carry our young people through the challenges
of today and tomorrow.

Few Bergen County districts will benefit from the
incentive equalization aid proposed in S 575. Nevertheless
we support this feature of the proposal because we recognize
that the State must equalize educational opportunity and
provide quality schools through distribution of more funds
to needy districts.

Bergen County benefits primarily from the improve-
ments planned in the minimum support portion of the bill.
The bill proposes weighted minimums from $110 per weighted
pupil to $160 per weighted pupil. The range is intended
to reflect the quality of program offered as well as the
costs required to produce such quality.

We are concerned because S 575 fails to provide in

1971-72 even the uniform $110 per weighted pupil contained
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in the bill language. The $30 million proposed appropriation
will mean that most Bergen County school districts will
receive one-fifth of the money required to move from the

$100 per pupil of the current law to the $110 per weighted
pupil. This is only a few dollars per pupil. Since the
average aid offered in the $30 million proposal of Governor
Cahill is only $20 per pupil, we wish to point out that
Bergen communities will be getting less than this average

and frequently not even $10 per pupil. Such meager
additional aid is most inadequate.

Property taxes in Bergen County alone show an
increase of almost $38 million in 1970. This is double the
amount of increase of just ten years earlier. I want to
emphasize that the increase in Bergen County tax levy is
$8 million more than the Governor has proposed in aid for
the entire State for '71 and '72.

The problem of financing education is neither
unique to our times nor to Bergen County. Education is a
rapidly-expanding service in our society, the cost of
which has been rapidly inflating over a period of many years.
The Bergen County Education Association supports S 575
and urges its prompt passage. I thank you for your time.

ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: Thank you very much.

Miss Kathryn Stilwell, Fair Lawn Education Association.

KATHRYN E. STILWETLTL: Mr. Chairman,
my name is Kathryn E. Stilwell. I am a Counselor in Fair Lawn

High School, Fair Lawn, New Jersey, and Treasurer of the
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425 member Fair Lawn Education Association.

I wish to speak in favor of the Bateman Bill,
S 575.

It is a well-known fact that New Jersey ranks in‘
the first 5 per cent of the 50 states in per capita personal
income, but is in the bottom 5 per cent for State aid to
education. Therefore, it is imperative that New Jersey's
antiquated tax structure based on property be changed.

In September, 1969 Governor-Elect Cahill stated:

"The State school aid formula is outdated and must be replaced
by a more equitable one. The Republican Party recognizes

the State Aid to School Districts Study Commission Report

as a framework for such improvement. New Jersey must never
again get in its present position of giving school aid on

an antiquated, inequitable, and inadequate basis."

The above cannot be done by "phasing in over a 5-year
period." Help and aid is needed now.

I wish to speak specifically to some problems
facing Fair Lawn. Fair Lawn is a suburban community of
some 40,000 residents and considered a rather affluent
community in Bergen County.

However, in May, 1970, the State Department of Education
distributed a report listing the Economically Deprived
Communities in the State of New Jersey and listed the individual
schools which qualified for Federal funds. Six public schools
in Fair Lawn were listed in this report.

In 1969-70 over 85 per cent of the Fair Lawn school
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budget came from the local tax levy, while we received
13.2 per cent from State Aid. The 1970-71 budget for
over $9 million provides that 85.6 per cent monies come
from the local tax levy and only 12.2 per cent from State
Aid. This is totally inadequate and a long way from the
40 per cent recommended in the Bateman Report.

Fair Lawn's 1970-71 budget was defeated. As provided
in Chapter 303, we have been negotiating since October with
the Fair Lawn Board of Education. We have gone to mediation,
fact finding, back to mediation and to the Superior Court.
The Board of Education unilaterally adopted a salary guide
for 1970-71 on May 22nd, which the Fair Lawn Education
Association rejected. At this moment September 1970 has
many forebodings because we have no contract for 1970-71
as provided under Chapter 303.

With increased State Aid as provided in the Bateman
Report, certainly some of Fair Lawn's problems would have been
minimized.

Therefore, on behalf of those whom I represent, I
wish to urge a speedy passage, provision of funds, and
implementation of the Bateman Report. Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: Thank you, Miss Stilwell.

Mr. Eugene Hart, President of the Audubon Education

Association.

EUGENE C. HA RT: Gentlemen, this is my first
hearing and may I take the liberty to commend you so far

on your durability.
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You know, the favorite target and rallying cry
today has been the so=called silent majority. But Audubon,
with is a community in the southern part of the State of
11,000, with a school enrollment of some 2400 would like
to direct its appeal to the silent minority represented by
you, our State Legislature, and your failure in the past
to assume your proper role as near-equal partners with
communities in fulfilling your constitutional obligation
to operate a sound education system from High Point to
Cape May, from Delaware to the shore, not only in educational
directives but with ﬁhe funds to see that these directives
are properly implemented.

Now how does this failure affect communities like
Audubon? As the past chief negotiator for the Audubon
Education Association, I have aoften been advised by my
superintendent that moneys available realistically are on
a "what will the market bear"” philosophy. This would be
satisfactory, I thihk, if there were one over-all market
in the State. But to the’detriment of our students, there
are 580 markets and the result for us in Audubon, the
lowest pupil expenditure«fqr districts of its size in
the State.

Now Audubon taxpéyers investing hard-earned tax
dollars find themselves in a gamble that these dollars will
hopefully pay off in a winning system. But under this
community to community "what will the market bear" approach,
what he does receive is not the quality he gambled for but

only what a few deem affordable. This is really a miscarriage
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of the responsibility to provide the best available to all.
What it amounts to really is quality depending upon
geogfaphy, if you happen to live in a community that can
and will provide that quality. Now I live in a community
that does. I teach in a community that doesn't. So
Audubon's taxpayers' gamble pays off not in a winner but

in an "also ran."

As a sports follower, I am aware that the New
Jersey State Interscholastic Athletic Association groups
our high schools by enrollment so that they can provide
equal competition or an approximation of it., Thorough-bred
racing, a huge money maker for New Jersey and heavily
regulated by you gentlemen, gives all its bettors, or tries,
a fair shake by handicapping horses of lesser degree,
designed to provide competition and a good run for the §$2
bet. But in State academics, our students are not given
the same opportunity to later compete equally in life or
compete equally in college because they may be educationally
short-changed by geography.

Why not give our school investors the same fair shake
as the $2 bettor by handicapping and providing our financially
less equipped systems with assistance to make students'’
later chances more equal. It would seem, gentlemen, that
what we can do for horses we ought to be able to do for
our children.

In Audubon salaries compose 75 per cent of our

budget. Thus this locked-in figure under today's Public
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Law 303, eventuaily cuts deeply into stragetic areas, such
as texts, supplies, curriculum advancement and ilnnovative
practices when the budget, as ours was, is defeated and
cuts eventually are made to pare the final figure to com-
munity acceptability. We at Audubon have suffered such
a defeat this year and it directly affects us by eliminating
teacher aids, properly equipped libraries, computer aids,
data processing, special education, special programs, enough
staff, enough guidance personnel to do a jcb equivalent
to nearby communities more liberally endowed. Again we
come back to that same philosophy: Education, or the guality
of it, depends upon a matter of gecgraphy, where you live,

We feel that S 575 is a step in the right direction =
incentive equalization. Now certainly our Legislatures
have noted in the past the success attained by many
Federally-funded programs to motivate communities to spend.
Here in New Jersey teachers are aware of Title; I and II
and you gentlemen are aware of such things as beach erosion,
which is important in our State, and urban renewal.

Now taxpayers do respond to an incentive program
and boards of education, tight with their dollars by necessity
or choice, often light up at the joy of increased dollar
for dollar aid. However, let's never really return to
the remembered Mort program that sets up directives and
then watches them dry up and shrivel when fund sources never
materialize. And let's unlcad for all time a community

geared "what the market will bear” philosophy. We would
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like to make Audubon, in fact, the entire New Jersey
educational system, a thorogh-bred operation and the
payoff here would be to win a greater future for all our
children, regardless of geography, to place renewed confi-
dence in the Legislature's role in education and the State's
educational program, and to show the other 49 states that
New Jersey can be a leader in dollars spent for education as
it is in dollars earned for industry. And I think then the
taxpayers' gamble turns in his favor and becomes one we all
gladly will assume since everybody, gentlemen, loves and
backs a winner. Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: Thank you, Mr. Hart, very much.

Mrs. Gordon from the Coalition for Better Public

Education.

MR S. A LEX G ORDO N: Mr. Chairman, I am
representing the Coalition. Mr. Rogin could not be here
so I am taking his place. I appreciate the opportunity.

The Coalition is a non-profit organization of citizens
including in its membership such groups as The State School
Board Federation, New Jersey Education Association, the AFL-
CIO, Urban Schools Development Council, American Civil
Liberties Union, NAACP, Association of School Administrators,
and the New Jersey Manufacturers Association. This Coalition
has come into being to advance the state's system of public
education and we thank you for this opportunity to testify

on S 575.
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We will not reiterate the list of miserable problems in our state's
education apparatus so well demonstrated in the national media, the
testimony submitted to this hearing, and, most sadly, the classrooms

of New Jersey. The immediate basis of difficulty is the funding of

sound education.

The present state school aid rate of 27.7% is a scandalously inadequate
one by any standards. New York provides aid at 47.8%, Pennsylvania at
45.2%, and Delaware at 72.7%. New Jersey is in a self-imposed stone age

regarding state support of public education. Indeed, some even question

if we now have a meaningful system of public education. The law suit

of Mr. Whelan in Jersey City and similar cases in six states challenge
the existence of a fair system on the basis of the deprivation which
results from an inequitable state aid formula. Inequity as a product of
one's residence has been made the subject of a serious constitutional
question which should be redressed by the Legislature. In stark contrast
to these inequities, stands our rank of fourth in wealth. The problem

is in funding, not in the resources of New Jersey.

The present inadequate funding of education has a destructive impact not
only in our cities, but in rural and suburban areas as well. Many of the
44,000 pupils in substandard classes and the 28,000 on part time shifts
are non-urban residents. In 1970, 170 school budgets out of 525 were
rejected, while in 1969 the comparison was 132 out of 524. Voter

resistance to local property taxes for schools is increasing.

Added to resistance and the paucity of state aid, is the failure of the

present system to provide for,
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(1) rapid population shifts,

(2) the higher costs of secondary education,

(3) the higher costs of education for the gifted, the dist@rbed,
the vocation-centered, the educable, ;

(4) the crushing rate of inflation striking every district,

Local school taxes will increase next year by $180 million. This will not

meet the 13% rate of inflation in education costs (source NJEA, .
Urban Schools Development Council.) Over the next five years, a
billion dollars could be needed to meet only the inflation in

education costs.

Members of our Legislature, we are simply saying that public educétion
is near the point of break-down as a result of unequal, inadequate

funding by the state.

The Coalition for Better Public Education urgently asks the enactment

of S 575 with the fullest implementation in this session. S 575 is a
necessity, not merely an interesting option. For example, enactment
would raise state aid to 367% of costs, still 77 below the projected
national average in 1971. This is hardly asking for too much. Mpreover,

the Coalition asks the improvement of S 575 in these ways:

1. Provision for fully funding S 575 now to become effective in

1971-72 budgets.
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2, Provision of a mechanism to measure the ability of a district
to support public education on the basis of local per capita
income and the mandatory priority of aid to those districts
found impoverished on the basis of per capita income regard-
less of their location.

3. Provision of special aid to districts with over-age and/or
inadequate school buildings.

4. Provision for additional state aid for programs of pre-school

readiness, special education, vocational education and education

for the gifted.

S 575 with these additions, would give New Jersey the necessary plat-
form for a more just and effective public education system. We commend
to you the deep support for our arguments found in the testimony of

the State School Board Federation, NJEA, the Urban Schools Development

Council and many of the citizens who are here with us today.

Our citizens' need for quality education outreaches the relief that
would come in S 575. The Coalition for Better Public Education will
strive for more than the initial platform of the Bateman Report. We
call on the Legislature to strengthen S 575 and to enact it with full
funding. This measure will not solve our state's education crisis,
but your leadership now will be the required first step toward equity,

quality, and opportunity deserved by every citizen.
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ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: Thank you very much.
Mrs. Mary Allen, President of the New Brunswick

Education Association.

MR S. MARY A LLEN: I thank you for this
opportunity to speak in favor of S 575.

Not too long ago our distinguished Mayor of New
Brunswick, Mrs. Patricia Sheehan, came before the legislators
and presented New Brunswick's need for additional funds in
lieu of taxes because of Rutgers University's tax exempt
land - I might say, with favorable results.

Additionally we are faced with approximately 500
students from Federal Housing projects for which the Federal
government's financial assistance amounts to only one-fourth
the actual per pupil cost.

Education in New Brunswick is in a serious struggle
for funds. The last two board of education budgets have
been reduced substantially. This reduction has necessitated
curtailment of programs regarded as essential to give
meaning and relativity to the educational development of
the students in our schools. Improved programs we deem
necessary for the emotionally disturbed, career-training
programs, technology courses, innovative programs and
innovative scheduling and those programs for economically
and socially disadvantaged students have been implemented
only on a partial basis with the limited funds available.

We must be able to do much more.

It is the New Brunswick Education Association's
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desire that New Jersey, a leader among states in many
other areas, distinguish itself through the efforts of
this legislative body and place New Jersey in a position of
educational leadership in the United States. Thank you.
ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: Thank you, Mrs. Allen.
Mr. Ralph DiSibio, Vice President, Gloucester

City Teachers’ Association.

RALPH DiSIBTIDO: My name is Ralph DiSibio, a
teacher in Gloucester City public schools. I am representing
the Gloucester City Teachers Association, the Gloucester
City Board of Education and the citizens and students of
Gloucester City.

It 1s becoming increasingly impossible to burden
the local districts with the major responsibility for
financing public schools. For too long we have been trying
to fiscally run our schools with an outmcded structure, the
local real estate tax. The present State Aid formula has
become a dried-up puddle in the sea of school economics and
our present foundation program is on a dead-end street some-
where in New Jersey.

Gloucester City is one of the ever-increasing urban
areas with a shrinking tax base and still faced with using
that base to finance its soring educational budget. If
we are to move education ahead, the legislators in New Jersey
must face the reality of the public school fiscal situation
and support Senate Bill 575. The public schools exist to

serve all the children. Senate Bill 575 is urgently needed
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with the amendments suggested by the NJEA to provide the
funds to enable the schools to meet this challenge. Thank
you, gentlemen.

ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: Thank you.

Mr. Stanley Waldman, Vice President of the Atlantic

City Education Association.

STANLEY B. WALDMA N: Mr. Chairman and
members of the Committee: Shakespeare once said that brevity
is the sole of wit. I hope to be hysterical.

I would like to thank you for the opportunity to
appear before this Committee.

My name is Stanley Waldman, Vice President of the
Atlantic City Education Association. Today I am here
representing not only the Association but also the Board of
Education.

In this case we are here to earnestly get passage
of Senate Bill 575. Atlantic City is in desperate need
of additional State aid. I say this as a long-time resident,
as a person whose children are now fourth generation in the
area. We need help, If this is an emotional plea, if it
is an intellectual plea, take it as both.

Newsweek Magazine ran a feature about Atlantic City.
Many of you have read it. Although the tone of the article
was unduly pessimistic, unfortunately its presentation of
economic deterioriation was factual. We have many faceted
financial woes in Atlantic City. We have a three-month

economy. We have an economy that is bolstered a little bit
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by a convention business that brings in an additional
20 per cent to the sum total of what the city can garner
or generate. We have little or no light industry.

The consequences of such an economy can be seen
in the following statistics: 33 1/2 per cent of our families
in Atlantic City earn less than $3,000. That is quite a
large percentage. 8.7 per cent of our people are unemployed
in the summer. In the winter, it goes up to 14 per cent.
Our welfare costs are the highest in the county. We have
to maintain a police force, a fire department, public
services to handle not the 60,000 residents who live there
on a year-around basis, but the 300,000 people who come
during the summer months. So we can’t discharge these people,
we must maintain them,and the costs are prohibitive. Add to
this the fact that next to St. Petersburg, Florida, Atlantic
City has more old people with fixed incomes than any city
in the United States. Add to this an urban renewal program
that has torn down 15 city square blocks of rateables and
hasn’'t been able to get but maybe $5 or $6 million of new
building in the last four years. We just can'’t interest
people to come in and build in Atlantic City. And to all
of this, add the flight of the local businessman with his
business to the suburban areas.

With these conditions, what can be the attitude or
the allocations for education in Atlantic City? For 1970-71
Atlantic City will spend 34.4 per cent of its tax dollars

on education. You might say, "Lord, this is really low."”
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Well, it is better than the 28 per cent of last year. We
are just about the lowest in the State because we don't
have the money.

It means less than quality education. For the ten
elementary schools in which I teach every week as a speech
therapist - and those schools are 80 per cent black -
those kids don't need "all right" education, they need the
best education and we just can't afford it. It means that
most of our schools in Atlantic City, at least 50 years old,
have to be replaced, but we don't have the building funds.
An outside agency came in, Leggett, Leggett and Englehart,
two years ago and said, "Replace most of your schools."

But we haven't started that yet. And it also means reliance
upon Federal moneys, unsure in amounts at best and whimsical
in disbursement at worst.

Atlantic City needs financial assistance desperately.
Although 575 will be no panacea, it will offer some relief
and prove that New Jersey is willing to live up to its
financial and moral obligations to provide quality education
to the children of this State.

Thank you again for allowing me to appear.

ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: Thank you, Mr. Waldman. It
wasn't hysterical but it was quite funny.

Elayne Brodie. [Not present.]

Rev. Henry Cade, Chairman of the New-Ark Community
Coalition. [Not present.]

Mr. Charles Mabray, Title I Advisory Board, Newark.

[Not present.]
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Mr. P, Mark Heston, President of the Barrington

Education Association,

ROBERT MORRTI S: Assemblyman Ewing and members
of this Joint Education Committee: My name is Robert
Morris and I represent the Barrington Education Association
in place of Mr. Heston.

This report represents the opinion of the Barrington
School District, located in Camden County. This district
has approximately 1700 resident pupils = k through 12.

We encourage the Senate to adopt the "State School
Incentive Equalization Aid Law.” We feel that increased
State aid to lécal districts can do nothing but improve
the quality of education given to our students.

The current expense monies from the Stateof New
Jersey to the local districts now average 28 per cent of
the total current expenses put forth by those districts.

If we compare this to our surrounding states we find our-
selves unmercifully low. Delaware averages 50 per cent:
Pennsylvania averages 45 per cent. Barrington's meager
share for 1969-1970 is 15 per cent of the total current
expense budget.

Other State laws are continually being passed in
an effort to improve the total educational picture. In
recent years, one progressive step, the teachers' negotiation
law (P.L. 303) has cost the local districts a great deal of
money. The smoke detectors, required by the State today as

a safety precaution, cost Barrington $25,000. Increased
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costs of supplies, equipment, salaries, insurance, and
the expanding services demanded by the public today
enlarge the costs of operating districts by leaps and
bounds. However, it might be noted that for the year
1969-1970 Barrington received $186,975 and for 1970-1971
the system will receive $188,817 or an increase of less
than $2,000.

