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bfor January 1, 1974 As we read these Resolutions, on

ASSEMBLYMAN JAMES J, MANCINI (Acting Chairman)°

‘At this time we would llke to open the publlc hearing

on Assembly Concurrent Resolutlons 110, 111, llz and 117.
Mr. Starkey of the New Jeesey Educatlon Assoc1a-

tion.

's, HERBERT STARKEY: Members of ‘the -

Assembl§ Taxation Committee, I am S. Herbert Starkey, .
Director of Research of the New Jersey Education

"Assoc1atlon°‘

First, I would like to raise a couple of questlons :

Hconcernlng the tlmlng of these Resolutrons.

Assumlng that ‘action is taken w1th 60% majorlty

'vote prlor, I belleve, to the first week in August, is-
it the 1ntent of the Commlttee to submlt these to the
”people this November, in 197272

ASSEMBLYMAN MANCINI: Yes;

- MR.- STARKEY' Thank  you. _

Now, based upon that 1nformatlon, may T then say,
is 1t not true also that, as the Resolutlons are prepared,
normal procedure for effectlveness of the adoptlon is 30

: days after the referenda are approved whlch would be
: approx1mately December, 1972,: Is that a correct assumptlon°‘

ASSEMBLYMAN MANCINI' I believe it is, yes.
MR, STARKEY: Then our first major point,:in
regard to the tlmlng of these Resolutions. I believe all

of the tax package, school flnanc1ng package(rls geared

the effectlve date of Resolution 112 or 117, whlchever
one happens to be adopted -1 will comment on those later -
there would apparently be no way of raising local property

ltaxes during the year 1973.

Then, 1n Resolutlon llO, you would cut off and put
a celllng on a State property tax of $1.00 whlch is part

' of the prOposed over-all program. And our fundamental
‘question is, how are we finanging education fdrtone whole
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- year? I mean, as we seem to .see thevsetﬁup here on the
timing, there would appear to be no money to provide for
vedueation of ail the ehildren.in elementary and secondary
education for arwhqle;l2 months peri@d; And we hope that
you 1oek_into that very carefully in termS'of the legal
procedures on the adoptlon of these Concurrent Resolutions
" to change the Censtltutlonm

In other words, our majer concern is tlmlngm We
feel that the Leglslature has a blg respop31blllty in
tax reform and padkaged in with that is a cemplere change
in the flnanc1ng of educatlen from a local respon31b111ty,
prlmarlly, to almost a cemplete State responsrbllrty, at
least. of provrdrng the money, the drstrlbutlon of that
money. Therefore, it would seem that pass;ng ‘these
“Reselutlons prler to the Reselutlen on’ the taxes and
the school finance program has the ‘cart before the ‘horse.
These Resolutions may be fine provrdlng a new flnan01ng
program is agreed to by the Leglslaturey is adopted and
is on its waya' But to turn around and. place these before
‘the people prler to the time we can be sure that an

income tax, or whatever other taxes are to be revrsed
4WOﬁld;seem to srmply 1gnore the children of the State of
- New Jersey and glve us no guarantee that we have any -
viable way of flnancrng education. o '

' | Tn other werds, ‘what we re saylng, I think, is
that these Resolutions certalﬂly should not be placed
‘before the'people untll at least November, 1973 when
we have seme klnd of agreement on tax revenuesoé And
'”jﬁst'as 1mportant T think, is the questlon of whether
A-1272, and in what form, 15 enacted. ‘

T . Related to thlS, may I also address the 1mportance .
of the Reblnson—Cahlll decision which' hangs over us and :
everkthe Leglelaturem ' Undier that’ decrslon 1t would. appear
that at'seme futureﬂ'date,‘lT that decrslon is upheld -
and ‘we expect that at Wedwt the taxatlon pertlen will be -
' we see a problem +hat Gebt servrce and capwtal outlay
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could also, if brought before a court, be ruled out as
far as local property tax is concerned. This could
happen. '

