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SENATOR WAYNE DUMONT, JR. (Chairman): We will
start this public hearing on Senate Bills 2266 and 2267,
both sponsored by Senator John Miller of Camden County,
and invited to this hearing have been the members not only
of the Senate Education Committee, but also the Assembly
Education Committee and the Assembly Committee on Taxation.
The reason for the latter invitation was that Assembly Bill
2454, which is involved with these two Senate Bills and is
a bill that would raise the funds necessary to carry out the
plan embodied in the two Senate Bills, has been referred to
that Committee. However, no member: of any of the Committees,
aside from myself, is here today at this time and if you
want to comment, incidentally, upon the Assembly Bill you may,
but actually I cannot conduct a public hearing about it, not
having it in the Senate Education Committee. However, that
need not bar you from making comments about it if you wish.
At this time we will start with our first witness,
the sponsor of the two Senate Bills, Senator John Miller of

Camden County.

SENATOR JOHN L. MILLER: Thank vyou,
Mr. Chairman.

I would like to ask your indulgence for just a
few moments to go into a little bit of background which I
think might be helpful.

First, let me say that we have all been familiar
with the expression that the power to tax is the power to
destroy, Despite the truth that is inherent in that
statement, it is very highly doubtful that any governmental
official or any governmental agency with the power to tax
wishes to destroy anything or anybody. Instead, it has been
inequitable taxation which destroys public confidence in their
public officials. Yet so often your local officials are really
powerless to do anything about the tax structure because of
certain inherent inequities that are built into the present
tax structure and these are laws within which the local

officials are bound to operate and over which they have no
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control whatsoever.

The use of the property tax to finance local government
predates the Federal Constituticon and it was conceived at a
time when municipalities or taxing districts were self-ccntained
enclaves of population, And at that time, government services
at a local level were provided exclusively for and supported
entirely by those who benefited from the sexrvices, and
generally they were the owners of the propsrty who were the
primary beneficiaries as well as the ones who were most able
to pay.

Over the years the exclusiveness of government has
changed and,as it has changed, we have still continued to
rely upon this original concept of the wealth of the individual
through his local property as the means for securing the moneys
to provide his services. We are all familiar with the fact
that today there are many services that are provided partially
by the Federal government and partially by the State and
partially by the county and partially by the local municipality.
Still, as I say. we have continusd to retain the real property
tax as our major source of revenue,

There is no question there is some Jjustificaticn
for retaining the property tax as one of the sources of
revenue because many of our local services enhance cur

roperty values and the rovide protection for the property and
prop Y Y P p riop b

n

in fact in many cases maks the propserty actually usable - thing
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such as garbage collectiorn, pclice and fire protsction, street
construction and maintenance.

However, in recent years, I think all of us are
familiar with the fact that real property taxes have actually
become confiscatory, not nearly confiscatory; actually they
are becoming confiscatory throughout the State in many areas.
Over all of these years, we have had promise after promise
after promise to do something to bring about some relief for
the homeowners, some relief fcr the taxpayer, but in the
final analysis they have amcunted to nothing more than promises.

The most recent example where we have had a promise
that something would be done for the homeownsr and the real
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property taxpayer was when the sales tax was enacted. I might
point out that I presently serve on the Appropriations
Committee and this year the sales tax will bring in
$563 million. That is almost as much as we were operating
our entire State government on only six years ago when I
came into the Legislature. In spite of the fact we are
going to have $563 million in sales tax money this year, we
have not seen any real drop in the real property tax rate.
As a matter of fact, I am sure probably most other people
around the State have experienced the very same thing that
I have experienced. In spite of the fact we are getting
$563 million more from this source of revenue, I received a
tax bill showing a substantial increase and every year I seem
to get the same thing.

The way this program that I am going to discuss
this morning came about was: Senator Hiering and myself were
discussing with Mr. Deardorff in the Legislative Budget Office,
orobably more than three years ago, this very problem, the
fact that in spite of all these promises, there has been nothing
really done to help the homeowners that has been substantive
in nature. There have been promises, but they have never been
kept. Therefore, we decided the only way to do something
about it was to roll up our sleeves and find out where the
problem was. Then find out the many alternatives to solving
that problem. In trying to accomplish this goal, we started
out not with the idea of coming up with a program for the
school tax. As a matter of fact, I might comment at this
point that this particular series of bills we are speaking
about today concerning the equalization of the school tax
program is only one phase of a three-phase program, but I am
going to limit my discussion, of course, to this particular
phase of it, the school phase program. The other two phases
deal with county services and municipal services.

However, the way we started was, we sat down and we

had a calculation made to show the effective tax rate of
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every single municipality in the State of New Jersey. After
a calculation was made to show the effective tax rate of each
and every one cf the 567 municipalities, we then placed this
information on a chart. We transposed it on a chart in this
manner: Every municipality that had an effective tax rate of
more than $5 per hundred of true value, we placed on the
chart in black. Every municipality that had an effective
tax rate of between $4 and $4.99 per hundred, we placed on
the chart in brown, and so on dowrn the scale until we got
to the color white, which was practically no tax whatsoever.
There are actually some municipalities that have no local
purpose tax and no school tax. They receive sufficient moneys
from the franchise taxes and from the gross receipts tax so that
they do not have to have any taxation of the people in their
own district for school purposes or for lccal purposes.

After we put these on the chart, we were able to
stand back from the chart and see those towns which were
colcred black and those towns which were colored brown - these
were the critical areas of the State - and we were able then
to try to determine what was the factor, the common denominator,
that caused a problem in those areas. The first thing that
stood out in ocur analysis was the fact that it was really
the school tax which was the real bugaboo. There were many
municipalities in which the school tax had doubled and tripled
within a five- and six-year period. Therefore, we decided
this was the area in which we would begin our work.

The New Jersey Constitution under Article VIII, Section
4, provides that the Legislature shall provide for the maintenance
and support of a thorough and efficient system of free public
schools for the instruction of all children in the State between
the ages of 5 and 18. The language of the Constitution is
not recommendatory; it is mandatory. It says that the State
shall provide for a thorough and efficient system of free
public education.

In spite of that mandate, the majcr responsibility

for financing public education has continued to rest with the
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local taxpayer and obviously the ability of the individual
school district to finance its public schools varies widely
from district to district. Therefore, it is equally obvious
that the educational opportunity available to the pupils
varies widely from district to district. Yet, implicit in the
constitutional mandate is the idea of equal educational
opportunity for all children.

In an attempt to correct this inequity, the State
has over the years increased the amount of aid which it has
infused into the public school system, up to the extent of
28 per cent in the current year. It has become almost an
annual occurrence for professional educators and other
groups to come to the Legislature and request larger amounts
of State aid for school purposes and at times these requests
have merit, but so often they are founded upon the belief
that the more money that is put into the system, the better
the programs will be. Now we all recognize the fallacy of
the theory if you have a poor system and an inequitable system,
the more money you put in, the better:i.it:will be. The fact
of the matter is you compound the problem rather than correcting
it.

In spite of all of these efforts, the burden on
the homeowner has remained so great that today people are
beginning to wonder if they will be able to retain ownership
of their private dwellings. This is becoming a very serious
concern for our senior citizens on fixed incomes and for our
young couples who are just starting and finding that they
cannot purchase a home because of the potential high real
property taxes and are unable to even guess where that tax
rate will be going in the next few years.

I might point out at this particular posture of
my testimony that I was on the original State Aid Commission
that was set up to study the problem of the distribution of
State aid to our local school districts. I was somewhat
surprised, because I was a novice at that time and I went to
the first meeting with the idea that I would try to find out
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exactly what the problem was and then begin to look for

some solutions, but it seemed at the very first meeting that
there was sort of an over-shadowing feeling of defeatism to
cne extent, and that was that there seemed to be general
agreement that regardless of what formula we ever developed or
whatever program we ever did come up with, of necessity it

had to be complicated. And I might say that the final
program we came up with is a "beut" - it is a real complicated
one - and I doubt if there are more than a handful of people
throughout the State who really appreciate and understand

the actual workings of the present formula.

What the problem is under the formula that has
been devised and which is in existence today is this: The
present State Aid formula today bases or uses as a primary
criterion the wealth of the district. In other words.
the ratables that are in that particular district is one of
the primary considerationsgiven for the present State Aid
program,

Let me give you an example as to what I mean.

Let's say that there are two districts side by side, District A
and District B. Let's say that District A is a very wealthy
district with a lot of ratables and District B nearby is a

very poor district with few ratables. Let's say the State

had $160 million to give to these two districts. Now the

State might look and see that District A is a wealthy

district and has a lot of ratables and, therefore, they would say,
"Let's give them $10 million." Then they look next door

and they see a poor district and ?Eey say, "Here is a very
pocr district that needs a lot of help:; we will give them

$150 million." This is one of the principal criteria and the
methods by which the present State Aid formula works.

What that formula or what that program fails to
recognize is that paying taxes is not a district-by-district
problem; paying taxes is an individual matter. It is the
individual, it is the homeowner or the taxpayer, who has to

reach in his pocket and take out those dollars to make the
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payment toward school taxes. Therefore, the present program
fails to recognize that every person living in a rich
district is not rich and every person living in a poor district
is not poor. Therefore, if you happen to be a poor person
living in a rich district and you saw the State was giving
your district $10 million to help you with your tax problems
for school purposes, and at the same time you looked across
the borderline to your neighboring municipality and you saw
the State was giving them $150 million, and you knew several
millionaires who lived in that district, you certainly
wouldn't consider this to be a fair and equitable method of
distribution. This has been one of the problems.

A further problem is that the present State Aid
program does not take into consideration the actual moneys
which the municipalities receive under other formulas that I
mentioned before, the gross receipts and the franchise taxes.

We determined that in the field of financing public
education, there were really three tests that are significant:
1. Is public education receiving a sufficient amount of
money to provide an adequate educational opportunity for all
the children in the state? 2. Is the burden of taxation
equitably imposed? 3. Is there an equitable distribution of
the total funds available? ;

An objective look at what we presently have in the
State of New Jersey would show this:

. .As to the first, yes, we do have an adequate amount
of-ﬁbﬁey to provide a high quality education for every child
in this State.

And, two, are the taxes that are imposed to secure
the funds for that education equitably imposed? The answer
is absolutely not.

Three, is the distribution of the money made in a
fair and equitable manner? And the answer again is, no.

We are satisfied after researching, reviewing and
analyzing all of the possible alternatives, that the best
method for financing public education is for the State to
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recognize its responsibility and to assume the full responsibility
for public education in the State of New Jersey.

Our proposed program will satisfy the criteria of
adequate support, equitable distribution of the tax burden, and
equitable distribution of the support. Our program contains
no complicated formulas. Very frankly, that kind of scared us
because our program is so clear that the taxpayer will understand
it, the educators will understand it and the legislators will
understand it. Everybody will understand our program. When
they see it, they can understand it. It is very clear and
very easily understandable. This kind of scared us because
we thought, it is not complicated enough - the public will
never buy it. But as we went on, we recognized that we
did have a good program and we feel that they will accept
the program and upon analysis of it, will see its value.

The program is based upon a concept of equal educational
cpportunities for all children. It provides a financial support
level sufficient to provide a quality education for every
child. It is adaptable to changing needs and, above all, it
leaves the responsibility and the authority for the administration
of the local schools where it presently rests, with local
officials. We took great pains to make sure we not only
preserved home rule, but that we actually in effect strengthened
home rule.

Just a quick look at some of the inequities that
exist under the present type of formula -- We made a calaculation
during the 1970-71 year and we found a’'situation in East Orange
where a man was called upon to pay an effective tax rate of
$6.60 per $100 of true value. His school system at that time
received the minimum aid, which then was $75 per pupil. And
at the very same time, a man in North Hanover Township who
had an effective tax rate of $2.59 per $100 of true value was
receiving $353.24 per pupil as State aid. This sort of
situation that I have referred to is not an isolated example:
it is a very commen example of the inequities under the existirg

system.



N.o.w. our program, as set forth in this series
of bills, will do this:

1. Locally-imposed property taxes will be
abolished.

2. A State School Tax will be imposed on all
real property in the State of New Jersey, at a rate of $2.25
per hundred of true value.

3. That amount will be supplemented by general
State revenues, as presently being done under State Aid
programs.

Based upon a district-by-district calculation that
we made in order to test our program to determine what would
have taken place had our program been in existence rather
than the program which actually was in existence during the
past year ---

Before I get to that, let me say this - let me
explain how the program works. After the money is collected
in this public school fund, the money is distributed back
to the local school districts under a formula. The formula
is set forth in the legislation. This formula can be changed
annually by the Commissioner reviewing it, making a determination of
any changes that:need be made, and then submitting it to the
new Permanent School Commission. Upon the approval of both
the Commissioner and the new Permanent Commission, the formula
can be changed to meet any changing needs from year to year.

At the present time the formula would provide for
a distribution back to each school district. Those children
from kindergarten through six would receive an allotment of
$850; for every child in that system from seven through nine,
$925; for every child in the system from ten through twelve,
$1,000. The State would pick up the total cost of transportation
and the State would pick up all current debt service costs,
including that presently raised by municipal purpose levies.
There would be a separate and a supplemental budget submitted
by each district, which would provide an additional $2500 per
pupil for atypical pupils, $250 per pupil for children from ADC

9



families. There would be $250 per pupil for approved evening
school courses. There would be $250 per pupil for summer
sessions, plus an amount needed to cover egquipment, both new
and replacement. There would be $500 for evening vocational
training. Non-operating districts would submit a budget
covering their incidental expenses of their school bocards.
There would be sufficient amounts of money made available so
that any district could match the Federal funds necessary for
Federally-funded programs, which require a prorata amount
from the district.