Based on the S-A 2, on file in the Barrington Business office,

the per=-pupil aid for 1967-1968 was $137.00; for 1968-1969, it was

doun to ;79,003 Tor 1969~1970, 1t was up to $117.00; and for 1970e
1971, it will be 118.00. In recent years our state sales tax
has risen from zero to 5,3 yet the Boro of Barrington is rcecelving
less per~pupil aid. Then, vho is paying the increased Educational
pill? The local property owvners arc! Their bill has inecrcased
fron 52.92 to 4,96 per hundred in the last few years and they
also pay the sales tax. With the passage of the Bateman Bill,

our state ald could be increased by $117,000 or an additional
68,00 per pupil above the 1969-1970 narlk,.

Who will be aided? The schools, of coursc, and the local
propcrty owners., The Boro has only one major means of ralsins funds
to pay its billls « the prope.ty tax -« but the state has many channels
fron which it can draw noney. Consequently, we are convinced that
more state ald to publice schools is nccessary to relleve the
$remendous burden being toted by the land owmer under the present
State School 2id Law,
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Wo ask you to help us educate our children by passing the
"State School Incentive Equalization Aid Law" and the "School
Duilding Afd Law" with full implementation imiediately, UWe are
convinced that with more statc aid and less local property tax
burden, the school will have a better opportunity to serve the
comrmnity., With this aid the budget wlll be stabllized and thereby
will allow additional prograns to be initiated or augmented without
asking the local property owner to assume so much of the burden,
Other state sponsored taxes should be funneled into education and
the noney distributed according to this law.

Thank you for your time.

SENATOR DUMONT: Mr. Morris, you have Delaware
averaging 50 per cent of the total cost and two previous
witnesses used 72.7 per cent. Are you right or are they?

MR. MORRIS: Well, since there are two of them
and only one of me, I would assume they are right.

SENATOR DUMONT: Thank you very much.

ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: Mr. John Tesauro, President of

the Trenton Board of Education.

JOHN F. TESAURDO: I am John F. Tesauro,
President of the Trenton Board of Education. Representing
the Board of Education, the professional staff, and the
students of the City of Trenton, I wish tothank you for
this opportunity to testify on S 575.

I do not wish to repeat what has been said so well

and so often in these chambers today. I do wish, however,
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to stress again that the problem of providing quality
education in the urban centers of our State is compounded
by New Jersey'’s approach to the funding of education, and
by the fact that this funding has been so dependent upon
property tax as a major source of revenue. I wish not to
belabor this issue, which I am sure is apparent to almost
everyone today.

The present State School Aid rate of approximately
28 per cent (averaged for all districts) is not only inadequate,
but also totally indefensible in light of the tremendous
economic and social problems that have existed and that
increasingly persist in our cities. It has been suggested
today that inequity as a product of residence has been made
the subject of a serious constitutional question. This,
of course, is a matter for our courts to decide; however,
constitutional or otherwise, inequity as a product of
one's residence - as this inequity affects children and
young people - is indeed grossly unfair and obviously
untenable. Because the problem of rectifying inequity in
the State of New Jersey is not really wealth (we stand very
high in this regard among the 50 states), the problem then
is in the method of funding.

At this point I should like to present just a
few statistics to show how Trenton, the capital city of New
Jersey, has fared in the last few years under the present
State School Aid formula. I turn to the appended chart

which shows that the State appropriated in 1967-68 school
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year approximately $4.2 million, which representel approximately
35.6 per cent of the total budget for that year. The city
appropriation was $7.2 million or approximately 60.4 per cent.
If you will look to the far right, the 1970-71 school year, where
the State has appropriated approximately $4.8 million or

30.2 per cent of the total budget, the city appropriation has
been and is $11.12 million or approximately 68.6 per cent

of the total budget. In the 1969-70 year, which we are
currently operating in, I would also like to point out to

the Committee that approximately $772,000 which was cut by
the City Council and ordered restored by the Commissioner

of Education, is still in litigation. With just one week
remaining in the 1969-70 school year, we are not certain

that the courts will uphold the Commissioner's decision.

I would also like to add another statistic. If you will
compare the actual appropriation by the State in 67-68 as
compared to 70-71, the increased cost to the State over

four years was approximately 15 per cent, whereas the
increased cost to the local taxpayer in that same period

from $7 million to $11 million was 54 per cent over that

same four-year period.

Reference to the attached sheet indicates that the
total amount of funds made available from all State sources
has remained relatively constant in dollar amounts, while
the total school budget has risen significantly. As can
be seen, the contribution on the part of the State as a

percentage of the total school budget has dropped
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better than 5 per cent over the four-year period shown,
while at the same time, the city's share, raised by local
property taxation, has risen 8 per cent.

We respectfully request the Legislature to pass
S 575 and to enact it immediately, with all implementation
necessary for full funding. We believe that S 575 may not
be the final answer to the financial problems within the
area of aid to public education, but we do believe that
because it would raise State aid appreciably, S 575 is at
this time worthy of our unqualified support. Knowing that
these fast changing and dynamic times require continuing
examination and re-examination of the substance and the
methods of governmental expression, we give our wholehearted
support to S 575 at this point in our history, believing
that our citizenry can be counted upon to approve it as a
meaningful step toward providing better education for all,
and a more equitable education for an astoundingly large
number of pupils in our New Jersey schools. Thank you.

[Chart referred to by Mr. Tesauro can be found
on page 121A of this transcript.]

ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: Thank you, Mr. Tesauro.
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ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: Mr, Vincent Giordano from
the Paramus Elementary School? (No response)

Mr. Larry Rothe? (No response)

Mr. Richard Moore, Director of Dissemination,
New Jersey Urban Schoocls Development Council.

Mr. Moore, looking at the size of this, are you
going to read this whole statement?
RICHARD S. . MOORE: I certainly am not
going to read this, no, by no means, I have no such
intention. In fact, I would just like to make a few
brief comments., I regret that I wasn't able to be here
for the earlier testimony so I am not certain what points
have been covered, but I would like to call your attention
to the information that begins with Table 5, I believe it
is, following page 2. (See statement - p. 122 A)

I tried to assess: the past increases in the
day school expenditures during the past five years in
the State. The day school expenditures = the figures
I am using here are less transportation costs and, of
course, they do.not include capital construction, they
do not include debt service costs and many of the
" extraneous costs in education that would be normally in
total educationsl expenditures. As you can see, over the
last five years, annually, we've averaged 11.6% increase.
Now it wasn’t until 1967 through 1969 that the full
impact of the teacher salary militancy began to be felt,

and this is continuing. This past year it was 14.2%
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increase. Now, i1if you take that percentage and project
it into tables 6, 7, 8 and 9, to try to assess what this
is going to mean over the next five years, if we follow
a five-year implementation plan for S-575, you discover
that we are going to end up approximately 1 percentage
point below where we are at the present time.

Now we show, during the last five years, the
average rate of increase to the actual increase in cost
of education has been going up an additional 1.12% each
year. So I have tried to project on different schedules
here both the five year average, also the 14.2% keeping
and holding static, and also a possible compromise figure
for what the figure might possibly be in the next five
years,

No matter what approach you take, you come out
finding that S=575 is not going to make a very big impact,
if any impact at all, on the total operating expenditures
of our school districts. It's not really going to - 11
improve the quality of education because there aren't
going to be funds available for increasing the scope of
present educational services or providing, shall we say,
more intensive care under the present educational programs.

One of the features of S-575,which alarms the
Urban School& Development Council most of all is that it
does very little to help equalize the present costs of

education and the burdens for the cost of education

provided at the local district.
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Thevurban éommunities certainly will not benefit
greatly  from thi’s'billo They will come out with approxi-
matelj 1% more of the total present State portion of the
education revehues than they have at the current moment.

The fundamehtal flaw that we find in the bill,
and I make note of this on page 12, is that the proposed
State Aid formula falls far short of abolishing the
relationship between a local community's wealth and the
quality of the public schools it can support. Consequently,
it preserves and gives new permanence to unequal educational
opportunities.

| You will find in this document many charts to show
you the current:level of expenditures and how they differ
from“communitf‘ﬁo éommunity as far as providing educational
services., | |

iThe ufban schools,-the ten urban districts which I
représeﬁt haVé:259,000 children enrolled in them - 229,987,
Ilthinkfit is, cﬁildren(— certainly are at the bottom of
the list as far as the services that they can offer to
their student bodiés, the type of educational programs
that they‘can‘a.fford° The current increasing property
tax rate is‘putt?ng a real squeeze, as you know, on these
urban communitiésc ‘And in the next five years, if S-575
is implemented éver a five year period, the property tax
rate invthis State will.have‘to raise, for day school
expénditures‘alone, $lvbillion more dollars. And if you

take into consideration the increasing costs of transportation,
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schocl construction and debt service costs, it's very
likely that it will have to raise in the neighborhood
of $1.4 billion.

From my perspective, I don't believe that the
property tax can stand this burden. I believe we need
to move definitely in the direction of a program fromula
similar to S-575 but S-575 certainly is not the ultimate
answer. It's still based on a per-pupil property valuation
which tends to be very highly inequitable as far as the
urban districts are concerned because it does not guarantee
to them a high property valuation through which they can
educate their children. It guarantees to school districts
which already have a great deal of wealth the ability to
continue and to perpetuate even a more comprehensive
educational system and structure than that which they
already have. It will give the wealthier districts more
money through which they can recruit teachers, expand
their curriculum programs, and things of that nature.
The urban districts, on the other hand, will probably
be scheduled for an intermediate type of slot which
means their property guarantee will not be nearly enough
to allow them to expand let alone narrow the gap that
presently exists between the urban and suburban and
rural districts.

Also, there is another factor that is definitely
missing from this formula and that is taking into con-
sideration municipal overload features. There is no

indication in the legislation or in the formula where it
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takes in the factfthatiin urban districts it is far
more costlylto support‘other governmental services and
hence therecisva real,pressure that retards the advance
and abilitylto_raiSe'money for education on the part of
the urban districts9 hWe'believe that there should be a
municipal overload factor and component in the formula.
We also belieye that the present proposed weighting of
AFDC pupils'by’only a o5 increment is certainly not
adequate, tc provide their needs.

You w1ll notlce in, I believe it is chart 1
which: follows page 9 I have reflected here the percentage
of the AFDC chlldren thatbthis reflects of those that
have been labeled as dlsadvantaged children in the urban
dlstrlcts, It averages out to be only approximately
one—thlrd of the chlldren wnlch actually need expanded
educatlonal sermrces - whlch means, if we are to really
meet_thelr needs, werare(g01ng to have to increase that
per pupil:Welghting‘to 155 rather than a .5 increment.

I would llke to make just a few remarks in closing,
In addltlon to the AFDC component and the municipal
overload~faétor} we believe that the formula must also
attempt to begln to create equal educatlonal opportunities
for all chlldren across ‘the:’ State.

As you know, there.are increasing cases that are
comlng before the courts testlng state school aid formulas

because they do not permlt school districts to prov1de

equal educatlonal opportunltleso
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As you alsc probably know, at the present time
New Jersey provides 27.5% of their over-all cost of
education in the districts. Now the naticonal average
is approximately 41% and by next year they expect it to
be over 43%. There are nine states that already provide
more than 60% of the cost of educating their children.
And there have been many recommendations = the Inter-
governmental Relations Commission has recommended that
state governments provide the bulk, if not all, of the
cperating costs for the schools, and certainly most of
the large industrial states already do provide in the
neighborhood of 50 to 60 percent. Of the states that
immediately surround New Jersey, the average is
approximately 55%. I believe Delaware provides over
77% of the cost of operating their schools.

We suggest that the criteria for classifying
school districts be based on a graduated scale of needs,
including such component factors as the local property
tax burden; local fiscal capacity; cost variation
factors due to socioceconocmic characteristics;
population density; the percentage of student population
enrolled in antiquated, obsoclete schools more than 50
years old; as well as previously mentioned component,
the number of children needing caompensatory education.

We also have some reservations about using
property as the basis for the formula. We believe that

by 1972 there is going to have to be a revision, a total
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revision of the tax structure of this State. We believe
that to base it on property would be to base it on a
system that is quite inaccurate in judging ability to
support educational costs.

We also would like to see the present formula
expanded to be more comprehensive, to include factors
for transportation, for school construction, for special
education programs for the handicapped, and early
childhood education programs as well as summer school
programs.

At this time I would like to answer any questions
you might have.

ASSEMBLYMAN CURCIO: Mr. Moore, you made a state=-
ment that there are 9 states in the vicinity of New
Jersey =-

MR. MOORE: Nine states in the nation.

ASSEMBLYMAN CURCIO: Oh, nine states in the nation.

MR. MOORE: That already provide more than 60%.

ASSEMBLYMAN CURCIO: More than 60%. Can you name
those nine states, please, or can you name any of them.

MR. MOORE: No, I can't, not at this time, but I
can get that. Delaware was one, I believe. I believe
Pennsylvania is not. I believe Massachusetts might be
and I believe Wisconsin. I would have to really look them
up. I have them available. I can prepare a list of them,
if you would like.

ASSEMBLYMAN CURCIO: Yes, I would appreciate that.
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And I would also like to know the source of the funds
from which they make these payments.

MR. MOORE: Fine. I will tell you right off
where you can get a lot of this information and that is
the Ranking of the States. It's published by the
National Education Association on an annual basis and
they provide and rank each state in 102 different
categories. Also the Bureau of the Census has many, many
publications, of course, where they provide information
along this 1line,

ASSEMBLYMAN CURCIO: You also have on Table 7
projected increases. Do you project that our school
costs for actual day school expenditures, less trans-
portation costs, will increase at the rate of 14.2%
for the next five years?

MR. MOORE: I'm saying that what happened in this
past year, in the 1968-1969 school year, that is the
rate at which the increased costs occurred, 14.2%. The
two years just prior to that it was 12.9. It has been
going up every year during the last five years, there
has been a constant increase and it has been going up an
average of 1.12% over this five year period. So actually
we might expect to see next year a 15.36% increase for
the 1969-1970 year that we are right in now, for which
figures are not available.

ASSEMBLYMAN CURCIO: Well, what factors are there

that would cause that tremendous jump each year that you
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anticipate?

MR. MOORE: Well at this point you have many
factcrs working., Of ccurse;, you have increased enrollments
that are coming across. The construction costs have been
going up enormously. Last year construction costs rose
by 13%. This year it's projected that they will rise by
considerably mcocre than that, in fact the increase in
construction costs for the first six months, if projected
over the entire year, were in the neighborhood of 23%
which is an enormous increase for one year.

Now you also have salaries which have been going
up quite rapidly. Teachers have been trying to catch up
with the rest of the economy from which they’'ve lagged
behind for quite a lengthy periocd of time. So there is
a tremendous pressure upon school boards to increase the
salaries ofwtheir instructional personnel.

And, then, of course, just the increased costs
_that are occuring in areas like published materials.

These have been going up at an enormous rate. Unfortunately,
education is in a sector of the economy that is experiencing
one of the greatest increases in costs, moresoc than the
over-all écbnomy which is rising slightly more than 6%.

ASSEMBLYMAN CURCIO: So to paraphrase or
succinctly state what you've said and what is contained
in Table‘7, éhe'cdst of education, projected day school
expenditur¢s §f approximétely $1,100,000,000 this year,

1969-1970, will go up, as you state, tc $1,860,000,000
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by the year 1973-1974, or in five years it will almost
double?

MR. MOORE: That's correct. It's staggering, I
know.

ASSEMBLYMAN CURCIO: So that in any event if the
full Bateman Report were implemented, it would hardly be
sufficient to cover the anticipated costs let alone
alleviate any burden on the property owner. Is that right?

MR. MOORE: That is exactly true. That is
precisely the situation. It's alarming. I felt that,before
I sat down and started calculating these figure, it would
have some impact., I called last year for a two year
implementation plan rather than a three year implementation
plan, feeling that that would have certainly a greater
impact as far as raising up the burden which the State
is assuming so that property taxes could subside. But
when you stretch it out to a five year plan, you are
completely abolishing any possibility of relieving
proper ty taxes at all.

ASSEMBLYMAN CURCIO: So that now that we've had
the sales tax for about four or five years and it has
made no impact, apparently, on the lowering of the home
owner's taxes or property owner's taxes, if we enact an
income tax to supplement the Bateman Report to raise
four or five hundred million dollars, four or five years
hence we will be in exactly the same position. Is that

correctly stated?
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MRm.MOQREg It means that yocu are going to have
to impiemént it in a shorter periocd of time so that the
annualyincreménts Will theh take care of the rising
costs of eduéationo

ASSEMBLYMAN CURCIO: Well, let’s all sell our
homes and go to the moon.

MR. MOORE: The point is that there was an impact
in the educational burden which the State picked up after
the sales tax wés implemented. Actually, the State was
picking up neariy, of the day school expenditures part, -
nearly 22%, in fact, I'll take that back, I think it was
22 and a fraction. I may have that statistic right here,
At any réfe, at the end of the five year period, under
S-575, without a faster implementation schedule, we
will_be at a?595% less of the State support level than
we were after we’ implemented the sales tax.

ASS‘EMBLYMAN CURCIO: Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: Are there any other questions?

SENATOR DUMONT#l Mr. Moore, are you advocating
that the Sﬁéte should pick up more than 50% of the total
cost of“éduééﬁion?

MR?\MQORE: Yes, I am, sir,

SENATOR DUMONT: Now, why? Don't you think that
simply removes the local responsibility for support of
the schools? |

MR MOORE: T think it helps alleviate the
problems.that‘éXist in many of our districts, the divisions
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that we have, the artificial boundaries we have around
municipalities virtually break down on a wealth basis
so that you will have certain communities that can afford
to support their schools and support them handsomely, and
you will have other districts that cannot really adequately
afford to support even a minimal educational program and
frequently it's these schools that have the largest con-
centrations of children that need special educational
curriculum programs. So that the costs are ever increasing
in the districts that can least afford to support education.
SENATOR DUMONT: Yes,but the point is, Mr. Moore,
that where you have local responsibility you are also
going to have people looking after the expenditure of
the tax dollars. Now, after all, the taxes come from
the people no matter what level of government provides
the money. And if you remove the local responsibility,
the local supervision, people aren't going to be con-
cerned to the degree,
MR. MOORE: Such a feature does not have to
remove local responsibility, in fact the formula can
build in a basis of local responsibility. In other
words, the level at which a community would tax itself
would be an indication of the level of support which they
would get then from the State. On page 17 I outlined
such a program. Such a scheme was recommended by a Mr.
Hershel Shanks in The American Scholar, Spring of 1970,
He recommended:
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"Let us say that the State will provide fifty
percent of the necessary financial support for public
education by appropriation to the local community. The
dollar amount of this appropriation would depend on the
number cf pupils in the system. Additional funds would be
provided by the local community depending on the tax rate
imposed on itself by the local community."” In other words,
the local community would have to have and maintain an
input into the system.