The plan of A-1272 on school financing involves
possibilities of local leeway. These two alone could
mean up to anywhere from, say, $130 million to perhaps
$250 million of money that under the proposed program, to
date, is still going to be raised under local property -
taxes. That, in itself, represents an average of about
40¢ of equalized valuation. If the courts should sub-
sequently rule out this method of taxation, then perhaps
up to $250 million additional will have to be found from
some other source. And one possible source that would
be acceptable to the court could even be a State property
tax. _ ‘

Now this would not be a shift from the over-all
program except where, in the equity of receiving this
money, rather than from the inequity of local property -
there is some equity even though it may be regressive
in a State property tax - if this ceiling of $1.00, which
is envisioned in Concurrent Resolution 110, means we
have no way to go, should the court decision require a
shift, except pérhapsvto an additional income tax or an
additional sales tax or some other tax other than
property tax.

So, to us it seems very foolish at this stage
of uncertainty to be passing resolutions closing doors
when the program has not been spelled out. We don't
know at this point what the Legislature has in mind for
financing education, the amount of revenue to be provided
under tax bills. So our point this morning is a very
~ simple one, that these Resolutions are ill-timed to come
in at this point until we have made a responsible solu-
tion to the tax revenue picture and the distribution of
funds for education.

I want to stress that we're talking about close
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to $2 billion to one of the m©stkimpor£ant services the
government. provides and yet restrictions are being put
in and placed before the people - at least that's the
inference if these are coming out of Committee - without
the major.pr@blemskbeihg resolved.
. Now, may I specify a few comments about individual

resolutions. ‘ ? ‘ o

ASSQMbky%@@ncufrent Resolutign No. 112, I testified
to before and it is.n@% necessary for me to repeat»that we
were opposed to the'reStrictions found in 112 concerning
the referenda for schools, which is not found in the same
provision for ceilings of municipal and county taxes.
‘We feel that 112 should not have the wotding beyond the
point that you're inferring there will be no local property
tax except for capital outlay, debt service, the reference
to local leewaya"We think it should stop there. We are
satisfied that ACR 117 does this. And leave the details
to the Legislature as it can be provided in A-1272. We
do n@t see;the~reason«f©r those details in 112.

Therefore, we support, as a substitute for 112,
ACR 117. _ |

Our only commerit on ACR 111 is that we note.
there has been, I»beliéveo an amendment which we think
improves it by removing the 50% and allowing, in a sense,
the Legislature to determine what that percentage should
be. We don't feel this is a particularly important
resolution;: we think the removal Qf the 50% to allow for
float as the Legislature decides will be a step'forwarda

- Our comment in .regard to ACR 110 is a concern

about the adequacy of the dollar in view of the
indefiniteness of what may happen with‘regard to capital
ocutlay, debt sexvice and leeway. We feel that this may
be an unhealthy restriction when we do not know what may
happen in th@_c@urtsm mAmd¢-therefor@, our basic feeling
is that with court action still to come that can help
. change the financing of education, in ways which we may not
want to even have, we Sh@ulﬂ.bave as many choices open
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' to the Legislature as possible. AhdvI)think.these”ﬁ‘
Resolutlons,,at least at thlS p01nt, restrlct the

~ choices. too much and we have faith that the Leglslature

can make wise decisions. But to close doors when we :

- .are uncertain about flnan01ng somethlng that costs

”$2 billion would be a very unwise move. ' ,

' If we can be of any ass1stance in 1mput in terms -
~ of these changes - and we certalnly like to know more