Getting back to what I mentioned earlier, what it
would have meant had our program been in existence during
the past year rather than the programs: which actually were in
existence, we could have provided under this program more
than an ample amount of money for every school district of
the State cf New Jersey to carry out a high-quality educational
program and real property taxes would have been reduced in
from 65 to 68 per cent of the municipalities and in many areas
there would have been substantial tax reductions. After that,
we would have had a surplus of $175 million.

As an example of what this would mean in some areas,
such as in my own area, Camden City under the current year, 1971-
72, would have received over $4 million than was actually
budgeted for their school system and real property taxes would
have been reduced in the City of Camden $170 on a $20,000
home. In my own Township of Cherry Hill, we would have received
$450,000 more for school purposes than was actually budgeted
and we would have received a tax reduction of $196 on a
$20,000 home.

As a matter of fact, when we first went into
this program,we recognized that one of the other problems that
would be partially solved by this type of program would be
this urban crisis that we have been running into annually,
As a matter of fact, I recall last year the Legislature was
called to come back, 120 individuals were called back for

three or four sessions,just to solve the crisis of the City
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of Newark. Had our program been in existence during that

year, the City of Newark would have received $28 million

more for its school system than it actually did have, and

in addition real property taxes would have been reduced in

the City of Newark. Jersey City would have received $4,200,000
more for its school system and there would have been substantial
tax reductions.

More than all of that, one of the important features
would be that the tax rate would be stabilized, that people
would know that they would not be put into a position where
upon purchasing a home, within a few years the tax rate would
double or, as I said before, sometimes triple. People would
know that this is what they would be paying toward school
taxes. It would be a stable situation that could only be
changed by the Legislature. There would be no more confiscatory
spiralling of the tax rate.

This is important to many areas; for instance,
industry. I know when industry comes in to look for a location
in a state such as ours, one of the problems that they have had
in the past 1is, they may find a place that is very suitable
for transportation purposes or their raw materials or the
market to which they are looking, but because of the tax
structure as it presently exists and the inability to determine
the stability of that tax structure, many businesses will
locate in an area where it is inconvenient and not as feasible
as in another given area. Under our program, industry can
now come in and know that no matter where they locate in the
State, there will be stability in their tax rate. Therefore,
they can determine their location based upon those factors
which are best suited to their particular purpose.

Another thing that would be extremely important
under the proposed legislation is that the mechanism would be
available for continuing to drop the tax rate as the State or
Federal government or any other source would supply additional
moneys or infuse more moneys into the system. As a matter of

fact, if this program were in existence and we were to use
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the moneys which we are talking about presently using to

fully implement the present State Aid program, we could take
that money that was intended for the present State Aid program
and infuse it into this system and by so doing we could lower
that tax rate to less than $2 per $100 of true value throughout
the State.

We are all familiar with the fact that Federal
revenue sharing has been in the news for quite a long time.
Wilbur Mills has been the deterrent factor. He says he
doesn't want the Federal government to give this money back to
the states for the purpose of getting it back to do something
for the homeowner without having some program in existence to
accept the money when it comes in because Mills says by the
time the money finds its way from the top to the bottom, it
disappears before it gets to the homeowner. He doesn't get
the benefit which was intended. With this program in existence,
if and when Federal revenue sharing does become available, a
set amount of that money can be infused into the system and
by a very simple mathematical calculation a reduction can be
made in the real property tax. Furthermore, it need not all
go into reducing the real property tax. You could provide some
relief to the homeowner and some of the money could be put
into the system for improving the quality of educaticr.

We have made calculations for the past three years
toc compare our program, had it been in existernce, with the
programs which actually were in existence. And we have found
the very thing I have talked to you about here today. We
could have. provided in each of those years more than an ample
amcunt of money for a very high quality educational program
in every district in this State and at the same time we could
have substantially reduced real property taxes and had a
sizable surplus in each of those given years.

Under our program, we would propose that this $175
millicon that would have been available in this current year
would be used for capital construction and the bill itself
sets forth the method by which capital construction projects
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would be accepted. It would be on a priority basis. Now
$175 million is a lot of money to spend even directly for
school construction, but this money could be spent just to
pay off the debt expense by bonding and to have the State
pay off the debt expense. By so doing, we could quadruple or
quintuple the amount of building construction money that
would be available to the people of this State. So we could
more than provide for the capital construction program and
still have a surplus.

There is another feature of the bill which I think
is extremely important and should be brought out. In the
past, the State Department of Education has been limited in the
amount of money that has been available for innovative programs
and I would guess that somewhere in the neighborhood of $500,000
has been what they have had to work with in a given year, less
than $1 million.

In this program - and this has been computed in our
calculations I referred to above - we have provided for a
continuency fund of a minimum of 1 per cent and a maximum of
2 1/2 per cent. The first year the full 2 1/2 per cent would
go into the fund. After that, it would be up to the Commissioner
and the Permanent Commission to determine how much should be
put into this fund. Any amount left over from the prior year
would remain as part of the following year's designation. If
this program had been in effect, the State would have had
$32 million, a little over $32 million, with which to look
into innovative programs and to improve the quality of education
in this State. There's a big difference between $500 thousand
annually to do this sort of thing and $32 million available to
do it. And there is no requirement that this be used just
because it is there. As a matter of fact, one of the things
we made certain about in our legislation is to provide if any
school district is to receive more than 15 per cent above their
prior school year, they would be required to submit a program
to the State and to the Commission to show they can accept
that amount of money. We feel up to 15 per cent the school
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district would be in a position to absorb that in programs

by expanding present pfograms and putting in new programs,
but at the point above 15 per cent we are concerned. Because
we want to prevent what has happened so often in the past,
that school districts receive an amount of money which they
don't really need on many occasions and that money finds its
way into some use just because it is there, just because it
is available. We don't want money spent just because it is
available. We want to make sure when the money is spent
there is a solid program to accept that money. Therefore, we have
safeguards such as that built into the legislation.

This program was not hastily conceived. As a matter
of fact, it was developed over a three-year period and we
only came out with the program after considerable research,
analysis and consideration.

This program will provide for substantial real
property tax relief. It will provide a high quality education
and it will strengthen home rule.

There is one more thing I wculd like to point out.
Recently in the State of California where their Constituticn
is identical to that of the State of New Jersey and where
their system of financing public education is similar to
that in New Jersey, the Supreme Ccurt of that state ruled
that that system of financing public education is unconstitutional.
As I said before, their constitution and ours are similar
and their system of financing public education and ours are
similar.

Three weeks ago,‘Michigan followed with another
suit of the same type, and their constitution and their system
are similiar to our constitution and our system.

It seems at the present time there are 11 states
with suits pending. The first two have pronounced that this
system is unconstitutional. Now there is a suit presently
pending in the State of New Jersey and I understand there
could be a decision in that case sometime before the end of
this current year. It would seem that the murt almost of

necessity would have to find that our present system is
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unconstitutional. And if this is so, we are going to have
to have a statewide tax in order to support our school
system.

At a seminar recently in Atlantic City, Mr. Ruvoldt,
who is representing several municipalities,:. one’'of which is
Jersey City, who are bringing suit, commented in his opinion
it was unconstitutional and that the court would so find, and
that he favored an income tax in order to pay for the school
system. Well, I do not think this is feasible and I do not
think this would be acceptable because at that time he calculated
that this would take a 10 to 15 per cent piggyback on your
Federal income tax return. We pointed out to him at that
meeting that we had the statistics and we could show that it
would actually be a 45 per cent piggyback on your Federal income
tax return, just to pay for the public educational aspect.

There are other reasons we do not feel his method
of financing is feasible. At the present time under our real
property tax program that we are advocating, the payment of
the school program is supported not only by individual home-
owners, but by the commercial interests and the industrial
interests as well. They all pay a portion toward public
education in New Jersey. They benefit from it and there is
a justification for them helping to pay for it; whereas, under
an income tax, it would be the individual homeowners who
would be picking up not only what they are presently having
to pay but what is presently being paid by business and
industry. Furthermore, even if they were to include a tax
on corporate income, the tax that they would have to impose
upon corporate income would be such that it would create a
very disadvantageous climate in the State of New Jersey for
industry, and we are trying at the present time very desperately
to bring new industry in. We are going all out to invite
industry to come into our State. We need it. Such a program
that I mentioned had been suggested would defeat that type
of a program.

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I would like to say once
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again that we feel we have a scund program, a solid program.

I have had the opportunity of speaking around the State of

New Jersey to, I would guess, 15,000 people at meetings in

Jersey City, in Brielle, in Sussex County, in Salem and Gloucester

Counties, Atlantic County and Mercer County. I have had

the opportunity to talk to groups, such as fiscal experts,

administrators, teachers, tax groups, civic groups, and tax

assessors, and I can honestly say that the response we have

had once the program is understood has been better than a

95 per cent favorable reacticn, and with that I will conclude.
SENATOR DUMONT: Thank you very much, Senator.

I want to ask you a few questions if I may.

How much money do you anticipate would be raised
each year by your program, at least in the beginning of it?

SENATOR MILLER: The program wculd raise on the
uniform state property tax somewhere in the neighborhood of
$1.5 billion. Then, as I mentioned earlier, we also have a
provision for the supplementation of that - and that would
increase, of course, as the assessed values increased each year.
That would be supplemented, as I said, by the amount which the
State is presently putting into the State Aid programs, which
would go into the school fund.

Another thing, of course, the State would always
have the right to increase their portion and to lower the
State uniform tax rate if they so desired.

SENATOR DUMONT: As I understand it, the local
property tax, if my recollection is right, according to the
Taxpayers' Association this year - that is, the current fiscal
year, or maybe it is the current calendar year, because that
is the one on which they are based - is producing $2,222,300,000
in round figures. What would you estimate of that is allocated
for school purposes, about three-fourths?

SENATOR MILLER: The current amount?

SENATOR DUMONT: The current amount of lcoccal property
tax.

SENATOR MILLER: A little less than that, but close to
that - close to that, but a little less.
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SENATOR DUMONT: Would you say it would be more than
$1.5 billion out of that?

SENATOR MILLER: I would say somewhere in that
neighborhood.

SENATOR DUMONT: So what you would raise would
actually have to replace that:; is that correct?

SENATOR MILLER: That's correct.

SENATOR DUMONT: Then the present amounts of State
Aid would continue for the various school programs?

SENATOR MILLER: Right.

Incidentally, Mr. Chairman, if I might, you called
something to my attention that might be well to comment on at
this time. One of the ways in which the money would be coming
into the State School Fund that in the past we have felt has
been very inequitable would be this: There are many municipalities
such as Teterboro - and having used this example, I will never
go up there to speak. This is just one example of many. In
Teterboro last year, they paid a total of $1200 toward public
education in the State of New Jersey. Under our program,
they would have paid $1.7 million. They paid a total of $1200
toward public education and under our program they would have
paid $1.7 million toward public education. I believe Ridgefield
would have paid $2.9 million more than they did. So at the
present time there are some municipalities around the State that
are paying not only their share, but they are paying the
share for many other areas around the State. This is what
would be evened out and provide an equitable distribution of
this burden, rather than having some towns paying double what
they should be paying under a fair program of distribution and
others paying hardly anything.

SENATOR DUMONT: Now if you raised $1.5 billion, that
would probably just about replace the amount being expended
from the local property tax this year to support the local
school systems. Is that correct?

SENATOR MILLER: That would be correct.

SENATOR DUMONT: Yet I understcod you to say, I think,
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that you would have a surplus of what, $175 million, left
over - something like that?

SENATOR MILLER: That's correct. Let me point
out several things there. We have the actual calculations.

We can give you the actual calculations which would be much
better than my trying to guess what the amounts were. There
are two areas in which this would come about. One is, under
the present State Aid programs ,the money that is being dis-
tributed under the present State Aid programs, there is a
tremendous amount of that money that is going to municipalities
who really don't need it. Strange as that might seem, there
are many municipalities who really are not in need. They have
a very lcw tax rate. Yet they are receiving well in excess of
$100 million of State aid and that would be redistributed to
those municipalities where it is needed at the present time
and would not go to those presently receiving it. In addition,
there would be the increase in the moneys that would come

from the State Uniform tax.

I do know we would receive more from our Uniform Statewide
tax than we are receiving at the present time. What that
exact amount is I could get for you, which would be better than
trying to guess it.

SENATOR DUMONT: I would assume you would abolish
the local property tax only as it exists today fcr school
purposes.

SENATOR MILLER: That's correct.

SENATOR DUMONT: You would retain it for municipal
and county and library purposes where libraries are used.

SENATOR MILLER: That's correct.

SENATOR DUMONT: The formula that you would use for
distribution would replace the present formula that we just
adopted the first of July, is that correct?

SENATOR MILLER: That's correct.

SENATOR DUMONT: You were a member of the Commission
that recommended that particular formula.

SENATOR MILLER: Right.
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SENATOR DUMONT: There are some things that we
on the Permanent Commission on State School Support, which
has been meeting every month, respectfully would change, and
that is to eliminate two of those five classifications of
school districts that now exist. In other words, it goes from
basic, to limited, to intermediate, to precomprehensive, to
comprehensive, and it is ocur feeling on the Commission that
the "limited" and the "precomprehensive" classifications could
well be eliminated and not have five, but three, because I
don't think any other state in the nation has any more than
two as a matter of fact at the present time. Wisconsin has
a couple.