The present program that you have before you in
S-575 does not require that a local community maintain
its present level of support of education. They can take
the State funds that they would get from S-575 and use
them strictly for alleviating the property tax burden.

Now I am for alleviating the property tax burden but I
don't think it should be done at the expense of quality
education.

SENATOR DUMONT: Well, after having looked at a
good many formulas in my years down here, I don't think
any one of them ever takes the place of good local
people in government.

MR. MOORE: This may be so but, at the same time, if
a local community does not have the wealth and the money
to provide éducation for their children, should they be
denied an education for their children?

SENATOR DUMONMT: I don't think anybody is trying

to deny them anything. I believe that when you get beyond
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50% of the total cost of public schooling you are removing
the incentive for good local responsibility and super-
vision.

Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: Thank you, Mr. Moore.

Mr. Robert McCullough, Bergen County Education
Association? (No response)

Dr. John Lee, Ridgewood High School?

Miss Mary Downs, Vice President, Hackensack
Education Association? (No response)

Mrs., Louise La Corte, Executive Committee Member,
Concerned Citizens of Cedar Grove?

M R S. LOUISE L A CORTE: Gentlemen,
honorable Senators and Assemblymen, I thank you for the
opportunity to address this distinguished group. I am a
parent and I represent a sizable group of parents like
myself as the Concerned Citizens of Cedar Grove.

Our Community pays for almost 81 percent of our
school budget through property taxes. We carry a heavy
burden and believe me, we would certainly be happy to
receive financial assistance from the State. However,
we absolutely cannot approve of the Incentive Equalization
Aid Law bill, 575, as presently written. Our Citizens
Group has studied the provisions of the bill as carefully
as citizens can. Although we can agree in principle that
some school districts need more financial assistance than

others, we are opposed to certain specific inadequacies
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in the bill.

First of all, the school districts will be
classified according to six different levels: the
non-operating district, the basic, the limited, the
intermediate, the pre-comprehensive, and the comprehen-
sive district. These districts are not defined by New
Jersey Statutes the way school districts presently are.

The classification of school districts will be established
by the Commissioner of Education with the approval of the
State Board, according to criteria also established by

the Commissioner. But what are these criteria? Will the
Commissioner receive them by inspiration or divine
revelation? And will his idea of proper criteria coincide
with the next commissioner's concept of proper criteria?
Or even his idea of criteria next year? What guarantee

do we have of continuity of concept?

Before yoﬁ turn over any large sums of money to
be spent as one individual in our governmental structure
sees fit, I am suggesting that we, the citizens of Cedar
Grove would want to have the safeguard of statutes defining
the classification of a school district. We feel that it is
dangerous to place so much power and money in the hands of
an individual office without first defining objective
criteria for determining how the moneys will be spent.

Second, the amount of aid a school district receives
is weighted not only according tc need but according to the

size of the school attended. It varies as much as $110 per
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pupil in a basic district to $160 per pupil in a compre-
hensive district. The total amount of aid is calculated

by multiplying the numbers of pupils by amounts of money
again ranging from almost $34,000 in a basic district

to $45,000 in a comprehensive district. The comprehensive
school gets the most money per pupil. They, furthermore,
have the advantage of multiplying a larger sum of money by

a larger number of pupils. Clearly, bill $-575 is financing
an incentive plan to develop regional schools.

Also, gentlemen, the copy of the bill 575 that I
received has several interesting corrections. Whsre the
bill now states "pre-comprehensive" it previously stated
comprehensive school, and where the bill now states
"comprehensive” school it previously stated superior school.
The comprehensive district referred to in the present form
of the bill is not a comprehensive district as we now know
it. It is a kind of district that does not yet exist. This
constitutes purposeful and deliberate misuse of a concrete
term and may fool some people, but not most people. This
euphemism parallels the misuse of the word liberate when
takeover is really meant.

So now we can see that the maximum aid provided
for by bill S-=575 is not to be received by any school
district that presently exists, but by a new type of
school district that will be created by the Commissioner,
may I parenthetically add, with the approval of the

State Board.
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Gentlemen, this piece of legislation, as ccm~
mendable and admirable as it is, has hcles in it large
enough for a sneaky rat to hide in and find funds toc
finance a future redistricting plan. The Incentive
Equalization Aid Law, 575, 1s not aimed at helping
existing school districts that sorely need the help, as
we have heard today. If it were, we would strongly
support it.

For the lack of safeguards, for the lack of
explicit and objective criteria for school classification,
and for the huge loophole giving financial impetus to
school redistricting, I urge all of you, and particularly
the Essex County‘representatives to vote against bill 575
in its present form cn behalf of the voters you represent.
The group of citizens I speak for want the best possible
schocls for our éhiidreni but we do not want State Aid
that has strings attached to it and that may eventually
strangle us.

Thank you for your time and attention, gentlemen,
may God help you make the wisest decision possible.

ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: Mrs. LaCorte, I don't believe
in the new 575 there is going to be a bonus or anything
for the redistricting. That has been taken out. On the
amended version of 575, the official reprint copy - if
you don't have one we have an extra one here that you
can take with you.

MRS. LaCORTE: This is sc, sir, but two weeks ago
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Commissioner Marburger on television, on NBC, made a very
clear point that he was in favor of redefining school
districts, if necessary, and this was on May 24, 10:30
A.M., Sunday.

ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: Well, do you have the latest
copy of the bill?

MRS. LaCORTE: I'll accept it. Thank you very

much.

ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: Mr. John Garland, Cedar
Grove.,
MR S. LOUTIS MAL ENNY, JR.: I am Mrs.

Louis Malenny, Jr., and I am speaking today for Mr. John
Garland a member of the Cedar Grove Board of Education,
he being unable to be present today.

I wish to thank the Joint Senate and Assembly
Education Committee for the opportunity to express
Cedar Grove's views on Senate Bill 575. The aid formula
is based mainly on guaranteed equalized valuations and
guaranteed minimum aid per pupil. Although these two
guarantees seem to result in a fair and workable aid
formula, they have been further broken down according
to six totally undefined school district classifications.
The bill gives to the Commissioner of Education the
authority and responsibility to establish the criteria
for these classifications annually.

At this time, Mr. Garland requested that I read

the resolution adopted by the Board of Education of the
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Township of Cedar Grove:

Whereas, New Jersey Senate Bill 575 would
authorize the apportionment of State Aid to Education
to all New Jersey school districts according to their
classification; and

Whereas, Bill 575 does not define the criteria
for these classifiéations but gives to the Commissioner
of Education the authority and responsibility to establish
these criteria annually; and

Whereas, the Board of Education of the Township
of Cedar Grove feels that the criteria for school district
classifications should be clearly defined in Bill S-575,
that a change in New Jersey Revised Statutes, Title 18-A
should be required to modify these criteria:

Therefore, be it resolved that this Board of
Education exprésses opposition to Senate Bill 575 in
its present form. |

Taking into consideration the recent amendment
which gives double weighting to disadvantaged students
and assuming all districts would be classified as basic
the first year, Essex County would receive $30 million
in additional State Aid., OQut of this $30 million,
Newark would receive $25,416,000 and East Orange would
receive $1,855,900. This would leave $2,727,500 to be
divided among the remaining 20 Essex County districts.
Cedar Grove would receive $69,000.

In spite of the fact that the bill is clearly a
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welfare bill rather than an aid to education bill, Cedar
Grove has not objected to the aid formula. We cannot,
however, refrain from opposing the bill which, if fully
implemented, would mean an additional tax burden on the
citizens of affluent communities, such as Cedar Grove,
probably in the form of a State Income Tax, and which
would, at the same time, give to the Commissioner of
Education the power to take much of the control of our
schools away from the local boards of education.

We, therefore, recommend that the bill be amended
either to define the criteria for the six school district
classifications or to delete the classifications from the
aid formula altogether, preferably the latter.

I have also been asked to present the following
letter from all PTA Presidents and Legislative Chairmen
in Cedar Grove, and it's addressed to Assemblyman Ewing:

Dear Sir; We are opposed to Bill S-575 because
it does not clearly define the criteria for school
district classifications but gives to the Commissioner
of Education the full authority and responsibility to
establish these criteria annually. Signed by all the
Presidents and Legislative Chairmen from Cedar Grove.

And I would like, if I might, make a personal
observation. Mrs. Gordon - I'm sorry that she left -
spoke for the New Jersey Congress of PTA's. She spoke
only for herself because no election of the membership
was ever taken, no president was even notified that she
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was making this statement., I kelieve 1t was just her
executive committee that did it,

ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: Thank you very much,.

Mr. Van Denend, Citizens for Educational Freedom?
(No respcnse)

Mr. Charles Vitcla, Pleasantville Education
Association,

CHARLES T. VITOLA: Chairman Ewing,
Senator Dumont, I am Charles Vitola. I teach in the
Pleasantville School District cof Atlantic Ccunty. I am
one of the increasingly rare breed of teachers who lives
in the community in which he teaches. Because of this,
I am more aware than most of the problems my community
faces in supporting the education of its children.

The Community of Pleasantville is a deprived and
depreséed"ar‘eéo It has little industry. The few
businesses it.doeS=have are steadily making an exodus to
greener pastures, where there is more affluence and less
taxes, At this time Pleasantville'’s tax rate is the
seccnd highest in the county and its tax ratables rank
near the bottom. The general population of the community
is undereducated, underemployed or unemployed, and in
general lacks the ability to support its educational system.
The viciocus cycle cf increased taxation and low tax
ratables have placed the primary burden of raising money on
the property cwner of Pleasantville who is already woefully
underpaid and overtaxed.
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What coes this mecan to =@ teacher in Pleasantville” Higtorically, it
has been trought that teachers are a special breed dediceted to their profes-
sion bocauee of the spiritual compeneaiion rather than the material reword.
Real:stically, we as eny cther professional, take prid= in cur work, bu’ need
a decent wsge; in fact, are deuwanding commensurate saliries for the skills ws
possess and for the time, effort and expenss we have dwvoted in developlag
thos: skills. Consequently, 2 teacher gets 2asily discouraged and disgrantled
when bz csees the salevies of his collesgues increasing in the community juct

a feu hlocks away fIreon where he teachcs, while year a:'ter fear his salery lags

behind.

These other communities such as Limwood, Northfield, e:d Egg Harbor Town-
ship. despite their proximity to Pleasantville are far more affluent and
pay as much a8 $1000 more per year for the same position on the salary
schedule, As a result, Pleasantville has a greet turnuver of teachers
who nigrate toward these communities for higher salerics. Last year,
25% of our staff left end this year 2 similar number is expected to leave.
The disadvanta es of this kind of turnover are obvious:(1) lack of con~
tinuity in the curriculum; (2) the loss of cxperienced teachers; and (3)
no stabllity in the staff,

Furthermore, lack of funds not only causes probleis for maintaining
& stable faculty, but also limits the size of the stafl itself. Pleasart-
ville neceds more teachers, Some of the academic classcs have thirty-five
to foriy students in the room, an almost impossible situation for good
teaching, Our guidance depariument is at least one counselor short in our
high school, end at this timewe have no counselors in the elementary or

interaediate areas.
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In negotiations with the board of educstion this past year, these and
many other problems and needs were discussed. The answer was always the
same. We do not have the money.

I do not maintain that money alone is a solution to our problems,
but there ere needs that must be satisfied, faults that must be correctzd,
and gaps thet must be £illed., More aid is the answer.

Without lncreased aid to communities like Pleasantville, the only
alternative for raising morey is to increase taxes. Tho people in our
commuity will nct be able to handle the increased burden and will rebel

as was cvidenced by the defeat of the school budget. The spiraling costi

of daily living, increased mortgage rates, increased insurance rates(espscially

health and hospitalization insurance), medical costs, and a myriad of other
drains on the weekly poycheck all make it impossible for the homeowner and
taxperysr to accept added responsibilities,

Pleasaniville, and many other communities like it,need help, Bill 575
is one ansver to our needs, I urge thet this bill be passed and help those

communities who so desperately need it to support and maintain the educatisn

of their children,

Thank you.
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ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: Thank you, Mr. Vitole.

Mr..Stephen Soviczki, Waterford Township Education
Association? (No response)

Mr. Fredrick Nittel, Roselle Park Education
Association? (No response)

Mrs. Susan Trauffer, Haddon Township Education
Association?

MR S. S USAN T RAUFF E R: Working in the
suburban school has a demanding uniqueness. The parents
want to be involved and consequently each administrator,
teacher and the curriculum is under constant evaluation.
We must perform our job.

The suburban taxpayer has been reaching a point
whereby he cannot pass the school budget even though he
has been informed that it is necessary, that it contains
no padding,and that it will insure a good but still not
guite adequate fund for the school year.

At a board meeting which was devoted to the budget
a taxpayer arose and stated that he could not afford to
live in the borough if the budget and the subsequent tax
raise went through. Immediately the question was raised,
where can you move to? All of our suburbs are under the
same pressures - costs and tax raises.

Senate Bill 575, though inadequate, will slow down
our tax raises.

As a middle income taxpayer of $1,000 a year, as

a parent who is involved, and as a teacher who needs
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an adequate saliary, a well maintaired building, supplies
and mcney tc impiement —he newly inncvated prcgram which
I want and all cf us teachers want, we must come up with
the mcney. I see nc cther reccurse than mcre State Aid
fcr public schcels throcugh Senate Bill 575,

ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: Thank you, Mrs., Trauffer,

Mr. Angelo Pappa, Oakcrest Education Association?
(Nc response )

Mrs., Geraldine Burt, President, Salem City
Teacher’'s Associatian? (No response)

Mr ., James Bergmann, Washington Township #ducation
Assccilation?

F. JAMES BERGMANN: Assemblyman Ewing
and members cf the Committee, I wish to thank you for
allowing me to appear here this afterncon.

Washiﬁgton Township is the fastest growing district
in Glcucester County., Without increased State Aid, as
propcsed in S=575, we find it hard to imagine where our
district will find the necessary funds tc finance the
projected pupil growth from 4147 today to 18,889 by 1980,

We, unfortunately, were included in the 67% of the
naticnal schcecl budgets that were defeated last year, not
tc mention the previocus year., Our budget has grown from
$416,000 in 1959 to $4,500,000 for the 1970-1971 school
year. During the past year we lost $26,000 in State Aid
tc transportaticn.

We fact split sessions now, and unless we obtain
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other facilities, such as portable classrooms, we face a
crisis in our district. We presently have one 78 year
0ld school, one 33 year old school building, one 11 year
old school building, and five other schools six years old
or under,

From 1960 to 1969 there were 2,336 new homes con-
structed, with the potential of 3,883 when these current
projects are completed, not to mention the others that are
already on the planning board. Qur population grew from
4,923 in 1960 to approximately 18,000 this year.

Our tax rates are presently based on a one-third
evaluation. Total tax rate is $13.39 = this is a 1969 figure -
and of this amount $10.37 goes to local schools. This
represents about 77% of the tax dollar. Prior to 1967,
there were no municipal services and thus over 80% was
spent on local schools. Thus, we have less money today
being spent on schools even though the services have
increased. Schools need more money.

The Washington Township Education Agsociation
supports S-=575 in concept. However, we believe that State
Aid to public schools should increase to 40% now, and not
over the extended period as suggested. We also suggest
an amendment to remove the October 15 submission date feor
budgets because it is unrealistic.

We also helieve that any criteria and standards for
classification of districts should be determined by the
Commissioner only after public hearing.
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Can we justify the disparity of having one of the
highest per-capita incomes in the nation but 49th in
aid to public schools? We believe the time is now to
rectify this inequity.
Thank you. -
ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: Thank you very much, Mr,.
Bergmann.
Mr. Barry Nottle, Perth Amboy Teacher's Association?
BARRY NOTTL E: Members of the Committee, I am
Barry Nottle, President of the Perth Amboy Teacher's
Association.
On behalf of this Association, I wish to enter.a
brief statement in support of 575.
The taxpayers of Perth Amboy are bearing a great -
financial burden. Recent statistics show that 51% of
our total school population is non=white, that is Black
and Spanish speaking. A large percentage of these Black
and Spanish speaking students need compensatory education.
This means that a substantial amount of money is needed
to offer them the quality education that they deserve.
Additional teachers are needed to assist many of
these students in learning to read and write English.
Reducing class size in the first three grades would
drastically retdluce the reading and speaking problems
presently being encountered through the 12th grade. But
additional teachers mean additional costs and Perth

Amboy taxpayers are already taxed to the breaking point. 27
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The second major problem we face in the City cof
Per~h Amboy is that cof the schcoi buildings themselves,
The criginal pcrtion of the present high schocl was built

in 1898, Both intermediate schocls are at least 40 years

13

3

-

c.d.  Bach c¢f five elementary schcols is approximately 4

years oid and ciie elementary school is at least 80 years cid.

Zi the cother hand, we are making progress., We have

cne elementary schoel which was opened cnly five ysars

]

and, hopefully, we will enter a new high schcol in

Septemiber of 1971,

3

"he fact yemalns, however, that the age of Lhw teorn

[

suiidings presently occcupied by our six thousand pius
student population adds up to 437 years, and that is a
ccnservative estimate,

In essence, all buildings except two must be re=
placed within the next decade or the next two decades.
As it now stands, the taxpayers must finance a large
pcrticn of this needed construction. They cannct,

A third major area of consideraticn is that cf an
accredited evening and summer high schocl as part cof the
+~ctal education prccess, Individual development and

individual tempo are extremely important factors in the

education cf today's yocuth., In addition, the aforementicried

accredited high schocl would result in a greater eduacatior:

-

cppcrtunity to the adult citizens of our community. In
a great many cases it would precvide our citizens with &

second chance, a chance which in reality they never really
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had in the first place,

In summary, three major probklems face the tax=-
payers of Perth Amboy: The task of providing compensatory
educaticn to our students who so greatly need and deserve
such education; the task of providing sufficient schoocl
buildings cmducive to the education of our children:
and the task of providing compensatory education to a
large number of Perth Amboy adult citizens,

Even though this paints a rather discouraging
portrait, it represents only a few of Perth Amboy's many
problems. Unfortunately, many problems which need
special attention in Perth Amboy can be given no attention
whatsoever . Our taxpayers can barely provide the revenue
necessary to operate the schools cn a yearly basis with
the programs now in operation. Unless help is forthcoming,
we will not be able to provide our children with educaticn
necessary to their survival in the world of tomorrow, the
world they will face as adults.

Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: Thank you very much, Mr. Nottle,

Mr., Michael T. Rosamilia, Assistant Super intendent
of Schcols at Belleville.

MICHAEL T. ROSAMILTIA: Assemblyman
Ewing and Senator Dumont, at 4:35 in the afternoon, being
speaker number 60, I think I will find it difficult to add
to the testimony that has already been presented and I've

been rewriting and crossing out and I'm dcwn to practically
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one minute, so bear with me.
I am grateful for the opportunity to appear before
the Joint Committee to speak in favor of the bill that's

being discussed today.

