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MEMORANDUM 

May 18, 1988 

MEMBERS OF THE SENATE EDUCATION COMMITTEE 

SENATOR MATTHEW FELDMAN, CHAIRMAN 

COMMITTEE MEETING - May 26, 1988 

\ 

The Senate Education Committee will meet on Thursday, May 26 in Room 334, 
State House Annex, beginning at 2:00 P.M. 

At the committee meeting the committee will take public testimony on: 

S-2405 
(Lipman) 

Provides for the use of current year expenditures in 
the detennination of equalization aid for school 
districts. 

In addition to the above bill, the hearing will also address the general issue of 
current year funding of State aid for education. 

Anyone wishing to testify should contact Deena R. Schorr, aide to the 
committee at (609) 984-6843 and should submit copies of their testimony to the 
committee on the day of the hearing. 





SENATE, No. 2405 

STATE OF NEW JERSEY 

INTRODUCED APRIL 18, 1988 

By Senators LIPMAN, FELDMAN, LESNIAK, GRAVES, 
AMBROSIO, COWAN, O'CONNOR, JACKMAN. RICE, 

CODEY, BUBBA, RAND, McMANIMON, COSTA, 
VAN WAGNER. PALLONE, SASSANO, LYNCH, 

EWING, ZIMMER, DUMONT and STOCKMAN 

1 AN ACT concerning current expense equalization support for 

school districts and amending and supplementing P.L. 1975, c. 

3 212. 

5 BE IT ENACTED by the Senate and General Assembly of the 

State of New Jersey: 

7 1. Section 3 of P.L. 1975, c. 212 (C. 18A:7A-3) is amended to 

read as follows: 

9 3. For the purposes of this act, unless the context clearly 

requires a different meaning: 

11 "Adjusted net current expense budget" means the balance after 

deducting (1) State support for categorical programs pursuant to 

13 section 20 of P.L. 1975, c. 212 (C. 18A:7 A-20), (2) the difference · 

between the transportation amount in the current expense budget 

15 and 10% of the estimated approved transportation amount, and 

(3) all other revenue in the current expense budget except the 

17 amount to be raised by local taxation, equalization State support, 

and State support for approved transportation, appropriation from 

19 free balances, and miscellaneous revenue. 

"Adjusted net current expenses per pupil" means the quotient 

21 resulting from dividing the adjusted net current budget by the 

resident enrollment. 

23 "Adjusted State average net current expense budget per pupil" 

means the quotient resulting from dividing the total adjusted net 

25 current expense budgets of all districts in the State by the total 

resident enrollment in the State. 

27 "Administrative order'' means a written directive ordering 

specific corrective action by a district· which has shown 

29 insufficient educational progress within a reasonable period of 

time in meeting goals and standards. 

31 ''Approved special class pupil'·' means a pupil enrolled in any 

class for atypical pupils pursuant to chapter 46 of Title 18A of 

33 the New Jersey Statutes. 

EXPLANATION--Hatter enclosed in bold-faced brackets. (thus] in the 
above bill is not enacted and is intended to be omitted in the law. 

Matter underlined~ is new matter. 
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1 "Approved special education services pupil" means a pupil 

receiving specific services pursuant to chapter 46 of Title 18A of 

3 the New Jersey Statutes but excluding pupils attending county 

special services school districts. 

5 ·• Bilingual education pupil" means a pupil enrolled in a program 

of bilingual education approved by the State board. 

7 "Budgeted capital outlay" means those capital outlay 

expenditures that are included in the annual school budget. 

9 "Categorical programs" means those programs and services 

recognized in this act as requiring per pupil expenditures over and 

11 above those applicable to regular programs, as provided in section 

20 of this act. 

13 "Current expense" means all expenses of the school district, as 

enumerated in N.J .S. 18A:22-8, other than those required for 

15 interest and debt redemption charges and any budgeted capital 
project. 