- about the- Commlttee s plans for flnan01ng educatlon in

1973,
* Thank you;i_ , . , | ,
'ASSEMBLYMAN MANCINI: Thank you, Mr. Starkey.
Any questions? IR B -
. ASSEMBLYMAN GORMAN: No ‘questions except on
~this 1dea of the 1ll—t1m1ng of the Resolutions, it's been
‘pointed . out to the Committee that we would have to
_release these three Resolutlons in. order for them to be
on the ballot this yeara Now, the package itself, I m
 sure, will be voted on before these Resolutions, you know,
by the Assembly. So that if‘ihdeed’the income tax or
.some other major'revenue bill‘could'not fihd‘support,l
- then these Resolutlons probably would never go through
' e.lther° ' v ‘ ’
'~ 'MR. SHARKEY: But my ooncern, of course, is,
' suppose ‘they do find support° suppose the income tax is %;-
" approved, the whole package is: approved Stlll my questlon
is how you" re flnan01ng education for one whole year.
ASSEMBLYMAN GORMAN: For 1973. T
ASSEMBLYMAN'MANCINI; I belleve there must be scme
' technical’amehdmentftherég The intent is to put this
into effect in 1974, as you are aware of, and I think it's
a good point - which I've made note ofo The rest of‘the
Committee will study the transcrlpt also° I'think it's
- a very good point. B : S -
7 Next, Frank Halnes New Jersey Taxpayers
. A53001at10na R



FRANK HAINES: Good morning, gentlemen. First,
I am Frank Haines, Executive Directoxr, New Jersey Taxpayers

. »A58001at1on@ I would llke to apologize because we don't

have a statement prepared in wrltlng for you this mornlng,’
I'm worklng from draft and notes, and I realize the problem
but I've been out of town for several days and we had

~ some tlme limitations in which to prepare these remarks.

I don't have to remind you that we testified before
your Commlttee on the 9th of June and supported the basic
prlnClples of tax reform before the Leglelatureo In our
statement at that time we outlined broad areas of agree-
‘ment withurecommendatione of both the ﬁax Policy Committee
and the Governor's implementing legielation, as well as
listing.a number of specific objectioneﬁ

| Probably the moet important issue which surrounds
~ the debate over tax reform is the kinds of procedures
needed to insure property tax rellef@ The first and
, probably most obvious method to provrde reduction of
property taxes 1s tranefer of costs flnanced currently
from property tax lev1ee, and those are exempllfled,
as you know, 1n the program by the State ~agsumption: of’:
oertaln costs of eduoatlon and welfare, judiciary and
county tax board@

A seeond method ig through the technique of
State Aid whlch is also refleeted in the proposal; while

thlrd uses a rather more difficult approach, the use
of llmltatlon, the creation of legal restrictions to
check property tax increaseee, The latter can be accom-
pliehed most effeetlvely by reduolng or levellng expendi-
tures whlle other approaehee are to limit tax rates and
1ncreasee in lev1ee@ Thle latter appears to be the
approach which is refleeted in several of the amendments
belng consrdered this morning.

The New Jersey Taxpayere Aeeoolatlon oonsrdere a
Constitutional Amendmer: e the most extreme procedure by
which the elected body of the State and the public can
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place its op#nions in the law. The Association

beiieyes that the State Constitution is the basic law

of the State and it should be simple and clear. Every
effort should be made to insure that unnecessary specific
details are excluded from the Constitution to give the
publlc and the State Legislature the necessary flexi-

"fblllty to meet changlng needs of a state-like New Jersey.
Thus,'constltutlonal change should be very selectlve,

conetructlve and positive. Amendments should

' De avoided . which include material better‘handled by

a statute and which also include elaborate prohlbltlons

‘whlch llmlt powerso' Such provisions prov;de stralt—

jackets Wthh are dlfflcult to change.

' The New Jersey maxpayers Association asks that
you consider the forementioned principles in relation
to the amendments which are the subject of today s
hearlng. 1 "' ' h ’

The four resolutlons are inter-related with

a large package of tax reform leglslatlon° ‘Thus, bills
must be v1ewed in a larger context. But are the amend-
ments essentlal to the package° Will the purpose desired

' be attained?

