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SENATOR RONALD L. RICE (Chair): Good morning.

Let me, first of all, thank those who are here, and thank the
Committee members who have responded. I know there’s been, since the
hurricane, a lot of confusion about meetings here at the State House and
throughout the state. And I also know-- And I want to thank the members
of the Joint Committee on the Public Schools for the work they have been
doing with the subcommittees -- travelling into various districts to hold
hearings. And I want to thank the Co-Chairs as well as the Chairs of those
subcommittees. There is a lot of work to be done.

This is a meeting of the full legislative Joint Committee;
although all the members are not here, this is what it is. And we want to
try and get some information today dealing with the Education Adequacy
Report.

Now, I believe that we asked the Administration to come over -
- Melanie?

MS. SCHULZ (Executive Director): No.

SENATOR RICE: Okay. And so this is going to really be from
those who are being impacted one way or the other by the report. It’s also
for those of you who have been studying the report -- we want to hear from
you as to, more or less, your critique, the good and the bad, from your
perspective, and what it means to young people throughout the state.

And then subsequent to this meeting, we’ll be inviting the
Administration -- I mean, the Department of Education before the
Committee to hear from them. I know that oftentimes it’s difficult to get
meetings with the Administration; I don’t know why that is. For the record,

this is the Joint Committee of the Public Schools and, by statute, the
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Administration has the responsibility legally to come before us and give us
information and updates and various reports. In fact, for the members who
are here, we have not had a report -- which is due to the Legislature
annually from the Department of Education -- since 2008. That’s the last
Administration report. The report for 2009, to date, on QSAC is not before
us.

And so I don’t want to deal with the politics of it, because I
think that’s easy to do. We need to deal, as a Committee, with the
substance of it in a bipartisan manner. And at some point in time we’ll
make another request for various meetings to get these updated reports
which are required by law. And we’ll do that from a bipartisan perspective.

So with that being said, let me have a roll call on who’s here,
Melanie.

MS. SCHULZ: Senator Rice.

SENATOR RICE: Here, yes.

MS. SCHULZ: Senator Thompson.

SENATOR THOMPSON: Here.

MS. SCHULZ: Assemblywoman DeCroce.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DeCROCE: Here.

MS. SCHULZ: And Assemblyman Wimberly.

ASSEMBLYMAN WIMBERLY: Here.

SENATOR RICE: Okay, for those who may not know it, I am
the Co-Chair of the Joint Committee on the Public Schools. I'm Ronald L.
Rice, New Jersey State Senator. I represent the 28th Legislative District.
The Co-Chair, who is not here, is Assemblywoman Connie Wagner. We do

have subcommittees, in terms of our structure that we organized years ago.
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I thought it was the right thing to do; therefore, it takes some of the burden
off the total Committee working with other committee structures that we
have. But it also gives us a chance to move around the state and have
conversations with the constituents, as well as with education officials, on
specific subject matters.

I know that the-- For your information -- you may want to
write this down -- I know that there’s a meeting coming up and it will be
advertised -- and maybe Melanie can tell us the date -- that
Assemblywoman Connie Wagner is going to continue the virtual cyber
school conversation. And I know that I requested, and he has asked, to
hold a subcommittee hearing on the school facilities so we can determine
what progress we're making and really where we are. We expect a lot of
things to happen this year that may not have happened in the past and they
may not happen next year. But we need to know where and what does it
mean as it relates to new school construction, emergent projects, and just
some of the things that have to be, really, more or less rehabbed.

And also we’re back into-- Of course, it’s budget time; we’re
back into the whole update on quality education, and hopefully the
Commissioner will come before our Committee to let us know what
direction he’s moving in. We read a lot of things in the paper. We have
not heard what those directions mean to the Abbott Districts -- or SDA
Districts -- which is really the primary area of oversight of this particular
Committee.

So with that, we're going to start the hearing. And our first--
First of all, Melanie, would you just indicate what they should do here for

Committee meetings? Which Committees they are, subcommittees?
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MS. SCHULZ: Okay. Next Wednesday, February 27, there
will be a Joint Committee meeting on preschool early education, school
breakfast program, and at-risk meals. On March 5 we’re hoping to have the
Subcommittee on school construction. And on March 19 we will have our
final meeting on the virtual online blended learning subject.

SENATOR RICE: Okay. Before we get started, do any
members have any comments you want to make, before we start the
hearing? Senator? Assemblywoman? (no response)

The first speaker this morning we’re going to hear from is
David Sciarra from the Education Law Center.

Welcome, David.

DAVID G. SCIARRA, ESQ.: Senator and members of this
Committee, it’s a pleasure to be here this morning.

Thanks for inviting me to talk about the school funding
formula and the Education Adequacy Report. I think, as many of you
know, we’ve been involved in this issue for way too long, and were deeply
involved with the Legislature in 2008 when the School Funding Reform Act
was passed with bipartisan support, and we’ve continued to work with
legislators on making sure that the formula moves forward in a proper way.

So I want to make a couple general points, and then very
quickly make a few points about the issues regarding the Education
Adequacy Report as they pertain to the upcoming budget.

So the first thing I want to say is really a congratulations to
the Legislature -- to the members here and the entire Legislature -- for the
School Funding Reform Act itself. I mean, we do a lot of work around the

country and I can tell you that our school funding formula is, perhaps, the
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most fair and equitable in the nation. Many states are struggling with
school funding right now; there’s litigation going on in states all across the
country, including Texas and Colorado and California and Kansas.
Legislators are struggling with how do you figure out the cost of delivering
rigorous educational standards to all kids, particularly at-risk kids, low
income students, English language learners, students in high poverty
settings, and students with disabilities. And you know, frankly, we, through
your efforts, have now what is considered to be the most fair and equitable
and thoughtful rigorous school funding formula in the nation. So I think
we should take credit for that -- everybody should take credit for that.

The second thing I want to mention is about preschool. You
know, President Obama announced his preschool initiative last week, and I
think that should be a source of pride for this Legislature. Because the
preschool program that is now embedded in the school funding formula was
the basis for the President’s proposal for the nation -- the kind of unified
delivery system with Head Start programs, childcare centers, and public
school classrooms unified around a set of rigorous standards, funded
through our State finance formula based on the cost of delivering those
programs, is really what President Obama’s talking about for the entire
nation. And I think we need to get behind that because new Federal
funding for preschool would help us accomplish one of the unfulfilled goals
of the School Funding Reform Act, which was to expand the program that is
now in the 31 former Abbott Districts to other high-needs districts across
the state and to low-income students across the state. But our pre-K
program is the envy of the nation. I think this Legislature should take pride

in that.
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The third thing I want to thank the Legislature for is defending
the formula, since it was enacted in 2008, from changes that are arbitrary
and not really based on the actual operation of the formula. And last year--
Last year’s budget was very difficult. The Governor proposed, essentially, a
school aid adjustment formula -- school aid that was based on the formula
adjustments that we’re dealing with now. Those were part of the budget
that-- The Governor tried to use the budget to get through those changes
and some additional changes that, frankly, require legislative amendment --
such as moving from single enrollment count to average daily attendance;
changing adjustment aid. Those are things, frankly, that, in our three-
branch system of government, rests with the Legislature. I'm not arguing
the merits of those, but what was improper about what happened in last
year’s budget was the attempt to try to change the formula, not through the
legislative process, which is an amendment to the School Funding Reform
Act-- And also the adjustment process through the delivery of the
Education Adequacy Report. So I want to commend the Legislature for
taking that language out of the budget, making sure that the formula wasn’t
improperly adjusted or changed through the budgetary process and, frankly,
insisting that the Legislature fulfill its proper role in overseeing the formula.

I also want to congratulate the Legislature for passing Senate
Concurrent Resolution 134 last week; the Senate passed it, and the
Assembly passed it. That resolution is significant in a number of ways. As
you know, just as background, the School Funding Reform Act requires that
the formula be adjusted -- the weights and costs in the formula, not the
structure of the formula; that requires legislative amendment -- but the

specific weights and costs that are in the formula -- base cost, the weights



You're viewing an archived copy from the New Jersey State Library.

for low-income children, the weights for delivery of lingual education for
English language learners, the cost for special education, the cost for
preschool education aid. Those weights and costs are to be adjusted every
three years under the formula through the process that starts with the
Governor, in consultation with the Commissioner, delivering to this body,
the Education Adequacy Report.

And I just want to make a point about this. The Supreme
Court, in reviewing this formula twice now -- in 2009 and the Abbott 20
decision when it upheld the formula, and then again in 2010 when it
ordered the funding cuts be restored to the formula -- made it clear that
they wanted the three-year review process properly implemented by the
Governor and the Legislature. And they made it clear that the purpose of
that process is to have the Commissioner look at how the formula has been
operating over the preceding three years, come up with data study analysis
based on the operation of the formula in districts across the state -- whether
they’re urban, rural, suburban, middle class districts, all of them -- and then
recommend to this Legislature changes that are based on that analysis. This
is a three-year look back, as the court talked about it, designed to make sure
that for the next three years the weights and costs in the formula that are
implemented will keep the formula, in the court’s words, operating at its
optimal level. So the court has interpreted this provision very clearly -- that
this is about looking at how the formula has been working in our schools, in
our communities, in our districts from one end of the state to the other, and
then making recommendations to this body about the new costs and
weights that should govern the formula for the next three years in order to

keep the formula optimal.
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The concurrent resolution that was passed really fulfills this
body’s function under that statute. The Governor gives to the Legislature
his recommended adjustments for the weights and costs; the Legislature
then has 90 days to review them; and within that 90-day period you have
the responsibility to review it and the authority to object to some or all of
those recommendations.

And that’s what Senate Concurrent Resolution 134 does. And
I have to say we fully support that resolution and the objections that are in
there. Now, let me just say most of the weights and costs that the Governor
recommended were acceptable because those were based on adjustments
that brought those costs up-to-date from cost-of-living increases, inflation
increases, new data on special education classifications -- things of that
nature -- from the last three years. So there is no objection to most of those
recommended adjustments to the costs and weights. Why? Because they
fulfilled the proper role of that report, which was to adjust the formula
based on data and information from the preceding three years.

But there are two areas where the resolution properly -- in my
view, and in the view of many -- objected to the Governor’s
recommendations. And those are with respect to the at-risk weights -- the
bilingual weights, the combination weight for kids who are both at-risk and
bilingual; and the threshold for districts to access extraordinary special
education aid for kids with very high needs in terms of disability, requiring
very extensive services and placements.

Now, the resolution states why and the resolution lays it out in
great detail. The reason this Legislature objected to those was because they

just were not based on any study or analysis of how those components of
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the formula have been implemented across the state over the last three
years. It’s as simple as that. This isn’t about arbitrarily deciding, because
you don’t like a particular weight or you don’t like a particular cost, that
you want to change it. It’s clear that this has to be based on data analysis
and research of how those weights have played out over the last three years.
And those were not -- particularly the at-risk weights, the Governor’s
recommendation went back to a very early version of those weights and
bilingual weights that were developed along the process of putting the
formula together back in 2005 -- 2004, 2005 -- which ultimately were
changed through other expert opinion, and by the Commissioner and the
Department, and, ultimately were not the weights that were given to this
Legislature in the School Funding Reform Act when it was enacted.

So I do want to commend the Legislature for adopting Senate
Concurrent Resolution 134. It fulfills the Legislature’s responsibility to
make sure that, whatever adjustments to the weights and costs in the
formula are made for the next three years, that those be based on actual,
real evidence. And in terms of the at-risk weights, bilingual weights,
combination weights, and the special education extraordinary aid threshold,
they were clearly not. And this Legislature-- I want to commend this
Legislature for notifying the Administration in the SCR of its objections to
those.

So what about going forward? It’s my position that the
Governor’s recommended weights, which have now been objected to by this
Legislature, simply cannot be used. And I hope that-- And I hope you can
send the message to the Administration today not to use them. Because

they’re not based on, as I mentioned-- They’re not basing them on a three-
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year analysis of how the formula has been working. And it would be
improper to use those particular weights in calculating State aid for school
districts under the budget, as the Governor is going to be announcing in the
next couple of weeks.

So it is very important that we send the message -- and I hope
you all will -- that those weights should not be used. The Legislature, in
this concurrent resolution, recommended sticking with the current weights
-- which is exactly correct -- until the next three-year adjustment. If the
Administration at that point wants to come back with changes based on real
study, that would be another story. But it’s very important that the
Administration knows that it would be legally improper to utilize the at-risk
weights recommended in the Governor’s Education Adequacy Report, now
objected to by this Legislature in the SCR, as part of his budget proposal.
Because, ultimately, it could be that the courts are going to have to-- If that
were to happen, the courts may have to decide this; and I can tell you that
would be a waste of time because my feeling -- strong opinion -- would be
that the court would not-- At the end of the day, the court is going to look
at weights that are based on what happened the last three years to real kids,
real districts, real schools in our state -- not some arbitrary number.

So in order to avoid all that, it would be helpful to just have the
Administration use the weights that are in the formula -- the at-risk weights,
the bilingual weights, the combo weights, and the threshold that are in the
formula -- and be done with it and move on.

The second issue is really the more important issue, which is
the budget. As you know, many, many districts across the state are under

adequacy, as we call them. They haven’t received full funding under the
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formula. Many of these districts are-- Frankly, this is not about the former
Abbott districts; most of them are where they need to be under the formula.
A lot of the suburban districts are over adequacy. This is really more about
middle class districts, working class districts, rural districts, lower spending
districts, districts with growing concentrations of at-risk students across the
state. You all know them; you all have them in your legislative district.

So the issue you have to grapple with in the budget is how do
we, in this tough economic time, with the proper calculations in the
formula, the proper weights and costs in the formula -- how do we begin to
move towards full funding of the formula -- particularly for the under
adequacy districts across the state which now number more than 200. And
everyone recognizes that it’s going to be tough to get the full funding
because we're somewhere about $1 billion behind full funding. No one
expects that this Legislature can do that in one year, nor probably should
you. But there needs to be a kind of conscious effort to get us on a path, if
you will, towards full funding of the formula. If you want to take over the
next three years, that’s fine; let’s start with this budget and start moving
forward towards full funding.

And the last point I want to make is on preschool. In the
School Funding Reform Act, the preschool program was to be extended to
another 90 high-needs districts across the state and to at-risk students
wherever they live -- whether they’re in high-wealth or mid-wealth suburban
districts, it doesn’t matter. That five years is now up. We haven’t made
any-- There hasn’t been, for a variety of reasons, any movement towards

that goal. It is still a matter of law.
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In light of the President’s initiative last week, I would strongly
urge this Legislature to do something in this budget that puts some funding
-- however small -- towards the goal of restarting the phase-in of preschool
to high-needs districts across this state. If there’s any one thing we can do
to improve academic performance of at-risk students in this state it is to
ensure that every 3- and 4-year-old who is low income or living in a high-
needs district has access to and has the ability to attend a well-planned,
high-quality preschool program -- whether it’s operated by Head Start,
private childcare providers, or public school classrooms -- as we’ve done in
the 31 former Abbott Districts.