17 "Debt service" means and includes payments of principal and 

interest upon school bonds and other obligations issued to finance 

19 the acquisition of school sites and the acquisition, construction or 

reconstruction of school buildings, including fumishings, 

21 equipment and the costs of issuance of such obligations and shall 

include payments of principal and interest upon bonds heretofore 

23 ·issued to fund or refund such obligations, and upon municipal 

bonds and other obligations which the commissioner approves as 

25 having been issued for such purposes. Debt service pUl'SUant to 

the provisions of P.L. 1971, c. 10 (C. 18A:58-33.6 et seq.) and 

27 P.L. 1968, c. 177 (C. 18A:58-33.2 et seq.) is excluded. 

"District equalized valuation per pupil" means the quotient 

29 resulting from dividing the total equalized valuations in the 

school district by the resident enrollment of the district; provided 

31 that in the detennination of the equalized valuation per pupil of a 

county vocational school the total equalized valuations in the 

33 county shall be divided by the total resident enrollment in all 

school districts of the county to obtain the co\Ulty vocational 

35 school equalized valuation per pupil. 

"Equalized valuations" means the equalized valuation of the 

37 taxing district for taxing districts as certified by the Director of 

the Division of Taxation on October 1 of the prebudget year. 

39 With respect to regional districts and their constituent 

districts, however, the equalized valuations as described above 
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1 shall be allocat~tt,among the;-:~egional and constituent districts in 

proportion to the number of pupils in each of them. 

3 "Evening school pupils'' means the equated full-time resident 

enrollment of pupils enrolled in an accredited evening high 

5 school, an evening vocational high school, and in other evening 

schools except schools offering programs for self-improvement 

7 and social enrichment. 

"Goals" means a written statement of educational aspirations 

9 for learner achievement and the educational proceS$ stated in 
general terms. 

11 "Guaranteed valuation per pupil" means the product, rounded 

to the nearest dollar, of 1.344 times the State average valuation 

13 per pupil for the year in which the calculation of aid is made. 

"Joint Committee on the Public Schools" means the committee 

15 created pursuant to P.L. 1975, c. 16 (C. 52:9R-1 et seq.). 

"Local vocational pupils" means the full-time equivalent of 

17 pupils enrolled in approved categorical vocational programs in 

school districts designated as local area vocational school 

19 districts. 

"Maximum net current expense budget" means the_ net current 

21 expense budget for the prebudget year plus an amount equal to 

the product of the maximum increase permitted pursuant to 

23 section 25 of P.L. 1975, c. _212 _(C. 18A:7A-25) multiplied by 0.33 

for the 1989-1990 school year,· by 0.67 for the 1990-1991 school 

25 year and by 1.0 thereafter. 

"Minimum aid guaranteed valuation per pupil" means the 

27 product, rounded to the nearest whole dollar, of 11.5 times the 

State average equalized valuation per pupil for the year in which 

29 the calculation of aid is made. 

"Needs assessment" means a written analysis of the current 

31 status of an educational system in terms of achieving its goals. 

"Net current expense budget" means the balance after 

33 deducting (1) State support for categorical programs pursuant to 

section · 20 of this act, (2) the difference between tbe 

35 transportation amount in the current expense budget and 10% of 

the estimated approved transportation amount, and (3) all other 

37 revenue in the current expense budget except the amount to be 

raised by local taxation, equalization State support, the State 

39 support for approved transportation. 
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1 "Net current expense per pupil" means the quotient resulting 

from dividing the net current expense budget by the resident 
3 enrollment. 

"Net debt service and budgeted capital outlay" means the 

5 balance after deducting all revenues from the school debt service 

and budgeted capital outlay budgets of the school district and the 

7 school debt service amount included in the municipal budget, 

except the am01mt to be raised by local taxation and State 

9 support. 

"Objective" means a written statement of the intended 

11 outcome of a specific educational process. 

"Prebudget year" means the school year preceding the year in 

13 which the school budget will be implemented. 

"Resident enrollment" means the number of pupils who are 

15 resident of the district and are enrolled in day or approved 

evening schools on the last school day of September of the 

17 prebudget year and are attending: (1) the public schools of the 

district; (2) another school district or a State college 

19 demonstration school to which the district of residence pays 

tuition; or (3) a State facility; provided that a district shall count 

21 pupils regularly attending both the schools of the district and of a 

county vocational school in the same colDlty on an equated 

23 full-time basis. 