Now since three of the bills relate to educatlég;

before d;scu531ng the amendments specrflcally, NJTA would
llke to. present some basic facts and background.

One, there 15 ‘some recent evidence suggest~

ling’ a reductlon in the trend of the rapid expanSIOn of

State spendlng in recent years, partlcularly in the field
of higher education: likewise, trends indicate that

'elementary—secondary publlc school enrollments across

New Jersey are leveling off., This fact could have an

important impaet on the rise of school costs in the future.
On the revenue 51de of the State's fiscal

plcture, we note a marked change has occurred in New

Jersey. Hlstorlcally, the base for levylng property

taxes tended to rise more rapidly than other tax bases
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in the Stategtfstarting in-the late 1950's and early "
'60's, however, the Asso01ation’s research shows that
substantlal changes ha%e occurred,r Wage and salary
: dlsbursements, the prlmary base for a personal 1ncome .
- tax,. have been r1s1ng at a hlgher rate than the true ' Q
value of real property in the State, both in current |
‘dollars and 1n constant dollars. Thls fact has enormous
1mpllcatlon for the future@ It partlcularly ralses the
question of the necessmty to levy a State-w1de real )

_Jproperty tax in. the future, or partlcularly one w1th a

. rate of $l .00, per. $lOO of true value.vulw, o

‘ Address1ng ourselves spe01flcally to the State—

‘wide property taxm,asvneflected 1n ACR—llO the
_Assoc1atlon asks the question:- Wbuld 1nclu51on of the

‘ statew1de property tax 1n the Constltutlon 1mply 1ts
contlnued use ln the future, w1thout change°
Generallyh it ﬂs not cons;dered de81rable to '
place SpelelC tax levies in a state constltutlono' It
~ is possible that the personal 1ncome tax will prov1de
.asufflclent revenues in the future to make a statew1de‘

‘

».property:tax unneoessarygg N ‘-_'vv L«’ o o
Supplementing a statewide'stateiunifOrm'property-
taxes does not necessarlly provide
property tax rellef in the aggregate. NJTA endorses»

'further property tax reductlon rather than 51mply 1n~

'_tax for local property

creasrng State expendlturesa Moreover,\plac1ng the
statew1de property tax 1n the Constltutlon would tend to
~insure 1ts contlnued use and encourage 1ncreased State |
vexpendlture.n To the greatest extent possrble, the _ - :"?
property tax should remain an exclu51vewrevenue ‘source |
hfor local unlts of governmente BRI % ‘

‘ If the Leglslature cons1ders 1t‘absolutely
necessary to prov1de for a statewade property tax in

the Consltutlon, NJTA would urge ellmlnatlon of the gy’
phrase,"except for such taxes whlch may be ln effect
at the tlme of the adoptlon of thls_amemdment" ih;s




phrase might be interpreted to mean that the Legislature
could enact statewide property taxes greater than $1.00
per $100 of equalized valuation prior to the effective
date of this amendment. Such taxes would not be altered
by the amendment.

If the above quoted phrase is included, and it's
there so as to protect State debt covenants, ybu may need
to exclude State property taxes to pay State debt from
the limitation. By way of explanation, in all bond
issues at this time, State general obligation bond issues,
there is an alternate provision that if the revenues which
are pledged to the debt service of the bond issue are
inadequate, any statewide property tax will be levied
to cover the debt service. Now this is an historical
practicé and I don't know how far back it goes: I think
it pre-dates the present Constitution. But really that
is, in effect, authorizing by statute a statewide
property tax at that point. So the question is: Is it
necessary to make some provision for this when you con-
sider the $1.00 rate. Again, it would be much better if
this were ih the Constitution, then you wouldn't have
to ant1c1pdte such problems. ' ‘

Now 1if the decision here is that ACR-110 is
essential to the reform program, a positive approach in
the language of the resolution would seem more desirable,
and I would guote it this way: "The Legislature shall
have power to levy an annual state tax on real property
at a rate not in excess of $1.00 per $S100 of equalizéd
valuation." This is turning the negative language around
a little bit and I'm not sure whether you're changing
anything drastically, but in texms of our point that
the Constitution should be a positive’document4this is
just a proposal, and I think the negative context at
the beginning can create some confusion.