All right. Now you would also replace the Permanent
Commission on State School Support as it presently exists
with a new Permanent Commission.

SENATOR MILLER: That is correct, with additional
powers. I think the present Commission is primarily advisory
in nature. This new Commission would have certain authority
in certain instances, such as, in a change in the formula, the
Commissioner would make the recommendation for a change in
formula but it would require the approval of this new Commission.
And if a school district were to receive more than 15 per cent
above the prior year, as I mentioned earlier, they would be
required to submit a plan .to show that they had a program in
existence to accept it. If the Commissioner were not to allow
it or decrease the amount of money to that district, then an
appeal could be taken to the Commission. So this new Commission
would have certain authority which does not presently exist
in the present Commission.

SENATOR DUMONT: Whom would you put on the new
Commission and how large would it be?

SENATOR MILLER: The new Commission is set forth
in 2267 and it is right Here - sixteen members, four Senators
to be appointed by the President of the Senate, four Assemblymen
to be appointed by the Speaker of the General Assembly, four
to be appointed by the Governor from among the citizens of
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the State - three school administrators to be appcinted by

the Governor, one of whom shall be from a large urban district,
one shall be from a suburban district and one shall be from

a rural district, and one appointed by the Governor on the
recommendation of the New Jersey School Board Association.

That would be the constitution of the new Board.

SENATOR DUMONT: t seems to me the present Permanent
Commission has cn it four Senators and four Assemblymen, and
four appointed by the Governor. Is that correct?

DR. CLAYTON: Yes.

SENATOR DUMONT: What you would do would be to add
three school administrators really: otherwise, the composition
of the new Commission would be the same - not necessarily the
same people - but would comprise the same representative groups
as your Permanent Commission would.

SENATOR MILLER: Right, with the addition of the
school administrators from each of the districts and also the
one to be appointed on the recommendation of the School Board
Association.

SENATOR DUMONT: You state that home rule or rather
local responsibility would actually be maintained and even
strengthened. I would like to have you elaborate a little
bit on that because today with local school boards passing on
their reccmmendations to the governing bodies as to their
budgets, of course, and the people voting upon the budgets
for school districts where there is an elective board of
education, which most of them are today, how would the program
actually maintain and strengthen local responsibility,
particularly if under the new statewide property tax you
propose, the money would go to Trenton and then come back from
there?

SENATOR MILLER: Right. The money goes to Trenton.
However, keep in mind that the actual distribution of the
money is established by the formula. That is already set up
by the formula. It is something that has been put in the
legislation itself and any changes, which in the past would
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be made directly by the Commissioner's office or the State
Board of Education, would now require,in addition to that, the
approval of the Commission, the Commission being more repre-
sentative of the local districts and of the taxpayers and,

of course, our own constituents.

One of the things we found when we were researching
this particular program was that most of your good, qualified
people who served on school boards did not want to serve
after they had been in for one term. Most of them didn't want
to go back and spend any more time because they told us - and
this seemed to be almost unanimous - they were so discouraged and
so disgusted because they spent 85 per cent of their time
worrying about whether the budget was going to be passed or
whether they were going to have funds available that it was
difficult for them to really spend any time developing the
programs and analyzing the programs in their schools and
comparing themto those in other school districts.

Under this particular type of program, they will
still be elected by the people of the district, they will
still have the full responsibility for establishing the
program in their district, but they will be able to devote
100 per cent of their time to actually doing the job that they
really were intended to do, and that is to develop good programs
for their district. This will give them time to go around and
make a comparison with what other districts are doing, see
what is happening in their own schools, see what recommendations
can be made for improving the system, rather than to spend all
of their time worrying about the fiscal aspects of it.

SENATOR DUMONT: Will not somebody in the State
government actually pass upon their budgets?

SENATOR MILLER: No, their budget is guaranteed to
them, based upon a per pupil allotment and the type of pupil,
the classification of pupil. Again when you stop and realize
if the State is picking up your current debt expense and picking
up your total transportation expense, really what you are

talking about is the amount of money available for your current

21



operating budget and under the type of program that we

would establish and under the formula we would establish,

there would be more than an ample amount of money for

every school district to carry our their program, guaranteed

to them. That money comes back to them under the form of

the legislation. The formula determines how much money goes

back to them - so many children in the school betwesen

kindergarten through six, they get $850 for every child in

that category. They get $925 for every child from seven through
nine. They get so many dollars for every child, ten through
twelve, They get so many supplemental dollars for every

atypical pupil. They get so many dollars for every child

from an ADC family, because remedial classes would be necessary. The
amounts of money which are established, we have found through our
testing, would be such that there would be more than an ample
amount of money for them to carry this kind of a current operations
program.

SENATOR DUMONT: Don't you anticipate that as the
money goes into Trenton and then is channeled back to the
school district, there will be some loss of funds, which would
not occur if the money were raised and expended locally?

SENATOR MILLER: I don't think so. I think that the
administrative aspect of this program is not going to be that
difficult., As a matter of fact, from what I understand from
talking to them, in just trying to set up the calculations
and trying to work out the program under the present State Aid
setup that we have, I think there will be less manpower
required and necessary to carry out this program, which is
a very clear and a very understandable program. I really
think administratively there will be less trouble. I don't
think there is going to be any real expense involved.

SENATOR DUMONT: Of course, prior to 1946, there
was actually a State school tax that was listed as a line
item on local property tax bills, up until the year when it
was repealed. It didn't raise much money because it was not
a high tax at the time. In those days, there was very little,

if any, school aid. Two years later, the cigarette tax was
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passed at 3 per cent, the idea being that would replace the
rather meager sums of money that had been raised by the
State school tax.

So you feel this program can work far better than
that original State school tax?

SENATOR MILLER: Yes. In order for this program
to have ever worked, I think it would have had to be implemented
to its full extent. I don't think with the amount of money
available under any of the prior programs, there was ever really
the kind of money available to really do the job that had to
be done. But under this program, it would be done in the very
initial stages.

SENATOR DUMONT: As I recall it, the press indicated
that Mr. Ruvoldt when he started this action in Hudson County,
which is along the lines of the action that was started in
California, indicated there were only three solutions if the
loca property tax were declared unconstitutional because it
violated the equal protection of laws clause, the 14th Amendment.
The three solutions were, namely, a statewide property tax,

a state income tax or reorganization of the school districts,
which I suppose - I don't know for sure - but he might have
been referring to the Mancuso Commission Report by indirection
at the time.

Do you agree that they would be the only possible
solutions if the local property tax is declared unconstitutional?

SENATOR MILLER: I would say it wouldn't necessarily
have to be limited to that, but I would say it would have to
be a statewide tax of some sort. Again this is why I say that
the one that is the most feasible, and the only one I personally
believe would be really feasible, where you have been taxing
on the basis of your real property tax over all these years,
would be the one we are suggesting. Because I pointed out
the problems if there was to be an income tax. And on the
third alternative that you mentioned, that is, the regionalization
of the school districts, I am sure you recall as I recall the
response of the public, and the public certainly would not be
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interested in that. I think they would be up in arms if they
thought there was going to be a mandatory regionalization or
even one established by the court system. This particular
program, of course, would avoid both.

Furthermore, I think this program is a natural. It
is a natural in this regard, that it provides actually for a
reconsideration of the real property tax structure, placing
it on an equitable basis, and it is a gradual transition
whereby once this is established and in effect, then over a
period of time, as the State would care to infuse more money
into the system, this could be done on a gruadual basis or it
could be done all at once sometime in the future. The mechanism
is there. So as they would infuse money into the system, there
would be an automatic reduction of the real property tax.

This way it would be a transitional type of program rather
than a drastic, radical change immediately over night. It
would serve that purpose also, that possibly eventually that
could come about and the property tax could be eliminated
completely. But it could be done on a partial basis, holding
the line at a particular time until the State was ready to
accept more responsibility and to take over through some other
method of financing.

We have tested this to the point that I am satisfied
that it would work sufficiently well from the point of its
initial inception.

SENATOR DUMONT: How would it work in relation to
those approximately 18 municipalities that now get, as you
have pointed out, most of their revenue from gross receipts or
franchise taxes?

SENATOR MILLER: They would receive a sufficient
amount of money to conduct a quality education program similar
to that in every other district of the State. The only thing
they would be doing is now paying their fair share, which they
haven't been paying in the past. But they would be treated
on a par with every other school district in the State of
New Jersey. As I pointed out before, we have determined and

we are satisfied that every district, every single district,
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will have more than an ample amount of money to carry out a
high-quality educational program.

I might also add that there is a provision in the
bill that if any district should so desire, they would have
the right to get supplemental funds by going back and providing
a tax locally as they presently do. But they would have to
go back to their local people and have that approved by the
taxpayers of their own district. That would be only for a
supplemental. We are satisfied that that won't be necessary,
but there may be some districts that would want to do it. 1In
those instances, they would have the right to do it.

SENATOR DUMONT: Hasn't there been a second action
started in so far as the local property tax is concerned, a
second action of the type that Mr. Ruvoldt has started? I
thought there was another one in Monmouth County by an airline
pilot if my recollection is right.

SENATOR MILLER: There's one in Freehold.

SENATOR DUMONT: That's right.

SENATOR MILLER: That is being held in abeyance
until the other matter is determined.

As a matter of fact, as I mentioned, there are eleven
suits pending around the country. I think most of them are
about ready to be determined. California was the first.
Michigan just came out three weeks ago and the decision was
identical to California. These are both suits which are similar
to ours and there are eight others still pending. So I
think this is something that is not only local, but it is going
to be on a national basis.

SENATOR DUMONT: Thank you very much, Senator Miller.
We appreciate the opportunity of hearing from you.

Are you going to remain with us?

SENATOR MILLER: Yes. I will be in and out.

SENATOR DUMONT: Fine.

(Prepared statement presented by Senator
Miller can be found beginning on page 70.)

SENATOR DUMONT: Mr. Robert Fust requested an
opportunity to be heard, I presume, on behalf of the League
of Municipalities. Is there someone who is here to substitute
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for Mr. Fust or any statement to be.submitted by Mr. Fust?
Mr. Muller, did he indicate anything further,
cther than he wanted to testify?
MR. MULLER: He didn't give us anything further.
SENATOR DUMONT: All right. The next witness is
Councilwoman Eileen Murphy of Cedar Grove, Essex County. She
wishes to testify, I believe, on A 2454. Is that correct?
MR. GARLAND: Senator, Mrs. Murphy at the last moment
was unable to attend.
SENATOR DUMONT: Are you Mr. Garland?
MR. GARLAND: I am Mr. Garland. I am here to
testify as the President of the Cedar Grove Board of Education.
SENATOR DUMONT: You are next anyway.
MR. GARLAND: However, Mrs. Murply has given me her
testimony and asked me to read it, if I would be allowed to
do so, and also give my own. I will leave that up to you.
SENATOR DUMONT: That is perfectly all right.
You are Mr. John Garland, President, Cedar Grove Board of

Education, Essex County.

J OHN GARLAND: That is correct,

This is testimony prepared by Deputy Mayor Murphy.
which I have only very quickly scanned myself. I will
try to read through it.

(Mr. Garland read the following statement
of Mrs, Eileen M. Murphy)

First, I would like to thank you for giving us the
opportunity to be heard before the Committee today. It is
most gratifying to be a part of the democratic process of
this country.

I should like to point out that the Township Council
of the Township of Cedar Grove, on which I serve in the
capacity of Councilman and Deputy Mayor, unanimously passed
a resolution at their regularly scheduled public meeting on
October 18, 1971 (in conjunction with the Cedar Grove Board
of Education) opposing Assembly Bill 2454, Senate Bills 2266
and 2267, and asking for their defeat. Inasmuch as 2266 is
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a rather lengthy bill, I shall address my comments to only
some of the main points.

As we are well aware, Senate Bill 2266 essentially
establishes the criteria which will be used to expend monies
raised under the power of Assembly Bill 2454. However, are
we also aware that it effectively eliminates local control
of all of the public schools in the State of New Jersey - both
financially and educationally - and places this control in
the hands of the Commissioner of Education and the Permanent
Commission on the Public Schools, which is established in
Senate Bill 2267, a companion bill of S 2266 and A 24547

A step of this magnitude must be seriously and carefully
considered by all responsible people and,therefore, I should
like to direct your attention to the following aspects of S 2266:

This bill creates a Public School Fund into which goes
money collected from the State Public School Tax, all money
appropriated by the State Legislature and all money made
available by any Act of Congress and all balances remaining in
any State Aid account on the date that this bill becomes effective.

The collection and distribution of money for the
State Public School Fund will be handled in the following
manner:

On or before April lst every year, each district
Board and each county vocational Board shall submit to the
Commissioner of Education a current expense budget which shall
contain the total amount necessary for current expenses,
including the salaries of the Secretary of the Board of Education,
the custodian of school monies, the superintendent of schools,
principals, teachers, medical inspectors, truant officers,
clerical personnel; it shall also include fuel, textbooks,
school supplies, flags, school libraries, truant schools,
insurance and incidental expenses of the schools.

Special and supplementary budgets shall be submitted
to the Commissioner and contain information as the Commissioner
may require for proper evaluation of the programs to be

financed thereby. These would include transportation costs,
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reduced. This judgment shall be based upon the evaluation of
establishment of new programs in the district, expansion of
existing programs and special circumstances not usual in the
current operations of schools in the district. In other words,
the Commissioner shall pass on the courses offered in that school
district which is in viclation of State 18A:33-1, which gives this
right to the local School Boards.