Handicapped children between three and five years of age and 

25 receiving programs and services pursuant to N.J.S. 18A:46-6 shall 

be included in the resident enrollment of the district on an 
2 7 equated full- time basis. 

"Standards" means the process and stated levels of proficiency 

29 used in detennining the extent to which goals and objectives are 
being met. 

31 "State average net current expense budget per pupil" means 

the quotient resulting from dividing the total net current expense 

33 budgets of all districts in the State by the total resident 

enrollment in the State. 

35 "State average valuation per pupil" means the quotient 

resulting from dividing the total equalized valuations in the State 

37 as certified by the Director of the Division of Taxation on 

October 1 by the total resident enrollment in the State. In the 

39 event that the equalized table certified by the Director of the 

Division of Taxation shall be revised by the tax court on or before 
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1 January 30 of tb~, next succeeding year, such revised valuation 

shall be used in any recomputation of aid for an individual· district 

3 filing such appeal but will have no effect upon the State average 

valuation per pupil. 

5 "State compensatory education pupil" means a pupil who is 

enrolled in preventive and remedial programs offered during the 

7 nonnal school day, or in programs offered beyond the nonnal 

school day or during summer vacation, which are integrated and 

9 coordinated with programs operated during the regular school day 

and year. Said programs shall be approved by the State board, 

11 supplemental to the regular programs and designed to assist 

pupils who have academic, social, economic or environmental 

13 needs that prevent them from succeeding in regular school 

programs. 

15 "State facility" means a State residential facility for the 

retarded; a day training center which is operated by or under 

17 contract with the State and in which all the children have been 

placed by the State, including a private school approved by the 

19 Department of Education which is operated under contract with 

the Bureau of Special Residential Services in the Division of 

21 Developmental Disabilities in the Department of Human Services; 

a State residential youth center; a State training school or 

23 correctional facility; a State child treatment center or 

psychiatric hospital. 

25 "State support limit'' means the sixty-fifth percentile net 

current expense budget per pupil for the prebudget year when all 

27 district figures are ranked from low to high. The State support 

limit shall be calculated and applied separately for (a) limited 

29 purpose regional districts offering grades 9 through 12, (b) 

limited purpose regional districts offering grades 7 through 12, 

31 provided, however, th~t the figure used for such districts shall be 

not less than 90o/o of the sixty-fifth percentile for limited purpose 

33 regional districts offering grades 9 through 12, (c) constituent 

districts of limited purpose regional districts offering grades 9 

35 through 12, (d) constituent districts of limited purpose regional 

districts offering grades 7 through 12, provided, however, that 

37 the figure used for such districts shall be not less than 90o/o of the 

sixty-fifth percentile for constituent districts of limited purpose 

39 regional districts offering grades 9 through 12, and (e) all other 

districts. 

41 (cf: P.L. 1986, c. 10, s. 1) 



6 

1 2. Section 18 of P.L. 1975, c. 212 (C. 18A:7A-18) is amended 

to read as follows: 

3 18. Equalization support for current expenses of all school 

districts shall be paid in accordance with the calculations 

5 contained in subsection a. or b. whichever results in a greater 

amount of aid: 

7 a. Divide the district equalized valuation per pupil by the 

guaranteed valuation per pupil and subtract the quotient from 

9 1.0000 to obtain the district Is State support ratio. 

Multiply the district Is State support ratio by the smaller of (1) 

11 the net current expense budget for the [prebudget] budget year Q! 

the maximwn net current expense budget, whichever is less, or 

13 (2) the product of the resident enrollment and the. State support 

limit. 

15 b. Divide the district's equalized valuation per pupil by the 

minimwn aid guaranteed valuation per pupil, subtract the 

17 quotient from 1.000 and multiply the remainder by 10% to obtain 

the district Is minimwn aid State support ratio. 

19 Multiply the district Is minimwn aid State support ratio by the 

product of the resident enrollment and the State support limit. 

21 An all purpose regional school district fanned after January 1, 

1987 shall be entitled to. 110% of the amount of equalization aid 

23 calculated pursuant to subsections a. and b. of this section for a 

period of five years following the year of regionalization of the 

25 school district, subject to the provisions of section 4 of P.L. 1987, 

c. 266 (C. 18A:7A-27.1). 