So I'd ask the Legislature to get that on the agenda, in terms of
the budget deliberations, and see what we can do to get that preschool
expansion restarted again, particularly in light of the President’s
announcement last week. And I would also urge you to get to your
Congress people and ask them, on a bipartisan basis -- our Congressional
delegation -- to support whatever detailed initiative comes out from the
Administration, to have a comprehensive Federal effort. We’re well ahead
of that now; but that would be really helpful, on this preschool expansion
piece, to bring preschool to districts like Clifton, to districts like Hamilton
Township -- which now has a free- and reduced-price lunch rate of what, 24,
25 percent? -- Edison -- take your pick, it doesn’t matter -- all districts in
this state would benefit from that and we need to get that moving.

So with that, I'll stop. And if anybody has any questions I'd be
happy to answer them.

SENATOR RICE: Thank you very much, David.

12
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One of the things that I'm asking the staff to do is to provide
this Committee with the list of all of those districts that you've mentioned
in your presentation -- at least you have directed your thoughts to -- that
are really still functioning in an underfunded and under adequacy capacity;
as well as a list of those districts that we have not really extended the full-
day preschool and daycare stuff to. We don’t know exactly, statewide, in
the Legislature, exactly what districts we need to be assisting without
harming those that are already receiving funding. Because traditionally
what it is, is that the Legislature -- not so much the Legislature, but the
Administration -- convinced some legislators to take money from here and
reduce the levels that are supposed to be at in order to share over here. We
have to find a different way to do that. We have to maintain what we have,
as you said, that we have worked very well with the court decisions relating
to parity, spending in the Abbott districts -- as they used to be called -- SDA
now; the 31 districts. So our quest is never-- We don’t argue the case for
money. I tell the members of the Legislature, my delegation, the counties,
and I tell the Black Caucus members, that we have to argue for
accountability. We have to fight to make sure that the funding we’re
receiving is not diminished. And then we fight for accountability.

The other part of my concern is that (indiscernible) throughout
the state, are not receiving what we believe they should be receiving and
what the courts and others are indicating. And so we need to take a look at
that, but we also need to be cognizant of the fact of, if we're looking at it,
where are we looking? We're looking at money, but then the question is, is

it in the Assemblywoman’s district? Is it in the Senator’s district? We have
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to know exactly where these locations are and where these facilities are
located in schools.

So Melanie, that’s going to be kind of some quick research. I
mean, you can probably hit a couple of computer buttons and get it. Work
with OLS and the Administration and make sure all of us get a copy of that
information.

Also make sure, in the summary of this meeting, that you
compare notes based on Mr. Sciarra’s testimony -- where it’s not complex,
it’s very simple. Here’s where we are, here’s what it means, here’s why we
should be looking at the budget this way for these reasons. And the same
thing with the other speakers, okay? You and Sharon can handle that,
right?

Questions?

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DeCROCE: I have--

SENATOR RICE: Assemblywoman.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DeCROCE: Thank you.

You discussed the preschool -- your policy on preschool. What
about all-day kindergarten?

MR. SCIARRA: Well, it’s an excellent question.

So we actually-- The School Funding Reform Act was an
advance on kindergarten in this way. If those of you remember SEFA, the
prior funding formula counted kindergarten students for purposes of State
aid as a half-day -- 0.5. School Funding Reform Act, as part of its reform
statewide, allows for counting kindergarten students as full-day. So you can
get full State aid -- full-day State aid -- which you could not get previously.
So if you offered-- If a district offered half-day kindergarten under SEFA,

14
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you could only get 0.5. Now you can get a full day. So that’s a big plus,
and this Legislature should be congratulated for doing that. That’s been a
long time coming.

Now, the question is whether districts can actually access that.
And that’s actually what we could use right now -- is a new survey. This
gets to the issue of a look back -- a three-year look back -- that I would have
loved for the Commissioner to have done a survey for, frankly, of where
districts were on full-day and half-day kindergarten. A lot of districts do
provide full-day kindergarten and they’re helped by the School Funding
Reform Act. We know that there are other districts that are still at half-day
and want to go to full-day. We need to know the extent of that because
there hasn’t been any really good data recently as to where districts are and,
more importantly, we need to know what the reasons for that are. My
guess is that a big -- not my guess, but my anecdotal evidence that I get
from districts across the state on that issue -- is it’s a space issue, it’s a
facilities issue.

That gets us back to the SDA. I would love to see the SDA
start prioritizing, particularly with ROD grants -- with Regularly Operating
District grants -- facilitation of full-day kindergarten. That’s another story.
We can have a whole conversation about SDA and what we need to do to
get SDA moving. But I will tell you that the problem with districts going
from half-day to full-day, in my -- based on my experience -- is it’s a
facilities issue. They don’t have the space to do it. And we have to tackle
that.

But again, the good news is, we have the School Funding

Reform Act formula that covers full-day kindergarten, so that if you can
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provide it, you get the full boost -- the full kindergarten base costs and even
the at-risk cost if your child is-- The weights we were talking about -- the
at-risk weight and the bilingual weight, if they happen to be that. But it’s
an issue. I would love to see the Commissioner, frankly, have somebody go
out and do a statewide assessment of where we are on that issue.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DeCROCE: Well, our understanding is,
right now, 76 percent of the districts have full-day, 24 do not. I'm
assuming the 24 percent are probably the ones that have the issues with
space, and the SDA, and that is something that we have to look at.

MR. SCIARRA: Absolutely. Now, I should say that should not
deter us also though from implementing preschool expansion. Our
preschool expansion-- Preschool expansion in the School Funding Reform
Act was an extraordinary accomplishment, with bipartisan support. I can’t
underestimate that. We now have full-day, full-year preschool in the 31
former Abbotts. It took us 15 years to do it; it is the best preschool
program by far in the United States. It needs to be expanded. And the
expansion that’s in the School Funding Reform Act is right on the money,
in my view, from a policy point of view. It does two tiers: The first tier is a
group of about 80-plus district that are considered high need because their
low-income student poverty counts are above 40 percent -- 40 percent or
more. Those districts would get universal preschool in their communities --
not needs-based. So if you live in, for example, Bayonne. Bayonne is a
district that’s 60 percent free- and reduced-price lunch. So if you're a kid in
Bayonne you would have access to it whether you’re low income or not.

But then it also extends it out to every -- to low-income kids in

every other district across the state. So in the suburban districts that you
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represent, Assemblywoman, if there’s a low-income kid in that district there
would be funding for those kids to get into preschool. And what’s good
about it is it really builds support for community providers and Head Start
and those programs, because it utilizes those programs.

So we need-- Now, look: It’s going to be a-- We’re not going
to do this overnight. This has to be thought of as kind of a-- Now, the
President talked about a 10-year initiative. We’re much further along,
which is the good news. We've laid the groundwork for this. Federal
funding really would help us jumpstart this preschool expansion. But I
think we can do both, in other words. I'm trying to make the point which
is, we have to deal with that. If it’s 24 percent of districts that still need to
go to full-day kindergarten, let’s work on that. My guess is that’s largely a
space issue, not a funding issue. But we also need to work on moving
forward on a long-term phase-in of preschool expansion under the School
Funding Reform Act. If we did that, once we accomplish that, that’s only
going to-- Only, I should say. We had calculated, when it was passed, it
would take about $360 million to $400 million new dollars to expand
preschool under SFRA across the state.

Now, if we did that over the next five, six, seven years, New
Jersey would become the first state in the nation in which we could stand
up and say that every child in a low-income community and every low-
income child across the state has access to a well-planned, high-quality early
education boost to get them ready for educational success in kindergarten
and beyond.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DeCROCE: Thank you.

SENATOR RICE: Senator.

17



You're viewing an archived copy from the New Jersey State Library.

SENATOR THOMPSON: When we consider the SFRA
funding, there is actually two questions we consider regarding it: one is the
question of adequacy of the funding -- and you’ve spoken on that -- and the
other is the equitable distribution of funding. What is your opinion,
relative to the equitable distribution that takes place under SFRA, related to
all the districts in the state? Do you think all districts are being treated
fairly and adequately, and so on?

MR. SCIARRA: It’s a resounding yes. It depends on your
definition of equity, right? So my definition of equity is that you have a
formula in which you've carefully determined the cost of educating all
students to have the opportunity to achieve State academic standards -- in
this case, it’s the New Jersey Core Curriculum Standards, right? -- in all the
different content areas. And taking into account that we have students who
have additional needs that have to be addressed for services and programs,
etc. in order to get them -- enable them to achieve standards. So equity, to
me, means that you have a formula that’s built on a rational determination
-- a thoughtful determination of the cost of delivering rigorous standards-
based education to all students; and, in particular, students who have
special needs that have to be addressed. And those are in certain categories:
low-income students in high poverty settings, English language learners, and
students with disabilities. Those are generally the categories. So equity
means that you have a formula that calculates -- that determines-- That’s
based on those costs--

SENATOR THOMPSON: Well, I guess my question--

MR. SCIARRA: --and calculates aid based on that.

18
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SENATOR THOMPSON: My question basically comes down
to the formula, right. You have a formula--

MR. SCIARRA: Right.

SENATOR THOMPSON: --and youre saying if you have a
formula, and you distribute according to the formula, then it’s
automatically, by definition, equitable. But there are a lot of districts out
there that feel that, “No, it’s not being distributed equitably,” and you have
to go back to the formula to determine: Is this formula constructed in a
way that it leads to equitable distribution? In your estimation -- yes.

MR. SCIARRA: Yes, because--

SENATOR THOMPSON: Because a lot of people disagree
with you.

MR. SCIARRA: --because we spent-- Remember, Senator, we
spent -- for those of us who were involved in it----

SENATOR THOMPSON: I was there.

MR. SCIARRA: We spent six years developing the School
Funding Reform Act. We had professional judgment panels. We had
experts. We had public hearings. I mean, we went through an exhaustive
process to figure out what the cost of delivering the education was, and
what an equitable formula would be to ensure that all students had those
resources. And I will tell you the School Funding Reform Act does that.

Now the reason--

SENATOR THOMPSON: And I realize it satisfies your
(indiscernible).

MR. SCIARRA: The reason--
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SENATOR THOMPSON: Let’s go to the adequacy for a
moment. That’s when the formula was developed and put into play. As
soon as it was put into play, actually, there were codicils put in that
permitted the Commissioner of Education to not fully fund the
requirements for adequacy. In fact, as I recall, the Commissioner at that
time said that this formula results in some districts receiving so much
additional aid they wouldn’t even know what to do with it. Consequently,
“Instead of falling into this category, your aid will be increased by this
amount this year. You fall in that category, it will be increased by that
amount” -- rather than exactly what the formula said. Now, I don’t know
whether over a period of time it has reached a point where they knocked
out those codicils that were there, but initially it was not immediately given
-- the amount of increased aid proposed by various districts.

MR. SCIARRA: Senator, I'm not aware of that. This formula
does not give the Commissioner any authority to adjust--

SENATOR THOMPSON: But this--

MR. SCIARRA: --other than the--

SENATOR THOMPSON: --came in to play. It did. When it
first came into play, the Commissioner had that authority -- that year they
did not have to automatically increase every district up to it. In fact, it
happened on the floor. I raised this issue.

MR. SCIARRA: There is in the formula itself -- it’s not a
Commissioner decision -- the formula does have what we call growth caps in
State aid in it. And this is particularly important for districts that are under
adequacy. There is a cap on how much of that aid you can receive to get

towards adequacy -- the additional State aid, 10 and 20 percent, that’s built
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into the formula. So if the formula were fully funded, those growth caps
would come in to, basically, space out the time in which those districts
would move towards adequacy. But that’s built into the formula; that’s not
a Commissioner discretion decision. The Commissioner has no discretion--

SENATOR THOMPSON: Well, I say the codicils were built in
there for that to take place -- whether you assign it to the Commissioner or
whether you assign it to the legislation or whatever.

MR. SCIARRA: It’s a formula; you worlk it. The problem, I
think you're--

SENATOR THOMPSON: Well, I'm saying, when you did that
you disregarded the formula because you didn’t say, “Okay, this is the
formula, and this is what you have to get.” You said, “No, instead, you
wouldn’t know what to do with that much money.” The Commissioner
made that statement. So again (indiscernible).

MR. SCIARRA: I think the problem we have that you're
referring to is that we’ve had trouble fully funding the formula. The under
adequacy districts-- Remember, this formula was designed to make sure
that all-- Go back to the debate on this. And the key great thing about this
formula is that it got rid of Abbotts -- Abbotts are over. It treats everybody
the same. And what it did was it made sure that, based on those
determinations of cost, low-income students and students in higher poverty
districts, ELL students wherever they live would get access to the money
that we determined they need to meet State standards.

The problem has been not with the formula; the problem is

with the difficult budgets that we’ve had over the last couple of years in
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terms of appropriating what they need to get those districts to where they
need to go.

SENATOR THOMPSON: I realize your position; it’s well
known.

My final comment is, again, speaking of the full-day preschool,
etc. -- that was espoused by the President and you support, too -- for low-
income students. I have a problem when we say for low-income students,
because we hear a lot about low-income students. Well, it’s kind of like
we're taking society and we have low-income, and we have high-income.
But the majority of people are somewhere in between here. And when you
get to the middle group there, there are a lot of people on the bottom part
of that middle group that really struggle. And I think we have to give those
people more consideration than we’re giving today. Because very frequently
both parents are out there working, they’re just getting by, etc. We’ve got
to take care of them as well as just the low-income people.

MR. SCIARRA: Yes.

SENATOR THOMPSON: Sometimes they struggle even more
than low-income people because they don’t qualify for all this assistance.

MR. SCIARRA: Senator, that’s a fair comment. I accept it.
The President has mentioned--

SENATOR RICE: That was mentioned--

MR. SCIARRA: The President--

SENATOR RICE: You mentioned that in your presentation
when you talked about the other areas of the state. You mentioned middle
class communities, you mentioned rural, etc. So you may want to elaborate

a little bit more.
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MR. SCIARRA: Well, just on preschool: The President’s
proposal is, well, “We’ll see what happens.” He’s talking about his -- As I
understand it -- it’s general at this point -- is that he wants to make --
improve access to preschool for kids who are in households of up to 200
percent of poverty -- which would get into some of those households that
you were talking about.