In addition, if equal educational opportunity should
be made available to all children in the public schools, a stated
purpose of this bill, would it not be necessary for the per
pupil expenditure to remain the same for each and every district
in the State? If equal educational opportunity must be made
available, then do not the courses taught have to be the same
for each and every district in the State? If equal educational
opportunity must be made available, then does not each and
every teacher have to have the same ability to impart the
material of their subject to each student? How then can you
have new programs and expansion of existing programs in selected
districts?

The capital improvement budget shall be decided on
by the Commissioner on a priority basis. Those districts
not meeting the requirements for monies from the Tax Fund for either
full payment of their needs or payment of principal and interest
on allowable bond issues shall be allowed to put a bond issue to
the voters and, if passed, impose a tax over and above the
State School Tax. This provision negates the basic premise
that all districts should have the same amount of tax to
support the educational system.

It also has a rather amusing aspect inasmuch as a
district could conceivably add on physically to their school
buildings, but could not staff them or furnish teaching materials
or fuel, as these funds must come out of current expenses and
cannot be raised by additional taxation. A more serious
consequence would be that if the money was not forthcoming
through voter approval, the district would be operating on a

standard not considered up to par by the local School Board,
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and many voters s.imply would not have a majority by virtue of
the fact that not all voters have children in the school system
cr are concerned about the way the system functions. Does

this plan guarantee equal opportunity of facilities to all
students?

There are many deletions in this bill which merit
examination. The local municipalities will no longer be the
custodian of school monies. Currently in Cedar Grove, due
to the time difference in fiscal years, some of these monies
may be invested in an appropriate manner. Last year, the
amount realized in Cedar Grove through investment of funds was
$136,000. It would seem that many local governments will
si.ffer the same fate of losing additional revenue.

The position of Superintendent of Schools and
Assistant Superintendent of Schools will be abolished at the
local level.-- (There is an abolishment of an article there
that I think was a mistake. It does abolish the superintendent's
and assistant superintendent's positions entirely as well as
janitors, I believe.) -- as well as the requirement for
certification of their specific duties.

The positions of superintendent of schools and
assistant superintendent of schools will be abolished at the
lccal level. However, the right of the superintendent to
suspand the assistant superintendent remains under 18A:25-6.

The position of Business Manager and Assistant Business
Marzaer is also deleted along with salaries, duties, etc. Again,
how will this position be filled?

The method of paying pension monies to the Secretary of
the Board of Education has been deleted as well as the method
of arriving at the pension amount. The Secretary also loses
the right to hire clerical help.

The position of Custodian of School Monies shall
ba deleted along with all of the duties, including an annual
and monthly report to the Board.

The position of Comptroller or Auditor is being deleted,

along with the duties involving auditing of accounts.
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Janitorial employees are deleted. School law enforce-
ment officers are also deleted.

The voters in the local school districts will lose
the right, of course, to vote on their local budgets.

The money to pay for school lunches to be reimbursed
is deleted.

Another very important aspect to be considered if this
bill should be adopted is that State Aid now may be withheld
from a local district if the Commissioner decrees that
proper facilities and courses of study are not being provided.

We can look at a recent court case in Roselle where
Commissioner Marburger cut off State Aid in the amount of
$104,000 last September because he felt that they had not
provided a suitable bussing plan. Fortunately, the Court in its
infinite wisdom just last Friday reinstated that aid on the basis
that such a drastic cutback would deny Roselle's children a
proper education.

Gentlemen, under the provision of S 2266, all funds
for education would be withdrawn. This is a very awesome power
to put in the hands of any individual.

There are many problems currently facing the people
of New Jersey in education, but do these bills solve these
problems or create additional problems? We should ask ourselves
at what level of education will the schoocls be maintained?

We should examine some of the basic premises of this bill:

Will the school system be in a better position if
it is supported and controlled by the State? It would seem that
in New York the trend has been toward a decentralization of
the school systems where the larger districts were not found
to be doing the job.

Are the State Aid funds that are put into the school
system being used wisely and to the best advantage? 1Is it a lack
of money or misuse of funds which causes some districts to
function more efficiently than others?

Just how unequal is the educational opportunity in
the schools of New Jersey? Again are we faced with inefficiency

or real lack of opportunity?
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Will this procgram stabilize taxes on real property?
It does not seem so.

We must also ask ourselves if the people of the
State of New Jersey want to lose local control of their

schools. I think not.

That is Mrs. Murphy's testimony.

SENATOR DUMONT: Now you want to say something
yourself, Mr. Garland.

MR. GARLAND: Yes, I have prepared testimony of my
own, in my capacity of President of the Board of Education.
May I give that now?

SENATOR DUMONT: Yes, sir.

MR. GARLAND: Mr. Chairman -- I did have "members
of the Senate Committee." I see they are absent. I hope
this is an indication that the Senate is not anxious to
pass this bill.

As I have indicated, I am John Garland, President of

the Cedar Grove Board of Education and I am now testifying

in that capacity.

I wish to thank the Senate Committee for tho‘opportunity
to present the viewsof the Cedar Grove Board of Education
(representing the citizens of Cedar Grove) on Senate bills

2266 and 2267.
My comments on S-2267 will be brief. The bill would

establish a Permanent Cormmission on Public Schools which would be
directed to act as overseer of the State Public Fund., If there
were no such fund, there would be no purpose in establishing
the cormission, The studies mentioned in the bill are now
handled by the local Boards of Education and the State Department
of Eduecation.

Under paragraph 8, $150,000 would be appropriated for the
purpose of this act., Although the bill does not specify over what
period of time the commission would spend the $150,000, it seems
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1like a rather large sum for a conmission which "shall serve

without compensation." Our Board of Education budgets about $400

for expenses. In any case, this is $150,000 of taxpayers money which
would otherwlse go directly to the schools.

Paragraph l.c. states "The causes of disruption in the public
schools must be remedied in a manner which is equitable to all
parties concerned, and with the major view of providing the
opportunity for a high quality education for all children in the
State". There has been no disruption in the public schools in
Cedar Grove; we consistently provide high quality education to all
our children and I fail to see how the lowering of our standards can
possibly be the best approach to equal educational opportunities
in New Jersey.

At this point you may well say that no one has suggested
lowering any standards. No, not in so many words, but let us now
look at companion bill S 2266. I see no point in repeating all the
statistics included in Deputy Mayor Murphy's testimony, but I would
like to look again at the amount of money Cedar Grove would receive
under the base formula of Senate Bill 2266. We would receive
$850,000 - I think it is $862,000 to be exact - less for current
expenses next year than we are now operating on this school year. Not
even a Permanent Commission on Public Schools can cut one-fourth
of the current expense budget of that school system and maintain

the same quality of education.

Along with the loss of a quarter of our current expense money,
we will lose local control of our school system and the right to

vote on the school budget. Paragraph 49 of 2266 gives to the
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County Superintendent, with the uw.yvovel of the Commissioner, the
authority to withheld all money from any district which "shall fail
to provide such facilitles snd coursas of study". The facilities
and courses of study are not c¢lariried in this statute but are those
required by the state.

It is my firm belief that the lccal Boards of Edwcation are
in a much better position to know what courses of study are best
for the children in that district and what facilities are needed
to provide an adequate atmosphere for study. But, under this bill,
local Boards of Education would effectively be eliminated. They
would become mere clerks for the Permanent Commission on Public
Schools and the State Depasrtment of Education. I further believe
that the concentration of all control over the education of our
children at the state level is a very dangerous move., Today, in
the name of equal opportunity for all, control of public education
is moved from the 600 districts to one state body. Tomorrow what
is to prevent the movement of this control from the 50 states to
Washington, I lived nearly three years in the Soviet Union where the
youth of the country are taught exactly what the state wants them to
know, No more--no less. I will always oppose any movement toward
that concept in this country.

Since, as I pointed out earlier, S-2267 is dependent on S-2266
and S-2266 creates a State Public School Fund into which shall be
paid the revenues from the State Public School Tax established by
A-2U5l, it is impossible to discuss the two Senate bills without
also discussing Assembly bill 245l.

A-245l does not replace the property tax with some broad base
tax. It simply takes control of this taxation away from the local
districts and moves it to the state level and creates a dollar rate
per $100 true value to be assessed on all property. The bill lists
this rate at$2.25. As long as the cost of living continues to rise,
it is obvious that this rate will continue to rise. Yet S=-2256
paragraph 2.d. states "The impact of property taxes for schools upon
property owners in many districts causes severe hardshivs,..."

T completely fail to understand how these three bills, if enscted,
will alleviate this burden., Under thse present system the vroperty
taxes ore collected locally, those amounts which are not immediabely
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required, are deposited in interest bearing accounts and the

monies are managed by unpald Boards of Education. Under the plan

set forth in these three bills the taxes would be levied againat these
same properties by the state, where a paid staff would certainly

be required. The money would then be doled out to tl:e districts

in the form of state aid, Tt seems intuitively obvious to me that
either it is going to cost the property owners of New Jersey more in
the long run or the quality of education in the stae is going to

sink to a medioecre level or, wost likely, bota.

On September 21, 1971, the Cedar Grove Board of Tducation
passed a resolution, which will be considered by the delegates at the
December [ semi-annual meeting of the New Jersey School Boards
Association., The resolution reads as follows:

WHEREAS, the Cedar Grove Board of Education has carefully
considered Assembly Bill 2454 and Senate Bills 2266 and 2267

and

WHEREAS, it is the unanimous belief that these bills, if
enacted into law, would eliminate the concept of local control
by Boards of Education; and

WHEREAS, it is also the opinion of the Cedar Grove Board of
Education that the rights of the public to approve or disapprove
of local school budgets would be abrogated; and

WHEREAS, the Cedar Grove Board of Education has always
provided quality education for its students and firmly
believes in the right of local control by citizens and the
Board of Education;:

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Cedar Grove Board of
Education unanimously and strongly opposes the foregoing
bills, viewing them as an outrageous infringement on the
rights of the citizens of the State of New Jersey:; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Cedar Grove Board of

Education requests that the New Jersey School Boards

Association oppose the enactment of Assembly Bill 2454 and

Senate Bills 2266 and 2267.

The Executive Committee of the Association assembles the
resolutions for all the districts, and sends them, along with
the Executilve Committee's corments and recommendations,to all
school districts in New Jersey prior to the delegates'meeting. The
Association's recommendqtion on our resolution reads, in part, as

follows:
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"Association action either supporting cr copposing this legis-
lation would be unwise at this time. This is a highly complex
i1szue of critical import to the future direction of public
education. Accordingly. it is recommended that the resolution
be cpposed in its present form with the strong recommendation
from the Executive Ccmmittee that the resolution be amendad to
call for a thorough study of this legislaticon in conjunction
with other developments affecting school finance."

There certainly seem to be many actions concerning
public school financing occurring simultanecusly. Some of
them are contradictory. The Bateman Bill has bescome law,
backed strongly by Governor Cahill, but now he has called focr
a moratorium on funding this legislation. The Governor's
Tax Commission will, I assume, eventually come forward with
their recommendations on the entire state tax structure,

There 1is, as Senator Miller pointed out, a court case pending

in New Jersey and others around the country. and both the
Assambly and Senate have before them bills that would drastically
~hange the method of school financing.

I must disagree strongly with the Executive Committee
of the New Jersey School Boards Association. It seems to me
thsat, if more study is in fact required,we should study and
th-n leglslate., not pass the bills and then study the problam.
Thark you.

SENATOR DUMONT: Thank you, Mr. Garland. Do
yoii have any thoughts or recommendations as to whether there
are other methods of funding public schools, in the event that
th= Supreme Court of New Jersey or. first of all, the Superiox
Coart,decides that the present form of taxaticn is unconstituticnal
with respect to public schools? Now the thrze things that
ware suggested by Mr. Ruvoldt who started one of these
actions, the one that is going to be heard. were either a
statewide property tax, a statewlde income tax or reorganization
of the school districts. Do you have any comments you want
t> make about that or do you want to add to the possible

sclutions?



MR. GARLAND: Well, it certainly is a problem
and it is a complex one, as the Executive Committee here
has indicated.

First, the State income tax, I suppose, is a
possible solution. It is not one I would like to see used.

The reorganization of school districts, if it is,in
fact, intended to be something under the Mancuso Plan, I
don't see how that would solve the problem anyway.

The court case as passed in California did not
say that the use of property taxes, per se, was illegal. It
simply said that the difference in ratables of various
districts made this unequal. It would seem to continue the
use of this local taxation with some equalization from the
State level would make this both constitutional and workable
without taking away all of the local control of the districts
to me.

As I said, I am making it sound simple; I know it
is not. But I would suggest looking into something along this
line.

SENATOR DUMONT: In other words, as a Board of
Education President - also you have indicated this is the
recommendation of your governing body too --

MR. GARLAND: Yes.

SENATOR DUMONT: (Continuing) -- you feel that the
present system with all of its deficiencies, which we all
recognize exist, is far superior to any kind of statewide financing
or control.

MR. GARLAND: I certainly feel so, yes, sir.

SENATOR DUMONT: So really what the New Jersey School
Boards Association is doing with your resolution is essentially
tabling it, as I understand it, until such time as a study
has been made?