27 (cf: P.L. 1987, c. 266, s. 2) 

3. Section 24 of P.L. 1975, c. 2-12 (C. 18A:7A-24) is amended 
29 to read as follows: 

24. State support for county vocational school districts shall 

31 be paid in accordance with the following calculations: 

a. Equalization support for current expenses of co\Dlty 

33 vocational school districts shall be paid in accordance with the 

calculations in paragraphs (1) or (2) whichever results in the 

35 greater amo\Dlt of aid: 

(1) Divide the county equalized valuations per pupil by the 

37 guaranteed valuation per pupil and subtract the quotient from 

1.0000 to obtain the cowtty vocational school Is State support 

39 ratio. 

Multiply the State support ratio by the smaller of (1) the net 
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1 current expense . budget for :the [prebudget] budget year or the 

maximum net current expense budget, whichever is less, or (2) 

3 the product of the resident enrollment multiplied by 175% of the 

Statewide sixty-fifth percentile net current expense budget per 

5 pupil for· the pre budget year when all district figures are ranked 

from low to high. 

7 (2) Divide the county equalized valuations per pupil by the 

minimum aid guaranteed valuation per pupil, subtract that 

9 quotient from 1.0000 and multiply the remainder by 10% to 

obtain the county vocational school Is minimwn aid State support 

11 ratio. Multiply the county vocational school Is minimum aid State 

support ratio by the product of the resident enrollment multiplied 

13 by 1.75% of the statewide sixty-fifth percentile net current 

expense budget per pupil for the prebudget year when all district 

15 figures are ranked from low to high. 

b. Debt service and budgeted capital outlay support for county 

17 vocational schools shall be calculated in accordance with section 

19 of this act. 

19 (cf: P.L. 1978, c. 158, s. 6) 

4. Section 27 of P.L. 1975, c. 212 (C. 18A:7A-27) is amended 

21 to read as follows: 

27. On or before November 1 of each year, the commissioner 

23 shall determine the amount necessary to be appropriated by the 

State to carry out the provisions of this act for the succeeding· 

25 school year and shall detennine for local budget purposes the 

amounts payable to each of the counties and districts under this 

27 act for such succeeding year. 

For the purposes of this section the commissioner shall assume 

29 that each district shall adopt a net current expense budget equal 

to the maximum net current expense budget. 

31 (cf: P.L. 1975, c. 212, s. 27) 

5. (New section) After a school district Is budget is adopted, 

33 the commissioner, when appropriate, shall adjust the amounts 

payable to the district pursuant to section 18 or section 24 of 

35 P.L. 1975, c. 212 (C. 18A:7A-18, C. 18A:7A-24) to reflect the 

adoption of a net current expense budget which differs from the 

37 maximum net current expense budget. 

6. This act shall take effect on July 1, 1988, except that 

39 sections 2, 3 and 4 shall not apply to the current expense 

equalization support for the 1988-1989 year. 
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1 STATEMENT 

3 This bill provides for a three year phase-in of current year 

funding of equalization aid for public schools. Beginning with the 

5 1991-1992 school year, the equalization aid entitlements of local 

school districts and county vocational school districts will be 

7 based on their current year expenditures. At present, the 

equalization aid formula uses a district's net current expense 

9 budget from the previous year. Under this bill, the transition 

from a prebudget year to a current year funding base will be 

11 accomplished in three equal steps beginning in the 1989-1990 

school year. 

13 The use of the current year net current expense budget in the 

calculation of equalization aid entitlements will affect the 

15 entitlements of all school districts except: a. those in which the 

equalized value of the taxable property in the district divided by 

17 the student enrollment exceeds the Statement average by a 

significant margin. or b. those in which the net current expense 

19 budget (NCEB) per pupil exceeds the 65th percentile NCEB per 

pupil throughout the State. 