The Committee is fully aware of the alarming increase

in the number of school budget defeats. My own community,
Belleville, in the past nine years has defeated eight
budgets and this has led to some considerable cut-backs,
particularly in the fields of special education and
educational innovation.

Our needs in Belleville, as in other parts of Essex
County, are imperative. In our own community we have three
elementary schools that are over 70 years old. We've built
one new school since 1924,

It seems that some anti-education groups constantly
seek to add notches to their six shooters by gunning down
more budgets.

In Essex County we are especially sensitive to the
serious fiscal crisis, particularly in the urban areas
with municipal overload. It is my sincere hope that these
desperate needs will be met in part by sources other than
taxes on real estate.

I feel that the principal thrust of this bill will
serve to increase the State's share of school support and
to accomplish this in an equitable fashion. I applaud this
concept. It is my further judgment that the Legislature

should move toward a three year implementation so that the
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contemplated additiocnal aid will better reflect the
sense of urgency that we feel.

Thank yocu very much-

ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: Thank you.

Mr. Carl Cressler, President, Phillipsburg
Education Association? (No response)

Margaret T. Farmer, Elementary Teacher, Waldwick
Education Asscciation? (Nc response)

Glen Nec, President, Deptford Education
Association, Gioucester County?

GL EN N E C: I also wish to thank the Committee for
hearing my comments today.

A few brief statements about Deptford Township.
One, Deptford qunship is one of the townships where the
taxpayer's revolt isn't occurring, it has occurred.
Deptfcrd Township is a rural district located in Gloucester
County., It is a aistrict where ratables have not kept
pace with the growth of thé schocl age population. The
actual schoocl rate has risen from $7.24 in 1967 to $10.63
in 1969. This is just the schocl rate.

This burden bcrne by the taxpayers of Deptford
Township is reflected in the defeats suffered by school
budgets in '64, ‘65, '66, '67, '68 and '69. In fact the
feason why thé 1970-71 budget was accepted by the voters
the budget was developed by board members who campaigned
as taxpayers to keep the taxes down. The 1970-71 budget

calls for no increase in taxes and will actually represent
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a decrease in the educational program due to increases
in salary and inflation.

The financial problems of Deptford Township have
had and will continue to have far-~reaching consequences. -
the condition of buildings, lack of adequate text books,
large classes, and lack of other necessary materials.

We have over crowded buildings and due to building bond
defeats there is no relief in sight. This, of course,
will result in split sessions and other detrimental
actions,

The 1970-71 budget also represents cuts up to
50% in certain areas, one of which is special services
which is a desperately needed program in our township,
and also provides for no increase in staff although a
normal increase in enrollment will occur.

Only 35% of our graduates attend any form of
higher education. This coupled with a 5% dropout rate
is contrary to most school systems in our State.

If you look at our State Aid now, you will see
it seems quite high compared to the normal budget, and
it is. 1It's approaching 50%. I have heard other people
comment 10 or 12%. Even with this figure granted to us,
it still doesn't provide adequate enough funds for our
township.

As citizens interested in education, are we to
wait in Deptford Township or any other district for the

ratables to catch up before we are able to provide all
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of the education for our young? Low salaries resulting
from inadequate funds have created a training center for
teachers in our district. The lack of experienced
teachers in Deptford is evidence of this training center.

In 1966-67 24.9% of the teaching staff left
Deptford. This represented the highest turnover rate
in the State for districts of comparable size.

In 1969 28% of the staff also resigned from our
system. Add to this an additional 10% which left during
the past year.

Additional funds are needed from the State to
increase the quality of education. To allow financially
troubled districts the opportunity to rise fram the
economic plight faced in Deptford Township and other
districts, the Deptford Township Education Association
recommends the immediate implementation of S=575 with
the changes recommended by the New Jersey Education
Association.

Thank you.

SENATOR DUMONT: You'‘ve experienced an extremely
fast growth over the last 15 or 20 years there, haven't
you?

MR. NEC: That's true.

SENATOR DUMONT: So you have had difficulty keeping
up with your school buildings, population.

MR. NEC: Populationwise, yes, and also we have

problems with the utilities in our Township trying to
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attract industry, and we have almost no industry. The
ratables have maintained a consistency with the exception
of homes but the people who tend to become residents in
Deptford Township are younger people or middle-aged people
who have young children. So, what happens is, we have
three or four - I think it's 3.3 or 3.4 children per
house, which creates an unbearable situation.

SENATOR DUMONT: Thank you very much.

MR. NEC: Thank you,

ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: Thank you, Mr. Nec.

Frank W. Haines, Executive Director of New Jersey
Taxpayers Association.

FRANK W. HAINES: My name is Frank W,
Haines. I am Executive Director of the New Jersey
Taxpayers Association.

I will not read our full statement. I know you've
had a long day and you have had a lot of words pass
through this microphone. I will try to briefly summarize
it and shorten your day at least to that extent.'(See p. 160A)

First, let us commend you for this hearing. I
think it is extremely important that major legislation
like this be subjected to public review and an opportunity
for every citizen who is interested to speak out.

The Association, I think you know, has had an
active interest in New Jersey's educational system and
our particular concern in revision of aid, and so on,
goes to May, 1967 on which we published a policy statement,

State Aid to Education - A Design for Excellence. And
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our seven recommendations in that pclicy statement are
listed herewith and I won't go through those. I would

point out that that policy statement has been the basis

for our evaluetion of the recommendations in the so-called
Bateman Report. We have evaluated each provisicn in our
policy against all of thase. Although I'm not going through
them step by step, they have been extremely important.

We have also through our Education Committee and
Executive Committee spent considerable time on the
so-called Mancuso Report, which I think you have also
heard about. And it's interesting that both in the Bateman
and the Mancuso Reports there were two common areas of
agreement - the approach to formula aid, that is incentive
equalization and also minimum standards for district size
and organization.

Now the third and heretofore neglected aspect of
education, education evaluation and district classification,
so as to recognize the variety of differences between
systems is highlighted in the Bateman Report and this is
one of the significant recommendations that we're very
much concerned with. Our Association is enthusiastic,
in enthusiastic agreement with the principle of education
evaluation and district classification, and for that
reason we can't agree thatlthe time table the Governor has
suggested for implementing this current expense aid formula
is phasing in and setting every district at a basic class

initially, poetponing classification, and so on, when we

108 A

35



don't even have a start on it, is the right approach.
We can't agree that they should be hasty in putting this
in effect. We fear that if we don't have the classification
details determined in advance and promulgated so that
everyone concerned is going to know what's going to happen
before the formula is enacted or at least put into . effect
we may lose the potential of this approach. So we do
not agree with the proposal to speed use of the new
formula before a criteria has been formulated and
adopted. I think the criteria is too important to be
disregarded in the initial stage.

Another major point, the reason why we can't
endorse the new aid program is that it does not reflect
a positive legislative policy on school district re-
organization. We have looked at this problem for some
time. We are concerned with the trends and numbers of
administrative units of school administration, particularly
the large proportionate district with small enrollments.
We've looked at what has happened in New Jersey versus
other states where they have had positive action to
encourage a mandated reduction in the number of school
districts. And when we look at the fact that we rely
extensively on the property tax to support all of these
multiple units, it just seems that somewhere something
has to be done to try to check this continuous growth
by reducing the number of units that we have.

So our position is that we don't favor any major
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school aid change unless that change is accompanied by
school district reorganization.

We note that in the bill there is a provision that
the Commissioner consider organizational structure of
districts as well as the quality of educational program in
developing the criteria standards, but we feel that this
is a weak substitute for the statutory establishment of
specific guidelines for district size and structure.

We are also very much concerned that there has been
18 months delay in legislative action on certain recom-
mendations in the Bateman Report, and these are really
steps that could have been, we think, implemented and
are extremely important in looking at the over-all
picture of aid. We realize that the Commission on State
Support has passed the Legislature and is still unsigned.
So a lot of research on special aid programs, problems of
tax overload, the potential of using income as a measure
of fiscal ability for the school districts is still un-
researched and we think that this information is extremely
important both to the Commission on State Support and
possibly would be very helpful to the Governor's Tax
Policy Committee.

The problem of phase-in raises a question of how
to finance the programs, and it means that you have to
consider, I think, the desirability of a phase-in program
over five years, as the Governor proposed, versus a one
year implementation. Now, granted the former method may
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be much more acceptable because therefore the financing
decision can be delayed, someone else has to make that
decision. We don't agree with that approach. We believe
that the tax program to finance the aid program should

be determined together with the aid program so that the
taxpayers know all of the ramifications.

If there is no information to consider a related
tax program, the question of financing the aid and the
time schedule for implementation should be considered by |
the Tax Policy Committee before the aid bill is enacted.
If this isn't done, then you have passed the buck to this
Committee to try to figure out how to finance the program.
It may be in terms of tax requirements that it may be
easier to finance this in one year rather than try to
stagger $30 million a year over several years. But
if the program for aid is enacted, 'surely that is '
passing, as I say, the buck, in a way, to the Tax Study
Committee to find a solution to the problem of financing
it.

We just comment here on the role of the property
tax in public school financing and this, of course, is
known. I am not sure that it's generally known this year
and this is some preliminary research on early information
that it looks as though the property tax levied for schools
this year is going to exceed a billion dollars for the
first time in history. And based on 15 county returns

already it looks as though we are going to exper ience this
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year the larggSt one-year increase in taxes for schools
statewide,rand-thqﬁ the proportion of total taxes for
schools will exceed 56%. This gets tc the problem of
how will this program relieve property taxes, if at all.
We see no way in which it will, at least in the legislation.
We realize that there are techniques to possibly mandate
some relief but as we read the bill the decision is left
to the school districts and how they would best use the
money. And we review what happened as a result of the
mandatory relief with the enactment of the sales tax in
'66 and then what happened a year afterward, and there
are a lot of disillusioned taxpayers as a result of that
experience. But our only question is, can we expect any
different experience than that of the past three years
from enactmen£ of the bill being considered today?

In terms of a meaéurement of relief, we just point out
$30 million is 3%‘of a billion dollars, so if you could
apply $3C miliion'to somé sort of relief, if we assume
relief is to offset increase, that is not very large.

If even $150 million could go for relief, that represents
only 15% of the $1 billion levy.

We have added here four technical points which we
think ought to be reviewed. I think you are aware of the
first that:even though a first year cost, at least
estimated on cufrept figures, might be about $30 million,
that‘doesn‘ﬁ mean .that the subsequent years are each

going to be $30 million because as you get subsequent 39
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changes in your factors it's quite likely that your
financing requirements will be larger than $30 million
in subsequent years.

There is one technical point here in terms of
transportation costs. We question really what the legis-
lative intent is because in the definition of current
expense budget costs the item "transportation of pupils”
is included. Now transportation is now 75% financed under
a separate formula on a one-year reimbursement lag and we
wonder whether it's intended that the non-State financed
portion of the transportation should be included in the
calculation of your current expense aid which it appears
will be under the definition that we cite, therefore
providing in effect additional aid for transportation.
Very minor, but then again it's a question of intent
here and at least we have interpreted it this way.

One of the key changes in this formula is the
basis for pupil weighting. Granted, it's used in a
number of states.: We find no documentations to support
the assigned weights. We know that they have been
borrowed from other states. Whether it's intended there
should be some relation of these weights to actual cost
hasn't been demonstrated, and if they have been borrowed
we wonder if they are directly related to New Jersey costs.

Finally, the timetable for calculation of aid
requirements. We've looked at this from the standpoint

of the State Department's budget timetable with the State
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Budget Officer and because of the complications of
these new formﬁlas and the fact that you are involving
here having budget information to determine aid requirements,
it would appear that maybe the timetable is such that
school districts have to indicate budgets several months
in advance of adoption or there might have to be a two=-year
lag in payment or some other alternative here because we
don't quite see in this timetable how an accurate estimate
can be provided for budget purposes.
In summary, we are not in favor of this bill as it
is presently drafted for the reasons which I have
summarized above. And, in further support of our statement,
we have appended, for your information, an earlier policy
statement on school district consolidation which we sub-
mitted to the State Board of Education in April. (See p. 166A)
Thank you for the opportunity of appear ing before
you at the end of a long day and certainly I will be happy
to try to answer any questions that you might have in terms
of our position on this statement.
ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: Thank you very much, Mr. Haines.
Ruth Schumacher, Bound Brook Education Association?
(Left statement - see p. 172 A)
Robert Roggenstein, Jersey City Education Association?
(No response)
Edward Vybiral, Trenton Education Association?
EDWARD VYBTIRALIL: Gentlemen, I won't take too
much of your time; However, I would like to make a couple
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points.

I teach in the Trenton School System, in particular
I teach at Trenton High. I work in the discipline
department at Trenton High School.

As a teacher, we are aware of wrtain things that
happen in urban cities. It seems to be what I might
classify as an urban city syndrome. It runs the gamut of
low ratables, high needs, budget defeats, Council cuts,
cuts which are appealed to the Commissioner of Education,
and then having the constitutionality of the restoration
tested in the courts by the City Council; the defeating
of bond issues, the increased enrollment in overcrowding
situations. Why? Well, some of this is the influx of
the lower income families into the urban situation. Many
of these students fall into a classification such as
educables and exceptional children. The urban school
becomes the residence of a great majority of these
economically and socially disadvantaged and handicapped
children,

We have some special needs in the urban schools.
Urban schools are trying to educate a change in school
population. That calls for special and unique techniques.
The school's role of responsibility has far exceeded a
child's academic and intellectual needs. Some of the
services that we now must offer include something like
health services, child study, reading specialists -

as a matter of fact, in our school we have one reading
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specialist for 3,000 students - tutorial services,
exXperimental courses, in addivion to 600 free lunch
passes every day.

I am talking about the cost of the various pro-
grams plus the money needed to draw or maintain guality
personnel with this kind of expertise. Once the cities
based their academic and the city's growth on middle-class
families and values; the schools were as good as they were
because of the demands made by that community. And,
gentlemen, the values are changed today, and in trying
to maintain a fair balance we have found that the cost
of education, like the price of sirloin steak, has gone
up. As a‘matter of fact, so has the price of glass. It
cost Trenton last year $18,000 to replace broken window
panes through vandalism.

Previously Trenton has been able to draw professional
educators from all parts of the Country. The job of
recruitment is now a headache for the urban schools. We
must, as a result, resort to the hiring of those with
less experience, those lacking standard New Jersey
certification and requirements. This does open the door
in some instances to homey people with barbed wire
innovations, making the term "relevancy" a dirty word.

Frankly, highly qualified educators shun the urban
settings. In an attempt not only to maintain a shadow
of quality education and provide new and creative educational

experiences, it first takes a commitment - your commitment
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to the awareness of New Jersey's educational priorities.
We cannot survive on the hopes and promises and
optimism any longer.

I ask you as, not necessarily a representative of
the teachers of Trenton but as a teacher and as one who
comes here on behalf of the children, - I would like to
urge you to implement with full funding the Senate Bill
575 with the revisions as recommended by the New Jersey
Education Association.

Gentlemen, thank you very much.

ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: Thank you very much.

Mr. John Russell, South River Education Association?
J OHN RUSSELL : At this point, I would like to
praise you for your patience and indulgence here,

Coming from and speaking for the South River
Education Association and the South River Board of
Education who have many problems which I will not go
into at this point because they are really reflectiaons
of many that exist in other districts, I am going to
deviate a little and just speak on behalf of the bill,
the need for money in the area of education in the State
of New Jersey.

The plight of the educational situation in the
State of New Jersey is one of frustration,really, in that
there is a need and the fulfillment of this need is met
under most circumstances by closed or partially closed
doors. The districts whose tax structure cannot afford
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the luxury of an adequate budget are in financial trouble
and they can see no way to alleviate this situation unless
additional and sufficient state aid is forthcoming.

The cost of living is rising continuously and the
educational dilemma is fast becoming what you would call
almost a purple cow, in that it is necessary, it 1is one
of the most important things in our economy, in our life
today, in fact, and it is one of the things that the
general public, in many instances, does not want to face
up to the total cost involved with this given situation.

The teachers, bhecause of their quest for compatible
wages are being alienated by their administrators and in
many cases by the general public. They feel that as public
servants they are supposed to work for menial and minimal
salaries. When the private sector finds that the cost
of living is going up and their wages are not comparable
very quickly they go out on strike or they take evasive
actions of a nature that will tend to try to alleviate
the situation. In the field of education we are stifled.
We're stifled in many ways, in situations where boards
of education would possibly like to make for a good salary
structure to attract good teachers but they are unable
to do so because the tax structure of the community is not
of a nature to afford this.

The cost of school supplies and equipment is going
up while the expenditures for purchasing same are not

going up at a comparable rate.
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In many instances educators and administrators are
forced to make priorities, are forced to make priorities
in the areas of having to cut parts of the curriculum,
having to hire inexperienced teachers at a lower salary
because the budget cannot afford the salaries that are
commanded or demanded by the more experienced teacher who
is established in given communities with twenty or
thirty thousand dollar homes, which many would like to have
and do have and they have to have incomes to supplement
this mortgage,

So you can see,gentlemen, you've hbeen hearing this
all day but again, another time, it is important, very, very
important that we have 575 with its recommendations for
revisions by NJEA or some type of restructuring of the
tax structure in New Jersey so that we would be able to
afford, the children of New Jersey, the type of education
that they will need. They say that there is a generation
gap:; they say that many problems that we have are for one
reason or another; but in many situations the general
public, the Legislators, and in many instances we ourselves
are not facing up to the total reality of the problems
that actually exist. We have to sit down, do a little
soul searching and find out just what, how, why, where
and, necessarily, when.

I thank you for this opportunity to speak on
behalf of funding for public education and I feel it is

one of the most necessary things that we can have today.
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After all, the children that we educate today will, we
hope, and they must, replace you people tomorrow.

Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN EWING: Thank you, Mr. Russell.

Mr. Rudolph Weiss, President, Hillside Education
Association? (No response)

Jacob Bakker, Midland Park, New Jersey? (No
response)

Mrs. Robert W. Hodge, Fanwood? (No response)

Saul Jakel, Freethinkers of America? (No response)

Alan Seeland, Board Secretary, Toms River?
(No response)

Is there anyone here who would like to testify
who has not been heard? (No response)

To all of you who stuck to the end, thanks very
much.

The hearing is concluded.