MR. GARLAND: That is what they were recommending.
However, the Executive Committee fortunately doesn't have
that authority. It still must come before the delegates at
the December 4th meeting. So the action on that resolution

will depend upon the delegates' vote at that time.
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SENATOR DUMONT: All right. Thank you very much,
Mr., Garland, for both your statement and alsoc Councilwoman
Muirphy's statement.

Next we will hear from R. L. Solycm, a private

individual from Fort Lee, New Jersey.

RICHARD L. SOLY O M: Mr. Chairman and
members of the Committee, my name is Richard Solyom and I
speak to you today as a private citizen, a resident of
Fort Lee.

The Legislature's deep concern for funding education
is evidenced by introduction of S 2266 and the companion
bills, S 2267 and A 2454. 1Instead of making an in-depth
study and presenting a detailed analysis of the bills’ gocod
and bad pecints, I would like to offer an alternative solution.
It should be noted all these bills were introduced on May 3,
1971. This was long before the California Supreme Court
decision regarding use of the property tax as a source cof
revenue for educational purposes. I am sure this committee is
wall aware of the consternation caused by this decision in
education and legislative circles.

Under these circumstances andwith all due respect
to the sponsors of these bills, I must question the wisdom
of further reliance on property taxation as the major source
of income for schools. Even worse would be a switch to the
inccme taxation which is regressive and socialistic and
rasults in an economy in liquidation such as we have today
at the national level.

The New York Times analyzed the California Court's
decision in an editorial on September 2, 1971. Thelir con-
cluding remark, as noted in the copy furnished you, reads
as follows: "The best solution lies in public education
generously supported by the states, without discouraging
additional investments by education-minded communities in the
betterment of their schools."

So, let us put some flesh on that skeleton statement.

I propose a marriage - a marriage between the Value Added Tax
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and the Voucher System for funding education. Such a union
has much to recommend it.

The value added tax, in its true form, is the most
equitable method of collecting revenue ever devised. It is
a tax, applied at the source, on the production of new wealth.
Compare this with either the income tax or the property tax,
both of which are taxes on the accumulation of wealth, and the
advantages of value added taxation become obvious. A summary
and review of valed added taxation is included in the material
furnished you.

An unregulated voucher system will restore competition
in education and give parents a truly free choice in determining
their children's education. A regulated voucher system, as
proposed by Dr. Jencks of Harvard in his report to O0.E.O., will
tighten bureaucracy's grip on our school system, will erase
school district lines and will pervert education into a tool
for social change. I have furnished this committee with four
copies of a research paper on the Voucher Plan which I prepared
last June.,

If this marriage is to take place, it must be between
the true form of value added taxation and an unregulated,
citizen-controlled, voucher system. I suggest this may be
done as follows:

Adopt the Value Added Tax as each state's principal,
if not sole, source of revenue; the application to be such as
to provide a floor to the amount of government and education
at the local level. By that I mean to say, most of the funds
obtained by the state from value added taxation would be
returned to the counties and municipalities on a population
basis in an amount sufficient to provide them with something
less than a minimum of both government and education. Then
each municipality and county would augment or supplement its
share with local property taxes, locally administered and
collected, in any amount desired. If they want an elaborate,
costly educational system and a wasteful local government, let
them tax themselves to provide whatever additional is required.
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The critericn to establish a "minimum of education" is the cost
to educate a child in those subjects which prepare an individual
for responsible, participating citizenship in a Constitutional
Republic, based on self-government, private enterprise and
individual responsibility.

Vouchers will be used to distribute the state's share
of education funds to parents of school-age childrern. These
vouchers will be issued by locally-elected school bocards, not
Educational Voucher Agencies as proposed by Dr. Jencks, and
will be valid at any school approved by the local board. Thus
parents will be free to take voucher and child to the school
of their choice and every school will charge an additional or
"axtra" amount to vary depending on the elaborateness of the
educational services provided by each school.

Under this system, the level of quality tc be attained
"by education-minded communities in the betterment of their
schocls" will be determined by the local school board (rot an
EVA) acting in response to parents' wishes. The additional
amount required to bring each community's system up to whatever
standard they desire will be made up by the "extra" amount as
determined by the local school board. In other words, all
taxpayers will pay some part of education's cost while parents
with school-age children will pay an "extra'", the amcunt dependi g on
where they send their children. The "extra" for schools within
the sc-called public school system will be determined by the
local school boards, that for private schools by the competitive
free enterprise system and that for parochial schcols by the
chuxch.

This method of funding education is a compromise plan
whereby society and the individual cooperate to provide educaticri.
It will lighten the load on those persons without school-age
children who now complain they are being taxed to educate cther
psople's children. It will strengthen home rule by giving each
community the right to determine its own educational system's
level - that is, above the minimum - and it will give parents

the freedom to choose a private or parochial school if thay so
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desire. In effect, the state will be acting as tax collector
for the municipalities, collecting part of their revenue for
them. This dual responsibility for raising revenue helps
prevent either state or local government becoming dominant
over the other. It will serve also to keep spending authority
closely connected to taxing responsibility, and this should
bring economy in government.

I thank you for the opportunity of being here
today to express my views.

(Exhibits submitted by Mr. Solyom can be
found beginning on page 109.)

SENATOR DUMONT: Didn't the State of Michigan or
doesn't it today have a value added tax?

MR. SOLYOM: No, sir. They started one and they
did not institute it in its true form. They put so many
exceptions and loop-holes in it that it was ineffective.

SENATOR DUMONT: 1Is there any state today that has
such a tax?

MR. SOLYOM: Not to my knowledge. This method of
taxation was first proposed in 1941. No one in this country
paid any attention to it, but the European countries latched
onto it immediately. They perverted it and turned it into
a rebatable national sales tax. They did this in order to
pay for their large bureaucracies and also to subsidize their
exports. They are using it now as a means to subsidize exports.

SENATOR DUMONT: How much do you believe it would
produce, Mr. Solyom?

MR. SOLYOM: One-half of one per cent would produce
$100 million in New Jersey. That is the estimate. $1.8 billion
is the present budget, I believe. On that basis 9 per cent
would raise enough for this year's budget, which I think is
about twice as much as the State should have. It is far, far
too much.

SENATOR DUMONT: That under your plan would be
raised by the State or whatever the percentage was would be
raised by the State and then would be channelled back locally?
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MR. SOLYOM: That's correct. As you pointed out
yourself, there is a danger and that danger is that something
gets lost in the pipeline. So I have stressed here that
the State's function in this is solely that of a tax collector -
ro strings attached, no controls., The State must not be allowed
to say, "Do what we tell you to do or we will withhold your
funds." If this is ever put into effect, it will have to be
done with those provisions written into the law. The State
will act only as a tax collector.

SENATOR DUMONT: Doesn't California today have a
type of voucher system or voucher payment plan?

MR. SOLYOM: I believe OEO is starting in two or
three cities, not states, a pilot testing program for the
132 of vouchers. Again the voucher system as proposed by
Dr. Jencks is so replete with controls and restrictions that
it is not a true voucher form and I do not recommend the voucher
form as he recommends it. I recommend it in an unregulated
form. His is highly regulated and he is doing it for a purpose,
the purpose being to destroy school district lines and to
turr education into a tool for social change. Have you read
his report, sir?

SENATOR DUMONT: No, I haven't.

MR. SOLYOM: You should.

SENATOR DUMONT: Under your plan, the local boards
«f education would pay so much to each family; is that ccrrect?

MR. SOLYOM: The moneys would be sent back to the
miunicipalities to be used by them for two purposes - local
govarnment and schools. The local school board would be
the actual issuing agency. not the EVA's as proposed by Dr.
Jercks.

SENATOR DUMONT: The local school boards to the
parents —--

MR. SOLYOM: Right

SENATOR DUMONT: (Cecntinuing) -- based upon the
rrumber of children attending various grades in public schools?

MR. SOLYOM: Right.
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SENATOR DUMONT: All right, sir. Thank you very
much.

Now, Mr. Robert Lewis, we will hear from you.

ROBERT LEWTIS: My name is Robert Lewis. I live
in Avenel in the Woodbridge Township section of Middlesex County.
I am a private citizen who, I believe, takes an active interest
in local government.

I have been doing a little research independently.
I had no idea so much of what I had done had been covered
by Senator Miller and his associates. I am amazed and very
gratified at many of the things he has brought to the attention
of you people here this morning. I might particularly mention
such things as tax havens, Teterboro being one, and Rockleigh
in Bergen County being another. I believe Teterboro has one
student, one pupil, according to the statistics I have, and
their $1200 per year goes to supply education for that student
and the industries in Teterboro have no other educational
expenses. Their school taxes are minimal. Rockleigh is not
very much different except that there are quite a few people
living there. It is up in the northern part of Bergen County
near Northvale.

The other thing I was also interested in is the
fact that Senator Miller believes, if an income tax were
enacted, the average homeowners would prcbably pay as much
as or more than he would be paying under the present school
tax system that we have, the local property tax. I have long
felt this way. I never had the figures to substantiate this,
but I appreciate the fact that Senator Miller did have them.

Senator Miller mentioned inequities in taxes and
in wealth among the various communities. I would like to go
into this a little further. Woodbridge Township, according
to the State Table of Equalized Valuations, has the highest
real estate property valuation in the State, outside of Newark
and Jersey City, and this is something that very few people

realize. We are, I would say, a wealthy community because of
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that property evaluation. 2And vet, in a community that is
so wealthy, we receive from the gross receipts taxes on
public utilities, just Public Service mostly, $4 million a
year extra and that $4 milliion goes only tc the local govern-
ment. None of it goes to the county and none of it goes to
the schools. This is true of all the gross receipts tax
payments that go to the various municipalities. They are
public utility taxes and they do not go, for the most part,
to the schools or the county.

A replacement revenue for the business perscnal
prop=rty -- In Woodbridge Township, we get $1.6 millicn
frem that replacement revenue for the business personal
property tax. That does not go to the schools or the county
either in Woodbridge Township. I would like to say a few words
about the background of that. Prior to 1968, business personal
property had a separate tax on it, but the tax on it, like
the real estate property tax, was distributed in the same
proporticon to the local municipal government, to the schools
and the county. When the State took this tax over at thes
end of 1967, it provided replacement revenue tc the municipalities
for this business personal property tax. Unfortunately, the
business personal property replacement revenue only went to
the municipality:; it did not go to the schoecls: it did not
go to the county. In Woodbridge Township, this $1.6 million
that they received in replacement revenue, if the State had
not stepped in and changed the rules, the schceols would have
received somewhat over $1 million of that sum. It could have
gene as high as $1.2 million

I might point out in this connecticn, in Bridgewater
Township, I think - I don't have the figures with me and I
am not sure -- Bridgewater Township, I believe,received some-
where around $2 million in business personal property taxss
and their budget shows that they transferred to their school
district a sizable sum. Unfortunately I looked for the
figures this morning before I left home and could not find thein.
I think it is in the neighborhood of $700 or $800 thcuszand.
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I do not know of any other community that has taken this
action because of the large sum of replacement revenues that
were turned over to the local municipal government.

My thinking is that in connection with financing
Senator Miller's bills, at least two-thirds of these replacement
revenues that go to municipalities should be taken over by
the State.

I want to get into the gross receipts tax along
the same lines. Gross receipts taxes are levied on public
utilities. For the most part, they amount to very sizable
sums wherever a public utility has an electrical generating
plant or gas storage facilities for a gas company like the
Elizabethtown Gas Company. I understand or I have been told
down at the State Tax Department here that back about 1940 -
this is well over 30 years ago - this gross receipts tax on
public utilities was a replacement for business personal
property taxes that had been levied on the utilities. And I
assume that when these business personal property taxes were
levied on these utilities, the schools and the county each
received a proportionate share. Now neither receives any
part of it. So in various communities, these sums - $4 million
in Woodbridge; close to $3 million in Linden; $3 1/2 million
in Kearny; $3 million here in Hamilton Township; close to
$2 million in Burlington:; in the small town of Ridgefield Boro,
which is about the same size as Burlington, over $2 million -
all go to the local government. I believe there is a tendency
for these local municipal governments to be extravagant
with these funds.

I'll bring up an example here. An atomic power
plant was constructed on the shore in Lacey Township. As
a result of this power plant being constructed, Lacey Township
now receives close to $1 1/2 million in gross receipts taxes
and they are spending it. Last year, they transferred to
the schools approximately $500,000 of that revenue. This
year, they have reduced that to $300,000. Apparently their
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local municipal expenditures have increased and they can no
longer transfer funds to the schools. As a matter of interest,
the 1970 population of Lacey Township was 4,600 people

and if this gross receipts tax payment were distributed

among the population in Lacey Township, each man, woman and
child would receive over $300 per year from these gross
receipts taxes.

There are two municipalities that I know of that
do transfer some of their funds - I wouldn't say a proportionate
amount - to the local school district. Burlington is one.
Burlington transferred about.$750,000 this year to the local
school district. This sum would not be transferred except
for the fact that the gross receipts taxes are so large, I
guess they are unable to spend them. They are not extravagant
down there in Burlington.

In the Borough of Ridgefield the amount transferred
is in excess of $1 million. You can see in Ridgefield,
Burlington and Lacey Township, the school tax portion of the
local municipal tax will be low and the municipal portion is
almost zero, because their gross receipts tax revenue covers
almost all their expenses.

My thinking is,to finance part of the costs of
Senator Miller's bills or any other bills that we may have
to adopt to reduce the burden on property taxes, the State
should take over two-thirds of the replacement revenues for
the business personal property tax and I would say at least
two-thirds of the gross receipts tax payments levied on
public utilities, received by the municipalities.