SENATOR THOMPSON: And that’s still very low level. And
I'm saying there are a lot of people not too much above that, they’re
struggling, too.

MR. SCIARRA: I think the Legislature made a decision -- you
all made it in enacting the School Funding Reform Act, which was that
what we’re going to try to do first is to get kids who are most at-risk
academically into preschool; In terms of our funding and our support, to
make sure that wherever they are across the state, they’re going to get into
preschool. Let’s do that, and then I think we need to have a-- I'd love to
have a conversation about we can then move beyond that with childcare
dollars and other existing funding and new funding to try to make sure that
working class families and more middle class families have access to
preschool as well.

I think you raise a good point. I think it’s a matter of priority.
You all made those priorities in the School Funding Reform Act.

SENATOR THOMPSON: No doubt the Federal Act did. I
didn’t. (laughter)

MR. SCIARRA: You could revisit them, but that’s where we

are now. So it’s a fair comment, though, Senator. I'm glad you raised that.
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SENATOR RICE: And we’re going to continue to make those,
because that’s our job and nothing is perfect. And we know that priority
has to go to the most neediest. But I think one of us in both houses over
the years I've been here have been very much concerned about those who
ride that thin line. It’s like when a school opens. You know, you can say,
“Well, okay, if you get a 90 you get an A. Then you consider an 89 an A,
and when did you get that 1-point difference? And I think that that’s what
has been alluded to up here, by both of my colleagues who have spoken so
far, is how do we now move forward if, in fact-- And here’s where the
debate is going to be to my colleagues, and this is where legislators get
weak. We get weak from party concerns more so than people concerns.
Because if we went to our districts, like I do, and educate our public, then
they would understand what we’re doing and why we’re doing it.

The weakness is going to come when we say, “Okay--" Because
I stand 100 percent behind funding and finding ways to fund those areas of
needs that are not being funded. The situation that you were talking about,
['ve always argued, needs to be taken care of, and the same thing we’re
talking about here. The problem with the Legislature -- we’ve worked
collectively all these years to finally get to the point where we’re supposed
to be in one area, and then we recognize that this other need is still here
and we have to deal with it. And rather than attacking it from a rational
perspective, we become political and irrational and we say, “Okay, we're
okay here. So let’s go back this way.” That’s regression, and what that
does is compound the problem. Because the dollars are moved here, it
creates some progress, so you see the positives taking place here. But in the

meanwhile you're back here. That happens in pretty much everything we
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do -- whether it’s housing, or whether it’s education, or whether it’s health
care. You name it, we’ve regressed.

And it has to do with money -- you’re right. We can’t
overburden the taxpayers with property taxes. We recognize that. But
what we can do is take a look at our priorities in spending in areas we're
trying to deal with. In other words, we don’t necessarily need to go into
education funding and play this game with each other. That funding is not
(indiscernible). We need to be looking at other areas. We need to see
where it’s costing us dollars. We need to take a look and make corrections.
We need to take a look at white collar crime, as much as we don’t like it.
We're locking people up for white collar crime. They should be locked up,
but when you mandate on the state side, five years because somebody did
something stupid, and it’s the first time they got caught doing something
stupid-- But in the meanwhile people, subsequent to those folk going to a
State institution, get locked up for the same thing under Federal time and
they’re in and out. And Federal time is mandated, okay? There are some
problems there.

And so you are right. And I think this is the year to start that
debate on the areas that need to be looked at. It’s also the year to start to
make sure within a debate that those of us who are trying to be rational and
reasonable and not political protect what we have that’s working. Don’t ask
for more, because we’re at parity. We can’t ask for more school
construction money right now, but we can (indiscernible) spend what we
have and maybe put it where it’s supposed to go. We can’t ask, in the

Abbott districts and other districts for more money in terms of education
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funding for parity -- because we’re getting it. We have to ask for
accountability.

But even from this Committee we have to stop letting the
Administration play games with us. There’s a statutory responsibility to
report to us and for us to have some say-so in terms of reporting to our
colleagues about what’s taking place. For example, you can’t have -- and
I’'m going to ask you a question on this when she finishes -- you can’t have
three districts in New Jersey, the largest school districts, basically, under
State control for 20 years. That’s not local control. That’s called, if you
would really be honest about it, State takeover. In other words, there’s no
control. There’s nothing about education there anymore. But is that
costing us-- What’s the impact of that? We're closing down the schools
arbitrarily because we have some superintendents who feel, “I want to close
it down and bring some nonsense that doesn’t work.”

And so we’re walking into that game but we’re doing it for
partisan reasons. I'm a Democrat, you're a Republican. My Governor
wants this; my Presidents wants this. We’ve got to say no. We get elected
to work with you as Presidents and Speakers and Administrators, but the
reality is we’re co-equals and here’s how we see this. And our job is to
legislate and yours is to basically implement that stuff. And that’s how we
have to start shaping up.

That’s just a little history lesson so when Senator Thompson
and I leave, you younger guys know how to carry this ball, you know? We
did it for years.

But that’s the issue and we are going to raise it. And you're

going to make a note that we are going to start to have that conversation --
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debate -- and then maybe the Education Committee will pick it up after
they hear that we are starting to raise it.

Did you have a question, Senator?

SENATOR GREENSTEIN: Thanks.

Good -- I guess -- morning. How are you doing?

MR. SCIARRA: Good morning, Senator. I'm doing fine.

SENATOR GREENSTEIN: I wanted to ask a little bit about
Hamilton, which you mentioned -- my very largest town; it’s almost half my
district. And on these tables that came out about all of the different
districts, it looked a little bit like an outlier in the sense that, that district
gained a lot of money under the Governor’s plan. So that was tough for me
to oppose this, as you know, because of that.

I did speak with somebody in your office, although we traded
calls, and I got some information. But what’s your opinion as to why that
would have happened with Hamilton and not with any of these other towns
-- given that you said it has a high, school lunch figure and all of that? It’s
not a rich town.

MR. SCIARRA: So in most districts across the state, the shifts
were pretty minimal. I mean, there were some -- there were some districts
where there was significant loses, and there were a few districts -- like
Hamilton -- a few districts where there were some gain.

SENATOR GREENSTEIN: When you say gain and loss--

MR. SCIARRA: Well, these are costs, now. These are
adequacy budget calculations. They’re not funding dollars. Let’s keep that
-- it’s not a cut or anything like that. So essentially, as I understand what

happened to Hamilton, is the fact that because the at-risk weights were--
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Because the weight of the weight changes, the amount of local share
calculation in the adequacy budget went down. So what you didn’t see on
the OLS sheet was the local share and the amount of State aid went up. It
has to do with the State and local share formula, mostly. And so Hamilton,
in effect, if the Governor’s calculations went through in terms of State aid
only -- and we need to get OLS to run the local share, which they didn’t do
-- I'd like to see that -- State aid would have gained another, I think, $3
million in State aid increase from where they are today.

Now, let me say this: Hamilton is still under the existing
formula. Leave it the way it is -- about $8-plus million below adequacy in
terms of State aid. So no mater how you cut it, it is a district that is
substantially behind the amount of State aid it needs to reach in terms of
adequacy.

I think what the difference reflects is changes in the local share
point. I mean, Hamilton is a district which has a local levy or local revenue
amount which is now below the State -- its local fair share. So it actually is
below what it ought to be putting into the public schools in terms of local
property taxes. There are a number of districts that are like that, that their
local levies are below the local fair share. The formula -- as you know, this
was a contentious issue -- the formula doesn’t mandate that any school
district go to their local fair share number. So if you--

SENATOR GREENSTEIN: But David, you're saying that
there are other towns besides Hamilton that are in that same place--

MR. SCIARRA: A few.

SENATOR GREENSTEIN: --but they didn’t come out that

way on that adequacy formula.
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MR. SCIARRA: Right, so what we need to see is the full
picture from OLS -- which we didn’t get -- which was what the State and
local share mix is. And I think what happened in Hamilton is--

SENATOR GREENSTEIN: The last amount.

MR. SCIARRA: --that the amount of State aid on paper went
up-- The amount of State you were entitled to-- Let me say it this way: It
wasn’t like we were losing any money. The amount of State aid you would
ultimately be entitled to if the formula were fully funded went from $8
million to about $11 million. What I'm not sure is what’s going to happen
to the-- It may be that the local share went down, so the amount of money
you actually have -- the school district has at the end of the day may be
close to a wash. We have to find that out from OLS. I didn’t like what
OLS did; it wasn’t that clear.

SENATOR GREENSTEIN: TIll talk to you after, because it
sounds like we need to request that additional information.

MR. SCIARRA: Definitely. If they can run it, though. They
may not have been able-- In fairness to OLS, they may not have been able
to run that because they don’t have the-- They may not have had the local
fair share data -- the last year, in terms of--

SENATOR GREENSTEIN: Well, we can ask.

MR. SCIARRA: But I think you should ask them.

Now, here’s the point, though, I want to make. This gets to my
last point. It’s about moving towards adequacy, and the Senator’s point --
Senator Thompson’s point. Hamilton is a district that-- If the formula
weights remain-- If they get adjusted the way the Governor wanted them

adjusted, and you approved, and we keep the at-risk weights and bilingual
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weights as the SCR recommends where they are now, Hamilton still is
substantially below where they need to be in terms of State aid -- over $8
million.

SENATOR GREENSTEIN: Even though that number didn’t
reflect it?

MR. SCIARRA: That’s right. So the task we have, really, at
the end of the day, is to get the budget moving in the direction that gets
Hamilton and the 200-plus other under adequacy districts -- which, by the
way, are mostly not Abbott -- former Abbott districts; it has nothing to do
with that. This is about districts like yours -- Ewing, places like that -- that
this formula was designed to help. We must move them forward. And
look: You're going to have a tough job. You have a tough budget and
tough revenue projections. You're going to have to figure this out. But we
ought to be making whatever down payment we can make towards moving
places like Hamilton towards adequacy over the next several years.

SENATOR GREENSTEIN: Thank you.

SENATOR THOMPSON: That’s the point I was trying to
malke earlier. It was non-Abbott districts that were not adequately funded.

MR. SCIARRA: Thank you. I'm glad I got to clarify that.

SENATOR RICE: We're going to go to Assemblyman
Wimberly, my coach. And then we’re going to go back to Assemblywoman
DeCroce.

ASSEMBLYMAN WIMBERLY: Good morning. Thank you,
Mr. Chair.

In your opinion-- We're aware of the money that’s going to be

-- the less money -- that the schools that are in the state takeover will lose
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under this. I just want your opinion on the impact of this, obviously, when,
for example, a city like Paterson has been flat funded but the number of
students is increasing, or the population is increasing. You know, we have
the building issues, and teachers without contracts. I just want to know
what your opinion is of those districts.

MR. SCIARRA: Well, there are a number-- When the formula
came in, this is kind of why we had some objections to the formula, which
were put aside. If you remember, we raised some things with the court, and
the court dismissed them, basically. The court found the formula
constitutional. There are a number of Abbott districts which, if the formula
remains intact and is properly implemented, will begin to lose funding.
Newark and Paterson-- Well Newark-- And as adjustment aid over time
starts, the hold-harmless aid goes down. The formula has it diminishing.
There will be those districts that will lose State aid. Now, the way the
formula is set up, it is designed to make sure that that drop is spaced out so
that it doesn’t impact too hard upon the districts and schools. That’s a fact
that doesn’t get a lot of attention. Everybody is still yelling and screaming
about the Abbott districts; I don’t know why. We don’t have Abbott
districts anymore, but people keep wanting to raise that up again and create
a lot of problems. Maybe it’s a political thing. But in terms of the formula
-- So I think what has to happen-- The other thing that we have to look at
in terms of Paterson is, at some point, it will stabilize under the formula.
And it could increase; if enrollment is increasing, it could increase. And I'd
have to look at some projections to see, kind of, what Paterson will do over

the next two or three years to give you an answer to that.
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But the formula builds in increases for enrollment increases in
itself. So if Paterson is now undergoing a situation where they are
beginning to increase enrollment, it should start to do better under the
formula than it was projected to do when the formula first came in. Beyond
that, it’s hard to say without looking at the numbers.

Now, one other thing in some of those districts is the impact of
the movement of charter-- As numbers of kids going to charter schools such
as in Newark and now Paterson -- two charter schools were approved
yesterday -- that has a significant impact on the district’s budget too,
because 90 percent of the SFRA funding goes over to the charter schools
but the district still has to maintain the infrastructure to educate all the rest
of the kids. When the number of kids in charter schools starts to go up to
where it reaches 10 percent, 15 percent -- or, in Newark’s case, over 20
percent -- that’s a substantial amount of funding that goes over to the
charter schools right out of the district’s budget, while the district has to
struggle with, “How do we continue to maintain the infrastructure -- the
system infrastructure for all the rest of the kids that have to be educated?”
So that’s another impact on a budget of a district like Paterson and a few
other of the urban districts in the state.

So we can talk more about this and have a more in-depth
discussion about it and sort of look at how Paterson plays out under the
formula under the next couple of years. But I do think we’re back to the
main point, which is we need to keep the formula intact. You know, the
SCR does a great job making sure that the formula stays solid. Then we
have to roll up our sleeves and figure out how to do the best we can from

budget to budget to make sure that it’s properly funded for all -- not just for
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some, but for all. And, in particular, for those under adequacy districts that
have been waiting for the increase that they’re supposed to get under the
formula.

But I'd be happy to talk to you more about that.

SENATOR RICE: Assemblywoman.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DeCROCE:  Yes. When you were
talking about the formula issues -- and I'm going to try to walk through this
so I keep myself straight.

MR. SCIARRA: Okay.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DeCROCE: When you said that if the
enrollment increases, the funding goes with it.

MR. SCIARRA: Right.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DeCROCE: Okay, okay. But if a
district -- if its at-risk levels go up, does the funding go up automatically?

MR. SCIARRA: Well, yes, because the cost built at-- Not the
funding; you have to fund it.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DeCROCE: Okay.

MR. SCIARRA: Please, let me make that point.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DeCROCE: So, but if--

MR. SCIARRA: You have to make a difference between the
formula, which is a way you calculate funding, and the budget, where you
appropriate money -- the actual dollars.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DeCROCE: Right.

MR. SCIARRA: Those are two different things.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DeCROCE: Right. So if the at-

risk level goes up -- and under the formula you're there -- but the district
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itself doesn’t increase their funding on the local level, it’s going to throw
them out -- they’re going to throw them out as overall funding altogether,
correct?

MR. SCIARRA: So in terms of-- Three things, I would say-- If
enrollment goes up and at-risk enrollment goes up in a district, then the
adequacy budget, which is the cost of delivering a thorough and efficient
education to all kids in that district, will go up.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DeCROCE: It will go up.