(hearing concluded)
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SUBMITTED BY JOHN F, TESAURC = CITY OF TRENTON
OPERATING BUDGET - INCOLME

%

Actual Actual Estimated Budget
1967-68 % 1968-69 % 1969-70 % 1970-71
State Funds 4,256,257 35.6 4,451,659 33,6 4,832,758 32,0 4,899,547
city Appropriation 7,214,855 60.4 8,494,484 64,1 9,986,789 66.1 11,125,137
All Other Income 470,421 4,0 _L302 638 2.3 284,921 1.9 196,400
Total Income 11,941,563 100.0 13;248,781 100.0 15,104,468 100.0 16,221,084
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Statement On Behalf Of
The "New Jersey Urban Schools Development Council
Before The Joint Education Committee
| New Jersey Legislature -

June 9, 1970

prepared and presented by:

Richard S. Moore
Director of Dissemination
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An Analysis Of The Proposed

State School Support Program

¢

For New Jersey

Portions of the text of this testimony, Chart 1,
and the number of AFDC students utilized in calculating
Table 11 were provided by research performed by Miss Toni
Lichstein a research intern employed by the Council for
the summer of 1969. ,
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Fundamental Goals Of A State Schocl Aid Formula

State aild grants are meant to serve several purposes: to reduce the extreme
differences in tax burdens among local districts, to relieve local taxation, and to
stimulate local expenditures for education.

The most widely accepted objective of state aid-to-education formulas is to
achieve "equalization.'" 1Ideally, state educational support should help to establish
among school districts equality in available educational opportunity and equality is
thought to be present when there is ''one man, one vote'", in education the equal
expenditure of dollars per pupil does not yield automatic educational equality.

However, even if equal educational expenditures were an accurate indication

.

of equal educational opportunity, New Jersey would miserably fail this test. (See

Tables 1 and 2). The net effect of New Jersey's present state aid formula has not,

in fact, been to equalize resources or capabilities.

It is commonly agreed that the higher the level of expenditure per pupil, the =
more likely ﬁhe school system will be able to satisfy the divergent and individual
educational needs of its students. Thus, a state support program cannot be called
one of educational equalizhtion unless it works toward narrowing the currently exist-
ing gaps among school districts in fulfilling the educational needs and desires of

its students.
The Proposed Implementation Schedule

Enactmeﬁt of the Study Commission's formula would represent a significant
improvement over the present support proéram in its conceptual philosophy. The basic
intent of the bill is to increase the State's proportion of educational costs, and
thus substantially reduce local equalized school tax rates. If the plan had been
enacted immediately following the completion of the Commission's study, it would have

successfully increased the State's percentage of revenue for public elementary and

secondary schools from 27.5% to slightly more than 40%. However, due to the time
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Table 1

Public School Expenditures Per Pupil For Total Average Enrollment In New Jersey Communities
Participating In The Federal Model Cities Program, 1966-67, 1967-68

Day School Exp. Cost Per Pupil Total Average Day School Exp. Cost Per Pupil Total Average
City Plus Exp. to Other For Total Avg. Enrollment Plus Exp. to Other For Total Avg. Enrollment
Districts Enrollment 1966-67 Districts Enrollment 1967-68
1966-67 1966-67 1967-68 1967-68
Atlantic City $ 4,226,712 $492.23 8,586.8 $ 4,649,482 $545.73 8,519.8
Camden 9,701,157 480.13 20,205.1 10,265,603 505.95 20,237,3
Cape May 212,750 646.46 329.1 220,723 655.74 336.6
East Orange 6,828,190 655.70 10,413.6 ©7,468,304 586.15 10,884.4
Hoboken 4,045,369 560.85 7,212.9 4,774,602 652.79 7,314.1
Jersey City 19,201,380 536.59 35,784.2 20,701,851 565.85 36,585.7
Newark 44,879,723 598.52 74,984.6 48,075,754 637.44 75,420.1
New Brunswick 4,034,884 649.26 6,214.6 4,599,852 719.43 6,393.7
Orange 2,897,613 701.19 4,132.4 3,083,289 734.97 4,195.1
Paterson 13,517,941 559.32 24,168.6 14,744,232 593.73 24,833.1
Perth Amboy 3,787,910 611.51 6,194.4 4,158,117 658.07 6,318.7
Plainfield 5,723,366 : 641.08 8,927.7 6,522,294 720.29 9,055.1
Trenton 10,435,609 * 607.07 17,190.2 11,643,396 581.47 17,085.7
$129,492,604 219,245.6 $141,084,851 227,179.0

Weighted Average Cost Per Pupil
For Total Average Enrollment: 1966-67: $590.63 1967-68: $621.03

Weighted Average Increase: $30.40

Percent Weighted Average Increase: $5.1%

Straight Average Cost Per Pupil: 1966-67: $595.38 1967-68: $627.52

1



Table 2

Public School Expenditures Per Pupil For Total Average Enrollment 4n Ten Selected
New Jersey Suburban Communities, 1966-67, 1967-68

Day School Exp. Cost Per Pupil Total Average Day School Exp. Cost Per Pupil Total Average

¥ 6c¢1

City Plus Exp. to Other For Total Avg. Enrollment Plus Exp. to Other For Total Avg. Enrcllment

Districts Enrollment 1966-67 Districts Enrollment 1967-68
1966-67 1966-67 1967-68 1967-68

Englewood $ 3,320,966 $ 821.68 4,041.7 $ 3,841,760 $ 929.35 4,133.8
Essex Falls 318,675 908.68 350.7 340,384 1,011.84 336.4
Far Hills 100,091 914.90 109.4 108,263 868.19 124.7
Harding Twp. 491,161 885.13 554.9 579,051 1,036.61 558.6
Lavallette 152,314 937.89 162.4 153,266 833.42 183.9
Morristown 3,100,567 814.29 3,807.7 3,514,112 .890.30 3,947.1
Plainsboro 201,919 850.54 237.4 242,217 1,012.61 239.2
Princeton 4,128,110 810.18 5,095.3 4,726,982 920.54 5,135.0
Seaside Park 96,414 1,261.96 76.4 97,340 1,164.35 83.6
Winfield 335,598 830.28 404.2 334,910 815.26 401.8
$12,245,815 14,840.1 $13,938,285 15,153.1

Weighted Average Cost Per Pupil

For Total Average Enrollment:

Weighted Average Increase:
Percent Weighted Average Increase:

Straight Average Cost Per Pupil

For Total Average Enrollment:

$94.65

1966-67: $825.19 1967-68: $919.84

11.4%

1966-67: $903.55 1967-68: $948.25



TABLE 3

Profile Statistics
for
New Jersey's Federal Model Cities,
1968

Number of Children

Number of Children Living in Public Increase Public
(Age 5-17) on Welfare Housing Projects School Enrollment
Cities Rolls Jan. 1, 1968 Jan. 1, 1968 1962-1967
Atlantic City . 2,880 , i,293 S 619
East Orange 1,417 None 1,444
Hoboken - 1,038 1,049 78
Jersey City 5,349 - 6,602 3,175
Newark ‘ 18,880 20,745 6,848
Paterson 4,102 . 2,495 | 1,714
Perth Amboy 450 1,498 240
Plainfield 573 | 333 ' 241
Trenton 3,002 | 3,072 1,504
37,771 37,087 15,863
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Table 4

The Depleting Source of School Revenues
Resulting from Retarded Growth In Average Equilized
Property Valuations and Rising Per Pupil Costs of Education In
New Jersey's Communities Participating In the Federal Model Cities Program

Cost Per Pupil Change In Equalized Valuation Change In Per
for Total Average Cost Per Per Pupil In Pupil Equalized
City Year Enrollment Pupil Residence In A.D.E. Valuation _
Atlantic City 58-59 $342.17 + $270.64 $41,367 + $ 960
68-69 612,81 + 79.0% 42,327 + 2.32%
Camden 58-59 312,32 + $297.81 18,510 - $1,915
68-69 610.13 + 95.3% 16,595 - 10.3%
Cape May 58-59 377.68 + $313.92 : 45,806 + $10,743
‘ 68-69 691.60 + 83.1% 56,549 + 23.47%
East Orange 58-59 - . 501.50 + $283.89 . 37,551 - $3,780
. 68-69 785.39 + 56. 6% 33,771 - 10.0% -
Hoboken 58-59 449,21 + $218.79 17,204 - $333
68-69 668.00 + 48.77% 16,871 - 1.9%
Jersey City 58~59 443,90 + $163.06 23,770 + $1,798
68-69 606.96 + 36.7% 25,568 + 7.5%
Newark 58-59 464,07 + $265. 38 22,024 - $701
68-69 729,45 + 57.1% 21,323 - 3.1%
New Brunswick 58-59 421.44 + $381.11 34,845 + $6,082
68-69 802.55 + 90.47% 40,927 + 17.47%
Orange 58~59 435,87 + $339.21 25,057 + $8,507
68-69 - 775.08 + 77.8% 33,564 T+ 33.9%
Paterson 58-59 391.10 + $251.17 20,083 + $2,613
68-69 642,27 + 64.27 22,696 + 13.0%
Perth Amboy 58-59 430.90 + $284.60 30,720 - $484
68-69 715.50 + 66.07% 30,236 - 1.5%
Plainfield 58-59 418.52 + $363.09 26,300 + $3,509
68-69 781.61 + 86.7% 29,809 + 13.3%
Trenton 58-59 412,39 + $354.31 27,786 - $6,747
68-69 766.70 + 85.92 21,039 - 24,27
Weighted Average Increase In Cost Per Weighted Average Increase In
Pupil In Model Cities 1958-1968 Per Pupil Equalized Valuation
$278.14 65.87% In Model Cities 1958-1968
Weighted Average Increase In Cost Per $2,585 10.6%
Pupil In New Jersey 1958-1968 Weighted Average Increase In
$317.83 80.6% Per Pupil Equalized Valuation
In New Jersey 1958-1968
e . $6,136.33 21.1%
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factor involved in introducing and enacting legisiation, and the sharp increases in
the cost of education that have occured in this interim period, if the bill were
enacted and completely implemented during the 1970 - 71 school year, it would very
likely increase the State's proportionate share to only 36%. This figure is con-

siderably below the 1968 - 69 national average of 40.9%.

Nationwide, the "average" state's education burden has been annually increas-
ing at approximately one to one and six-tenths percent. Estimates place the current
1969-70 national average at 42% with a projected 1970-71 increase to nearly 43.4%.
Thus, if the Commission's plan were completely implemented in 1970-71, New Jersey,
the nation's fourth weai;hiest state, would still be supporting education at a level

\

.
approximately 7% below the national average.

"More alarming yet, the Study Commission's Report called for a three-year

. implementation schedule, and the new bill S-575, which Governor William T. Cahill

has endorsed, increases this to five years! Such excessively long implementation
schedules will greatly lessen the legiélation's antiéipated impace -- that of reducing
local school tax rates. In fact, if this schedule is not shortened, the rapidly-

rising costs of education will effectively nullify the bill's major objective.
-Governor Cahill's Five-Year Plan

The severity of this situation warrents a detailed examination of this five-
year implementation schedﬁle. On Thursday, April 9, 1970, Governor William T. Cahill
outlined his educational program to a joint session of the New Jersey Legislature.

In his message he requested that the Legislature adopt S-575, a measure which might
eventually increase State Aid to public schools by $180 million. However, he recom-
mended that the program be placed into effect over a five-year period...and called

for only a $30 million increase in the first year of the new férﬁula. Thus, to achieve
the entire $180 million, this recommendation will necessitate four subsequent increases

of $37.5 million each.

132 A



Table 5

New Jersey's Rising Day School Expenditures#*

Increase In Day School Percent Increase of the Increase
Expenditures Over Previous Year Increase

Excluding Transportation Costs*#*

Yeﬁr Day School Expenditures
Excluding Transportation Costs*x

¥ €€T

1962 - 63 $514,855,738

1963 - 64 $559,345,245 $ 44,489,507 8.6%

1964 - 65 $607,147,327 $ 47,802,082 8.5% -.1Z

1965 - 66 $664,049,563 $.56,902,236 9.42% 9%

1966 - 67 $749,972,525 $ 85,922,962 12.9% 3.5Z

1967 - 68 $846,518,891 $ 96,546,366 12.9% .02

1968 - 69 $966,537,011 $120,018,120 14.27 ) 1.37
5 Year Average Increase (11.6Z 5 &ear Average Rate 1.12%

* Day School Expenditure do not include capital outlays for construction or debt service costs or a number of other public education costs which

of Increase in the
Increase

are also rapidly increasing and which altogether bring the total expenditures to approximately 50% more than Day School Expenditures alome.

*% Transportation costs have been eliminated to more accurately reflect that prgtion of the Day School Expenditures offset by receipts of State Aid
Formula Revenue. _
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Table 6
The State Public School A1d Formula
/

Year Formula Increase Percent Increase Day School Expenditures State Percent of Burden
Excluding Transportation Costs¥*

1966 - 67 $168,737,129 : $749,972,525 ' 22,47
/
1967 - 68 $170,263,593 $1,526,464 92 $846,518,891 20.1%
1968 - 69 $172,230,860 $1,967,267 1.12 ) $966,537,011 17.8%
Average 1.0Z
Increase

Potential Projected Increase In State Formula Aid By Implementihg S - 575 Over A Five-Year Period

Year Previous Aid Plus Plus
1% Increase S-575 Increment State Formula Aid .
1969 - 70 $172,230,860 $1,322,309 $30,000,060 $203,953,169
1970 - 71 $203,953,169 $2,039,532 $37,500,000 $243,492,701
1971 - 72 $243,492,701 $2,434,927 $37,500,000 $283,427,628
1972 - 73 $283,427,628 $2,834,276 $37,500,000 $323,761,904
1973 - 74 $323,761,904 $3,237,619 » $37,500,000 $364,499,523

By End Of Implementation Period State Formula Aid Reaches $364,499,523%*

* Transportation costs have been eliminated to more accurately reflect that portion of the Day School Expenditures offset by receipts of State Aid
Formula Revenue. It should be noted that Day School Expenditures do not include capital outlays for construction or debt service costs or a
number of other public education costs which altogether bring the total expenditures to approximately 507 more than Day School Expenditures alome.

** Assuming full realization of the $180 Million increase that is possible as districts achieve the level of classification, above "basi;? which
was projected for them in estimates made by the State Department of Education.
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Table 7

Projected Increases
In New Jersey's Day School Expenditures*

Maintaining A Static Rate of Increase of 14,2%

Year Actual Day Static Rate Increase Projected Day School
School Expenditures Of Increase Expenditures - Less Increased
Less Transportation Costs - Transportation Costs*

1968 - 69 $966,537,011

1969 - 70 14.2% $135,315,181 $1,101,852,192
1970 - 71 14.22 $154,259,306 $1,256,111,498

1971 - 72 14.2% $175,855,609 $1,431,967,107

1972 - 73 14.2% $200,475,394 $1,632,442,501°

1973 - 74 14.2% $228,541,950 $1,860,984,451

By End Of Implementation Period Day School Expenditures
May Reach $1,860,984,451 If State Aid Reaches $364,499,523%% The
. State Will Be Assuming 19.5% of Day School Expenditures
* See notation on table 6 N

** See notation on table 6
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However, it is highly unlikely that the program will attain to the full
$180 million in the five-year period, since all districts will initially receive the
classification of "basic." If all districts retain this classification throughout
the five-year implementation period, the plan will only increase Day School Expendi=-
tures by $137.9 million. Very likely the actual level of increased state aid will
be somewhere between these two figures, i.e. possibly around the $155 million mark.
This slight increase will only serve to further delay the present rate at
which the State participates in the educational revenue burden currently borne by
New Jersey's local school districts. In 1968-69, the State's total Day School Expendi-
tures (excluding an increase in transportation costs of $2,916,604) rose by $120,018,120
-- an increase of 14.%%. (Transportation costs were eliminated from these totals in
order to more accurately reflect the portion of the Day School Expenditures offset by
receipts of State Aid Formula revenue. It is also very important to recognize that
Day School Expenditures do not include capital outlay for construction or debt service
costs...both of which greatly increase local expenditures for education.)
In the previous five-year period, Day School Expenditures averaged an annual
increase of 11.6%. With each passing year the increase in the annual rate of increase
has grown by an average of 1.12%. Given a continuation of the current trends in the

rising costs of education, we may expect that when the

it

1969-70 figures are released,
they will possibly show an increase of approximately 15.3% in total Day School Expendi-

tures.

If we project a'15.3% increase on to the 1968-69 expenditures, we obtain a
growth of $147,880,162. Governor Cahill's additional $30 million will offset only 20.4%
of this increase, and the State's 17.8% rate of participation in our Day School Expendi-
ture will barely show any éhange. Therefore, if we project a static annual increase of
14.22 in the statewide Day School Expenditures, with additional allowance for increasgi\
pupil énroilments étc., and incorporate the recommended annual increase of $37.5 million

in State aid, by the end of the five-year period the State's portion of the Day School
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Table 8

Projected Increases In
New Jersey's Day School Expenditures (Less Transportation Costs¥*)
Maintaining A Progressive Rate of Increase of 10.6%

Base Year 1%8 - 69, Day School Expenditures (Less transportation costs) $966,537,011 State Formula Aid $172,230,860

Year Rate of Increase from Base of 14.2% Increase Projected Day School Expenditures
Assuming a rate of Increase of the increase
of 1.127 per year

1969 - 70 15.3% $147,880,162 $1,114,417,173
1970 - 71 16.4% ’ $182,764,416 $1,297,181,589
1971 - 72 S 17.62 ‘ $228,303,959 $1,525,485,548
1972 - 73 18.7% $285,265,797 $1,810,751, 345
1973- 74 19.8% $358,528,766 $2,169,280,111

By End of Implementation Period Day School Expenditures
May reach $2,169,280,111
If State Férmula Aid reaches 364,499,523*
The State will be assuming 16.8% of Day School Expenditures

.

*See notation on table 6

**See notation on table 6
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Table 9
Estimated Projected Increase

In State Formula Aid By

Implementing S-575 Over A Five.Year Period

Plus Plus Estimated State Formula
Year Previous Aid 10%Z Increase © 8§=575 Increment Aid
1969- 70 $172,230,860 $1,722,309 $30,000,000 $203,953,169
1970- 71 $203,953,169 $2,039,532 $31,250,000 $237,242,701
1971- 72 $237,242,701 $2,372,427 $31,250,000 $270,865,128
1972- 73 $270,865,128 $2,708,651 $31,250,000 $304,823,779
19737 74 $304,823,779 $3,048,237 $31,250,000 $339,122,016

By End of Implementation Period State Formula Aid Reaches $339,122,016
assuming a partial realization of the potentially possible increase as districts
begin to achieve levels of classification above '"basic," but lower than those
future levels estimated by the State Department of Education.

If State Aid reaches $339,122,016 and Day School Expenditures reach $1,860,984,451 the State.will be assuming 18.2% of Day School Expenditures

If State Aid reaches $339,122,016 and Day School Expenditures reach $2,169,280,111 the State will be assuming 15.6% of Day School Expenditures

A figure somewhere between these two "extremes" is more than likely where the State will stand after a five-year implementation of S$S-575,

e. 4. the State will probably assume approximately 16.9% of Day School Expenditures. This is about 1% less than the State now assumes.



4,
Expenditures will still, under these favorable, yet static conditions, be only 19.5%Z.
And if the annual rate of increases in the rate of rising costs of education continue,
by the end of the five-year periocd State participation will actually drop to 16.8% —
a dismal picture indeed.