21 

23 EDUCATION 

Education - Finance and State Aid 

25 
Provides for the use of current year expenditures in the 

27 determination of equalization aid for school districts. 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Senator Wynona M. Lipman 
District 29 

Robert Noonan 
Senate Majority Staff 

Jeanne M. Oswald 
Legislative Services 
Office of the Commissioner 
New Jersey Department of Education 

Vincent Calabrese 
Assistant Commissioner 
Division of Finance 
New Jersey Department of Education 

Robert Woodford 
Vice President 
New Jersey Business & Industry Association 

Dr. Ernest c. Reock, Jr. 
Director 
Bureau of Government Research 
Rutgers, the State University 

Wayne S. Dibofsky 
Associate Director of Government Relations 
New Jersey Education Association 

Thomas A. D'Ambola 
Assistant Executive Director 
New Jersey Association of School Business Officials 

Joseph A. Zemaitis 
President 
New Jersey School Boards Association 

Peggy Sturmfels 
New Jersey Parent Teachers Association 

Margaret c. Murphy 
Assistant Association Counsel 
New Jersey Association of School Administrators 

2 

4 

6 

6 

17 

22 

31 

37 

40 

44 

47 





TABLE OF CONTENTS (continued) 

Ray Peterson 
American Federation of Teachers 

Martin R. Olech, Esq. 
Director of Government Relations 
New Jersey Principals and Supervisors Association 

APPENDIX: 

Materials submitted by Ernest c. Reeck, Jr. 
Director 
Bureau of Government Research 

Page 

48 

49 

Rutgers, the State University lx 

Statement submitted by Wayne Dibofsky 
Associate Director of Government Relations 
New Jersey Education Association 14x 

Report of the Education Subcommittee of the 
State and Local Expenditure and Revenue Policy Commission 17x 
(SLERP) 

* * * * * * * * 

akv: 1-51 





SENATOR MATTHEW FELDMAN (Chairman): I want to take a 

moment to welcome you here this afternoon, and to make a brief 

comment on the question which is before us, current year 

funding for public education. 

I want to commend Senator Lipman for bringing this to 

us at this time, because this is one of the most important 

issues this Committee has been called upon to consider; perhaps 

the most important since the passage of the Public School 

Education Act of 1975. In some ways this is an extension of 

the '75 debate. Since then, as now, we are really considering 

equity and equalization of effort in the provision of State aid 

for education. 

In essence the issue is a simple one. Under our 

current State aid formula, a local school district must bear 

the entire first year cost of any new program, whether 

initiated by the district or required by the State. Poor 

districts with few fiscal resources, cannot undertake new and 

innovative projects, and in consequence fall further and 

further behind in the provision of educational services. 

In recent years this has been recognized as a 

problem. And a number of statutes have specified current year 

funding for certain programs; for example, the minimum teacher 

salary law provided for current year State funding, and this 

mechanism was used to provide the potential for additional 

funds to districts in level three monitoring. 

The entire question was studied very carefully by the 

select corrunission, and as you know that commission has 

recommended current year funding for State current expense aid 

and capital expense aid. As a. member of that commission, I 

certainly endorsed those recommendations, and commend once 

again Senator Lipman for taking the initiative for introducing 

this bill. 

I should also note that Senator Russo has just 

introduced a companion measure providing current year funding 

for capital expenditures. 

1 



I hope through.this hearing, through the transcripts, 

to generate further discussion on the entire issue of current 
year funding so that we can come together on the specifics of 
this legislation and move forward to achieve a critical reform 

in the education aid formula. 
I asked Senator Dalton if he wishes to comment. He 

said it•s not necessary; he concurs with my comments. Senator 
Dumont, do you wish to have a comment or share some of your 
thoughts with us? I would welcome them at this time. 

SENATOR DUMONT: Well, I certainly concur with what 
you had to say. I don•t think we·re doing enough for State aid 

to the school districts. The percentage has to go up, and this 
is one way that the percentage can go up and be absolutely 
valid and right in what we·re doing, because leaving it a year 
or two years behind is ridiculous. 

SENATOR FELDMAN: Thank you, Senator Dumont, and you 

Senator Dalton. 
SENATOR DUMONT: I commend Senator Lipman for doing 

this too. 
SENATOR FELDMAN: Now I call upon Senator Lipman to 

talk to us about your bill and why we should look upon it with 
favor. 
SENATOR WYNONA M. L I PM AN: All right, Mr. 
Chairman. I want to say at the outset that it is a pleasure to 
appear here today to be able to speak about such an important 
bill. I want to thank you and commend you for your support and 
attention to this very critical educational concern. 