MR. SCIARRA: It will go up because you have more kids. The
base cost is added in for each kid, which is roughly $9,700 per kid, plus the
at-risk -- if it’s at-risk kids in addition to that, it’s another $4,000, $5,000
on top of that. So the adequacy budget goes up. So that’s number one.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DeCROCE: Okay.

MR. SCIARRA: It will go up from year to year if that’s what is
going on in that district.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DeCROCE: If that’s the driving force.

MR. SCIARRA: Now, the issue is: What funding do you get?
That’s a combination of two things: State aid and the local share. The way
the formula works is, there is a very complicated formula based on personal
income and property wealth that determines each district’s, first, local fair
share. Meaning: How much does the State expect local property taxpayers
to pay toward that adequacy budget?

Now, let me stop there. There are two things to know about
that. We have districts that are above that. When the formula came in,

their local fair share -- a lot of suburban districts -- their local fair share is
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well above -- back up -- their actual local levy, which is the amount of

money they raise every year, is well above their local fair share.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DeCROCE: Okay.

MR. SCIARRA: The formula does nothing to them. I mean, it
doesn’t take the money away. It’s not a Robin Hood formula. It doesn’t
capture it. They can keep spending it. But it also affects-- Well, it will--
So that’s one.

But then you have districts like Hamilton, where their local levy
is below -- and sometimes well below -- their local fair share. The formula
doesn’t mandate -- it could, but it didn’t. It doesn’t actually-- The State
doesn’t actually mandate that Hamilton Township taxpayers--

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DeCROCE: Bring their levy up.

MR. SCIARRA: --increase their property tax to get to their
local fair share. But if they’re not at their local fair share -- their local levy
is below -- it creates a hole in what the district actually has.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DeCROCE: Yes.

MR. SCIARRA: They’re not going to be at adequacy because
their local fair share doesn’t get them there.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DeCROCE: That’s where I was trying to
understand. I understand now.

MR. SCIARRA: The second problem though is on the State
aid side, and this is where the budget comes in.

Hamilton has a double whammy, if you will, in terms of the
kids. I represent the kids. Those taxpayers are another-- But the kids
don’t have the money they’re supposed to get, in terms of the adequacy

budget, for two reasons. They’re not at the local fair share, they’re below
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that. And secondly, the Legislature -- you all -- in the budgets haven’t fully
funded the State aid portion, which you have control over. So there are lots
of districts that-- The State aid calculation-- Why we call them wunder
adequacy is their State aid and local share -- their State aid is below where
they need to be when you factor in their local fair share. So you take the
local fair share, you look at it against the adequacy budget. That gives you
a State aid number. Hamilton’s actual State aid is below that number by
$8 million-plus. And there are over 200-plus districts around the state that
are in the same boat.

So the first thing you can do -- primary thing you can do -- is
work hard to try to figure out how we move over time through the
appropriations process to get those districts the State aid they’re entitled to
get. That’s key.

I hope that answered your question.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DeCROCE: It did. And I think the
Senator -- both Senators had requested Melanie to try to put together a list
of the funding that’s below their local share so that we can really take a
good, hard look at that and understand it better.

And, yes, you did answer-- That’s exactly what I was trying to
figure out. And you did answer that for me.

Thank you.

SENATOR RICE: Interesting, because there is kind of a
problem that exists. We move and we fund today -- the adequacy level we
should be at. The hole is still there. And Hamilton -- if, in fact, the local
share is not adequate, we’re funding our piece -- now where do we go?

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DeCROCE: Right.

36



You're viewing an archived copy from the New Jersey State Library.

SENATOR RICE: Because the children are still losing. You go
and tell the taxpayers, “You have to do this.” And we don’t know the
situation of the 200-plus municipalities. It may be a burden that cannot be
borne because rule or whatever. And we’re right back where we started.
And then people are saying, “Well, Senator’s district is getting too much
money.” “No, he’s not getting too much money. He’s getting what he’s
supposed to get.”

SENATOR THOMPSON: No, we get (indiscernible)

SENATOR RICE: Not you personally. (laughter)

“We're not getting so and so.” “Well, you're not getting it not
because of our work here. It’s because of what local government is doing.”

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DeCROCE: T agree.

SENATOR RICE: And then meanwhile the Governor is saying,
“We're going to cap local spending. You can’t make decisions, as local
government, on how far you want to go for local taxes.” And I'm not saying
he’s wrong in that. And I'm saying there is still a problem.

And so I guess, from a legislative perspective, all we can do is fix
our problem and then figure that other stuff out, which means that
politically the districts we represent-- If they’re not paying their fair share--

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DeCROCE: We need to know who.

SENATOR RICE: We're going to be honest with them and
say, “Look, we got you where you should be at the State level--" once we do
that. We haven’t done that in some districts yet. And now you can play
politics and talk about -- you’re going to throw me out and all that kind of
stuff. But the reality is that the law is very clear. Now, we may have to

pass some legislation in order to provide the protection mechanism--
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ASSEMBLYWOMAN DeCROCE: For them to increase--

SENATOR RICE: --for legislators who are doing their job -- for
them to increase. But in some kind of way that piece has to be fixed.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DeCROCE: Outside the cap.

SENATOR RICE: Exactly. And the question is-- It looks like
we can’t to it simultaneously. That may be the State’s problem. We may
be arguing, “Well, we’re not really fixing this right now because they’re not
doing what they’re supposed to do.”

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DeCROCE: Right.

SENATOR RICE: And I don’t think the children can suffer
because of that on our side.

MR. SCIARRA: Senator, just two things real quick on that.
One thing that affects going to your local fair share, you're local levy, is the
2 percent tax cap. So that’s come in now. We went from 4 to 2 percent.
So even if you're below your 2 percent -- even if you're below your -- so
Hamilton -- even if they’re below -- and I'd have to look at the calculations
-- they can only do a 2 percent increase anyway. So that, to some extent, --
the State really has at least-- Through that-- And a lot of districts complain
about that. They’d like to go over that, but they can’t.

The second thing I'd say about this is that-- I was just out in
Colorado working with legislators on a change to their-- Their school
funding system has been declared unconstitutional. It’s a mess. And one of
the most contentious issues they’re grappling with is whether the state
should mandate increases in local fair share basically -- in our parlance. It is

a very difficult decision to do that.
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We decided in the School Funding Reform Act to do two
things: to leave districts that were above their fair share where they are.
They made that decision. We weren’t going to do some kind of Robin
Hood and the State recapture that money and redistribute it. I wouldn’t
recommend that. That’s not a way to go. States that have tried that have
gotten into trouble.

The second thing we decided to do was not to do anything
other than lower the tax cap down to 2 percent in terms of local-- You
decided not to mandate increases in local taxes in order to move districts
closer to their local fair share. That’s the way it goes.

SENATOR THOMPSON: Earlier you started to give us a little
history about how the SFRA was developed and so on. I was here at that
time. And, in fact, when the legislation was up I spoke extensively on the
bill during the debate on it, etc. I did have some criticisms with some of the
things. You mentioned the local fair share. For example, there were some
of us who did not feel the formula was developed where local fair share was
necessarily the best to represent the interests of all districts. I mean, we
have what’s there. And while you feel this is kind of like the tablets that
came down to Moses, I don’t think so. (laughter) I think there are some
problems in the way the formulas were developed, etc.

In fact, there was one particular equation in there to compute
aid and so on that had a definite mathematical error in it. And I brought it
to the attention of the sponsors, and they never did amend it. It’s still
there. And if the State was utilizing that equation to make calculations
today, they would be way out of sight. I think maybe they’re using it as to

what they wanted it to say, but not what it actually says. If you use it --
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what it says, to plug into the formula -- you’d be way out of sight on the
numbers you come up with. But that’s neither here nor there. Again, we
do have the formula that we have. We have to live with it today. But that
doesn’t mean we shouldn’t continue to look at it.

And I do appreciate your testimony. You've done a great job.

I would hope, Mr. Chairman, we’re about ready to move on
though, because my coach is turning into a pumpkin again. I'm going to
have to leave in about 30 minutes and there are other people who want to
testify.

SENATOR RICE: Sure.

Just one more, and then we’re going to go to--

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DeCROCE: Yes, I would just like to say
-- talking about the 2 percent cap. And I did work in local government for
almost 30 years. I did deal 23 years with local school budgets, as a
municipal clerk -- when they failed they were dumped into my office.

And understanding that -- and then the two years I spent at the
Department of Community Affairs as Deputy Commissioner over the
Division of Local Government Services, I understand completely the cap.
And the Senator is right when we talk about the cap and the constraints
that it has. But I think that we’re all here to do what’s best for the children.

Now, understanding my past in looking at school budgets and
boards of education -- and sometimes the irresponsible way that boards of
education do put their budgets together and some of their line items -- I
would think that if we’re looking at a formula problem in the local share,

that may be something that we could look at that could end up outside of
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the cap if it was strictly something that was supportive to help the
education of the children and not any further than that.

So I think that once we have all these numbers, and we take a
look at that, I don’t see why we can’t try to work toward that, in a
bipartisan way, to help the children with greater need, but also to protect
those funds so that they aren’t used for purposes that are just for something
outside of really educating the students or providing very important
programs for them.

Thank you.

SENATOR RICE: I know we have another person to testify,
but hang on one moment. There are a couple of questions from the Chair
that I think are important for us to get a response from you on.

Number one, I didn’t hear much about the impact of the SEC
report relating to special education. Could you kind of give us your thought
on that?

And the second one -- and maybe you can remember. If not, I
can raise it again. We just came out of Hurricane Sandy, which created a
whole different scenario for districts throughout the state for a lot of
different reasons. And I know that the question-- How do you see the part
that performs assessment and readiness for college and career piece
impacted because of this with Hurricane Sandy, etc.? Maybe you can
respond to that too.

MR. SCIARRA: Senator, the Assemblywoman talked about
places where the formula could use work. I think special education is one of
them. We went to the census-based. It was very controversial. The folks

who worked on the formula -- the Augenblick firm -- came back two years
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later and wrote a report saying we should get rid of it and go back to actual
costs.

But your point, Senator, is-- We have the census-based
formula. It’s been adjusted properly. That was one of the things you did
not object to -- the Governor’s recommendations for adjustment to the
census piece. I think we’re going to have to live with that. In the
meantime, I think one of the things this Legislature could do is start to set
up a process to revisit the special education piece. It’s a complicated
subject, but I think we need to go into that and look at that.

The second thing on your point, Senator, is kind of related to
the issue about not just Hurricane Sandy, but also some cost drivers that
are coming down the pike that are going to affect what local districts spend
their money on big time. And the formula needs to be seen in that context.

We’re moving toward Common Core standards. They want to
do a whole-- There’s a whole new level of assessments that are going to cost
a ton of money to do -- many more tests. There are a lot of mandates that
are coming down now onto school districts in terms of new standards and
assessments -- raising the bar, so forth, and so on -- that are going to -- and
the teacher evaluation piece -- throw that in, in terms of cost -- that are
going to be major cost drivers in terms of school district budgets. And one
of the things this Legislature and perhaps this Committee should do over
the next year or two is really dig into raising the question of what are the
cost implications of some of these reforms that are moving forward out of
the State Board of Education and down onto school districts as we speak.

That is a huge issue.
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And the Educational Adequacy Report that you got really kind
of punted on that. It didn’t say anything about -- even the bullying issue.
We’ve had the Council of Local Mandates decision on the cost of the
bullying initiative, which is not -- which is just one of several -- was not
really taken into account.

So part of what I think -- to your point -- whether it’s
Hurricane Sandy, or the movement toward the Common Core, or the
movement toward new assessments -- the PARCC assessments -- the
movement toward the new teacher evaluation, these are costs -- these have a
definitive extra cost tied to them. And not much work is being done,
frankly, by the Department on what the cost implications of those are to
local school districts. And I think that’s an area where this Committee
could show some leadership to kind of get that issue on the table.

SENATOR RICE: Thank you very much, Mr. Sciarra. I really
appreciate the work you’re doing, and the conversations you have with us,
and the testimony you always give.

MR. SCIARRA: My pleasure.

SENATOR RICE: Next we're going to have Mr. Jerome Harris,
who is the former Chairman and President of the New Jersey Black Issues
Convention, but also a person who has done a lot of work in the area of
government, from the business administrator down to planning and
research -- very active in that arena and staying on top of this stuff with
some of the public -- what we call public institute coalition -- nonprofits
that do research.

Jerry, thank you for taking the time out to come down to give

your perspective and the perspective of those in the coalition that you
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interact with, and the civil rights leaders and others as to how you see and
how they see the impact -- or at least their reading of the Adequacy Report
-- the consequences and benefits.

Thank you very much.

You can state your name for the record.
JEROME C. HARRIS: Thank you.

For the record, my name is Jerome C. Harris. I'm a resident of
Trenton, New Jersey.

I appreciate the opportunity, Mr. Chairman and members of
the Committee, to come before you today to discuss some observations
about the Educational Adequacy Report, and actually the action taken by
the Legislature in SCR-134 in your objections to that.

As this is context, I've been, over the past 10, 15, 20, almost 30
years, an observer regarding the way in which we’ve made an effort to
address the question of providing a thorough and efficient education. And I
must say that the action taken by the Legislature in SCR-134, as well as the
action taken last year to protect the formula by striking the footnote
language in the budget, is an attention to detail that is really appreciated in
the community of advocates -- some of us whom did not necessarily
approve of all the dimensions of SFRA when it was passed, but recognize
that it is seen as a national model for at least providing an approach to
funding public schools.

I must also say that the emphasis on funding is not the sole
focus -- ought not be the sole focus of the Educational Adequacy Report,
although the mandate by the Court is to respond to adjusting the formula.

There are sections of the Report that speak to the Core Curriculum
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Standards, speak to the questions of performance and assessment before it
talks about the funding formula.

My comments will speak very much to the questions around
performance, and make some suggestions, and point to, perhaps, some
additional work for the Committee. In listening to Mr. Sciarra’s comments,
you guys generated an awful lot of homework for yourselves, and I'm going
to propose some more homework that I think is necessary and appropriate
as we weigh the decisions that be made about how to invest the State’s
dollars in education.

So the few issues that are more important to the future of the
State than the investment we make in public schools and a return on that
investment-- Most importantly, New Jersey must support a system of
public education that allows each student to achieve at the highest level of
their potential. I serve on the boards of several organizations, including the
New Jersey Black Issues Convention, New Jersey Public Policy Research
Institute, the New Jersey Institute for Social Justice, and the National Black
Disabilities Coalition, of which I've recently been elected Chair.