Moreover, the two preceeding statistics assume that the entire $180 million
increase will be realized. However, if we project a moderate rate of increase to the
present acceleration in rising Day School Expenditures, and assume a partial realiza-
tion of the potentials of $-575 as districts achleve levels of classification above
"basic," then, under these more realistic conditions, it is more likely that the State
will be assuming approximately 16.9% of the Day School Expenditures at the end of the
five-year period. Thi; represents a 17 decrease from the present level, and a 5.5%
decrease from the high reached in 1966-67, through the implementation of the sales tax
and the revenues this provided to the public schools.

If this plan goes into effect, the intent of the new state aid formula, i.e.,
the lowering of school proéerty tax rates, will not only be negated but will actually
necessitate enormous increases in school property tax rates.

In fact, by the end of 1974, the property tax will have to annually produce
nearly one billion dollars more -- just for the schoél tax rate, not to even mention
the increases which will be necessary to cover other municipal services. The implemen=-
tation of this plan surely cannot be considered a true solution to New Jersey's educa-

tional financial difficulties.
Streﬁgths of the Commission's Legislation

Nevertheless, the Commission's proposal has some valuable, constructive features.
The plan increases the minimum level of support and proportions the revenues in a manner
that allows for the higher costs of secondary education.

.In addition, the formula attempts to equalize the school districts by compensat-

‘ing districts whose ability to support education is hampered by meager financial resources.
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Significantly, the legislation provides for annual increases which will extend the
life of the formula by keeping it current. The design also incorporates incentives

for efficient district organization and criteria for improvements in program and

curriculum quality.
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Deficiencies of the Formula

New Jersey's educational aid formulas have consistently overstated the
fiscal capacities of our metropolitan areas because their measure of fiscal
capacity is the tax base per pupil rather than the tax base per capita. This
seemingly insignificant factor is in reality of major consequence. For by
focusing only upon the per pupil relationship with the tax base, the formula
assumes that the fiscal resources of different varieties of school districts,
for example urban suburban, are equally available for educational purposes.
The proposed new formula is no exception to this detrimental practice.

B111 S-575 u;es qhe single criterion of equalized valuation of property
to measure the financial ability of a municipality to support public education.
It must be re-emphasized here that the Proposal does not incorporate the more

satisfactory gauges of municipal financial ability, eg. average per capita in-

come and average effective household buying power.

The Formula's Incentive - Equalization Features

The sponsors of Senate bill 633 - 1969, and now S-575 - 1970, have labelled
the Commission's proposal a '"State School Incentive-Equalization Aid" program.
This title is misleading, since its two aims--of providing incentive, and pro-

moting equalization, may be contradictory.

-

The basic thrust of the Commission's proposal is toward the State's assumption

of a higher proportion of the current costs of education. If enacted in its present

form, the bill, in and of itself, would not necessarily increase total expenditures

per pupil in any school district. The modest increase in State monies for public

elementary and secondary education in most instances will be insufficient to pro-

vide new or expand old pupil services.
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These new funds will be diverted from the goal of providing better and
more equal educational opportunities. Instead, they will be used to offset
increased costs attibutable to rising teacher salaries and pupil enrollments.
The chances of communities consuming these funds in this manner, and thus in-
advertantly thwarting efforts to improve public education, were greatly in-
creased by President Richard M. Nixon's veto of the Health, Education and
Welfare Appropriations Bill. (In effect), this veto meant that many New
Jersey school districts will now be forced to "run" much faster merely to
stand still,

Several aspgcts of the incentive-equalization portion of the legislation
must be discussed.

First, the bill equalizes financially by granting to each pupil in a
school district the amount of property valuation which it has deemed necessary
to produce the revenues adequate to perpetuate the quality of education which
the student is currently receiving.

Assuming the State Aid Study Commission's rational that $45,000 of equal-
ized property valuation per pupil is necessary for maintaining a comprehensive
or "excellent school district', the State would be denying potential educational
equality to any student in a school district which was not granted this $45,000

per pupil equalized valuation.

The legislation, as drafted, rewards those districts already economically

able to provide excellent educational programs.

It seems unreasonable for the comprehensive districts to have higher minimum
aid per pupil and higher guaranteed valuations than those districts less econom-
-ically able to improve their educational systems. A true incentive program would
\\:\

reward the most efficdent utilization of limited resources=--or greatest results

per unit of input.

142 A



Y €¥T

Table 10

The 1969 Average Equalized Valuation Per Pupil In The
New Jerscy Communities Participating In The
Federal Model Cities Program

Panxing Among

iy Sepe. 30, 1969 e Moo o Pupil. tew Jersey's 579
Atlantic City 7,546 $ 305,709,700 $40,512 183
Camden 20,242 307,819,406 15,207 547
Cape May 327 18,355,742 56,133 89
East Orange 11,637 . 381,587,685 32,790 297
Hoboken _ 7,792 127,744,925 16,394 530
Jersey City 38,293 941,127,554 24,577 422
Newark V 77,484 1,601,500,279 20,668 477
New Brunswick 5,639 223,249,987 , _ 39,590 195
Orange 4,267 : 144,817,654 33,939 280
Patgrson 26,095 572,451,840 21,937 458
Perth Amboy 6,567 194,234,641 29,577 349
Plainfield 9,098 274,426,749 30,163 337
\Trenton 16955 352,847,210 20,810 475
231,942 $5,445,873,372
Weighted Average Equalized Value Ranking of Statewide Average Equalized Ranking of

Per Pupil In Model Cities: $23,479 Weighted Average: 441 Value Per Pupil: $34,170 State Average: 277
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Formula Ratings of School Districts

Many problems may be associated with an annual rating of school districts.
First, school systems in different environments must accomodate distinctively
divergent pupils' needs. In order to receive classification as a "comprehensive"
district, a school system might find it necessary to direct its scarce resources
away from the needs of its students, and toward satisfying the pre-determined
requirements of a comprehensive district--which might not be educationally re-
levant to the students of the district.

Moreover, political pressure groups will vegy 1ike1y attempt to influence
a classification. '

In addition, since the State Department of Education is underfunded, as
‘are many groups dependent on State funds, it lacks adequate reéourées to annually
evaluate each school district. At present, evaluations for the purpose of acc-
feditation are made every five years in the junior high and high schools. No
State evaluations, indeed, no minimal State requirements, have existed in the past

at the elementary school level. (In contrast with New Jersey, the New York State

Board of Regents annually visits and evaluates each secondary school).

The Formula and the Local Educational Effort

The legislation contains a reference to the school tax responsibility of

the local districts which states: '"Whenever the local current expenses tax appro-
!

priations in any district is reduced by the board of education, the board of school
estimate, or the Commissioner to an amount less than total tax requirement determined

by the Commissioner in the computation of the incentive~equalization aid, the

—_—

commissioner shall recalculate the State aid applicable to the district." 3

Thus, the bill seems to uniformly require all school districts to levy a

)

school tax rate at least equal to that established by the State's I.E. tax rate

calculation. However, some communities in the State, specifically all those whose



total property tax rates are well belowkthe State average, are financially
capable not only of maintaining, but also of substantially increasing their
current school tax rates.

Under the Plan, three options seem available to these municipalities: They
can maintain educational expenditures at the same level per pupil by decreasing
their school tax rates to the amount calculated by the State; they can continue
the current per pupll expenditure, or they can utilize the revenue to meet rising
instructional and material costs.

The first alternative would increase the disparities in financial burden per
taxpayer betweén g%ese communities and the Model‘Cities. The second would increase
the disparities in educational opportunities between the Model City children and
' the children in the wealthier communities. The third alternative would give the
wealthier communities an even greater edge in the educational marketplace than
that which they already enjoy. This is especially true in respect to recruiting
highly qualified instructional personnel, and making available to them the most

useful instructional materials.

The Weighted Pupil Scale and AFDC Students

Senate bill No. 575 attempts to take into account differing educational needs
of students, and the commensurate varying costs of these programs through a system

of weighting pupils according to grade level.

Unfortunately, the Plan fails to take adequate notice of the educational needs
of pupils who come from families and neighborhoods that are economically impoverished.
The short-term costs of providing educationally satisfying opportunities to pupil

whose families have traditionally been denied access to the major institutions of—

American society are high--but they must be paid.
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The legislation's additional weighting of each child whose family is :. : .ving
Aid to Families with Dependent Children is not sufficient. Children coming from
families with parents marginally employed suffer from the same economic disadvant-
ages as do the '"welfare children."

The Formula's provision of incentive equalization elements and an additional
.5 weighting for each AFDC child will not begin to permit the cities to reduce
the lag factor. (The .5 additional weighting for these children will ﬁzbduce an—.
accrual of only $55.00 in a basic minimum support district; $61.25 in a limited
district; $67.50 in an intermediate minimum support district; $73.75 in a pre-
comprehensive digtrict, and $80.00 in a comprehensive minimum support district).

Chart one pointsaout the limited results of using AFDC as the criterion to
pinpoint economically deprived children. With the exception of Newark, the number
of children for whom additional funds are to be received falls far short of app-
roximating the number of disadvantaged students living in and attending schools in

the Model Neighborhoods.
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In contrast to the Study Commission's Plan, there is a model for state
school support that seems to promote equitability both in educational oppor-
tunity, and financial requnsibility.5 It is published in a comprehensive
document: Economic Impact of State Support Models on Education Finance.

The authors of this work recommend employing three variables in calcula-
ting school support: 1. Fiscal capacity of the district expressed as a percent
of the state total; 2. Service responsibility of the district as a percent of
the state total, and 3. The priced program for education in the school district.
According to this %tudy, "net personal incpme tax paid per capita emerged as the
best single measure of fiscal capacity in all districts."®

Under such a system of state school support, some districts would receive
state support allocations, while others would make payments to the State Equali-
zation Fund.

Summary

Although S-575, 1970, would make a number of significant changes in the old

formula, it would also perpetuate many inequities, and rigidify others.

Thg Implementation Schedule

If the school aid legislation had been enacted immediately following the
completion of the Commission's study, it would have increased the State's con-
tribution to public education approximately $178,980,179. This would have repre-
sented an increase from 27.5% to slightly more than 40% in the State's share of
the cost of public education.

As time passes, the funds required to implement this legislation increase
as a result of the fluctuations in the per pupial property valuations, as well
as increases in pupil enrollment, educational costs per pupil, and number of AFDC
children. Since the Plan's proposed minimum support aid will remain constant

until enacted, and implementation begins, the anticipated impact on local school
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property tax rates decreases as time passes. Consequently, if the bill were
to be enacted and completely implemented in the 1970-71 school year, it would
probably increase the State's proportionate educational burden to only 36%,
while the national average is expected to rise that year to 43.47%.

Thus, if the proposed State school aid bill successfully passes the
legislative hurdles, New Jersey, the nation's fourth wealthiest state, will
" still be supporting education at a level approximately seven percent below the

national average.

.
The Formula and Equal Educational Opportunities

The fundamental flaw in the proposed state aid formula is that it falls far
short of abolishing the relationship between a local community's wealth and the
quality of the public schools it can support. Consequently, it preserves and
gives new permanence to unequal educational opportunities.

Those communities needing the most assistance in providing aﬁ adequate edu-
cation for their children would receive the smallest increase in State aid. 1In
fact, the Model Cities would receive about the same proportion of the total funds
that they currently receive.

The new formula does not promise to change or increase per pupil expenditures
in any school district. Large variations in per pupil expenditures would remain.

The plan'would reward with additional minimum support per pupil and higher
guaranteed equalized valuations, those districts which already are capable of
providing excellent educational opportunities, i.e., minimum aid of $160 per

pupil in a comprehensive district, and $110 in a basic district.

Reorganization and Consolidation

In the original legislation, S-633, 1969, the term incentive was used pri-

marily in reference to promoting school regionalization. The component of the

T

original legislation, which was designed to advance regionalization, is completely
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missing from the new bill, S-575. The deletion of this portion insures the
perpetuation of New Jersey's archaic and éostly tradition of continually in-
creasing the number of its school districts.

A recent study clearly revealed a national trend toward the reduction of
the number of local basic school administrative units.’ 1In the years from 1931
to 1966, 37 states reduced the number of their school districts. Another 11
states retained approxi@ately the same number of districts. Only two states
substantially increased the number of their administrative units (New Jersey and

Massachusetts).

A comprehensive treatment of this problem can be found in a study published

by the New Jersey State Department of Education, entitled Report of the State

Committee to Study the Next Steps of Regionalization and Consolidation in the

School Districts of New Jersey.

Aid To Families With Dependent Children

The plan employs Aid to Families with Dependent Children status as the cri-
terion for aid to economically deprived children. This category is inadequate
as a result of its exclusion of large segments of deprived children, and is not

obsolete due to President Nixon's projected elimination of the AFDC program.

Municipal Overload

The plan ignores the variations in service costs and total tax burdens

among municipalities.

The State's Share of the School Revenue Burden

The 407% level of State support of public education, envisioned in the
original 1968 Bateman proposal was and is considerably lower than most densely
populated states. Nine states already provide more than 60% of the cost of

operating their schools. The Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations
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has recommended that state governments assume primary responsibilities for
financing education. This action would remove the wide disparities in per
pupil expenditures that now exist between poor districts and wealthier ones,
and would greatly enhance equal educational opportunity in New Jersey. Maryland
and a number of other states are now considering adopting this fiscal policy.

In short, in its present form, S-575 is a back-handed attempt at delaying
the total collapse of New Jersey's archaic tax system. If any benefits accrue

to education, they will be more or less incidental to the composit impact of the

legislation. ¥
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1. Research Division - National Education Association, Rankings of the
States, 1969, research report, Washington, D.C., p. 47, Table 88.

2. See Rules and Regulations of the State Board of Education for Secondary
Education, Department of Education, Division of Curriculum and Instruction,
Trenton, New Jersey, 1969.

3. State of New Jersey, Senate, Bill No. 575, introduced February 16, 1970,
P. 9, Section 8, lines 14 - 20.

4, Source of data about AFDC pupils is the New Jersey State Department of
Education, Title I Office, and Office of Statistical Services.

5. The University of Washington, School of Education, Economic Impact of
State Support Models on Educational Finance, by Leroy J. Peterson and Richard
A. Rosemiller, e%,al; Madison, Wisconsin, 1963.,

6. Ibid., p. 269

7. U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, National Center for
Educational Statistics, Elementary - Secondary Studies Branch, Statistics of
State School Systems, 1955-66, by Clayton D. Hutchins and Richard H. Barr,

U.S. Government Printing Office, Supt. of Documents, Cat. N. FS 5.220.20020-66,
Washington, D.C., p. 23.
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR A SOUND STATE AID FORMULA

Primary Recommendations

In order to build a more equitable school aid formula, the Urban Schools

Development Council endorses the following measures:

AFDC Component

. Amend the proposed school aid formula (8-575) to provide additional
.
support for children needing compensatory education by increasing
the unit weighting for disadvantaged children to 1.5. This weighting

would be more in line with the actual cost of such education programs.

Municipal Overload Component

. Adjust the formula to weigh the service responsibility of the district
as a percent of the State total, or weight the total amount of local

tax revenue required to support municipal services.

An alternative, and possibly more workable, amendment which would remedy
the inequitable distribution of municipal service costs might feature the pro-
visions which follow. All those communities not suffering from municipal over-
load--defined in terms of an equalized property tax rate above a level though
responsible by the State--would be required to continue contributing at the
present level.

Those cities suffering from an overload would lower school tax rates to
the iqcentive-equalization level established by the State and would receive

additional State aid amounting to the difference between their current contri-

bution and the contribution resulting from the I.E. tax rate.
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A variation of this plan was suggested by Mr. Hershel Shanks in The American

Scholar (Spring 1976). In illustrating his recommendations for a school financing

arrangement he states:

"Let us say that the state will provide fifty percent of the necessary
financial support for public education by appropriation to the local
community. The dollar amount of this appropriation would depend on

the number of pupils in the system. Additional funds would be provided
by the local community depending on the tax rate imposed on itself by
the local community (but not depending on its wealth as reflected in the
tax base). Let us say ten mills will produce the additional fifty per-
cent. If the community is a poor one in which a ten-mill tax will pro-
duce only twenty-five percent, rather than fifty percent of what is
needed, the excess will be paid to the state. Thus the result in a
local community will depend on effort (the tax rate) rather than wealth
(the tax base). And the local community will still be free to set its
own level of effort, depending on the importance it places on education.'

All of these proposals have one characteristic in common: They remove to
a great extent the inequities resulting from the present relationship between
a local community's wealth and the quality of the public schools it can support.

It is this relationship which has been one of the major deterrents to equal edu-

cational opportunity.

Constructing A Contitutionally Sound Formula

We would be remiss if we failed to comment on the increasing public senti-
ment to the effect that it may be unconsititutiénal, (under the l4th amendment's
equal protection clause) for a state to use the wealth of a local municipality
as the financial support that the municipality may give to public education.

The number of cases contesting the constitutionality of state aid formulas has
risen sharply in recent years.

The United States Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit rencently rendered
a ruling on the Hargrave; case which lends support to those who believe the
present formulas are unconstitutional. In a statement for the majority Judge
Richard T. Rives of Alabama wrote: '"The allegations of the complaint posit a

fact situation which, under recently elasticized theories of equal protection,
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gives rise to a constitutional claim...noting that lines drawn on wealth are
suspect and that we are here dealing with interests which may well be deemed
fundamental, we cannot say there is no reasonably arguable theory of equal
protection which would support a decision in favor of the plaintiffs.”

In light of the above discussion, the Urban Schools Development Council
recommends that the State legislature amend S-575 to:

. Replace the suggested criteria for classifying.school districts with
a graduated, priority scale of needs, including such component factors
as the Pocal property tax burden, local fiscal cgpacity, cost variation
factors due to socio—-economic cﬁaracteristics, population density, the
percentage of student population enrolled in antiquated, obsolete

schools more than fifty years old, as well as the previously mentioned

component - the number of children needing compensatory education.

Secondary Recommendations
. Modify the proposed School Aid Formula to employ district fiscal capa-
city as a percent of the State total, or municipal per capita income,
as the measure of the fiscal ability of school districts. In the ab-
sence of totally reliable per capita or municipal income data, information

from the publication, The Sales Management Survey of Buying Power2 could

be adopted as an intermediate step in determining ability to support
education.

Principal 9 of the study which formed the basis for S$S-633 and S-575
states: "In the absence of a field-tested model measuring fiscal
capacity in whole or part by income, a soundly conceived, egualized
valuation of.property appears to be the most practical base."3 Other
states are presently developing their own models based on per .capita

municipal income figures. (Wisconsin, Oregon, Kansas.)
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A state of the size and wealth of New Jersey should already possess the
capability of producing such models.