We as a people have no greater responsibility than to 

ensure that our children -- all of our children -- receive an 

education which will allow each of them to function at their 

full potential intellectually, economically, socially, and 

politically. 

More than a dozen years ago, the Supreme Court of this 

State determined that the mechanism we were using to fund 

2 



education was not attaining this . objective. The court held 

that we were not fulfilling our responsibility to establish and 

to provide a thorough and efficient system of public education 

in our State. With some prod~ing, we responded to the court's 

conclusion and in 1975 we enacted the current school aid 

funding formula and the State income tax which supplied the 

needed funds. 

Central to the funding formula was the belief that the 

quality of the education received by a public school student in 

the State of New Jersey should not be a function of the wealth 

of the community in which the child lived. The formula 

provided that a district' s entitlement to State aid would be 

directly related to the district's wealth, with the State 

paying as much as 90% of the operating costs in the poorest 

districts. 

1975 

today 

If the funding formula adopted in the T & E law of 

is so good, 

and why 

then why are we here to discuss this bill 

is the administrative law judge currently 

weighing evidence in Abbott v~ Burke case? Part of the reason 

is that too often districts have not received their full aid 

entitlements from the State. But the more significant reason 

is that under the current lawi districts receive 50% or 70% or 

even 90% of the current expense budget from the previous year, 

not from the current year. 

This distinction may appear minor and technical until 

you try to improve a school system located in a less weal thy 

community. If you need to increase spending by $20 million to 

provide a good education to the children, you wi 11 have to 

raise the full amount of that increase on the backs of local 

taxpayers. If you are the poorest of the poor, and your State 

support ratio is 90%, and you increase spending by $20 million, 

then you will receive an additional $18 million in aid in the 

following year. But if you are the poorest of the poor, you 

would not be able to raise the initial $20 million, so that you 

3 



will never be able to qualify for the additional State aid, and 
you will never be able to give your children the education they 
deserve. 

The point of this bill is very simple. It says, if 
you need to spend $20 million more to provide a good education, 
and you are so poor that you are at the 90% support level, then 
you must raise $2 million through local taxes and the State 
will repay the remainder necessary to fulfill our 
consti tutiona1 requirement of a thorough and efficient 
education. 

This bill will then complete the work which was begun 
in 1975 with the enactment of the T & E law. It will make it 
possible for all children in our State to get a thorough and 
efficient education. It is the right thing to do. 

SENATOR FELDMAN: Thank you, Senator. I know that you 
are chairing your own committee meeting this afternoon. Do any 
of the Committee members wish to ask a question of Senator 
Lipman? 

SENATOR LIPMAN: I think these Committee members are 
well versed in this formula of prior year funding and current 
year funding. I think they must know the recommendations from 
the SLERP Commission also, which are very much along these line. 

If I could, I ask your indulgence. Mr. Bob Noonan 
here has some requests about amendments. You're going to speak 
about additional legislation and the cap. That's Senator 
Russo's-- Is that all right? 

SENATOR FELDMAN: Yes, certainly. Let me call upon, 
not Mr. Robert Noonan, but Dr. Robert Noonan. 

SENATOR LIPMAN: Dr. Robert Noonan. Excuse me. 
SENATOR FELDMAN: If this were any other committee I 

wouldn't care, but his doctorate is in education. 
R 0 B E R T N 0 0 N A N: Dr. Lipman has become Dr. Dr. 
Lipman. Montclair State has given her an honorary doctorate 
just last week. 
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SENATOR FELDMAN: She had to have an armed escort, 
which I didn't like, to get to the rostrum. Bob? 