Each of these organizations are working to identify effective
approaches and strategies to achieve this goal. My comments today, while
not representing the policy positions of these organizations, are informed by
the work and deliberations as they engage in these discussions with you on
behalf of the people of New Jersey.

The long overdue EAS (sic) Report presented information
around Common Core Standards, student performance assessments, and
recommendations. SCR-134, adopted by the Legislature, was important

and significant in its objections to specific recommendations that were not
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based on research of school funding levels necessary to achieve the State
standards, as required under the school funding law or as expected by the
Supreme Court in its decision upholding the constitutionality of the Act.
Specifically, objecting to the proposed reduced weight associated with at-
risk, bilingual education students, combination students, and extraordinary
special education aid thresholds was important. This act by the Legislature
adopting SCR-134 is important to maintaining the integrity of the policy
that was imbedded in the legislation upheld by the Court.

Now to my real point of concern. Section two of the Report
focuses on performance assessment. It contains disturbing data on
persistent achievement gaps for low-income students and students of color,
particularly in the areas of language arts and math. The document, rather
in detail, goes test by test, showing that particularly African-American
students have either maintained or increased the gap in terms of
performance in these areas. The discussion in the report suggests -- early on
suggests that part of the rational for adjusting the formulas -- that we’ve
thrown money at these issues and failed to pay attention to questions of
program -- adequacy of program supports.

Unfortunately, this Report does not address the State’s failure
to properly implement the requirements for programs and practices to
support student achievement in high-needs districts as required by N.J.A.C.
6A:12-3.1, etc. I wish to draw your attention to questions raised in a letter
from the Education Law Center sent to the Commissioner dated February
11, if I can find it. I believe the entire Legislature was copied. And perhaps

if the Committee does not have a copy, I do have a copy for them. I'm not
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going to read the entire letter, but there are certain sections that I think are
important for us to focus on.

“The SFRA funding formula specifically provides additional
funding, in the form of a weight for low-income students on a sliding scale
for concentrated poverty, to provide supplemental programs to address the
increased disadvantages to students not just in the former Abbott districts
but in all high-need districts.”

I'm going to stop and point out that the Department of
Education is required by the law to update that list and has not done so in
the past two fiscal years -- another area in which-- I think had that been
done, this Report -- the Educational Adequacy Report perhaps would have
been more instructive and helpful to us in understanding how the formula is
impacted.

“In upholding the constitutionality of SFRA, the Court
accepted the State’s explicit representation that these SFRA resources for
at-risk students would be sufficient to deliver appropriate and necessary
supplemental programs as they were identified in the Abbott 10 decision.

“Thus, the question of class size limits, full-day Kindergarten,
intensive language arts, and mathematic literacy programs had been
promulgated by DOE to ensure at-risk students in high-need districts
receive educational entitlements guaranteed them by the education clause
in the New Jersey Constitution.”

The memo that’s presented, dated February 11, points out that
there are constitutional, statutory, and regulatory mandates that exist to
protect these at-risk students, not only in the Abbott districts -- former

Abbott districts -- but also high-risk districts. So David and the Education
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Law Center helped me focus on some issues associated with it from this
letter.

When I received it, it kind of focused my testimony, Senator.
Because I was not quite sure what I was going to say to you.

SENATOR RICE: One quick question for the staft.

The list that wasn’t updated in two years-- What was that list?

MR. HARRIS: It’s the list of high-needs districts.

SENATOR RICE: Okay.

MR. HARRIS: The responsibility of the State, under the Act, is
to prepare and release an updated, current listing of high-needs school
districts classified based on the most current State assessment results, and
provide notice to those districts no later than -- on an annual basis.

SENATOR RICE: That was in the QSAC Section 6.

MR. HARRIS: Right. And actually what happens -- this is a
part of 6A:13-3.3(a) and affirmed the Court in it’s decision.

In essence, what happened -- when we went away from having
Abbott districts to the money following the children, identifying the issue
associated with the number of high and reduced lunch districts, and
districts where students were performing below State standards -- this list of
94 to 113 -- we don’t know what the number actually is now because it was
not included in this Report. And one of the issues is, how do you talk
about the adequacy of a formula and meeting the needs when you don’t
know, particularly, one aspect of the high needs--

My concern, disproportionately, has to do with community --
low-income communities and communities of color. And when we talk

even about the high-risk districts, the high-need districts, they contain
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many of the people who Senator Thompson was talking about as well, in
terms of those middle-income people. So to the extent that we don’t have
an accurate picture about what we’re talking about, I think it really justified
the Legislature’s action to hold those weights in place -- the high-risk rates
in place, because you really didn’t have the data in front of you to make a
decision to justify changing.

But as importantly, there are a series of noncompliance issues
that the Department, I think, needs to address as it relates to asking
whether or not these high-needs districts are providing -- meeting class
limits -- class size limits, implementation of the full-day day care, language
arts and mathematics literacy programs -- whether or not those are in place.
And I point these out because in the section on performance -- and actually
in setting up the discussion about why we focus so much on the money and,
in essence, put good money after bad -- there is not a discussion about the
fact that, in fact, the Department is responsible for putting in place a set of
measurements that make certain the class size in the special needs districts
are being met; that -- where performance in math and literacy programs at
each level, starting at third and fourth grade, going right up to high school --
are being implemented. The Department has not done that.

David, in his memo to the Department, has asked them to
make a response and deliver that. And I think this Report coming before
this body would be very helpful, both in terms of helping shape questions as
it relates to the upcoming budget deliberations -- the question of not how
much, but also how we’re using the money-- How is the Department, in a
school improvement program that it’s requiring as part of the restructuring

of schools and implementation of the Administration’s notion of how you
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address high-need districts -- identified as Priority and Focus Schools -- how
we do that. We need the information to know where we start from. We
need a baseline. And I think we need to ensure that those dollars are being
spent. And it becomes, actually, a rationale. Again, the Formula included
the assumption that funding for those supplemental programs would be in
the formula when the additional weight, if you would, above what the
reviews -- performance reviews suggested -- were added and anticipated the
need for these programs. These programs were demonstrated to be helpful
and necessary to improve educational outcomes.

The Department says in its own report that it is responsible for
monitoring and ensuring that these dollars are spent -- all dollars are spent
for achieving. And I'm saying this is one area in which they have not been
forthcoming; and that I urge you, as a Committee, to pay attention to this --
the request by the Education Law Center, which is actually on behalf of a
number of us who have been actively involved in seeking improvements in
education throughout the years.

Finally, I want to say the question of how we improve
education -- and funding is one question. And we spend a lot of time
talking about funding. And tangentially we talk about high-quality
teachers, and we talk about rigorous curriculum, and we talk about parental
involvement. One of the things we don’t talk about enough, I think, is
leadership at the State level of the public education system. And I would
urge this Committee, particularly in this particular area around performance
-- math and literacy, class size -- to hold the feet to the fire of the

Administration to make certain that the leadership of the Department is
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doing what it needs to do to come into compliance with the law of the State
of New Jersey.

Thank you for your time.

SENATOR RICE: Thank you very much. Your testimony was
really delivered, I think, in substance and right to the point. And I think
it’s important.

What I'm going to ask-- I know that you added to the
homework of our Committee staff and the Committee members. And we
certainly respect and appreciate that. That’s why we pay staff, and that’s
why we get elected.

I come from the spirit that that’s three-quarters of what we
have to do. There is a role for the community. And certainly you exercise
and you participate in that role just in being here. But I need to ask you to
go to a little bit further. I want to ask that you get with the staff. I think
the issues that you raise are very important questions that need to be on the
record for us to get responses to. And so if you could do that, I would
appreciate it -- from your testimony.

Any questions from the members?

Assemblyman.

ASSEMBLYMAN WIMBERLY: Thank you, Chairman.

Thank you, Mr. Harris.

One of my concerns you hit on is the leadership. And
representing Paterson -- you know, you bring RACs in, but they’re kind of
supervising themselves when you have a State District Superintendent. So
my concern is, like you said, the leadership aspect of this in that the

community is involved in the set up of the RACs and the monitoring of the
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school district. ~Because you're criticizing and you're questioning the
spending of your own people.

So I think as a community, regardless of who you are,
everybody on both ends -- it should be a bipartisan issue -- that it’s not a
Republican or Democratic issue. If you're there, you put people in place--
The administrations have increased immensely -- from you -- and now
you're going to put another layer of government on top of it to monitor it.
That’s a question that we all should have on either side, but particularly the
community.

So I commend your work. But I think that’s something that
should be closely looked at by every group, regardless of political party, and
particularly leaders such as you in the State of New Jersey -- that that’s
looked at. Who is coming in these places? Where are the people they put
here for these RACs? Where do they come from? And in our particular
instance, you have former administrators now overseeing the school district
-- or will be overseeing the school district. What impact will this have?
WiIll this be another obstacle for us to ever come back under local control?
So those are some of my concerns and something that I will talk to you
offline about. But I think that’s a community concern.

MR. HARRIS: I think, Assemblyman, the question and the
issue plays out, for me, locally, in Trenton where I live and am currently
working -- the Community Development Corporation, -- trying to
understand how residents can be involved in the implementation of school
improvements plans, and how the new responsibilities and regulations come

about.
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And it is really challenging, quite frankly. We have to work
with groups across the state -- our children -- our schools coalition is one of
the entities. And actually the coalition is holding a press conference on
Thursday of this week at 12:00 noon to thank the Legislature for its action
in upholding -- expressing objections to the proposed changes. But in that
group there are volunteers and some professional organizations working to
make certain that the information that is necessary -- questions get raised.
And because this Committee’s work is so important -- as providing a
platform, if you will, and a framework to make certain that these issues get
on the record. And as I said, we expect a lot of the members of the
Legislature and the staff -- again, in particular, around this issue of the
Educational Adequacy Report, you guys have delivered. But we have to dig
down and get some of these other issues that you described.

SENATOR RICE: To the members of the Committee here, and
to those out there: in between all the subcommittee meetings, I'm looking
to have a full Committee meeting to just get updated from the
Commissioner and Administration on QSAC. Because according to law, as
I said earlier-- I'm one of the authors of QSAC. And the one thing you're
supposed to do-- They’re supposed to be reporting to us. And annually
there are supposed to be reports. And the last report we had -- particularly
in terms of takeover districts and others -- how well we’re doing -- was
2008. And I think they report once a year. And if it was March 2008, then
it means the former Administration met their responsibility properly prior
to transitioning, which means we have no reports. But within the QSAC

piece, we have to have conversation about this whole RAC business.
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For example, in the takeover districts, the-- As you said,
Assemblyman, the directions that are being given are really coming from the
State into the district. And the people who are actually giving direction are
people who came from the Eli Broad Institute, regardless of who is paying it
-- they split the fees. It doesn’t make any sense, because we have
administrators and teachers who are sitting downtown in the City of
Newark -- and I'm not talking about one or two, I'm talking about a couple
of hundred people.

Now, it’s interesting because we call it the rubber room. But
they’re sitting there, and they respond based on somebody’s need. So my
question is: Why are they sitting there? And the issue -- the response is
that they are sitting there primarily because we cannot get rid of them. And
first of all, I don’t believe that most of them need to be gotten rid of -- not
saying that somebody should not be gotten rid of, but that’s not the issue.
The issue is: If you cannot get rid of them, who is paying them? And if we
are, in fact, paying them, why don’t we put them back in the classroom or
the administrative role and make them do their job? And if they don’t do
the job, then we can definitely fire them. And so the question is: Who is
actually paying this other group? If you're telling me the State is paying
and it’s being matched by Eli Broad, then to me it’s still a waste of dollars --
at least from the State side -- to have them there.

And so these are questions that we’re going to have to raise.
And only the Administration can answer those kinds of questions. And that
takes me back to the Adequacy Report, when it comes, Assemblywoman, to
how we identify -- and in the Senator’s concern -- additional dollars without

taking away from what we already have in the system. I think the State,
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whether intentionally or unintentionally, through this whole privatization
movement -- people don’t want to talk about a lot as privatization -- that’s
what it is -- is doing more harm than good. And it may not be intentional.
They may be thinking they’re doing a good academic thing, a good
budgetary thing as it relates to the formulas when, in fact, they’re demising
the system a little bit at a time. And ultimately, when they finish messing
around with the urbans -- because they can make excuses there for
distorting what is really taking place -- then they’re going to be the packmen
and women who go into those districts that we’re concerned about, that are
not getting enough now, and use the same excuses as to how, over the years,
you start to diminish in your success rate. “Well, we diminished because
you didn’t fund us preschool. We diminished because you didn’t get to--"
as the Senator said -- “you left us in the middle hanging out.”

So we have to be very thoughtful and careful. And my greatest
concern to the public -- and we’re on public record -- has always been -- and
never ashamed to say -- is that we cannot let the leadership in our Houses,
regardless of whether it’s this term, if it’s Republicans the next time,
bipartisan-- We cannot let them dictate our majority as legislators. We
elected the leadership. The government gets elected by the people. We
have to compel them to be more cognitive of what is taking place, more
rational and objective in the approach if we’re talking about bipartisan
relationships. Whether a relationship is bipartisan is really a relationship
that impacts on real people. But folks in our districts, whether Republicans
or Democrats, don’t worry about the party per se, they really worry about
the education of these kids, the quality of life in these communities. And so

we’'re going to need more participation.
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And I appreciate all you've been doing over these years. A lot
of people don’t know you and the work you've been doing behind the
scenes. You never get credit, even as one of the founders of the New Jersey
Black Issues Convention, which has been around for 30 years plus. The
research that you've done for the State and other groups nationally, over
and over, from the New Jersey Policy Institute and the other things-- That
perspective is really important to this Committee.

And so, Melanie, if you could make sure that you and Jerome
communicate over a period of time to generate those questions for us and
share the questions with the members. And then we can seek answers for
them as we move to the next hearing.

Anyone else?

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DeCROCE: I just have one more
question. When we were in Paterson at one of our mobile joint meetings,
there was a question that I brought up to the Superintendent of Paterson.
And that was that I wanted to know the class sizes from K-12, and also the
class sizes of the special education students. And I don’t know if he’s--

Did he get back with that information? (negative response)

So I'm at a public meeting asking this again. I would like that
information which he did agree to give us. And since he has not, I think we
should request it again.

Thank you.

SENATOR RICE: Thank you, Assemblywoman.

I was supposed to make that meeting and I couldn’t. But I

know we had representation there. And you guys and ladies did a good job.
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We need to send a letter, and we need to be clear that we have
a responsibility. This is a Joint Committee -- statute -- and they have a
responsibility also to respond to us. And we would like to think it’s an
oversight or he’s been very busy. But we’re not comfortable with folks not
responding back to us. I mean, I don’t like those clean, passive letters. Just
be very clear. We're in charge. Say it as nicely, that we’re in charge, as you
have to say it, but be very much on point that the Assemblywoman and
others are asking for information and we expect it. And if not, then we
expect, in writing, the reason for not receiving it.