Any program which, when fully implemented, will increase State aid by
nearly $200 million and be adjusted annually as the state per pupil expenditure
-rate rises, certainly deserves to be founded on the most effective, efficient,
and equitable basis possible. Presently this eliminates all contenders except
a per capita municipal income rate.

Income is a much better measure of ability to pay taxes. Furthermore,
the informatior® gathered through this new capability will be applicable to many
present programs as well as in whole new areas where state involvement will be
expanding in years. to come. Moreover, since full implementation is not expected
for three years, there is sufficient time to establish the necessary machinery

for this state-wide data bank.

A Comprehensive Formula

. Expand the State School Aid Formula into a comprehensive plan incor-
porating elements of aid for transportation, construction and maintenance
of school buildings, special education programs for the handicapped,

early childhood education programs, and summer school programs.

The Total Population of Disadvantaged Children

. Incorporate in the plan a component that measures each community's
total disadvantaged children population. AFDC figures cannot be

equated with the much larger population of disadvantaged children.

Richard Nixon's present proposal to change the welfare system, eliminating
the AFDC program, points to another hindrance in adopting this standard.

A more equitable system for recognizing and assisting economically and
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educationally deprived children could include the criteria of population density
and average per capita neighborhood income. However, if the AFDC standard, pat-
terned after Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act is to be
maintained, each AFDC pupil should represent the additional weighting of 1.5 —
an increase of 1.0 dver the current proposal. Such weighting would more realis-
tically represent the additional funds needed to provide equitable educational
opportunities for these children.

Table II relates the additional funds that would accrue to the Model Cities

with the increas%d weighting.

Implementation Schedule

Accelerate the target date for full implementation of the revised

school aid formula to two years.

Ending An Unnecessary Delay In State Aid

. Include in the legislation a flexible allotment of additional funds
for each annual budget to immediately absorb cost increases attributed

to rising school enrollments.

Improving the Quality and Scope of Educational Services

. Revise the proposed measure to include a penalty factor for any school
district that utilizes new State School Aid Formula revenue to reduce

its educational support level.
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FOOTNOTES

413 R. 2nd 320, 328 (5th Cir., 1969)

""1969 Survey of Buying Power,' Sales Management Survey of Buying Power,
June 10, 1969.

State of New Jersey, State Aid to School Districts Study Commission, A
State School Support Program for New Jersey, final report to the Governor

and the Legislature, Trenton, New Jersey

159 A



NJ 1A

NEW JERSEY TAXPAYERS ASSOCIATION INC. ® 104 NORTH BROAD STREET @ TRENTON, N.J. 08508 @ TELEPHONE: AREA CODE 609-394-3116

STATEMENT BY THE NEW JERSEY TAXPAYERS ASSOCIATION
RE SENATE NO. 575, OCR
"STATE SCHOOL INCENTIVE EQUALIZATION AID LAW"
SUBMITTED TO THE JOINT COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION,
NEW JERSEY LEGISLATURE
STATE HOUSE, TRENTON, N. J.
JUNE 9, 1970

The New Jersey Taxpayers Association commends the Legislature's Joint
Committee on Education for scheduling a public hearing on this legislation of major
significance -~ Senate No. 575, OCR, the "State School Incentive Equalization Aid
Law."

NJTA for many years has maintained an active interest in New Jersey's
educational system. Our concern for the need to make major changes in the organi-
zation and financing of public elementary-secondary education in New Jersey was the
principal reason for our publication, in May 1967, entitled, "State Aid to Education--
A Design For Excellence". That policy statement set forth the following seven major
recommendations which we utilized as guidelines to evaluate current proposals for
school aid:

l, The State Board of Education and the Commissioner of Education
should formulate specific plans as to the minimum level of attain-
ment expected in elementary and secondary education throughout New
Jersey's school districts.

2. A practical evaluation system should be instituted to determine if
local school districts are meeting the level of attainment prescribed
in the state plan.

3. A specific guideline is needed from the Legislature to indicate the
division of fiscal responsibility between the State and the school
districts.

4. Legislation should be adopted to set forth the procedures, enrollment
standards, and a timetable for districts to effect consolidation or
regionglization. Over a reasonable period of time, school districts
operating less than K-12 grade programs should be required either to
consolidate (a) with one or more contiguous school districts or (b)
with all existing school districts within a county into a county wide
school district. State school aid in the future should be limited to
those school districts which meet these program and enrollment standards
set by the state.
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2.

5. Continuing review of educational aid policy and the adequacy of State
school aid formulas should be undertaken by a permanent commission
consisting of both legislators and public members, like the Commission
on State Tax Policy.

6. School aid formulas should include:

(a) a method for relieving the local property tax burden;

{b) a measure of local wealth;

(c) a recognition of cost variations arising among districts caused
by population density and various socio~-economic characteristics;

(d) assistance to enable local public school districts to meet an
established minimum standard for each type of educational program;

(e) a distribution of state resources on the most reasonable and
equitable basis possible; and

(f) safeguards to prevent the wasteful use of State educational funds
by a local spending district.

7. School aid formulas should not include:

(a) provisions to guarantee local school districts against loss of aid;
(b) dollar allocations without relation to an identifiable program;
(c) provisions designed to correct the social ills of a community.

Subsequent to 1967, two major official study reports on public elementary-
secondary education in New Jersey have been completed and released:

(1) the State Aid to School Districts Study Commission Final Report,
December 1968, popularly known as "The Bateman Report", and (2) the "Report of the
State Committee to Study the Next Steps of Regionalization and Consolidation In The
School Districts of New Jersey", April 1969, popularly known as “The Mancuso Report".
The two reports have at least two significant areas of agreement: (1) the same
approach to formula aid, i.e. incentive equalization, and (2) minimum standards for
district size and organization. A third and heretofore neglected aspect of education,
education evaluation and district classification, so as to recognize a variety of
differences between systems, was a highlight of the "Batemen Report".

School Evaluation and District Clasgssification

During this Association's study of the Bateman and Mancuso Reports using
our 1967 policy statement, the conclusion was reached that there was enthusiastic
agreement with the principle of education evaluation and district classification.

The Association does not agree with the Governor's proposed 1971-72 time-
table for supplementing the current expense aid formula -- phasing the program into
effect over several years, placing all districts in the same basic class initially,
and postponing classification of districts because the ground work for such classi-
fication has not been laid, and is far from completion with no estimated completion
date available.

The hasty approach using one district classification must be weighed
against a program in which the classification details are determined in advance and
promulgated for the information of all concerned before the new formula is enacted,
or at least put into effect.

lel A



3.
NJTA does not agree with the proposal to speed use of the new formula
before all criteria have been formulated and adopted. The criteria for classifi-

cation are too important to be disregarded in the initial stage.

Absence of Legislative Policy on School District Reorganization

NJTA cannot endorse a new aid program which does not reflect a positive
legislative policy on school district reorganization.

We note with regret and concern the change from the 1969 to 1970 aid
legislation which eliminated a criteria for minimum school district size for
operating a K through 12 system. During the past two decades, we have observed the
increase in the number of administrative units with less than a K-12 grade structure
and the large proportion of districts with small enrollments while other states much
larger in area than New Jersey were taking positive action to encourage or mandate
reduction in the number of school districts. This trend in New Jersey becomes of
even greater concern when we consider New Jersey's extensive reliance on local
property taxes to finance schools.

Accordingly, NJTA's position is that it does not favor any major school
aid change unless that change is accompanied by school district reorganization.
It makes no sense to pour additional state funds into small districts which have too
limited resources to provide a thorough and efficient educational program for its
students.

NJTA takes this position fully recognizing the popularity of proposals for
a higher level of State financial support of local public schools and the unpopularity
of the word "regionalization", but the Association is convinced that the time has
come for firm action to attempt to solve the numerous problems caused by a large
number of school districts with widely varying social and economic characteristics
and to endeavor to make maximum use of the school tax dollar.

Although the Commissioner of Education would be required in Section 3,e,
of the bill to consider the organizational structure of the districts, as well as
quality of the educational program, in developing criteria and standcrds, we consider
this a weak substitute for statutory establishment of a specific guideline.

Delay in Implementing Non-Controversial Recommendations

NJTA is concerned over the nearly 18 months delay in legislative action on
certain recommendations in the Bateman Report, particularly those thazt were
important to insure continuation of unfinished phases of school aid study. These
included creation of the permanent Commission on State Support, passed by the
Legislature as Senate No. 316,0CR (1970), but still unsigned, and subjects left for
subsequent research and study by the Bateman Commission: the numerous special aid
programs, problems of tax overload, and use of income in measuing fiscal ability of
school districts. These are significant in a comprehensive aid program and
recommendations would be extremely useful in connection with the work of the
Governor's Tax Policy Committee.
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State Tax Implications

Although the bill under consideration does not include the timetable for
implementation, Governor Cahill, in his April 9 Special Message on Education,
proposed gradual implementation of the current expense formula over five years,
depending on available revenues. He indicated an initial cost of $30 million for
the sState's fiscal year (and school year) 1971-72.

The desirability of phasing in the new formula over 5 years versus full-
implementation in one year is difficult to determine. It may be more acceptable to
authorize the program now for implementation in phases because the question of its
financing can be delayed. NJTA does not agree with that approach. We believe that
the tax program to finance the aid program should be determined together with the
aid program so that taxpayers can be fully informed.

If there is no inclination to consider a related tax program, the
question of financing the program and its time schedule for implementation should be
considered by the Governor's Tax Policy Committee before the new aid bill is enacted.
If this is not done, the Legislature, by enacting the aid bill, will have committed
the State to a sizeable tax increase, and also made aid to education a top priority
spending program before such aid has been evaluated along with numerous other
spending programs scheduled to undergo analysis by the Tax Study Committee.
Enactment of the aid program would thus transfer to the Tax Study Committee the
problem of suggesting the revenue program.

The Local Property Tax--Major Revenue of Public Schools

The role of the property tax in local public school financing in New Jersey
is well-known. The statewide school levy for 1969 (to finance part of both 1968-69
and 1969-70 budgets) was $956.7 million, nearly 56% of the total statewide property
tax.

Although statewide data on school levies, school budgets and estimated
pupil enrollments for 1970-71 have not yet been tabulated and released, we would
like to point out that based on our preliminary calculations for 15 counties
(Burlington, Cumberland, Essex, Hunterdon, Monmouth and Ocean excluded) the total
property tax levy for schools for the 1970 calendar year is $786.8 million compared
with $678.0 million for schools in the same 15 counties last year, and increase of
$108.7 million. Even if the 6 counties not yet reported experience no increase, the
total school levy will exceed $1 billion dollars for the first time in history. It
appears that the total statewide levy for schools will approximate $1,100,000,000
and reflect the largest one-year dollar increase in school taxes in history,
exceeding the $117.5 million school levy increase in 1969 over 1968. The proportion
of total taxes for schools may exceed 56%.

Property Tax Relief

The continued increase in taxes for school purposes raises the question of
property tax relief. We find nothing in Senate No. 575,0CR which holds any promise
or assurance of even temporary relief from local property taxes. If there are
provisions which will aid the local property taxpayer directly or indirectly, we
urge that they be pointed out. As provided in the bill, utilization of increased
aid is discretionary with school boards, thus the effect on property taxes will
vary depending on budget pressures.
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The experience of the last upward aid revision simultaneous with enactment
of the sales tax still remains in many minds. Mandatory statewide tax relief of
$63 million for one year (1966), only to ke followed by record 1967 school tax
increases statewide of $104 million and in many districts has created a suspicion
that there is no such thing as tax relief if relief is interpreted to be a
reduction in tax levy. The upswing in teachers' salaries continues and school
spending continues to increase but there is as yet no means for evaluating the
production ocutput as the result of the increased dollar input. We ask whether any
different experience from that in the past three years can result from enactment
of the bill being considered in hearing today?

We also point out that $30 million is 3 percent of $1 billion. Even if
the proposed new aid program provided $150 million more aid to local districts
accumulatively in one year and the entire amount could be used for tax relief, the
total maximum relief represents only 15% of a $1 billion tax levy.

Other Technical Points

There are several technical points which we wish to point out for your
consideration:

Cost of Implementing New Formula. An estimated total cost of implementing
Senate No. 575,0CR of $150 million has been cited with a $30 million cost figure
for the first year of a 5-year phase. We think it should be publicly recognized
that although it may cost about $30 million the first year, subsequent year's costs
may rise considerably as formula factors change. Thus additional pupils, as well
as pupil changes in weighting groups, changes in AFDC pupils, equalized valuation
changes, budget increases, and finally district classification above the level of
basic district, can all affect the State's cost, most likely on the increase side.
In other words, aid costs change as formula factors change.

Transportation Costs Included in Current Expense Budget. In section 2,f,
definition of “"current expense budget cost”, the item "transportation of pupils” is
included. Authorized transportation costs are now 75% State financed by separate
formula on a one-year reimbursement lag. We question whether it is intended that
the non-State financed portion of transportation be included in the calculation of
current expense aid which it appears it will be under the definition herein cited,
thus providing in effect further aid for transportation.

Basis for Pupil Weighting. No documentation has been provided to support
the assigned weights per pupil. If the weighting factors have been borrowed from
other states, it would appear that the relation of costs at various grade levels in
those states should be compared with New Jersey costs to determine whether they
are related.
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Timetable for Calculation of Aid Requirements Under New Formula. We
suggest a careful review of the schedule placed on the State Department of Education
for determining State budget requirements for aid under the new legislation. Because
of the complications of the new formulas, a fact which should have been acknowledged
earlier in this statement, it would appear that if the Department of Education is
going to develop a reasonably accurate aid request to the State Budget Director
before mid-December, school districts will have to give some indication of their
subsequent year's budgets several months in advance of adoption or there will have
to be a two year lag in payments, or some other acceptable alternative arrangement
may have to be found.

To restate our position, NJTA is not in favor of Senate No. 575,0CR for
various reasons stated herein.

(An earlier NJTA position statement (April 1970) on school district
consolidation submitted to the State Board of Education is appended herewith for
your information and for the record.)

E-4-70
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STATEMENT BY THE NEW JERSEY TAXPAYERS ASSCCIATION RE
REPORT OF THE STATE COMMITTEE TO STUDY THE NEXT STEPS OF REGICNALIZATION
AND CONSOLIDATION IN THE SCHCOL DISTRICTS OF NEU JERSEY, (APRIL 1969).

(Adopted by the Association's Exccutive Ccmmittee, April 14, 1970
for submission to the State Board of Education.)

On April 22, 1968, the New Jersey Taxpayers Association transmitted a
statement setting forth recommendations on school district consolidation to the
Mancuso Cormittee which was created by the State Board of Education to Study the
Next Steps of Regionalization and Consolidation in the School Districts of New
Jersey. The recommendations were based primarily on policies adoptcd and published
by the New Jersey Taxpayers Association in May of 1967 in a publication entitled
"State Aid to Education -- A Design for Excellence", and subsequent, continuous
review by NJTA's Ccrmittee an Education. Uhile our policy statement dealt primarily
with programs of state school supnort, other recormendations related directly to the
Mancuso Report. The staff of NJTA and its Ccmm@ttee on Education have evaluated
the major proposals ‘in the Mancuso Report against our earlier rccommendations.

(We note that NJTA's position letter submitted to the !Mancuso Committee is
reproduced as the fifth item in Appendix A of its Report.)

We consider the principal reccrmendation of the Mancuso Committee to be
that for minimum district size of 3500 pupils for a comprehensive K-12 educational
system. This question of compulsory minimum district size will undoubtedly be the
most difficult point in the entire Report for the State Board of Education and the
Legislature to resolve.

Although there appears to be no specific district size which can be
demonstrated to provide the most effective education at the most reasonable cost,
we feel that 3500 pupils is a reascnable goal for a comprehensive K-12 system in a
relatively small, highly urbanized state like New Jersey. We reccgnize that
professional opinion varies from a 1200 pupil minimum upward to a 20,000 or even
50,000 maximum. We note with interest that Pennsylvania schcol district reorgani-
zation has been progressing based on a 4000 pupil administrative unit while the 1969
program proposed by the Governor of‘Michigan set forth a 2000 minimum.

e have becen concerned with the gradual upward trend in the number of
school administrative units in New Jersey at a time when in many states of the

country the number has been declining steadily. Although statistical reports for
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school districts vary depending on definition, the 1967 Census qf Governments, using
its definition, shows an overall decline in the number of school districts from
50,454 in 1957 to 34,678 in 1962 to 21,782 in 1967. If one goes further back in
history, the overall decline is even more significant. Between 1962 and 1967, nine
states accounted for more than 75% of the total decrease of nearly 13,000 districts.
During the past decade, New Jersey has been adding school administrative units,
primarily overlapping units, since much of the increase was regional high districts.

While we recognize that you are aware of the statistical data relating to
the number and size of school districts in New Jersey, in order to put the New Jersey
situation in perspective, we are setting forth a few salient facts which cannot be
ignored in considering the proposals now under review.

Using September 30, 1969 resident enrollments, which are the only readily
available figures, and do not, in our opinion, precisely reflect the actual number
of pupils in a district which provides their education, we have developed the
following:

There are only 101 school districts in New Jersey, out of a total
of 580 in the elementary-secondary category, with enrollments
of over 3500 operating a K-12 system. These districts have
59.4 percent of the total statewide enrollment.

Thexre are 9 additional districts with over 3500 pupils which are
not K-12 systems.

The conclusion is that 479 (83 percent) of New Jersey's districts
fall below the minimum criteria recommended by the Mancuso
Committee. We understand that 19 districts do not operate schools,
but instead rely on other districts to educate their pupils, while
2 districts have no pupils.

Even though a 1200 pupil criteria were used, 256 districts (44
percent of the total) fail to meet that size criteria.

The general theories of school district consolidation which in a number
of states have been the basis for action, are that they will bring about greater
administrative efficiency, enable broader curricula, broaden the property tax base
which supports administrative units, and ultimately, accomplish the greatest educa-
tional benefit for the tax dollar. We support this theory, although we recognize
that supporting evidence through case studies citing New Jersey experience or that
from other states, but applicable in New Jersey, would be invaluable in demonstrating

the worth of the theory.
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There is a matter more fundamental than district size and organization
which the New Jersey Taxpayers Association considers vital to any program of educa-
tional reform. Our concern, like that of many others, is with the results of
education. Thus far, measurement has been in terms of "input", i.e., books, physical
plant, pupil-teacher ratios, length of school day and year, etc. While this infor-
mation is not without value, (it is primarily useful in terms of indicating where
the educational dollar has been spent,) it fails to demonstrate how effectively the
tax dollar has been spent. It is only in recent years that taxpayers have begun to
ask, "What are we getting for our tax dollar in terms of education?" Accordingly,
questions are being formulated such as, "What is the educational attainment of a
student who has completed a given level of education, that is, elementary, junior
high, secondary, considered by various curriculum subjects? 1Is the attainment
compatible with pre-determined objectives? If not, where is the educational process
lacking?"