I thank you very much. I have some statistics here
that would only supplement those that Senator Miller's
associates have gathered. I will leave them with the secretary
here, but I think he is already familiar with most of them.
Thank you very much.

(Exhibits submitted by Mr. Lewis can be
found on pages 133 and 134.)

SENATOR DUMONT: Mr. Lewis, are you generally

in favor of the concept of Senator Miller's bills?
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MR. LEWIS: Yes, I think so because it seems very
likely that the courts may rule that we will have to do something
of this sort. '

SENATOR DUMONT: And you would rather have this
solution than any of the others that have been proposed?

MR. LEWIS: I do not see the income tax. The value
added tax, I believe, is something that could probably
only be imposed by the Federal government because,if it were
imposed locally, I think industry would tend to move into
other states. This I am not sure of. I have never really
looked into it.

SENATOR DUMONT: But your main point is that you
think the State should take over most of the revenue from the
gross receipts tax and the replacement tax and use it to help
finance the type of program that Senator Miller has advocated.

MR. LEWIS: Yes, sir. If the State had not made
any changes in the law, the schools would now be receiving
that money.

SENATOR DUMONT: All right. Thank you very much,
Mr. Lewis.

MR. LEWIS: Thank you.

SENATOR DUMONT: Mrs. Marjorie Mandel of Westfield,

please.

MR S. MARJORTIE MANDE L: I am Mrs. Marjorie
Mandel, 416 Elm Street, Westfield, New Jersey. I am on the
Legislative Committee of the Westfield Women's Republican Club
and Ways and Means Chairman of this group. I am the Corresponding
Secretary of the Republican Conservative Action Club of Union
County. I am speaking today as a private citizen, and am not
officially representing either organization in my statement
that follows.

The only purpose of this proposed legislation, S 2266,
the "Public School Financing Act" and S 2267, which establishes
a "Permanent Commission on the Public Schools," is to provide

in advance a vehicle to handle the tax dollars to be extracted
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under the "State School Tax Act", A 2454. This State School
Tax Act, A 2454, imposes a State Property Tax for public school
purposes, abolishes locally levied property taxes for public
school support, and provides for assessment and collecting for
a State school property tax. In other words, what you are
deciding here is really whether to impose a State tax on property
without any community control over the amount of taxes to

be assessed or any control over the way it will be spent. This
is in direct contradiction to President Nixon's stated national
goal of returning power and money to the levels at which

people can exert influence over those things which directly
affect them. I ask, indeed implore, you gentlemen not to

pass this bill. I ask you not totake a step backward into
increased bureaucracy and further dissolution of community
responsibility and control. Thank you.

SENATOR: DUMONT: Mrs. Mandel, suppose that the
New Jersey courts should do what California has already done
and indicate that the local property tax is not the proper
way or even a fair way to raise money for schools. Have you
any suggestions to make in regard to what the Legislature
might do as an alternative?

MRS. MANDEL: I am not that much familiar. - I am
just beginning to get interested in politics. I understand
that evidently it might be against the Constitution and that
is the problem. I don't know whether it would be possible
to pass an amendment that would change this.

SENATOR DUMONT: But you are opposed to these
bills.

MRS. MANDEL: I am opposed to this for the simple
reason that in my opinion it takes the control away from the
communities. And I think if you take the money away from the
communities, money and controls go together, and I am opposed
to this very strongly.

SENATOR DUMONT: All right. Thank you very much.

Does Mrs. Wachter wish to testify?

MRS. WACHTER: Yes,
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SENATOR DUMONT: You may proceed.

M R S. JOHN H. WACHTE R: I am Mrs. John
H. Wachter of Westfield, New Jersey, 550 Clark Street, and

I am here as Secretary of the Republican Conservative Action
Club of Union County.

Before going into my prepared testimony, I would
like to take a couple of minutes to comment on statements
made by Senator Miller when he discussed his bill. He said
that 95 per cent of the people in the grass roots with whom
he had spoken about this bill were in favor of it. He is
very fortunate because the people I have spoken to about it
are 100 per cent against it. As typical of the general
reaction, I brought a Letter to the Editor which appeared
in the Plainfield Courier-News, attacking the three bills as
very dangerous bills. (Letter to the Editor can be found
on page 135.)

Senator Miller states that property taxes are
now confiscatory. None of us likes to pay taxes. But I
couldn't understand from his testimony why a State tax would
be any less confiscatcry. The money has got to come and you
would have to add to the expenses the bureaucracy that would
develop on the State level for it.

Senator Miller said it would strengthen home rule
and I can't understand this statement because we all know
that he who pays the piper calls the tune and, if the money is
coming from the State, it is the State that is going to have
the control over our local education, and that is not home rule.

Senator Miller suggests that the State property tax
which he envisions would be supplemented, and I quote him as
I understood him this morning, by general State revenues. I
have read repeatedly in the press that the State is very
short of revenues and has a Tax Commission which has been
studying ways of increasing its revenues. I don't know where
the revenues with which he hopes to supplement the State
property tax are going to come from and I have a very unpleasant

feeling that maybe he thinks they would come from a State
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income tax, which is strongly opposed by all the taxpayers of
New Jersey, I suspect. All the cnes I know are strongly
opposed to it.

Senator Miller said that Camden would get $4 million
more under the school property tax in his general bill than
is budgeted for schocls this year. His taxes would be cut -
that is, the taxpayer's taxes would be cut - and there would be
more funds for schools. Now this sounds like Alice in Wonderland.
You can't cut taxes and have more funds because the only
source of funds is taxes. I mean, this sounds lovely and
if Senator Miller stated this when he was in the grass roots, I
den't wonder he got a warm respeonse. But it doesn't just seem
fiscally sound to me. You can't cut taxes and increase revenues.
That's all there is to it.

Senator Miller said that the State is limited in
funds for innovative programs, if I can read my own writing.
I tock it to mean that under his bill there would be some
money forthcoming so that these inncvative programs could
be tried out in school systems where they wanted them. Well,
I think it became clear to the Education Committee of the
State Legislature two years ago when the hearings were held
on sex education that these innovative programs are just
what the parents do not want. What the parents everywhere
want 1s reading, writing and arithmetic, and their children
schooled in basic principles that are applicable to every-day
life, not these innovative programs. We:.happen to have
innovative programs in Westfield in addition to the sex education
and nobody in Westfield is going to want money to expand
those.

The reference to the California Supreme Court
ruling was made by Senator Miller. It is clear that this has
not yet been upheld by the United States Supreme Court so it
has no special bearing on New Jersey. I would just liks to
mention in passing that judges of this day and age have a
propensity for making decisicons with which the man in the

street finds it hard to agree. I don't see why a California
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judgment should bias the Legislature of New Jersey in
determining its school and educational policies.

Senator Miller made quite a point of the fact
that some municipalities raise by themselves by their local
property taxes sﬁch a limited amount of funds that they have
to be disproportionately assistedby State aid. Well, as a
conservative, I suggest that State aid be eliminated. I
think we have too much State aid. I think communities should
stand on their own feet and lccal control and local financing.
And I don't think I am alcone in thinking this.

I will be brief in my prepared testimony.

In New Jersey we have a long tradition of local
school districts, corresponding in most cases with municipal
boundaries and supported by local residents through local
property taxes. This tradition has served New Jersey well,
producing generations of educated . people who have benefited
from the concern of their parents and their neighbors. Local
administration and local funding are the American way.

However, under S 2266 and the companion bills, were
local schools to be supported entirely by the State, the State
Commissioner of Education would be another Goebbels, without
restraints of any kind upon him. All directives, punishments,
brainwashing and, of course, funding would be at the discretion
of a Nazi-type., unelected official, not responsive to the
wishes of New Jersey people. Too much power, far too much
power, is already vested in this office.

This bill is essentially discriminatory. It discrim-
inates against communities where the citizens have built up
good local school systems in favor of communities where such
is not the case. I have no doubt that under the proposed
State Prcperty Tax to finance education statewide, the taxpayers
of Westfield would receive back in funding for Westfield
schools far, far less than they would pay into the State.

Why should a good school system, built up over the years,
be penalized for its successes?

The proposed change in Title 18A, as cited in

S 2266, so as to eliminate submission of a local school budget
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to the voters is the last straw in centralization of the
educational system. This would reduce local school boards to
mere figureheads, and leave parents, teachers and students

at the mercy of the new Goebbels. Extravagance in education
may be avoided when the voters control the purse strings.
Extravagance with State tax money wculd be inevitable and
extreme.

The Concerned Citizens of Union County, whose
representative was unable to testify today because of home
responsibilities, have asked me to add that their organization,
of which I am a member, unanimously reject the proposal that
the State take over the educational system. This would further
ercde parental authority, which has already been seriously
undermined by programs instigated by the State Commissioner of
Education.

They also point out that these hearings were not
publicized. Had they been so, hordes of indignant voters
would be here to say "NO" to S 2266. It is very easy for
organizations based in Trenton, and staffed with paid lobkbyists,
to come across the street and offer testimony which, at least
in the case of education, always seems to favor centralization
of power and denigration of local responsibility, and to reduce
the citizens of New Jersey to the role of taxpaying serfs.

The people of Union County want to fund their own
schocls and manage their own schools, and be let alone by
the State Commissioner of Education and his cchorts. Let S 22€6
ke consigned to the circular file. Thank you.

SENATOR DUMONT: Mrs. Wachter, you are not trying to
infer, are you, when you use Goebbels and a Nazi-type cf
situation, that you relate it to any one person or group of
people?

MRS. WACHTER: Yes, I attribute that to the powers
vested in the State Commissioner of Education. I have named
no names. I have named only the office. And I do think
powars of that sort are almost vested there now. The powers

are authoritarian, uncontrolled, dictatorial. Under State
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funding, there would be absolutely no recourse.

SENATOR DUMONT: Well, I think we might all probably
agree that we detest the kind of tactics that were used by
the Nazis at any time. But at the same time I would hate
to think you were using it as a reference to any particular
person.

MRS. WACHTER: I am using it in reference to the
office. It has been used that way. I fail to see how any
person who accepts an office with those powers as vested in
the State Commissioner of Education by Title 18A can be
anything but a dictator because those are the powers which
are given under that Title, and under State funding it would
be even worse.

SENATOR DUMONT: I went through the hearings on
sex education. I was here at all of them, as a matter of
fact, and heard every witness. I know how you felt in Westfield
or how some of the people felt in Westfield in regard to the
program that had been started there. But I would still have
to take exception to your description of the Department and of
the Commissioner because I think you are getting into references
that could be interpreted as personal in that kind of situation.

MRS. WACHTER: I have named no names, sir. As I
say, anyone who holds that office would certainly have the
temptation because the power is there.

SENATOR DUMONT: Then that would be the fault of the
Legislature and the Governor if the power had been granted
which you say could be exercised.

MRS. WACHTER: That's right. In my opinion, it
is definitely the fault of the legislation. Senator McDermott
told us in Westfield that when the Legislature gave this
power to the State Commissioner of Education when Title 18A
was drawn up a few years ago, circumstances were very
different and they had.hot visualized the extent to which
the powers would be called into use.

SENATOR DUMONT: Anyway, you are opposed to the
bills.

MRS. WACHTER: All of them.
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SENATOR DUMONT: Do you have any suggestion to make,
however, if the New Jersey courts and the United States Supreme
Court should ever follow the lead of the California court, as
to what you might recommend as an alternative?

MRS. WACHTER: I think that should be decided
lccally. I see no reason why that should be decided on a
State level. Let each community finance its educatiocnal
system as it wishes.

SENATOR DUMONT: But I don't think we could do that
without some legislation. Mrs. Wachter, in the first place,
there are great distinctions between municipalities and
school districts in regard to financing and State aid is a
well-accomplished facet of our government today. You don't
like it, but at the same time it is something we have had
for a long time.

MRS. WACHTER: That is very true.

SENATOR DUMONT: It is pretty well established and
mcst of the school districts depend on it a great deal in
crder to get by.

MRS. WACHTER: May I ask, Senator Dumont, what is
the advantage of State aid? It has to come out of the
taxpayers somehow.

SENATOR DUMONT: It is a form of trying to equalize
the burden to some degree.

MRS. WACHTER: But you can't tell me that it does
bescause we get State aid in Westfield. We are not an under-
privileged community. Why in the world are we getting State
aid? It is fantastic.

SENATOR DUMONT: Because,in the first place, a
State aid program would never have passed if it didn't include
some kind of a minimum aid type of compensation, even to
wealthy districts. Because the people in contributing the
monay in State taxes and not getting any of it back would
have defeated the program in the first place.

MRS, WACHTER: Well, it doesn't make sense to me. You

raise taxes in a local community. You send it cff to the
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State where it passes through a number of hands and all of

these hands have to be paid. You establish a certain degree

of bureaucracy. Then you get it back again with strings
attached, strings such as were exercised by the State Commissioner
of Education in this Roselle matter which was just discussed

and many other matters, many, many other matters. Dealing

with the employees - the whole system - comes under the aegis

of the State Commissioner of Education. Call him a Lincoln

if you don't like what I call him, but it is still under his
aegis.

SENATOR DUMONT: I am not going to have a controversy
with you here, but I think the Commissioner was wrong in his
decision in the Roselle case. I think there are other factors
involved in that case as a matter of fact. At the same time,

I agree with you that he should not have made such a decision
and it has been overruled.