Thank you.

Thank you very much, Jerome.

Do we have any other speakers here from the public? (no
response)

Does anyone have any comments you’d like to make before we
close out the meeting for the record? (no response)

Very good. Do you have any other issues?

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DeCROCE: That’s all.

SENATOR RICE: Melanie, I believe that we have no one else
here. I mean, there were some other people here.

Let me just-- I know that Elease Evans, who was the former
Assemblywoman and also the new Chair of the New Jersey Black Issues
Convention, is not here. And I know that she’s had some death in the
family as well. But I think that Jerome Harris represented that organization
also.

And then there was James Harris, who is the President of the

State Conference of the NAACP -- was supposed to be here for testimony.
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But I would suspect, knowing the Coalition of Civil Rights Leaders and
nonprofits, his testimony would probably have been supportive of the
testimony that Jerome Harris gave for the record, as well as David.

And so with that we’re going to conclude the meeting.

I thank the members for staying, and those who came to listen
and to learn, hopefully.

And again, Melanie, get back with myself and Assemblywoman
Connie Wagner -- the Co-Chair -- so we can determine a date in the future
that we can ask the Administration to come in and just kind of bring us up
to date on QSAC, and to talk about the RACs and some of the issues we
wanted raised.

And then finally, for the record, just make sure that the
comments that I made or the members made requesting letters to the
superintendents and questions to be sent to us and information -- that
that’s done by staff.

Okay? (affirmative response)

With that I want to conclude this meeting. The meeting is

adjourned.

(MEETING CONCLUDED)
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EDUCATIONAL ADEQUACY REPORT

The School Funding Reform Act of 2008 (SFRA) made significant changes to the manner in
which state aid is distributed to districts in New Jersey. Prior to SFRA, state aid was
calculated according to the Comprehensive Education Improvement and Financing Act of
1996 (CEIFA) which required a Biennial Report on the cost of education to the Legislature.
In a similar fashion, the SFRA requires that the Governor, beginning September 1, 2010, after
consultation with the commissioner of education, issue an Educational Adequacy Report
(EAR) to the Legislature. The EAR includes recommended updates pertaining to seven
major components of the funding formula outlined in the SFRA.

This document fulfills the statutory requirement of N.J.S.A. 18A:7F-46(b) in recommending:

1. the base per pupil amount based upon the core curriculum content standards
established pursuant to N.J.S.A. 18A:7F-46(a);

2. the per pupil amount for full-day preschool;

3. the weights for grade level, county vocational districts, at-risk pupils, bilingual pupils,
and combination (at-risk and bilingual) pupils;

4. the cost coefficients for security aid and transportation aid;

5. the state average classification rate for general special education services pupils and
for speech-only pupils;

6. the excess cost for general special education services pupils and for speech-only
pupils; and

7. the extraordinary special education aid thresholds.

The following includes all elements statutorily required for the EAR. In assessing the
components of the SFRA, it follows that there be a look at other changes that may impact
these elements. In doing so, this report is broken out into three main sections. First, a look at
the new state standards and the impact they might have on the resources provided in New
Jersey’s adequacy model, as created by the Professional Judgment Panels (PJP) convened
during the creation of the SFRA and subsequent advisory panels. The second section
includes a discussion and review of student performance over the period of SFRA
implementation. Finally, the third section contains updated figures for each of the
components listed above and how they were determined.

The purpose of the EAR, the SFRA, and the line of Supreme Court cases that spawned it, was
not to create an education funding formula for its own sake, but rather to correct the
unfortunate reality that New Jersey’s public schools have failed many of our highest-need
students, often at catastrophic levels. For decades, New Jersey has pursued a single-minded
strategy to remedy this failure, first in the guise of Robinson v. Cahill and Abbott v. Burke,
and later in the form of the SFRA. That strategy, stated simply, was to spend more money.
The logic was compelling: close the spending gap between property-rich and property-poor
districts and the achievement gap will narrow. Over time, that reasoning expanded from one
focused on “equalization” to the substantive conclusion that high-needs students should be
funded at significantly greater amounts regardless of comparative spending levels.

That argument won in the courts and Legislature, but not in the classroom. In 1973, at the
time of the Robinson decision, the average annual per-pupil expenditure in the former-Abbott
districts was nearly $7,000 (measured in 2010 dollars). By 2010, the average per-pupil
expenditure in those districts had nearly tripled to $18,850, or $3,200 more than the state
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average (excluding the former-Abbotts') and $3,100 more than the state’s wealthiest districts.
But despite this historic funding level, the achievement gap between economically
advantaged and disadvantaged students persists and, in some instances, has widened. For

example:

e In2011, 76% of economically advantaged third through eighth grade students
scored “proficient” on the Language Arts Literacy portion of the New Jersey
Assessment of Skills and Knowledge; only 45% of economically disadvantaged
third through eighth grade students scored the same.

e More troublingly, the Language Arts Literacy gap in proficiency rates between
economically disadvantaged students and those who are not economically
disadvantaged has increased by 5 percentage points since 2005, from 26% to 31%.

e Since 2005, the gap between economically advantaged and disadvantaged students
on the mathematics portion of the New Jersey Assessment of Skills and
Knowledge (NJASK) has remained relatively constant at 24% to 25%.>

e Likewise, on the 2011 administration of the National Assessment of Educational
Progress, New Jersey ranked 50™ out of 51 states (including Washington, D.C.) in
the size of the achievement gap between high- and low-income students in eighth
grade reading.

The conclusion is inescapable: forty years and tens of billions of dollars later, New Jersey’s
economically disadvantaged students continue to struggle mightily. There are undoubtedly
many reasons for this policy failure, but chief among them is the historically dubious view
that all we need to do is design an education funding formula that would “dollarize” a
“thorough and efficient system of free public school” and educational achievement for every
New Jersey student would, automatically and without more, follow. For this simple reason,
continuing to address the educational deficiencies in our State by focusing on SFRA funding,
without more, will not yield the improved educational outcomes that high-needs children
deserve. Simply put, there is no magic funding formula that will improve New Jersey’s
educational outcomes.

Of course, schools must have the resources to succeed. To the great detriment of our
students, however, we have twisted these unarguable truths into the wrongheaded notion that
dollars alone equal success. How well education funds are spent matters every bit as much,
and probably more so, than how much is spent. New Jersey has spent billions of dollars in
the former-Abbott districts only to see those districts continue to fail large portions of their
students. Until we as a state are willing to look beyond the narrow confines of the existing
funding formula — tinkering here, updating there — we risk living Albert Einstein’s now
infamous definition of insanity: doing the same thing over and over again and expecting a
different result.

! The 31 former-Abbott districts include: Asbury Park, Bridgeton, Burlington City, Camden, East Orange,
Elizabeth, Garfield, Gloucester City, Harrison, Hoboken, Irvington, Jersey City, Keansburg, Long Branch,
Millville, Neptune Township, New Brunswick, Newark, Orange, Passaic, Paterson, Pemberton Township, Perth
Amboy, Phillipsburg, Plainfield, Pleasantville, Salem, Trenton, Union City, Vineland, and West New York.

2 Note that changes in assessments in grades 3 and 4 in 2008-09 and changes in assessments for grades 5, 6, 7,
and 8 in 2007-08 mean that longitudinal comparisons in those grades cannot accurately be compared over time.
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The Adequacy Report, and the dialogue it requires between executive and legislative,
presents the Administration and the Legislature with a unique opportunity to break free from
the focus on education dollars alone, and finally marry the “how much” with the “how well,”
or, stated otherwise, to consider changes to the SFRA funding formula alongside much-

needed policy changes.

To that end, the Department of Education (Department) created a roadmap for reform in the
Education Funding Report. The Funding Report is a collaborative effort between the
Department and some of the top education policy experts and thinkers in the country. The
thesis of the Report is simple; New Jersey cannot spend its way to educational success;
rather, sufficient funding must be partnered with fundamental policy changes. Some of those
changes have already been made — most notably the State’s historic revision of the teacher
tenure law — while several others remain to be tackled.

It is the Department’s hope that in considering changes to the SFRA funding formula, the
Legislature will also address some of the Education Funding Report’s recommendations.
Three in particular are worth highlighting. First, notwithstanding the change to the State’s
tenure law, where budget or other constraints require school districts to lay off teachers, state
law forces them to do so based on seniority, not classroom effectiveness. The result is a
system that prizes longevity over student outcomes. Such a system is tragically unfair to
disadvantaged children and cannot be permitted to continue.

Second, New Jersey does nothing to incent educational reform or innovation. In fact,
historically, the worse a school district was performing, the more state aid it received. The
Education Funding Report advocated for the creation of an “Innovation Fund” that would
both reward high-performing districts and fund innovative programs and curricula. With it,
New Jersey would become a laboratory of education reform, with school districts competing
for dollars and New Jersey’s students realizing the benefits of that competition.

Finally, there is one funding formula change that is essential, although not within the
statutory purview of the Adequacy Report to address directly. When the SFRA was first
enacted in 2008, it included a category of “Adjustment Aid” so that no school district lost
state aid in the transition from the old funding formula to the new SFRA funding formula,
even where the new funding formula called for fewer state dollars. The result is that, still
today, a number of districts, including Camden and Atlantic City, receive windfalls in excess
of adequacy and without any connection to educational needs. For example, although “fully-
funded” under the funding formula, Camden received $47.6 million in Adjustment Aid in
FY2013, while Atlantic City received more than $8 million in Adjustment Aid despite
spending above adequacy. The Education Funding Report recommended a five-year phase
out of Adjustment Aid between FY2013 and FY2017 — limited to districts that are funded
above “adequacy.” 1 encourage the Legislature to fully endorse the phase-out of Adjustment
Aid through a statutory change to the SFRA.

1. CoMMON CORE STATE STANDARDS

The State of New Jersey formally adopted the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) in June
2010. In doing so, New Jersey was the ninth state to adopt the standards. Since then, 46
states and Washington, D.C. have joined the Common Core State Standards Initiative.

A collaboration of teachers, school administrators, researchers and scholars, and
representatives of both higher education and business and industry from all over the United
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States developed the CCSS. The initiative is led by the National Governors Association’s
Center for Best Practices and the Council of Chief State School Officers, to provide a
consistent framework across states to prepare students for college and career. Working
towards this goal, the standards utilize respected models currently used across the country, as
well as internationally. There is agreement among the education community throughout the
country that these standards are precisely the ones that best represent what high school
graduates need to know and be able to do to meet the college and career readiness demands

of the 21st Century.
MOVING NEW JERSEY TO COMMON CORE

In transitioning to the CCSS, there will be many changes for school districts, teachers,
administrators, and the Department. Moving to new state standards will require teachers and
administrators to acquire various levels of professional development to both understand the
subtleties of the standards and how to utilize new teaching methods. The teaching materials
used in the classroom may need replacement or supplements to ensure they align with the
revised standards. At the state level, the Department will be tasked with designing and
deploying statewide assessments that correspond to the CCSS.

With the change to new standards comes the opportunity to modernize the deployment of
student materials and the way in which professional development is provided. As the CCSS
represent the cooperation of nearly all the states, there is a great deal of room for
collaborative efforts on these fronts. Moving to online based professional development rather
than face-to-face interaction is a prime example of the opportunity for both cost savings and
greater flexibility in moving to the new standards. Similarly, the concept of a physical
textbook to each student may be outdated with the advent of online resources and other
educational materials now readily available to teachers and students.

F1SCAL IMPACT OF COMMON CORE

Assessing the fiscal impact of this move is rather difficult as the standards have not yet been
fully put into place. There have been two major studies that attempt to answer the cost
question. The Pioneer Institute (Pioneer) issued a report in February of 2012 entitled
“National Cost of Aligning States and Localities to the Common Core Standards.” This
study acknowledges the uncertainty of determining the implementation cost of CCSS, while
highlighting the three areas that are anticipated to be most significantly impacted: 1)
assessment, 2) professional development, and 3) textbooks and instructional materials. While
underscoring the impact changing standards can have in these three areas, the study analyzes
the potential costs using broad estimates at a state level, making it difficult to assess the
comparison to New Jersey’s adequacy model.

The second study assessing the cost of implementing CCSS comes from the Thomas
Fordham Institute (Fordham) in May 2012, entitled “Putting a Price Tag on the Common
Core.” This study uses a comprehensive approach that lends itself to comparison to the
resources provided in the New Jersey’s adequacy model. Similar to the Pioneer study, the
Fordham analysis found that the changing standards would impact assessments, professional
development, and instructional materials. In assessing the components most impacted, the
Fordham study offered three strategies of implementation for comparison. The first,
“business as usual,” relies on hard-copy textbooks and traditional in-person professional
development. Second, “bare bones,” takes the approach of heavy reliance on computerized
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assessments and online professional development and teaching materials. Finally, the
“palanced approach” combines some elements of the traditional approach while incorporating
online training and other technology to reduce costs. Recognizing the value of both
traditional approaches and the value to technology driven options, the balanced approach will
serve as the preferred method from this analysis.

The Fordham study estimates the “gross” cost of moving to CCSS and then takes it a step
further to find the “net” cost of implementation. For a study of all states, the approach taken
in finding the net cost is appropriate; however, a New Jersey-specific approach is possible by
using the resources provided in the adequacy model. Table 1.A below compares the Fordham
gross cost estimates to those resources provided in New Jersey’s adequacy model.

Table 1.A: Fordham Study Estimates and New Jersey’s PJP Model Resources

Cost Driver Fordham “Gross” Estimates New Jersey PJP Model*
: Elementary - $52 per pupil
Assessments $45 per pupil Middle - $75 per pupil
' High — $40 per pupil
$1,626 per teacher
Professional Development $560 per teacher $1,950 per administrator

$4.26 per student supplement

Textbook - $130 per pupil

' , . ‘ ; Supplies & Materials:
Textbooll\<48: Ir}:ln'uctlonal $35 per pupil Elementary - $390 per pupil
atenals Middle - $75 per pupil

High - $520 per pupil

*Rounded to nearest dollar, corresponding to recommended FY2014 figures

As this comparison demonstrates, New Jersey’s adequacy model provides significant
resources in the areas most impacted in the implantation in CCSS. Indeed, the Fordham
study found these resources to be those necessary in total, recognizing that school districts
and states are already spending in each of these areas. To this point, the Fordham study
attempted to estimate the impact of leveraging the funds already used in these areas to
implement the new standards, thus shrinking the net new cost. Indeed, districts will be able
to redirect resources already used in these cost areas to align with CCSS. Comparison to the
resources provided in New Jersey’s model, in fact, indicate that the generous allotments
included in each of these areas exceed the Fordham estimates.