MR. NOONAN: I think maybe what's appropriate now is 
to speak to the one area of amendment that Senator Lipman and I 
discussed, is that based on the recommendations of the SLERP 
Commission that she would like to have --- at the point this 
bill is moved -- an amendment that would address the issue of 
the cap. This amendment would reflect, I guess it's the 
depressant formula that the SLERP Commission recommends, that 
would keep the wild fluctuations of the cap -- which this year 
I think was in excess of 14% -- within a lesser range by having 
the cap vary from a base of 6% based on a formula that would 
allow only a percentage of the increase beyond 6% that's 
produced by increases in assessed valuation. Which, for 
instance this year would create a cap somewhere in excess of 9% 
rather than the 14% that is currently in effect. This would 
restrict the amount of increase in expenditures a given 
district would have based upon the current year formula, and to 
some extent restrict the overall cost of the operation in the 
given year -- the cost of the financing in a given year. I 
think that's basically the amendment. 

I think it should be pointed out the other difference 
in this bill and the SLERP Commission's report, is this bill 
calls for a phase-in of the current year funding on a one 
third, two thirds, full implementation basis over a three-year 
period, which of course would reduce its impact in the first 
year, which would be the '89-'90 school year, is the intent. 

SENATOR FELDMAN: Thank you, Robert. Of course, we're 
all awaiting the full report of the SLERP Commission. When we 
draft or amend the legislation -- or draft the legislation as 
proposed by Senator Lipman.-- we' 11 be waiting for that final 

report. 
I have no questions at all. Any questions? (no 

response) No? Thank you, Senator Lipman. 
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SENATOR LIPMAN: Yes , thanks . No questions? Very 

good. Thanks very much. 

SENATOR FELDMAN: You're welcome. Now we have the 

heavy hitters with us, "people whom we respect, who are very 

knowledgeable. The first one will be Vince Calabrese, 

Assistant Conunissioner of Finance, of our State Department of 

Education, accompanied by Jeanne Oswald. 

J E A N N E M. 0 S W A L D: Thank you. The Department of 

Education would also like to thank Senator Lipman before she 

leaves, and this Committee, for bringing t}lis very important 

issue to the floor for discussion. 

The Department supports the concept of current year 

funding to ease the burden on local school districts. However, 

the reality of an $80 million under-funding of next year's 

formula and the additional $100 million plus that this bill 

would require, makes the move to a current year funding formula 

somewhat impractical. So, while we do support the concept, the 

fiscal impracticality can't be ignored. 

With that in mind, Vince Calabrese is with me today. 

He • s going to address Senator Lipman's bill in particular, and" 

answer any technical questions you may have. 

SENATOR FELDMAN: Thank you. Vincent? 

A S S T. C 0 MM. V I N C E N T C A L A B R E S E: Thank 

you. As Jeanne indicated, the Department does support the 

concept of current year funding for a lot of reasons. The 

first has already been said but it's worth repeating: It would 

help the poor districts when budget increases are necessary. · 

Local tax levies could be reduced in the poorest districts, 

while permitting an increase in spending. It would improve the 

equity feature of the formula, lessen the impact of State 

mandated expenditures or programs, and would really give the 

Commissioner another fiscal alternative when forcing that 

district to increase its budget to meet monitoring standards. 
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However, when we move from concept to implementation, 

all sorts of issues arise that have to be seriously debated 
and/or discussed. 

I'm going to base my remarks on the bill as it exists, 

not with any proposed amendments I since I guess we I 11 discuss 

them later. 

Basing the budget on a capping system, no matter what 

the capping system is, would automatically generate more 

dollars than the district might budget under the cap law. It· s 

important to understand that just for a moment. When you· re 

basing budgets on caps-- A cap is a theoretical increase that 

a school district may increase its budget under State law. It 

has nothing to do with what a district really thinks it needs; 

since some districts want waivers, they want to go beyond that, 

and other districts won • t come anywhere near that amount. 

That's especially important when you look at our present 

capping system, in that we give K-6 districts and K-8 districts 

a cap that is based on a K-12 system. They don't need the cap 

they have right now, so they tend not to budget to it. So when 

you base a funding system --- State funding system on a 

theoretical cap increase, those districts would get more 

dollars than they might budget. 

You might say, .. Well that's fine, but in the following 

year we would then make a.n adjustment... That· s true, except 

you would then calculate the new amount for the following year, 

leaving in that budget dollars that are not necessarily going 

to be spent. In fact, as I indicated here, it • s an interest 

free advance of aid, which would never be fully recovered, 

since each year you would estimate the ~ew amount after you 

make the adjustment. 