On ACR~-11ll, with Assembly Amendments, site value
taxation, we testified earlier that the Taxpayers Assoc-
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-~ There are a number of. fundamental reasons why

we oppose this concept.
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|

It appears to be based on the
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el of real property. .The .

Tax Pollcy Committee's research showedlconclusively
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|

H 1n fact, it 1s reasonable
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‘site”value taxation'witnout initial- solid guarantees |

of unlform assessment co
economlcally._ - o
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‘written, the Leglslature
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_State's legislationfis‘:
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. Modern transportation and new tedhnology would mitigate
the intent of site value taxation. Property  values are
determined on the basis of supply and demand, and demand
is created by accessibility. Although New Jersey has
many transportation problems, we recognize there are
extreme efforts to try to correct them. Continued
improvements of transportation facilities, coupled with
classified assessment, could contribute to a decline in
those municipalities, particularly those where there-
has been extensive decline already where it has been:
suggested that site value taxation should be implemented.

Point 4. Site wvalue taxation would counter the

- State's effort to preserve open spaces. Premature

development is one of the problems which the State is
trying to counteract today.

Point 5. PFinally, we think that action on this
amendment is premature because of its complexity and
little or no public understanding of the concept of
site value taxation, nor is there any extensive profes-
‘sional expertise to implement such a system.

The present reform effort aims at providing
extensive reduction in property taxes. No one at this
time has a clear und@rstanding 0f the economic changes
‘that such a reform program would cause to occur. This
State should not consider creating an unusual, unknown
fiscal tool until the record of other proposed changes
‘has been documented and reviewed.

, Next, Assembly Concurrent Resolutions 112 and 117.
- They are similar and certainly should be considered
together. v
Both of these resolutions appear to have the
intent of giving to taxpayers a degree of assurance
. that property taxes will not be permitted to return to
present levels in the future with'respect-to the funding
of taxation. The objective is desirable but there appear

to be .a number of problems.
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NJITA is reallyjunclear about the specific intent
of ACR-117. Although the language is similar to ACR-112,
except for the removal of the voting requirement, it
would allow local school districts to tax real property
for capital outlay, debt service, reserve for ihcollécted
taxes, and the local share of locally funded operating
expenses in excess of State per pupil contributions.
. This appears to reiterate the current situation. If this
is the case, NJTA queséions the necessiiy of placing
superfluous language in the Co'nstitui:ion° School districts
today are already funding operating expenses in excess of
State contributions. - | _

swevmight suggest that in item 4, starting in line
36 of the Resolution that the State would share in the
funding of operating ekpenses of basic State grants. Yet
" there is nothingvin the Resolution that makes this a
guarantee. The Legislature could refuse to equalize
property tax burdens, és could be required in the
‘Robinson vs. Cahill decision. We recognize that the
State should act responsibly in all areas but it's the
Association's opinion that ACR-117 does not add con-
structively to the State Constitution nor change anything
and, therefore, is unnecessary.

Assembly Concurrent Resolution 112 provides for a
technique to control cost of education.. While the
Association Strangly favors enactment of some. type of
controls over local expenditures, partiéularly in the
field of education, to prevent, let's say, runaway costs,
the Association does not favor limits and procedures for
school tax levies in theVC@nstitutign, a concern that
local school districts and taxpayers should have a
moderate degree of flexibility, within limits of judicial
cand constitutional interpretation, which are much better
handled by statute than in the Constitution itself.

‘Purther, it is difficult to understand the
rationale for imposing a constitutional vote requirement,
as in 112, for certain school levies when the State

12



presumably would assume the major portion of school
operating costs, and there is no language that would
treat other govexnméntal units similarly.