These or similar questions are now being asked at the Federal level. On
March 3, 1970, in a message to Congress, President Nixon addressed himself to the
question of "What makes a good school?" He too. appears concerned that there is little
direct relationship.between physical plant, pupil teacher ratios, teacher training
levels, and what the child learns. The following quotes from his message are
pertinent for our consideration.

"...We have, as a nation, too long avoided thinking of the
productivity of our schools.

"This is a mistake because it undermines the principle of local
control of education. Ironic though it is, the avoidance of
accountability is the single most serious threat to a continued
and even more pluralistic education system. Unless the local
community can obtain dependable measures of just how well its
school system is performing for its children, the demand for
national standards will become even greater and in the end almost
certainly will prevail."”

Although the President's remarks are directed to schools in general, we
think they are particularly applicable to New Jersey whose average per pupil current
expenditures rank us second highest among the 50 states.(l)

We recognize that we are dealing in averages and there are extremes on
both the high and low side, many exemplifying special problems such as high concen-
tration of economically deprived children, limited or unbalanced municipal property
tax base,??%adequate capital facilities. However, not even the special situations
(1) Estimated by N.E.A. at $963 per pupil in A.D.A. for 1969-70, including govern-

mental retirement fund contributions.

SOURCE: N.E.A. Research Division, "Estimates of School Statistics, 1969-70."
Research Report 1969. R-15. Washington, D.C. 168 A
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yield positive answers to the questions concerning the nature of the product and the
result gained from the present large investment in education.

The State Constitution places on the Legislature the responsibility "to
provide for the maintenance and support of a thorough and effective system of free
public schools....” Thus, the Legislature has determined the extent of the level
of financial support.

In 1967, NJTA urged --

Immediate steps should be taken to develop minimum standards for
elementary and secondary schools to which level all districts must
rise, with the major emphasis on what constitutes an acceptable
curriculum and a practical time span for attainment of this program.
As with all plans, continuing review and modification are essential
to success.

Thus far, no criteria or standards for measuring educational result have
been developed and promulgated. Again we urge an all out effort to implement such a
program. The absence of such criteria should not be interpreted to mean that the
work of the Mancuso Committee is for naught. The proposal for consolidation and the
procedures suggested’ for implementing such consolidation appear in principle to be
workable. Not until the aforcmentioned criteria have been formulated and set forth
for evaluation by the public school officials and legislators, however, can the means
for meeting these criteria be meaningfully discussed.

In that light,the suggested enrollment standard, for instance, becomes
incidental to the concept of evaluating quality education. As stated previously,
we feel 3500 is reasonable, yet the figure may have to be reduced merely as a
compromise depending on the means determined for implementation.

We find merit in the principle of consolidation and proposed procedures
for implementing it set forth by the Mancuso Committee, and urge the State Board to
give the Mancuso Report recommendations favorable consideration. We also urge the
Board to consider action to place a "moratorium on the reorganization of school
districts or the dissolution of sending and receiving relationships until the passage
of implementing legislation” and the development of the Master Plan for Reorgani-
zation. Greater proliferation of school districts can only compound the existing
situation. We have viewed with some concern the failure of the State Board of
Education to discourage creation of additional regional high school districts and
the granting of emergency building aid to school districts which fall far below the
minimum size criteria set forth by the Mancuso Committee. We hope that preliminary

research has already bequn to test the consolidation proposals in selected counties
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in order to determine problems which might be encountered. It such is not the case,
we .trongly urge that pilot studies be undertaken in order to test the concept. e
would also suggest that there be research and evaluation of the problem of maximum
school district size in order to develop some guidelines and alternative organizatio.
proposals in the event it is demonstrated that our largest districts require adminisi-
trative decentralization.

We offer the following comments on certain specifics of consolidation
procedures:

Mandatory reorganization and adoption procedure

While the proposed permissive approach to reorganization based on voter

approval in each district involved in a consolidation proposal is the most popular,

the fact must be recognized that the greatest certainty for reorganization occurs
(a) when the plan is mandated, or (b) if there is to be a vote, it is measured by tie
total in the districts involved, not by the outcome in each district.

Elimination of vote on school budget levy

Recent law eliminates the second public vote on budget levies in Type II
districts. While we recognize the various arguments for and against removing all
opportunity for public consideration of annual levy requirements, we are not in favor
of further change at this time.

State School Bonding Authority

Under consideration by the 1969 Legislature was a bill creating a New
Jersey Municipal Bond Bank (Senate No. 780). While we have not endorsed that measure,
it appears more logical to have an agency to support all local government bonds with
no or poor credit rating rather than a separate agency for schools which would issue
all school bonds regardless of credit standing.

Relation of Mancuso and Bateman Report Recommendations

Our final point involves the relationship of the Mancuso Report to the
Bateman Report. First, we suggest that any new school aid formula be thoroughly
analyzed for its practicability and workability. To date, hundreds of millions of
dollars in State Aid to local districts has been based, in our opinion, on aid
formulas that serve to further solidify inadequacies of education administration.
Thus, we recommend that any new aid(formula increases due to consolidation be formu-

lated to meet the test of qualigy education and equal educational opportunity.
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Secondly, we wish to guote from our ¢oncluding statement to the Joint
Legislative Committee on Education at a public hearing, *ay 13, 1969 on Senate No.
$33, the State School Incentive-Equalization Aid Act:

To our organization the recommendations in that Report (Mancuso
Committee) to the Commissioner of Education are even more significant
at this time than the proposals for increasing the State School
support. Reduction in the number of school administrative units in
New Jersey is essential. We could not approve any drastic increase
in State school support without simultaneous or previous reorgani-
zation of school districts. Unless the two go hand in hand, we can
foresee only a continuing upward spiral in property taxes and a
failure to achieve the maximum utilization in spending the educa-
tional tax dollar. We feel certain the members of the Joint Committee
share with us the concept that State Aid to education is not simply
designed to offset local costs but to dnhance the opportunities for
an improved educational environment. Thus we recommend that all
pertinent facets of the elementary and secondary educational system
be considered concurrently.

.

In othef’words, our position is that there should be no major school aid
changes unless accompanied by school district reorganization.

The task before you is complex and wrought with controvers;, but in terms
of potential benefit to the school pupils of New Jersey as well as the taxpayers,

beyond measure.
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Bound Brook Educaticn Association

Bound Brook, New Jersey .

Ruth Schumacher, representative

Bound Brook High School, Bound Brook, New Jersey

Bound Brook is a community of 12,000 located in
Central New Jersey. It has three elementary public schools
and one junior-senior high school, which also received
270 pupils from the adjoining community of South Bound
Brook. It is expected that the enrollment will increase
next year by 153 pupils over the previous 2090 enrollment.

On a recent profile chart, Bound Brook's ability to
pay was graphed at 50% while its effort reached 95%.
Despite the need for State Aid, it is expected that there
will be a decrease of 1.2% next year; that is, in 1969-70,
17.3% of the school system's revenue came from State Aid.
Next year 16.1% is expected.

Tax resistance is growing in this community. In
December a schdol bond issue which would have provided for
remodeling and ﬁuilding was rejected. The school board,
from a recent questionnaire sent to local taxpayers,
determined that home owners in this small community were
fighting future expenditures even though the high school
was built in 1907.

As a result of the school bond defeat, two rooms
in a church located on the other side of Highway 28, on
which the school fronts, has been rented. Seventh and

possibly eighth graders will spend part of the day in the

church. Crossing the highwav presents a danger, and
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duplication of text books and audio-visual aid requirement
will be costly. The high school has shortened class
pericds and increased the size and frequency of large
study halls because of overcrowding. Teachers, limited
professionally in what they can do, are leaving the
system. The picture in Bound Brook is sad. We support
S-575.

Thank you.
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Submitted by Geraldine F. Burt,
President, Salem City 'Teachers Association

Salem City Schcols are indeed without adequate funds

for many areas that need immediate aic.

Salem is an old city and, like many o ° our olderx
citieg, has undergone many changes. T11is is evidenced
by the fact that in 1950 our schools h .1 only 20%

black: by 1960 30% and, in 1970, we are at 40+,

Oour needs for psychological and guidanc @ services

are great but cannot ke met and approxi iately 50%

of our students are reading below level Neither of
these needs can be met because of a laci of sufficient

funds.

The people of Salem City realize the nezc for these
services but are unable to supply additi-.al moneys.
In 1969 they passed a kond issue to build a new high

school by a 2 to 1 majority.

At the present time cur tax rate is $15.6G° Net valuation
per pupil $13,715 as opposed to a State ai :rage of
$34,202. Our school tax is $7.87 as oppos :d to the
State average of $2.93,
The abcve picture makes 1t most obviot s that Salem City

needs additional State aid in these fields Thank you.
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SUBMITTED BY GERARD S. NAPLES, City Councilman, Trenton.,

My name is Gerard S. Naples, City Councilman, Trenton,

New Jersey, and by virtue of the power vested in the electoraste

on May 12 of this year....citizen=-elect.

I strongly urge, as quickly as possible, the adoption of the
Bateman Commission report, because, simply stated, citieg can no
lcnger finance Education through the vehicle of the local property
tax. You've heard this before, I know; and I've spcken these same
wcrds before on many, many occasions myself.

However, what is taking place now is that this fact applies ‘¢
the rural and suburban communities in New Jersey almost as much as
it does to our older cities such as Trenton, Camden, Newark, Pater-
son, Jersey City, etc. This was not the case ten years ago; and the
overall situation won't be much better in the future unless the re-
commendation of this commission is forthcoming. I might add, tcc,
that it won't take ten years to find this cut either. I think we're
gecing into an era of continuous school budget cuts by both goveraina
bodies, and voters in type II school districts - and resultant cone
tinuous school budget cut appeals by Boards of Education. I dcn't
have to tell you this reality will further compound an already dire,
evern perilous, situation.

At the same time let me say that the adoption of this repcrt

ig only a beginning. The State must, in the next five years, toctally
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assume the cost of local education. I could give you many reasons
as to why; but, I don't have to. You've heard them before, from noct
only me, but from many others. The reasons haven't changed but
various school situations will change - and for the worse unless
something is done and now. However, a start is a start, at least,
and I urge that the Bateman Commission recommendation be adopted

nct only for the good of local government, not only for the good of
education; but for the good of the entire State of New Jersey, most
importantly.

Also, at the same time, I'm asking that the State Aid to Educa-
tion Formula be revised along the lines of eliminating population as
a criterion for aid. It is not the amount of people located within
a municipality which determines its problems, and hence its need for
outside help; it is rather the kind of people which determines need -
as well as aid for over burdened taxpayers. Here, I am quite selfish,
I'11 admit. My own city of Trenton might possibly go under 100,000
in population when all the census figures are in. If so, we woculd
then be subject to the loss of nearly $1/2 million in State school
aid. In effect, because cur problems got worse - in that people
fiee the city because of problems - we are being penalized. This
is not fair and I urge that per capita income in addition to a city's
own tax effort (very much like the guildelines for Federal Revenue
Sharing) replace population as a criterion for State Aid. Formulas

such as this, as well as that for local fair share and the formula
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for State welfare aid (assessed valuation divided by welfare com-
mitment) actually, as I said above, penalize a city when problems
get worse, or when a city makes strides to help itself. Until
inequities like these are corrected, cities will continue *to be
discriminated againét. I hope that my words and the words cf others
will not have fallen on deaf ears, and that in the interest of both
local government in New Jersey and in the interest of cur State cf

New Jersey, resultant needed changes will occur in State law.
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STATEMENT ON BEHALF OF THE UNION COUNTY CHAPTER OF
PUBLIC FUNDS FOR PUBLIC SCHOOLS

PREPARED FOR THE PUBLIC HEARING ON SENATE BILL 575
BEFORE THE SENATE AND ASSEMBLY EDUCATION COMMITTEES

June 9, 1970

Senator Hiering, Assemblyman Ewing and members of the Senate and
Assembly Education Committees, I am Mrs. Robert W. Hodge, a member of the
steering committee for the Union County Chapter of Public Funds for Public
Schools. I want to thank you for the opportunity to appear before you
today to present our position on Senate Bill 575.

We the members of the Union County Chapter of Public Funds for
Public Schools wish to go on record as supporting this Bill. However, we
urge you to give serious consideration to the allocation of more than the

thirty million which is proposed in this bill.
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Submitted by

pruce Yeclos - Poog L(u‘f'b ey

wien Anoon Lotion

Wien one exeaineg the appropsiate extroons in any siituation, one cen nowmally
paint &s bleal cr rosy a picture as cone deslras, Ny district of South Pleinilizld, oy
these stendards, should be one with little or no Tingacial trouvbles. Our ez rete is
ghout 57.00 per 3100 of asscssed valuation cnd our vromerty is asscseed &t 907:. This
ig just about var for surrounding districts in liddlesex County. r ratebles have
increased this past year, causing our state aid to drop. For some reason, hovever,
the ©ill to the individual taxpayver rose. Under a feir state aid formulea, attunrcd to
the recalities, such should not occur,

The curreni stale aid is based on a foundstion figure of $L00 a yeor per pupil.

o

Vo ere corrently peying $950 a year per pupil and receiving about $110 pa+ proil in
’ . .
tate o 11.6%), For their 5950 poer pupil the fexpayer is supporting a system with
seven school buildings. ALl bubl one of these buildinzs are in neced of either enlovyo-

meant, dmprovement or in at least one case outripht replacement., A high school finishcd

in 395L is on double session. A middle school opened in the early sixties as a three-yoaw

school is only able to hold two grades on a staggered cchedule, The onc
school which is not, right now, overcrowded is in an area of the comamity in whickh

rapid population growih cennot be raled out,

nat we are not, by cormarison, a district with "problesms."

If this is the picture of a district thut by coroeriszen is "provlern free," one can orly
concludle the entire aid formula is in nced of revision,

Tre doctor feced with the discased patient does

]

grented the consent of the patient. The leglislature is conironted with o scvarely

dwpe

raired educalional systew, one vhich is uneble uncder its current finesncial structiure

to wecet the complex challenzes vaich face it. The vaticnt, that is toards ol edacztion

professional staff, =nd most Zuportant the tovpayers thouselves, are not only consenting
to your opergting, they are vlecding for it., Your mandetie is clear. Promnt dezizive

action on the part of the legisleoture is immerative. God help us if the veatient dlies.
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Submitted by Joseph C. Shanauan
Haddonfield Education Association

As a representative of the H.L.A. I woild like to ask you to
to support Senate Billl number 575.

At the present time Haddonfield is hard pressed to mect
the demands of a modern,expanding educational systemn, This situation

occurs for the following reasons:

1) Haddonfield has always been a strictly residential
community. As such there are few tax ratables to provide help to
support the school system. Consequently the entire burden currently
falls off the individual home owner.

2) The situation will continue to remain in its present
state since there is no available land for industrial development.,

3) The problem is compounded by the fact that the comp-
osititn of Haddonfield's community is changing. The majority of
the homes were built to accomodate larg: families. In many instances
the residents have raised their families and have been moving to
smaller quarters. The new families moving into Haddonfield are the
parents of small children. This recycling of population has created
and will continue to create a burden on the tax payer. A population
study conducted by Dr., Walling who is director o7 Flield Services at
Rutgers University.indicated that school enrollment will continue to
increase to the extent that in 1977-78 Haddonfield will have an
additional 700 students. This 18 an increase of approximately 1/3
over the present enrocllment.

Let me emphasize again that the individual taxpayer will
be completely responsible for this increase since we have few ratables.

Because this recycling of population has already begun and
because of the changing nature of education we presently find our
physical plant obsolete. Because our high school was built over
40 years ago, the Middle States evaluation committee has directed
that additions be made which involve extensive structural changes.
Also we are now forced to rent five classrooms from a loecal church
in order to avoid overcrowding in our elementary schools.

The problems faced by Haddonfield are similar to those
faced by other Boards of Education in o0ld, established suburbs.

It is for these reasons that the Haddonfield Education
Association asks you to support Senate Bill number 575.

Thank you. HAD oW F1élo  EDVCAT /N
! Joscpld (. SHAN 4144 AS5S0CI4TION
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SUBMITTED BY MARY DOWNES
VICE PRESIDENT, HACKENSACK EDUCATION ASSOCIATION

I am Mary Downes, vice-president of the Hackensack Education
Assoclation, and I wish to spaak, as a teacher and on behalf of my
Agsociation, in favor of S-57%.

Hackensack ic¢ a very fortunate community. Our residents belleve
in education, a nd thsy nave consistently supperted 1t to the b eat of
their ability. Our rat-bles are 51gh, and our tax rate is low. Vs
have one of the btsst school systems in the state. And 1 we were willing
to accept a situation in which a child gets a zood edusakica if he lives
in Hackensack and a pcoor one if he ilves a few miles away, I would not
be here today. I am not here to plead our coze for Hackensack chiidren
only, but for all of the chlildren in thls steaet=. As a teacher, I can
do no less. And as leslslatcrs, directly concerried with all c¢tf these
children, you can do much more-- by pessing thls bill, You can help to
solve one of the most pressing problems in educatlon in this state,
that of the funding of local systems,

Among the more than 500 s chool districts which vote upon the
annual school budret in Jew Jersey, the number of such budgets
defeated at the polls grew from 57 defeats in 1960 to 132 defeais
in 1969. The percenta~e of these budzets defe-ted at the prlls rose
from 117 in 1960 to 25% in 1969. In Bergen County alone, 20 sclicoi
districts defeated thelr budgets the first time around. and only one
of these passed it on the second vote. In Hackencack ¢his year and
last year, the Board of School Estimate imposed budget reductions which,
although in part restored later on, still damaged the scope of our

instructional programs.
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A bir part of the problem in local support of educaticn in
New Jersey 13 the tragic lack of state support in this, the sixth
wealthlest state in the nation., I still find it incredible, and you
must, to realize that among our 50 states, lew Jers=»y ranke last in
state support of education. The averare schnol dlstrict iZn the Unitsd
St~tes recelves about 40 to 457 of the funds needed for the operation
of its schools from state sources. In 1969.-70 Hackensack received at
total of slightly more than [}700,000 in state aild for g budget in

excess of *7,000,000-- almost exactly 10%.

What this means, of zou3 @ . o o Tror mTnrn ooy Tae g e e ad
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As of 1970, the differen~’ statewide was broader - from $526.02 in
Elmer to $1,032.42 in Hackensac.: .

That the future of our state is dependent upon 1its
children is a truism-- and, like most truisms, true. l'hat }g
the future for the children of Newark, Jersey City, Lodl, as
opposéd to the fortunate children of Hackensack? As long as
New Jersey continues to lnorease its number of school distriocts,
ag 1t has for the past twenty years, as long as the waste in
efficiency and in money caused br thls continues to increase,
and as long as the state of New Jersey refused to accept the
responglbility for education delegated to it by the Federal
Constituticn, equal educational opportunity for every child in
this state will not exist.

Wz cannot meet that responsibility throughout the
state. You can. We ask that you pass this legislation. It
may be the most important work you will do this year

.en for the future of your town, your city, your county,

our state, and our nation.
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