MRS. WACHTER: But he had the power to make it under
the present setup. That is the thing. This office has that
power vested in it and I do not see any recourse under Senator
Miller's bill for the State Commissioner of Education if Abraham
Lincoln came back and filled that post. I do not see how the
power would be lessened. It would be increased. The more
money you have, the more ccntrol you have. Isn't that inevitable?

SENATOR DUMONT: That is partly right. We are
interested in home rule too. It isn't a matter of trying to
give up powers that the Legislature has to department heads,
but we have to have some kind of rule-making power in each
department head because we cannot possibly legislate with
respect to every single detail that may arise.

MRS. WACHTER: I am sure this is true and we are
certainly not discussing the powers vested. I only stressed
this because I was so astounded when I heard Senator Miller
say that it would increase home rule. I don't see how this
can be said. I thought it was axiomatic that with the power
of the purse went control.

SENATOR DUMONT: It often does.

All right. Thank yocu very much, Mrs. Wachter.
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Mrs. Ann Merchant, Fedevation of New Jersey Taxpavyers,

Hunterdon County.

MR S. A NN MERCHANT: The Public School
Financing Act (S 2266), together with its companion bills,

A 2454 (The State School Tax Act) and S 2267, intends to
bring about complete State control of our children's education
and the rapid destruction of local government., This will

be accomplished by imposing a statewide property tax, which
will be disbursed from Trenton on the orders of a few
appointed officials.

Recently the California Supreme Court ruled that a
local property tax for support of schools is unconstitutional
since it "invidiously discriminates against the poor because
it makes the quality of a child's education a function of
the wealth of his parents and neighbors." Two New Jersey suits,
trying to prove the same point, are presently underway against
the State Department of Education, much to the delight of
our State Education officials. As Assistant Commissioner of
Education, Edward Kilpatrick, has recently put it, they "might
be quite willing to lose" these suits.

But the plain fact is that the amount of money spent
on A school has almost nothing at all to do with the quality
-~f a child's education. If it had, then New York City would
have the world's best schools. It is already spending more
than twice the national average per pupil, and the national
average 1s way ahead of what is spent on schools in the rest
cf the world. But New York City is famous for its terrible
schoolss its scholastic achievement is well below the national
average and continues to fall steadily each year. In 1969,
Mayor Lindsay said: "Our schools are the most lushly funded
school system in the nation. . . it has the best teacher-pupil
ratio of any city . . . but the management of the thing is
such that we just don't get the production." Notice the wcrds
"the management of the thing is such. . .° New York is

acknowledged world leader in incredibly costly, insfficient

56



and corrupt city government and public school administration.
Now it seems Messrs. Miller, Hiering, Guarini, and Italiano
wish to spread the plague of New York City over the whole State
of New Jersey, as if we don't already have enough to make us
world famous.

This is the state of Addonizio, of Whelan, of Kenny.
This is the state where $164,000 of education funds is spent
on buying a tax-free mansion for the Chancellor of Higher
Education Dungan. This is the State where the school board
of one of its largest cities can mysteriously "lose" over
S1 million of taxpayers' money. By the way, that was not
an elected school board. As Professor R. Blakey of Notre
Dame University testified in 1969, New Jersey is the state
which has "the worst problems o official corruption on all
levels" in the nation. And yet we are now being told that we
must hand over complete control of our schools to those who
have already proven their incompetence.

In 1966, the federally-sponsored Coleman Report
concluded that: "The evidence revealed that within broad
geographic regions, and for each racial and ethnic group,
the physical and economic resources going into a school had
very little relationship to the achievements coming out of
it. . . If it were otherwise, we could give simple prescriptions:
increase teachers' salaries, lower class size, enlarge
libraries, and so cn. But the evidence does not allow such
simple answers." In June 1970, Professor Coleman reported
that eight reanalyses of his studies by other researchers
had not altered the results of his survey. Not only did
quantity of money not guarantee quality of education, but
also teacher-pupil ratio: "showed a consistent lack of relation
to achievements among all groups under all conditions."
Echoing these findings, scholar Christopher Jencks of the
Harvard School of Education has concluded: "Variations in
schools' fiscal and human resources have very little effect
on student achievement - probably even less than the Coleman

Report implied."
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Our education officials know these facts very well
and yet they continue to lie to us. For year after year
they have persuaded us to spend more and more on the "sacred cow"
education, and year after year this "sacred cow" has been
prcducing less and less milk. Though this country spends more
on public education than any other, its literacy rate is
below the major European countries and Japan. The number cf
functional illiterates is conservatively estimated at 24
millicn. Even among college freshmen, the ability to use
their native language has sunk so low that many colleges have
been forced to provide remedial English courses. We don't need
more money - we need more sound educational commonsense.

The American Christian School Society of Succasunna,
New Jersey, runs four private schools in New Jersey. One of
these schools is a kindergarten to grade 3 school located in
the small country town of Stewartsville, Warren County. Starting
in kindergarten, children attend for a six-hour day. In classes
cf approximately 20, kindergartners learn reading, using the phonics
system, writing and arithmetic. At the end of the year, most
kindergartners are beginning the second grade level of a
standard reading primer. On standard achievement tests, the
first and second graders, many of them five and six years old,
showzd themselves to be in the upper 90 per cent of the nation:
many achieved at the national average third and fourth grade
level. Yet the expenditure per pupil is $600 per year, less
than half what it costs to educate a child at nearby Union
Town:ship School, Hunterdon County, where children receive no
formal instruction until they enter first grade. 1In an effort
to ccnceal uncomfortable comparisons like these, many public
school educators are now trying to abolish grading and the
giving of standard achievement tests,

Another failing of our public schools which our
educational officials are trying to conceal is that as we have
been spending more, our children have been learning less. We
are now told that this is a good thing. According to Commissioner

Marburger and Mrs. Mancuso, since knowledge is increasing so
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rapidly, "the acquisition of knowledge alone can no longer
be a major objective of education." Instead, they say, we
must teach "values and attitudes," by which they mean their
values and attitudes. Yes, ladies and gentlemen, these views
were actually spoken by the people who claim that they know
better than yocu what your children should be taught. These
are the people who will have total control of your schools if
this bill is passed.

The Coleman Report and the irrefutable example of
New York City have proven that this bill would do nothing to
improve education in our big cities. What then can we do to
help children in the cities? We could make a start by listening
to educato rs like Ned O'Gorman, Director of the Addie Mae Collins
Storefront School in Harlem. This black teacher, who is also
a poet, tells why his storefront school has been successfully
operating since 1966: "It is still alive and kicking basically
because we are poor, uncliched to death by any city or national
powers and because we exist so that young children can learn
within a serious, joyous, mannerly, and reverent atmosphere
those civilizing graces they must have to survive in a racist
world."

We might also do something to help people like the parents
of children at Newark's St. Charles Borromeo School. The
mostly black and Protestant parents of 300 children attending
this Catholic school, this year successfully persuaded the
Newark archdiocese to keep the school open after it had
announced that it could not afford to employ four new lay
teachers to replace retiring nuns. The parents picketed
Archbishop Thomas Boland's residence and raised $20,000 during
the summer in order to save their children from having to
enter the jungle of the Newark public school system. Applicants
flocked to £ill the four teacher vacancies, and one of the
most able of them was even willing to take a drop in salary of
$2,000 in order to leave the public schools to teach at
St. Charles Borromeo. Promoting the efforts of citizens like

these will help the deprived children of our cities - not
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continuing to support the monstrous, corrupt government school
systems, which are torn between political factions and
literally terrorized by certain extremist elements in the
population.

When politicians glibly talk about state funds
and federal funds, what they really mean is "taxpayers' money,"
"our money." Yet in February 1970, just after his inauguration,
Governor Cahill had the arrogance to state that local school
boards had no right to expect to get state funds without also
accepting state control. S 2266 embodies this opinion, and
with its enactment, local school boards will relingquish their
last vestiges of power to decide how their schools are to be
run. But the fact that local property taxes can no longer keep
up with education costs is almost entirely the result of the
steady increase in interference from the State. The dikes of
moderation against rising property taxes were finally completely
breached with the passage of the nororious PERC law in 1969.
This law imposed union bargaining on the teachers and school
boards of the State and brought with it the plagues of
teacher strikes, soaring taxes and enmity between educators and
the public. Now our power-hungry collectivists want to complete
the rape of our local schools by passing the wvicious legislation
under discussion.

New Jersey has the highest property taxes in the
nation. Middle-income families and old people are being
driven from their homes. Proponents of this bill will promise
that property taxes will either fall or cease to rise.
Are we going to believe this lie? Handing over control to a
larger and more distant body of government has never and will
never result in better value for money. Large, centralized
bureaucracies will bring only - runaway expenses, decline in
quality of service, stultifying inefficiency, enslaving
uniformity, and dictatorship of the many by the few. Two hundred
years ago this country fought to free itself from the tyranny
of "taxation without representation." Are we now going to

allow our legislators to return us to that tyranny?
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SENATOR DUMONT: Mrs. Merchant, I would ask you the
same question as I did other witnesses here. Suppose the
New Jersey courts and the United States Supreme Court follow:
the line of the California Supreme Court; what would you
recommend as an alternative?

MRS. MERCHANT: I can speak personally, not for
the Federation of New Jersey Taxpayers. We are at the moment
considering a form of voucher plan. The Federation has not
taken a stand on it.

I personally am very much in favor of that or else
I would be very much in favor of any parent. who wishes to
take his child out of the public school having his child's
fees deducted from his property tax. This would foster free
competition. And where public schools are good, parents would
be quite willing to keep them there. Where public schools
are bad, as in the cities, it would aid individual initiative
like the storefront school I mentioned. It would aid in these
places where they really need help. And it would give us
freedom of choice. At the present time, any parent who sends
his child to a private school is having to pay double. He
has to support the public schocl and he has to support his
child. In other words, he is penalized because he wants to
give his child a decent education. And he may be in a district
where he just can't get a decent education as those poor black
parents in Newark. They are penalized because they send their
children to a private school, but they are willing to sacrifice
and raise funds to keep them out of the city schools. People
like that should be supported.

I am in favor of any system of taxation which will
allow parents freedom of choice. I don't mean something
funded by a value added tax, but locally controlled as Mr.
Solyom referred to earlier. I haven't drawn up the plans,
Senator, but this I feel is imperative to save freedom in
this country, because it is going. I lived in Europe. I was

in Vienna when Budapest was being raped by the Russians. I
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spoke to those people who ran away. I have spoken to
Hungarians who live here now and they say, "What did we
run away from? You are getting the same as we had in
Hungary." People don't realize it. They are being lied
to, lied to the whole time. This is what it is. It is
dictation.

Furthermore, I would make the point if the
Supreme Court says that using the property tax is against
the Constitution, this also will imply that different states
are being unconstitutional because a state such as Mississippi
is much poorer, has much less money available than a state
like New York. Does that mean then we have to control from
Washington, that we are going to have a Washington property
tax for the whole country? Logically, it must mean that if
they are going to contend it is inequitable. But it isn't
inequitable because quality education has nothing to do with
money spent. We have had that proven over and over again.

SENATOR DUMONT: On the copy I have here of your
statement, you have, or somebody has, crossed out the word
"lie" on the third page.

MRS. MERCHANT: Yes, because I thought you would
question me on it. But I repeat it - it's a lie. It is
a lie. I don't mind reinstating it.

SENATOR DUMONT: You want it in the statement even
though it is crossed out?

MRS. MERCHANT: Yes, I do.

SENATOR DUMONT: Thank you.

MRS. MERCHANT: I was a coward, but I don't see why
I should be. There are too many cowards around today.

SENATOR DUMONT: All right. Thank you, Mrs. Merchant.

MRS. MERCHANT: Thank you, Senator.

SENATOR DUMONT: Mrs. Dudley Brearley, also of the

Hunterdon County Taxpayers Association.

MR S. R. DUDLEY BREARLEY: Thank you
very much, Senator.
As Concerned Taxpayers, the stockholders of all
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government operations, we feel that there will not be any
property tax relief from additional legislation being proposed
here, but more infringements on the rights of the American
taxpayers.

The sales tax proponents claimed that the tax
levied then would relieve the local property taxpayer.
Obviously we are well aware of the fact that it never did.

There are several key factors to be considered
before any action is taken by you, our elected representatives,
regarding a State take-over of our local property taxes, and
I might add, along with the local property taxes, our local
schools. They are ours. We built them with our sweat and
tax dollars.

Number one, invasion of the rights of the American
taxpayers must not be contended with by the taxpayers. They
should act immediately in response.

Two, by curtailing the freedoms of the American
taxpayers, a tax revolt might come forward.

Three, overriding local controls over our local
property taxes, over our local schools, over our children,
must not come about. It will erase local school district
lines eventually. It will swell the tax costs for bussing
students over district lines, over county lines. Therefore,
local control will completely be lost. And I am sure,
Senator, that the Plainfield Courier News would give you an
insight into what they are up to on that situation in last
Wednesday's eveéning paper.

Four, won't this rob the rights of the taxpayer-
voters, to be able to vote on their budgets, on their bonded
indebtedness? And who knows better what the taxpayer can
afford per their education, per their students, because,after
all, these are their children, not yours, but the individual
taxpayers' in these different school situations, and the tax
money belongs to the taxpayers.

Five, centralized controls obviously can be costlier

and more dangerous because then they are out of the reach of
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the taxpayers.

Six, such political powers, uncontrolled, could
explode into a civil revolution, which, of course, we have
witnessed over the last three years.