- Votes in excess of the tax limitation which
would be imposed for municipalities and counties -
which we recognize would be an innovation in New
Jersey law - would be by simple majority of those voting
on the question. And it would appear to be an extreme,
let's say, case of discrimination to set a different
type of requirement for approval of school levies.

Now, if either ACR 112 or 117 again are determined
to be essential elements of the tax reform program, we
would like to again suggest that the language be worded
in a more positive manner, and this again starts
positively: "Real property may be taxed locally for
school purposes only for capital dutlay, debt service,
reserve for uncollected tax" and finally, that local
share of operating expenses of a school district in
excess of State per pupil contributions as determined
pursuant to law.

Instead of saying. they may not, we are saying
they may. The restriction puts in "only" for these
purposes. Again, it may be picking on technicalities
but it seems a more positive approach to this matter.

By way of conclusion, we do not view theSe
constitutional amendments as necessary or desirable
at this time. And I have to - not knowing what Mr.
Starkey said - reflect on his remarks earlier on their
position. '

. The New Jersey Taxpayers Association considers
action on either Assembly Concurrent Resolution 112 or
117 to be premature until there is a final decision in
‘the Robinson-Cahill case and, depending on the outcome,
subsequent corrective legislation, if needed, is enacted.

Neither of those amendments should be acted on

until the final form of the school financing act is

13



available and the Legislature's position on that .-
measure is known. We understand extensive changes are
being considered in the school aid blll .and I think

it is very difficult to evaluate these constitutional
amendments against the specifics df,the school aid
program even though weérecognize‘that these are very
bread in the amendment{ We realize that the Committee
and the Legislature is‘currently working on a very
rigid timétable if conStitutional amendﬁents are to be
placed on thlS November g ballot, Our point of view

is that the proposed amendments are not essential for
publlc_con81deratlon in November of 1972° Therefore,
‘we would urge that at this point they not be reported
‘out‘and put'dn the ballot. We have some apprehensions
as to the tiMétable‘that'you would use in handling these
amendments on thé floor of the Legislature, I suppose
we could assume they mlght be last in the consideration
80 that all these other pOlntS would be known before
you decide to put these on the ballot. _

We urge, certalnly, that this has to be con-—
sidered because early actlon before knowing what would
happenbto the;other_wouid put this on the ballot without
any relationship to the rest of the programe

o Again,»gentlemen; thank you for the opportunity
to discuss our views with you. And, again, we recognize
the extreme problems fabing you in terms of this
over—allftaXtrgﬁorm program. -

ASSEMBLYMAN MANCINT: Thank you.

Any questions, Assemblyman° |

‘ _ ASSEMBLYMAN GORMAN: Yes, I would just like to
get this clear with Mr. Haines.

I 'm 1nterested énd I think T understand your
p081tlve approach on ACRﬁllO where you would change ‘the
wordlng to not more than $1.00. 1In other words, your
1d$a there would give the Leglslature a chance to reduce
this, possibly, if the»money.ls(ndt needed.

14



MR. HAINES: Yes. Of course, the positive
~approach - I think we probably have to assume that the
power to levy a statewide property tax is there now
. and, even though in the language I suggested would be
- a specific grant of power, it would then say "not in
excess of" and, therefore, it would give, I think,
some leeway up to that point. And I tried to word the
whole thing positively within the limitation on the rate.

‘ASSEMBLYMAN GORMAN: I can understand that.

Now, in ACR-112, where you want to take the -
positive approach too rather than having 15% or any
percentage in there, what was your wording on that?