Moving to the CCSS is a significant transition for the schools, teachers, and students in New
Jersey. This transition will usher New Jersey into a new era of education and will ensure
each graduate is career or college ready. As New Jersey and other states move towards this
goal, the costs associated with the transition will become more apparent. At this time,
however, we must rely on limited information and the handful of attempts to assess the fiscal
impact. In doing so, the resources provided in New Jersey’s adequacy model represent
sufficient resources for school districts to make this transition.

2. PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT

Assessing and monitoring student performance is a critical mission of the Department. While
this report is largely fiscal in nature, it is important to never lose focus on the most important
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job of our schools — teaching children and preparing them for college and career. To
highlight this importance, the discussion below briefly examines the performance of students
on statewide assessments over the last six years. As the charts below demonstrate, there have
been gains in some areas, while the results of many of the exams have been largely consistent
over those years it was administered. There is always room for improvement, which is why
the Department will continue efforts to implement and improve upon those reforms that will

bring about achievement gains.

The SFRA was first implemented for the 2008-2009 school year, coinciding with some new
Statewide assessments that have been rolled out to accommodate changing standards and to
implement new levels of rigor. For this reason, there is a “break” in the assessment data over
time which means results from the different exams cannot be directly compared. The
discussion below is broken out between two major subject areas: reading and language arts

and mathematics.

READING AND LANGUAGE ARTS

Chart 2.A
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In 2009, the statewide assessment of student proficiency of state standards, called NJASK, in
grades 3 and 4 underwent a revision. Thus, comparisons prior to 2009 are not appropriate.
Beginning in 2009, NJASK grades 3 and 4 Language Arts results have been essentially flat at
about a 62% pass rate (the percentage of students who score at or above the proficiency
mark) Statewide from 2009-2011.
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Chart 2.B
Grades 5-8 LAL Performance
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In 2008, NJASK grades 5 through 8 also underwent a revision. Thus, comparisons prior to
2008 are not appropriate. After an initial drop in 2008, results from NJASK grades 5, 6, and 7
have been essentially flat with a range of pass rates between 60 and 66% passing. Grade 8 has
maintained its high level since the test’s revision in 2008 at about an 82% pass rate.

Chart 2.C
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Gaps between demographic subgroups have persisted over time. Before the revisions to
NJASK, about a 24% point gap existed between white and Hispanic students in 2005. In that
same year, the gap in pass rates between white and African-American students was 28%

points.

In the most recent year tested, the NJASK gap in pass rates between white and Hispanic
students was about 27% points and the gap between white and African American students

was about 33% points.

5



You're viewing an archived copy from the New Jersey State Library.

Chart 2.D
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The NJASK gap in pass rates between economically disadvantaged students, defined as those
who are eligible for Free or Reduced Lunch (FRPL) and those who are not economically
disadvantaged has also persisted over time. In 2005, the gap was about 26% points. In 2011,

the gap is about 31 points.

Chart 2.E
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When looking at the State’s High School Proficiency Assessment (HSPA), the gap amongst
demographic subgroups is narrowing a bit. HSPA has not undergone a revision during this
time period, so looking across the years, it is possible to conclude that the gap has narrowed
by about 13% points for Hispanic students (from 25% points in 2005 to 12% points in 2011)
and by about 9% points for African American students (from 25% points to 16% points).
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The closing of the gap can be attributed, at least in party, to a ‘ceiling effect’ for white
students as approximately 90% of them passed the test in 2005 and about 94% passed in

2011.
Chart 2.F

HSPA LAL Proficiency Gap Between
Economically Disadvantaged and Non-

100 1 Economically Disadvantaged Students

. 13}
w -
<
2 60 -
©
c
:g 40 e Non-FRPL
] = FRPL
(-9
X 20 A

0 T L] T T T T 1

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

Much the same conclusion regarding the narrowing of the gaps can be drawn from the
analysis of the performance trends for economically disadvantaged students in HSPA. The
HSPA gap in Language Arts is narrowing between these two categories, by about 11% points
between 2005 and 2011.

Chart 2.G
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A specific early indicator of a student’s long-term success in school is whether he or she is
reading on grade level by third grade. Although not directly comparable as the test underwent
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revision, a comparison of the gaps between the Statewide results and the results of students
from District Factor Group (“DFG”)* A show a fairly consistent gap between 2005 (a gap of
19% points in 2005) and 2011 (a gap of 22% points in 2011), but the gap between DFG A
and DFG J has actually widened in comparison, beginning with a gap of 32% points in 2005
and ending with a gap of 44% points in 2011.

MATHEMATICS
Chart 2.H
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As in Language Arts, the Math section of the NJASK grades 3 and 4 exam underwent a
revision in 2009. Since that time, the results have shown some improvement in the last few

years. In 2009, both grade levels demonstrated a pass rate around 73%, growing to a pass rate

of about 80% in 2011.
Chart 2.1
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3 District Factor Groups, or DFGs, represent an approximate measure of a community’s relative socioeconomic
status and allow for general comparisons across demographically similar school districts. DFGs are represented

by letter groupings ranging from A to J, with A being at the low end of the socioeconomic spectrum and J
representing the high end.
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In grades five, six, seven, and eight, pass rates in NJASK Math have on the whole been
relatively consistent since 2008. Outcomes for grades five and seven have been most
consistent over time, while grades six and eight have seen some improvement from 2010 to

2011.

Chart 2.J
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Despite some grade level improvements in the last year, gaps in math pass rates between
white and Hispanics and whites and African Americans remain stubbornly wide. In 2011, the
gap in pass rates was about 20% points between whites and Hispanics, compared to a gap of

22% points in 2005. In 2011, the gap in pass rate between whites and African Americans was

nearly identical to 2005 at 31% points.

Chart 2.K
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The gap in pass rates in math between economically disadvantaged students in 2011 stood at
24% points, nearly identical to the gap that existed in 2005 (25% points).
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Chart 2.L
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As shown above with HSPA results for language arts, the gap in HSPA math results has also
narrowed over time for student demographic groups. For whites and Hispanic students, the
gap narrowed by about 9% points (from 28% points in 2005 to 19% points in 2011). For
African American students, the gap in pass rates on the HSPA math narrowed about 10%
points (from 39% points in 2005 to 29% points in 2011). The white pass rates increased from
about 84% in 2005 to about 89% in 2011.

Chart 2.M
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In addition to State-administered exams, there is a persistent achievement gap present in
measures of college readiness. The Chart 2.M above shows the Statewide gap. Over half of
New Jersey’s white students met the College-Readiness Benchmark in 2011, compared to

12

19.



You're viewing an archived copy from the New Jersey State Library.

only 14% of African American students — a gap of 38% points — and only 21% of Hispanic
students — a gap of 30% points.

3. SCHOOL FUNDING REFORM ACT UPDATE

BASE PER-PUPIL AMOUNT

The “base” per-pupil amount is determined through results of the Professional Judgment
Panels (PJPs) convened during the creation of the SFRA and subsequent advisory panels. All
of the additional weights (grade level, at-risk, and Limited English Proficient) apply to the
base amount. Using the resources and staffing levels from the original model, cost updates
were applied to find the revised base per-pupil amount. Among these cost updates are
average salaries, benefits, and the application of the consumer price index (CPD)* to the non-
personnel costs in the model.

In updating salaries, data comes from two sources, depending on the type of employee
specified. The certificated staff data collection is conducted each year by the Department to
compile detailed information, such as salary, of all district staff that hold a certificate. For
positions that are included in the certificated staff data collection, the Department derived the
average (mean) salary using actual reported salaries for staff employed during the 2011-2012
school year — the most recent data available. The salaries for non-certificated positions were
found using the State Occupational Employment and Wage Estimates for New Jersey from
the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS). The Department used the May 2011 data collection
from the BLS, the most recent data available. Average salaries for all personnel were
adjusted using the CPI to project FY2014 levels. The resultant salaries, by personnel type,
can be found in Attachment B.

Health benefits were calculated using the average cost of the State health benefits programs,
accounting for cost and use by coverage level, for the 2012 year (the most recent available).
After CPI adjustment, the calculated cost of health benefits for FY2014 is $16,690 for each

employee.

Using data from the Office of Management and Budget (OMB), the costs of other benefits
were calculated. The Department applied a workers’ compensation rate of 8.67% for
maintenance staff and a rate of 1.54% of salary for all other personnel. For non-certificated
personnel, the Department applied a Public Employees’ Retirement System (PERS) rate of
11.14% of salary and a Federal Insurance Contributions Act (FICA) rate of 7.65%" of salary.
The State pays each district’s share of PERS and FICA for certificated staff, so these costs

* The CPI applied for all calculations, except utilities, is the combined New York and Philadelphia Urban
Consumers index (CPI-U), as calculated by the New Jersey Department of Treasury. The rates applied for each
fiscal year are shown in Appendix A.

5 The FICA rate is 7.65% of salary up to $110,100 (in FY2012, most recent available), after which the marginal
rate drops to 1.45%. None of the non-certificated staff have salaries that exceed this threshold. These are the
anticipated rates for FY2014 according to current Federal law.
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were excluded for these personnel. Total benefits for each personnel type can be found in
Attachment B.

The PJP model that derives the base per-pupil amount (among other things) includes several
cost components, such as utilities or supplies and materials, which are outside of salary and
benefit costs. For these components, panelists determined a district-wide, school-wide, per
staff, per square foot of building space, or a per-pupil dollar amount. To revise these
numbers for FY2014, the Department used the original PJP dollar amounts, which correspond
to FY2006, and inflated using CPI° to project FY2014 costs. This was done to utilize actual
inflation data for the intervening years instead of relying on FY2009 projections.

As shown in Table 3.A, the base per-pupil amount for FY2009 was set at $9,649 by the
SFRA. After accounting for a CPI increase, the FY2010 base per-pupil amount was $9,971.
The CPI for FY2011 was set at 0% based on language included in the budget, so the base
amount for FY2011 is equal to FY2010. For FY2012, CPI growth resulted in a base cost of
$10,256. The FY2013 base amount was determined by the Department to be $10,555.
Accounting for the revised salary, benefit, and other cost components described above, the
FY2014 base per- pupil amount was determined by the Department to be $11,009.

Table 3.A: Base Per-Pupil Amount by Fiscal Year

Fiscal Year | Base Amount (Elementary)
FY2009 $9.649
FY2010 $9,971
FY2011 $9,971
FY2012 $10,256
FY2013 $10,555
FY2014* $11,009
*Recommended for FY2014

PRESCHOOL PER-PUPIL AMOUNT

Preschool education aid (PEA) was determined for the SFRA using a calculation of budgeted
expenditures instead of a resource specification model similar to the one used for the K-12
portion. Specifically, budgeted expenditures from the districts that were already running
preschool programs were used to determine the per-pupil amounts, based on placement.
While this methodology has been highly regarded, the use of expenditures data combined
with the fact that the State covers 100% of the preschool costs, does not allow for an update
by simply examining current expenditures. In simple terms, districts spend the aid they
receive, so a calculation of expenditure will yield the current aid amount.

In the December 2011 audit of Preschool Education Aid (PEA), the New Jersey State
Legislature’s Office of Legislative Services reported that the electronic data submitted by

8 Utilities costs are inflated by using the CPI-Energy, calculated using both New York and Philadelphia in the
same manner used for the CPI-U calculation, described above.
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school districts understated the amount of available and unbudgeted PEA carryover in
districts receiving PEA. The Department has expanded this data collection to better track this
trend and will closely monitor the district-reported data going forward.

The data from each district’s budget was compiled by the Department to show the districts’
ability to meet the high standards of the preschool program with the funding provided. Given
that districts have continued to meet code requirements with the funding levels established in
the SFRA, it is our recommendation that the Department continue to fund preschool
programs based on annual CPI increases to the base per-pupil amounts listed in the SFRA.

Additionally, we recommend a future study to create a resource specification model for
preschool which would allow for assurance that resources are being provided commensurate
with those needed to meet preschool education standards. This proposed future study is
particularly necessary in light of the fact that many providers are currently experiencing a
significant decrease in amounts received from the New Jersey Department of Human
Services for wraparound care. The base per-pupil amounts from the SFRA were calculated
according to a structure where funding from the wraparound program covered a portion of
each provider’s fixed costs (rent, utilities, etc.). As enrollment in the wraparound program
declines, so will providers’ funding from the wraparound program and their ability to meet
fixed costs necessary to run the Department preschool program. A resource specification
study would allow modification of the base per-pupil amounts to adequately cover fixed costs

for the program.

Table 3.B: Preschool Per-Pupil Amounts, by Provider

Fiscal Year | In District | Private Provider | Head Start
FY2009 | $11,506 | $12.934 $7,146
FY2010 $11,890 $13,366 $7,385

FY2011 - $11,890 | $13,366 $7,385

FY2012 $12,229 $13,747 $7,595

FY2013 $12,460 - $14,007 $7,739

FY2014* $12,788 $14,375 $7,943
*Recommended for FY2014

WEIGHTS FOR GRADE LEVEL, COUNTY VOCATIONAL SCHOOL DISTRICTS, AT-RISK
PUPILS, BILINGUAL PUPILS, AND COMBINATION PUPILS

In the SFRA, weights are applied to students with various characteristics to account for the
additional resources and services necessary for students with greater needs. The weighted
enrollment, accounting for all such factors, is applied to the base cost (see Base Per-Pupil
Amount Section). The SFRA applies additional weights to students in the following five
categories: (1) grade level; (2) county vocational school district; (3) at-risk students (free or
reduced priced lunch); (4) bilingual students; and (5) at-risk and bilingual students (referred
to as combination students).
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GRADE LEVEL WEIGHT

Updates to the cost components, as outlined in the Base Per-Pupil Amount Section above,
derive per-pupil costs for students at the elementary, middle, and high school levels. Despite
an increase in the elementary base cost since the first year of SFRA (FY2009), the costs for
middle and high school increased largely apace. The resultant weights do not change from
the base (1.0) for elementary school and a weight of 1.04 for middle school students.
Consistent with the changes implemented in FY2013, however, the weight of 1.16 was
derived for high school students. As defined in the SFRA, the elementary weight applies to
students in kindergarten’ through grade 5, while the middle school weight applies to students
in grades 6-8, and the high school weight applies to students in grades 9-12.