Seven, forced discrimination on the taxpayers will
result in chaos and fiscal crisis, meaning by that there will
be people that will appeal their taxes and withhold paying
taxes, and there could be very serious repercussions because
you do know that the taxpayers do have rights.

Eight, these bills appear to have shades of other
dictators during their reigns - their controls also of the
youth. »

Nine, What guarantee have we that more and more
tax moneys will result in equal or quality education? As
taxpayers we have assumed that equal and quality education
is what we have been paying for all along, meaning billions
of dollars a year, whether it is our local property taxes
that are paying 80 per cent or whether it is the State paying
10 or the Federal paying 10. Nonetheless, it is our tax money.

Ten - a head tax levied on the users of our so-called
free public education.‘*There is no such a thing as free
public education. This should be seriously considered because,
after all, they are using it - they are making the demands on
what they want for the children. Therefore, they should be
held responsible to pay some of it. This would ease the
burden on the senior citizens and other people unable to pay,
disabled people and so on.

Eleven - the three pieces of legislation here before
us, and their goals, seem to be to silence the voice and the
vote of the American taxpayers. They have worked for this for
about eight and one-half years. Because this was their intent
at one of their meetings several years back. That was the
intent and purpose to get the legislators to pass laws so that
they could take away the voting rights of the taxpayers on school
budgets. This, of course, enables them to do it under these
bills.
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T'welve -- Senator Dumont, I would like to ask
you a very serious question: Will the power to tax be the
power to destroy us? Give that some very serious thought
because taxpayers could sell their property - they could
move out. A lot of the politicians say, "Well, if you don't
like it, move." Yes, they could and they might. Or they
might strike, which would be a much more serious matter.
Because without taxpayers' money, no government can operate.

SENATOR DUMONT: Do you have any recommendation to
make, Mrs. Brearley, in the event the New Jersey courts and
the United States Supreme Court should follow the line of
reasoning employed by the California Supreme Court?

MRS. BREARLEY: Yes, I mentioned a little earlier,
Senator, a head tax on the users of the education system.
I believe that this would be fair and equal because they are
making use of it, much like you get a driver's license because
you need it for a car or you get a license plate because you
need it for a car. In other words, you are paying for what
uses you need. The same way with gasoline, you are paying
for the roads, etc., on down the line. In other words, . you
are using these facilities so pay up and shut up, such as the
politicians said in the last bond issue.

SENATOR DUMONT: Would this be locally collected?

MRS. BREARLEY: Yes.

SENATOR DUMONT: Do you have any other recommendations?

MRS. BREARLEY: No, I don't.

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

Is there anyone else who desires to testify?
Yes, Mr. Wheeler.

MR. WHEELER: I have no prepared statement.

SENATOR DUMONT: That's all right.

MR. WHEELER: I came up to listen to the statements.
I have been tax collector for 30 years in the Borough of
Haddonfield.

SENATOR DUMONT: Will you give your full name, please.
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RAYMOND WHEETLE R: My name is Raymond Wheeler,
Haddonfield, New Jersey.

This is not a statement of the Borough of Haddonfield
or the New Jersey State League of Municipalities. I am on
the Board of Directors of that. This is my own personal
statement.

I have listened with interest about the problems
of our schools in the State of New Jersey. I listened with
interest and I worry about the problems of our schools in
Scuth Jersey. I believe every child in our State of New Jersey
should have the opportunity of a good education., Today I
believe that is not so. I believe in various municipalities
there are different types of education and it is not on the
same level. I get so tired of going to the various meetings
and hearing them say, especially in South Jersey, "Cherry Hill
has a fine educational system. Haddonfield has a fine

educatioral system." I think they should also say, "Winslow

g

Township and Waterford Township have fine systems of education,
but they don't. And it costs those taxpayers more money to
send a kid to school than it does in my own town. We are
pretty proud of our schools in our town.

I think Senator Miller's bills offer an apprcach
in the right direction. I believe that all ocur kids in
our State should have an opportunity to have a good education
and I believe, as I said before, that is not so.

I can just c ite Haddonfield. When I went to work
for the municipality it was during the depression and there
was a whole side of the newspaper devoted to properties for
tax sale. Then along came prosperity and things got better.
Today there are 80 properties in the Borough of Haddonfield
for tax sale. It has been unknown since depression days.

So you see that the tax burden on the taxpaYers in our State
is getting to be quite a problem.

I favor Senator Miller's bills because I think this

is something we have got to have. If we can equalize taxes --
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In my own town, a young couple will buy a house for $20,000.
In 20 years, they pay $20,000 for the house; they pay $20,000
in interest; and they pay $20,000 in taxes. In 20 years they
pay $60,000 for the house.

In our town today we are trying to equalize
valuations and you never heard such a fuss as is being made
because we want to bring them up to 100 per cent. We are at
61 per cent. At a meeting the other night some man came
up. We were talking about school board elections. And he
put his finger under my nose and said, "What are you going
to do about school boards?" I said, "Nothing. What can I
do about them? You elect them. You vote for the bonds." I
then asked him, "Didyou vote in the election for the last
bond issue?" He said, "NO." I said, "Then you voted for it.
Did you vote in the last school board election?" He said,
"No." I said, "Then you voted for those people on the board."
I said, "Did you vote for these three imbeciles that are
sitting up here trying to run the borough?" He said, "No."

I said, "Then you voted for them." He said, "I did not,"
and he walked away from me. So,you see, you have a real
problem even in municipalities like ours.

I agree with Senator Miller that in a rich municipality,
such as Haddonfield, everybody in the community isn't rich.
We have problems to pay our taxes today. When I went to the
town, I used to pay $90 a year taxes. Today it is almost
$800 a year taxes, and it is kind of tough on a pension and
social security.

But that is my feeling in the matter - we have to
consider what we are going to do for the taxpayers. The
first duplicate that I had in the Borough of Haddonfield, we
raised $389 million. At that time we paid about $46,000 on a
State tax. Our population has doubled. Today we are taking
$5 million from those same taxpayers. And in a town like
ours where we have many senior citizens, theé people have real
problems to pay their taxes. But they want to stay in the
town and if there is any way that we can help these people,
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w2 want to help them. Thank you very much.

SENATOR DUMONT: Ray, do you have any thought
that this approach would cut down cn the function and the
local responsibility of the School Board members rather
than maintain and strengther them, as Senator Miller says it
will do?

MR, WHEELER: I think it would strengthen the
School Board. I think if the school boards didn't have to
worry about raising every penny that is needed and knew how
much money they had, they could operate their schools and
pay attention to the curriculum of the schools and to our
children. That'’'s my opinion.,

SENATOR DUMONT: Thark you very much.

MR. WHEELER: If you asked me what I would suggest
if the Supreme Court upholds these cases, I would say there
should be a tax in New Jersey - and I am going to get shot
down for this - on a person's ability to pay. I don'‘t think a
real estate tax 1s based on a person's ability to pay. Three
years ago, my wages were here (indicating) and my taxes were
there (irdicating). Everything is in the reverse now. My
wages went half, but my taxes are still up there.

SENATOR DUMONT: You would favor the income tax
approach then at the State level if the courts upheld the
cases?

MR. WHEELER: I would favor an income tax. Thank
you very much,

SENATOR DUMONT: Thanks to you.

Is there anyone else who desires to testify? (No
responses. )

There are a few things to be entered in the record
before we adjourn this hearing. There is a letter here from
the Department of Education, dated November 18, 1971, addressed
to Mr. Paul M. Muller, who is our aide here and who is Research
Associate for the Division of Legislative Information and
Research., The letter reads:

"Dear Mr. Muller:

"Thank you for the invitation extended to the
Department of Education to testify at the public
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hearing on Senate Bills No. 2266 and 2267.

"Unfortunately, the Commissioner and other members
of the Department are among the defendants in
current litigation, specifically Robinson vs.
Cahill, which deals with a subject very similar
tb the proposed legislation, particularly Senate
Bill No. 2266,

"Therefore, it is the considered judgment of the
Department that it would not be appropriate for
our organization to testify at these hearings.
"Very truly yours,
Victor J. Podesta
Deputy Commissioner of Education"
There is a statement here by Senator Miller. It
is in addition to Senator Miller's testimony. It is entitled,
"Phase I, Financing Public Education," and is really a statement
submitted by him and by William T. Hiering who used to be
a Senator from Ocean County, resigned from the State Senate
last June, and had been up until the time of his resignation
the Chairman of the Senate Committee on Education. In addition,
to that, Mr. Hiering has submitted a statement of his own
here which is to be placed in the record because this set
of bills that we are considering today came about as a result
of some work that he and Senator Miller did, a large amount
of work, so he wants to have a statement submitted on his
behalf. That will be placed in the record.

(Statements referred to above can be found
beginning on pages 70 and 101, respectively.)

I ask once again, is there anyone else who desires
to testify before the hearing is adjourned? If not, I thank
all of you for coming and for your contributions in our

deliberations here.

(Hearing Concluded)
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Submitted by Senator John L. Miller
and William T. Hiering

PHASE I

FINANCING PUBLIC EDUCATION

The New Jersey Constitution, Articlé VIII, Section IV states that
"The Legislature shall provide for the maintenance and support of a thorough and
efficient system of free public schools for the instruction of all children in the
State . . . . ." Despite the specific assignment of responsibility to the State for
the "maintenance and supportt" of public education, the major responsibility for
financing public education has rested with the local taxpayer.

Obviously, the ability of individual school districts to finance public schools
varies widely from district to district. It is equall}} obvious that as a result of this
inequality among districts, the educational opportunity available to the pupils
varies widely. Yet, implicit in the constitutional mandate is equal educational
opportunity for all children.

In an attempt to provide greater equality of financial support for the public
schools, the Legislature has authorized larger and larger amounts of State revenues
to be allocated to local school districts. The State's share of the total cost of
public education has risen from almost nothing to more than 28 percent in the
current school year. A report issued in 1968 by the State Aid to School Districts
Study Commission formulated a program which, when fully implemented, would
increase the percentage of State support to 40 percent.

Although most other states provide a larger percentage of the total cost of
public education than New Jersey does, the major portion of the cost of public
education in thosev states still is provided from local tax revenues. Despite the
infusion of State funds in e#cess of 40 percent of the total in many states, there

remains as much or more discrepancy in the educational opportunity from one



district to another as there is in New Jersey.

It has become an almost annual occurrence in New Jersey for pro{essional
educators and other grbups to request large additional amounts of State aid for
education. At times these requests have contained considerable merit, but many
times they have been based primarily on the theory that money Will solve all
problems. Most proposals for increased State aid promise relief for the property
owner, yet an examination 'o.f properﬁr taxes indicates large increases in State aid
have had no visible effect upon the homeowner's tax bill.

The games played each year in New Jersey are called "ber capita" and
"percentages". The justifications used for increased State aid for education are
New Jersey's relatively high rank in per capita income and its relatively low
percentage of State support for the public schools. If the people of New Jersey
were not supporting their public schools, the first thesis would have significance.
If State support for schools was distributed equitabls, the second wou.ld have
validity. In view of the fact that financial support of the public schools in New
Jersey is arﬁong the highest in the nation, neither argument gets at the real problem
in the State; that is, the unequal distribution of tax support for schools.

Playing the game of "per capita" income is meaningless to the individual
taxpayer whether it is in comparing states or districts within the State. The game
of "percentages" also is meaningless to the individual taxpayer. Let us examine
each of them from the taxpayer's viewpoint.

A taxpayer in New Jersey with an income of $7500 does not consider himself

able to pay more taxes than a taxpayer in South Dakota with an income of $10,000,

despite the fact that per capita income in New Jersey is far greater than that in

71



-3 -

South Dakota. Similarly, the same New ]ers/ey taxpayer with an income of $7500
who happens to live in Princeton Township does not consider himself able to pay
more taxes than a $10,000 per year taxpayer in Trenton. The percentage of State
support has meaning for him only if it eases his tax burden.

What most programs fail to recognize is that paying taxes is an individual
matter. Not all taxpayers within "rich" school districts are rich, nor are all tax-
payers withi\n “poor" districts poor.

As has been dgmonstrated in the section on current local finance, the
equation of "rich" and "poor" taxing districts on the basis of rétables is fallacious.
Recently enacted legislation revising the basis of State aid to school districts
recognizes factors other than ratables. Yet, after all other factors are computed,
the formula falls back on ratables 'as the prima;'y criterion for the distribution of
aid. It is still a "carrot and stick" approach which fails to recognize that
"fair share" may not be equally fair in two districts with the same amount of
ratables.

In the field of financing public education, there are three tests, and three
tests only, which we believe to be significant. First, is public education receiving
sufficient money to provide adequat':e educational opportunities for all children?
Second, is the burden of taxation needed to provide that money imposed equitably ?
And, third, is there an equitable distribution of the total funds available? An
objective look at the situation in New Jersey indicates that the answer to the first
test is essentially "yes", but to the second and third is a definite "no."

After thorough consideration of the various means for satisfying the three

tests set forth above, it is proposed that the best method for financing public
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education is for the State to assume the entire financial responsibility. The
adoption of the program set forth herein will satisfy the criteria of adequate support,
equitable distribution of the tax burden and equitable distribution of school funds.
It contains ﬁo complicated formulas. It is based upon the concept of equal edu-
cational opportunities for all With a financial support level sufficient to provide
quality education in all districts. It is adaptable to changing needs. It leaves the
responsibility and authority ‘f.or the administration of local schools where it now
rests, with local officials..

As a prelude to the discussion of the details of the probosed program, let
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