- MR. HAINES: First, the Association doesn't
view putting limitations of this type in the Constitution.
Next, you are relating the outcome to a voting record
of a previous election. This is somewhat uniqueW a unique
approach. I think we can find some situations 1n muni-
01pal law today, which are rather old, where you have
to have a specific minimum vote requirement in order
to have something become effective. But this would tie
the requirement té a percentage of votes cast in a |
previous election which might be three or four months
or a year and some months previous,band it just doesn't
seem to bebright in there and I don't think that the
percentage or the approach is reasonable. And related
in terms of consistency with your limitations on
municipal and county, you haven't considered anythlng
like that for them and the limitation here ;s only in
the excess operating expenses, and we have no idea at
this point how much we're talking about[ and this is
even more severe, certainly, than what has existed in
the past with the State assuming, presumably, a much
greater share of financing of education costs.

ASSEMBLYMAN GORMAN: If we did this, if we
eliminate the‘lS% and we eliminated the tie-in with the
past, wouldn't this then take us closer to ACR-117 which
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you say doesn't change anything so why have this?

MR. HAINES: That's right. So I think we would
say thatﬁwedon“t.think?either oﬁuthese,WQuld;be,
necessarily desirable at this time, a desirable approach.
The statutory approach, I think, on limitations is much
more desirable. If this turned out to be impractical,
vyou would have to govbdck~t0 the voters and you could
- very well have a situéﬁi@n'again ofvthe;negative voter
reaction. Once they've got it in their minds that this
may be effective, there may be very great difficulty in
changing it. _ - ‘

ASSEMBLYMAN GORMAN - Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN MANCINT : Thank: you, Mr. Haimes.

Mr. Harold Seamon, New Jersey School Boards

Association.

"HAROLD P, 8 EAM O N, JR.: Thank you,
gentlemen. I am Harold;Seéan, Director of Special
Services for the New Jersey School Boards Association.

" I would just like to make two polnts on the
Resolutions you are con51derlng t@dayo

I would like to point out that the major
educational groups, thé New Jersey Education Association,
the School Boards Association and the Association of
School Administrators worked closely on this imple-
menting legislation as it has been developed, and I
think it is refreshing, for a change, for these groups
to, in 99% of the case here, share a common concern.
So, I would like to‘jus£ re-echo the thoughts expressed
by Mr. Starkey and, to a degree, by Mr. Haines on the
timing of ACR 110. ‘ - ’
‘School boards”a?e going to be under the gun with

the Robinson vse'Cahill'deciSion; I recognizé that this
will be a total package and perhaps the eventuallty would
not arise, but we would like to have assurance that the
possibility that unnecessary restrictions would be placed
" upon school boards cauld be avoided as thls program is
16



developed. Agreed that it is a total package and this
probably will not occur.

The other major point we would like to make
is in regard to ACR-112 and ACR-117.

Our membership is strongly opposed, in their
testimony on Assembly Bill 1272, to the restriction on
the elections'for local leeway expenditures. We feel '
that this would be a rather unique restriction placed
on school boards in these elections. It raises the
possibility, we feel, for the opposition to local
leeway elections for capital outlay or for expenditures
above the State unit cost to expxess their opposition
by only staying home. In other words, they would not
have to come out and vote "no", they would just merely
not have to vote. We could see the possibility of, if
the figures worked out because of the previous Assembly
election,that the vote in a school district required
900 voters to be a vaiid election, having 850 voters
come out and conceivably voting for the increased
expenditure and then having that election declared
invalid. |

So, because of that restriction, we would support
the language contained in Assembly Concurrent Resolution
117 and would ask that you consider removing that
restriction on elections.

I think that is all the comment I would like
to make on these Resolutions at this time.

ASSEMBLYMAN GORMAN: Would you agree, then, that
if we went to li7 then, in effect, we might as well have
’nothing, you know, because we're right where we are todav.

MR. SEAMON: That language would be contained in
the statute, I would think, right.

ASSEMBLYMAN MANCICI: Thank you, Mr, Seamon.

MR. SEAMON: Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN MANCINI: Is there anyone else present
who would like to testify? If not, this public hearing is

foiCially closed. ‘ (Hearing c@ncluded)
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