COUNTY VOCATIONAL SCHOOL DISTRICT WEIGHT

The SFRA defines a weight of 0.31 for a county vocational student that is applied in addition
to the high school weight. Using the latest audited expenditures data (from FY2011) the
Department found the average cost premium of county vocational programs over high school
to be 26%. The resulting weight of 0.26 for FY2014 is consistent with the weight derived
and applied in FY2013. For FY2013 and FY2014 a new methodology for calculating this
weight was used to improve the precision of the comparison by using actual data instead of
the estimates used in the creation of SFRA. The most significant change is that the new
weight compares actual county vocational district costs to actual high school district costs
(rather than actual costs to model costs as was used in the original calculation in FY2009).
Using actual data has the benefit of isolating accounting lines that target base regular
education costs while excluding at-risk, bilingual and special education spending — these are
addressed through separate weights, just as applied in all other school districts.

AT-RISK WEIGHT

The SFRA specifies at-risk weights, including a sliding scale based on district level
concentration of at-risk students, which exceed those derived from the PJP model. The PJPs
identified costs required to provide programs and services to at-risk students at certain
concentration levels. The Department recommends utilizing the weights based upon the
resources originally described by the panelists when creating the PJP model. This PJP model
considered programmatic needs at 20% and 40% at-risk concentrations. Updating those data
to reflect current costs, results in at-risk weights of 0.42 for concentrations of 20% and
below, and 0.46 for concentrations 40% and above. The updated cost components reflect no
change from those applied in FY2013. For those districts with at-risk concentrations between
20% and 40%, a sliding scale similar to the one described in the SFRA will be applied. The
updated weights are reflected in Table 3.C below.

7 For half-day kindergarten students the SFRA applies a 0.5 weight to the base per pupil amount. Preschool
disabled students are included in the elementary enrollment.
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BILINGUAL WEIGHT

The SFRA specified a bilingual (also sometimes referred to as Limited English Proficient, or
LEP) weight of 0.50. The bilingual weight used in SFRA was slightly higher than the weight
derived from the PJPs. The Department recommends utilizing the weight derived from the
resources included in the PJP model. Updating the cost components resulted in a weight of
0.46 based upon the inputs from the PJP results. The Department recommends use of this
revised weight of 0.46, which is slightly revised from the 0.47 weight applied in FY2013.
The updated weight is reflected in Table 3.C below.

AT-RISK AND BILINGUAL WEIGHT (COMBINATION STUDENTS)

In the SFRA, students who are both at-risk and bilingual receive the district’s at-risk weight
plus what is called the combination weight. Since there is some overlap in those resources
described by the PJPs for at-risk-only students and bilingual-only students, the combination
weight reflects only those resources in excess of those for at-risk-only students. As outlined
above and utilizing the data from the PJP deliberative process, the cost components related to
students with these characteristics were updated to reflect current costs. The Department
recommends use of the revised weight for combination students equal to 0.0981 plus the
district’s at-risk weight. The updated weight is reflected in Table 3.C below.

Table 3.C: At-risk, LEP, and Combination Weights

Charactenstlc SF RA (FY09-FY12) FY2013 FY2014*
Atrisk 20% | 047 042 042
At-risk 40% 0.52 0.46 0.46
At-risk 60% -0.57 - 046 0.46

LEP 0.50 0.47 0.46
Combination - : ;
, (plus at-rlsk 0.1 25 : 10.1052 - 0.0981
*Recommended for FY2014

CoST COEFFICIENTS FOR SECURITY AID AND TRANSPORTATION AID
SECURITY AID

The SFRA created a two component security aid calculation. The first component is a per-
pupil security amount that applies to all students in the district. In addition, the security aid
includes a component that applies to at-risk students only, with the per-pupil amount based
on a sliding scale that increases with the district’s at-risk concentration, capping at
concentrations of 40% and above. For FY2013, the Department had determined the per-pupil
amount that applies to all students to be $70. The revised figure for FY2014, accounting for
salary, benefit, and CPI adjustments, results in a per pupil value of $75. Additionally, the
Department calculates that the at-risk per-pupil cost increases to $428 for FY2014 from $402

in FY2013.
17
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TRANSPORTATION AID

Similar to security aid, the SFRA defines a two part transportation aid formula which
includes a calculation for regular students and one for special education students. For each
regular and special education student, the SFRA describes a base per-pupil amount in
addition to a per-mile average distance to school amount. The SFRA also calls for the
creation of an incentive factor which only applies to the regular student portion of the
calculation, and is applied after the other calculations in the formula have been completed. It
is a final adjustment. For the years prior and including FY2013, the SFRA sets the incentive
factor multiplier (IF) equal to one (1), which makes no adjustment. No change is
recommended for FY2014.

The transportation aid formula has not been extensively studied in New Jersey since the
issuance of a Deloitte & Touche Consulting Group report released in 1995. In lieu of a more
comprehensive analysis, the Department is recommending the continued use of the SFRA
cost parameters, with the addition of a CPI increase. Table 3.D outlines these changes.

Table 3.D: Transportation Aid Components

Regular Per- Regular Special Per- Special

Fiscal Year Pupil Base Average Pupil Base Average

Amount Per-Mile Amount Per Mile
FY2009 |  $383.88 - $10.50 | $2,675.77 $5.10
FY2010 $396.70 $10.85 $2,765.14 $5.27
FY2011 |  $396.70 $10.85 $2,765.14 $5.27
FY2012 $408.01 $11.16 $2,843.94 $5.42
FY2013 $415.72 $11.37 $2,897.69 ~$5.52
FY2014* $426.65 $11.67 $2,973.90 $5.67

*Recommended for FY2014

STATE AVERAGE CLASSIFICATION RATE FOR GENERAL SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICES
PUPILS AND FOR SPEECH-ONLY PUPILS

The special education and speech-only components of the SFRA are census-based formulas.
These formulas use the Statewide average classification rates of general special education
students and speech-only students multiplied by the districts’ total resident enrollment, then
multiplied by the excess cost for the respective classification. For FY2014, the Department
has determined, based on Application for State School Aid (ASSA) data, the Statewide
average classification rate of general special education services to be 14.78% (from 14.7% in
FY2013) and the Statewide average classification rate of speech-only students to be 1.72%
(from 1.77% in FY2013).
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THE EXCESS COST FOR GENERAL SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICES PUPILS AND FOR
SPEECH-ONLY PUPILS

The excess cost for general special education is determined using actual expenditures for
special education students from the 2011 Audit Summary, the most recent data available.
Inclusive of all pertinent costs, such as district-wide and mainstreaming costs in addition to
special education specific costs, the Department determined the total average expenditure for
special education students for FY2014 to be $27,033. Backing out the weighted average base
cost of $11,696, yields a per-pupil excess cost for general special education services pupils of
$15,337 for FY2014.

In contrast to the excess cost for general special education, the per-pupil calculation for
speech-only pupils is based upon the resources outlined by the PJP model for “mild”®
classification pupils. The updated cost components derive a per-pupil speech-only cost of
$1,221 for FY2014.

Table 3.E: Special Education and Speech Per-Pupil Amounts

Fiscal Year | General Special Ed Amount | Speech-Only Amount
FY2009 - $10,897 $1,082
FY2010 $11,262 $1,118
FY2011 - $11,262 ' L $1,118
FY2012 $11,583 $1,150
“FY2013 . $14929 0 | $1187
FY2014* $15,337 $1,221

*Recommended for FY2014

EXTRAORDINARY SPECIAL EDUCATION AID THRESHOLDS

Extraordinary special education aid provides assistance to districts for students needing
educational services that incur a high cost to the district. In brief, extraordinary aid
reimburses districts a portion of the eligible costs exceeding a given threshold for such high

cost services.

The SFRA made two main changes to the extraordinary aid calculation. The first was the
inclusion of support services costs, in addition to direct instructional costs, to the total
allowable cost. The allowable cost is used to determine the amount in excess of the threshold
to be included in the aid calculation. The second change was to delineate students into three
placement categories, with different aid calculation parameters for each. The three placement
categories are an in-district public school program, a separate public school program for
students with disabilities, and a separate private school for students with disabilities. For in-
district programs, the SFRA calculates extraordinary aid as 90% of the allowable costs that
exceed $40,000. Students in separate public school placements are calculated including 75%

8 The “mild” classification category as used during the PJP process was defined as speech only.
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of costs that exceed $40,000. Finally, for those students in private placements, the
calculation includes 75% of costs exceeding $55,000.

The Department looked at the number and cost of applications for extraordinary aid received
since the start of SFRA. In contrast to most State aid programs, extraordinary aid is run as a
reimbursement program; districts submit applications in a given year for costs incurred in the
prior year. For this reason, the number of applicants varies each year and is hard to project.
Using the data available, it appears that the rising cost of special education services and the
lack of a cost adjustment in intervening years have resulted in an increasing percentage of all
special education students being eligible for extraordinary aid. Applying the metric that only
the top 5% of special education students are among the highest cost, an adjustment to the cost
thresholds should be implemented.

Table 3.F shows the recommended threshold change for FY2014. By increasing each of the
thresholds by $5,000, the Department anticipates that this change will allow for only those
students with the highest cost services to be eligible, and will help ensure that the State can
reimburse those costs at the higher rate provided for in the SFRA.

Table 3.F: Extraordinary Aid Thresholds

Fiscal Year | In-District (90%) | Public Placement (75%) | Private Placement (75%)
FY2009 $40,000 $40,000 $55,000
FY2010 $40,000 $40,000 $55,000
FY2011 | $40,000 $40,000 $55,000
FY2012 $40,000 $40,000 $55,000
FY2013 $40,000 $40,000 $55,000
FY2014 $45,000 $45,000 $60,000

*Recommended for FY2014
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ATTACHMENT A

New Jersey Consumer Price Index FY2009-FY2014

Fiscal Year New Jersey CPI New Jersey Energy CPI
FY2009 2.89% ~ 3.61%
FY2010 3.34% 12.58%
FY2011 - 1.60% -6.08%
FY2012 1.23% -1.01%
_FY2013 1.89% - 8.24%
FY2014 2.63% 6.05%

* The New Jersey CPI is the combined New York and Philadelphia Urban Consumers index (CPI-U), as

calculated by the New Jersey Department of Treasury.
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salaries - School Level Personnel

Classroom Teachers
Other Teachers
Librarians

Technology Specialists
Counselors

Nurses

Psychologists

Social Workers

LDTC

Instructional Aides
Clerical/Data Entry
Principal - Elementary
Asst. Principal - Elementary
Principal - Middle
Asst. Principal - Middle
Principal - High

Asst. Principal - High
Substitutes

Security Guard

Reading Specialists
Speech Pathologists
Resource Teacher/In-Class
self Contained/Pull-Out
Occupational Therapist
Physical Therapist
Media Aides

School Directors

Parent Liasion
Lunchroom Aide

ATTACHMENT B
FY2009 (Used for SFRA}

Average | Average | Total - Salary
Salary | Benefits | plus Benefits
62,989 12,834 75,823
62,989 12,834 75,823
77,135 12,953 90,087
53,262 20,715 73,976
78,563 12,965 91,527
65,311 12,853 78,165
73,945 12,926 86,871
69,421 12,888 82,308
79,107 12,969 92,076
24,5921 16,240 41,160
37,250 18,186 55,437
119,503 13,308 132,811
100,708 13,151 113,859
121,426 13,325 134,751
101,084 13,154 114,238
132,316 13,416 145,732
109,453 13,224 122,677
127 - 127
34,168 17,700 51,868
75,488 12,939 88,426
71,853 12,908 84,761
62,989 12,834 75,823
62,989 12,834 75,823
66,749 12,865 79,614
72,809 12,916 85,725
33,155 17,540 50,695
107,373 13,207 120,579
26,048 16,418 42,466
7,732 7373 15,106

IN.

Average
Salary

70,206
70,206
78,912
59,682
78,858
75,417
80,803
79,302
87,665
28,095
42,256
129,833
108,665
135,930
113,169
142,745
119,098
130
31,976
82,608
79,451
70,206
70,206
77,023
82,455
38,603
120,064
28,808
16,168

FY2014
Average
Benefits

16,718
16,718
16,721
27,928
16721
16,720
16,722
16,721
16,725
21,980
24,647
16,742
16,733
16,744
16,735
16,747
16,737
22,711
16,723
16,721
16,718
16,718
16,720
16,723
23,959
16,738
22,546
11,632

Total - Salary
plus Benefits

86,924
86,924
95,633
87,610
95,579
92,136
97,525
96,024
104,389
50,075
66,903
146,574
125,398
152,674
129,904
159,492
135,835
130
54,687
99,331
96,173
86,924
86,924
93,743
99,177
62,561
136,802
51,354
27,799
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ATTACHMENT B (CONTINUED)

FY2009 {Used for SFRA}
Average | Average | Total - Salary
Salary | Benefits | plus Benefits
Salaries - Districtwide Level Personnel
Superintendent (Has No Asst Sup) 149,397 13,560 162,957
Superintendent {Has Asst Sup} 184,502 13,854 198,357
Assistant Superintendent 115,323 13,273 128,597
Assistants to the Superintendent 53,033 20,678 73,711
Business Administrator 113,609 13,259 126,868
Assistant Business Administrator 68,165 12,877 81,042
Purchasing Agent 67,323 22,935 90,258
Purchasing Clerk 39,832 18,594 58,426
Accountant 76,440 24,374 100,814
Facilities Manager 108,505 13,216 121,721
Business Clerks 39,941 18,611 58,552
Clerical/Data Entry 37,250 18,186 55,437
Technician 53,262 20,715 73,976
Programmer 89,238 26,395 115,633
Director 122,287 13,332 135,618
Supervisors 108,505 13,216 121,721
Coordinators 88,733 13,050 101,783
Salaries - Plant Maintenance & Operations Personnel
Head Custodians 44,287 19,297 63,584
Custodians 26,282 16,455 42,737
Maintenance 40,061 18,630 58,691
Grounds 28,515 16,807 45,322
Buildings/Grounds Supervisor 51,170 20,384 71,555

720

Average
Salary

165,953
205,694
165,281
61,985
131,702
79,021
75,313
42,948
87,831
119,555
43,370
42,256
59,682
88,934
134,433
119,555
88,588

46,926
29,792
44,235
29,728
54,601

FY2014
Average
Benefits

16,756
16,772
16,756
28,361
16,742
17,907
30,871
24,777
33,228
16,738
24,856
24,647
27,928
33,436
16,743
16,738
16,725

28,872
24,424
28,173
24,407
30,864

Total - Salary
plus Benefits

182,709
222,466
182,037
90,346
148,444
96,928
106,184
67,725
121,060
136,293
68,226
66,903
87,610
122,370
151,176
136,293
105,313

75,798
54,216
72,407
54,134
85,466
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