There should also be a 1 imi ter somewhere in the bill, 

as we get more serious with this type of legislation, for 

districts such as North Hanover New Hanover or North 

Hanover? New Hanover probably; one of them -- that district 
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has a 237% permitted cap increase this year, which is 
ludicrous. They couldn't possibly go from a million dollar 
budget for State aid purposes to a $3.5 million for State aid 
purposes. You say why does that happen? Because they're a 
Federally funded district. Those funds come off their costs, 
which shows they have a very low per pupil expenditure for cap 
purposes, which would give them a permitted increase that' s 
greater. So in those cases at least we should take a look at 
those anomalies, and we should do something to say that in .such 
cases they can't exceed a certain limit. 

The concept of paying aid on a cap system would 
transfer the erratic savings. and permitted caps to State aid, 
which is much more serious. If you tell a district they can 
increase their budget by 50%, they only want to increase it by 
10%, that could be serious enough in that the budget cap is so 
much higher than where they intend to go. But when you pay the 
State aid on that 50% increase and they do not intend to go 
anywhere near that, it becomes more serious because State money 
is going out before the need is there. Now, when caps are too 
high, districts simply don't budget the caps. If aid were paid 
on the higher amount, the State would be, as I said before, 
contributing against expenses that might not ever occur. 

Another thing. When the cap is too high the State 
will supply too much, but what happens when the cap is too 
low? Under the current system it could very well be that they 
would not get current funding because they would have to have a 
waiver. The waiver process time lines are much longer than the 
Governor's recommendation time lines, so that the waiver might 
be granted, no money in the budget. Then you'd have to have a 
supplemental bill in the Legislature to fund those people that 
had a waiver, or wait until the following year, which by then 
we're really not getting full funding. I've come to the 
conclusion that others have come to. The cap law would have to 
be modified if we go this route, so as to prevent the current 
swings. 
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There are other small technical problems in the bi 11 

that we can probably iron out· &S t irne gc)~s on. Using the 

current expense budget wouldn · t work since those budgets would 

not be prepared in t irne for us to get an est irnate into the 

Governor. If we had the actual current expense budget for the 

budget year in November that would be great, since we have to 

give the Governor the reconunendation in December. So that 

having that as part of the bill would probably be impractical 

in that we would not be able to get those budgets in, and we'd 

end up paying based on the maximum calculation in the law. 

Costs-- I think we have to address them. On a net 

basis, using 1987-·aa as a year, it would have cost 56 million 

at the one third level, or 157 million at the 100%. Now that•s 

netting it out, without antiqipating how much more would have 

to be put in to permit the districts to be aided at cap. So 

that would be the actual net cost. We would never see that 

under this bill because we would always be anticipating the 

additional amount necessary for when we go to cap the following 

year. Under this bill, the ·aa-·ag costs, based on 18.6% cap 

--- which we currently have -- will be. 138 million at the one 

third level, and 345.5 million at 100%. Last January by the 

way, to show how volatile our figures can be, we estimated 

costs at about 107 million before we assessed the impact of the 

higher cap. If the cap were reduced to 10%, the costs would 

drop to about $76 million at the one-third level, and 210.8 at 

100%. Assuming the same inflationary pace of school budgets in 
I 881 1 891 I 90 -- as in I 88-l 89. -- the difference between the 

two -- the costs would escalate to about to 154 million at the 
one-third level, and 357 million at 100% in ·ag-·go. 

None of our estimates includes the long-range impact 

of current year funding. For example, districts tend to budget 

at higher levels, irrespective of need, since they will be 

receiving State money up-front. How serious would that be?· 

Would it happen? I· m not sure, but ·we should at least talk 

about it. 
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In poorer districts will cost proposals be viewed with 
less concern since the State would be picking up 70 I 801 or 
more percent? One of our problems in transportation is the 
concept that we're paying 90% of the transportation aid. It's 
not true. We're paying 90% two years back, and we you take 
that money and look at the budget in the year in which they get 
the money, it's 65 or 70%. But because the concept is out 
there, there' s less tendency on the part of some boards to 
limit the route since the concept is, "We're paying the full 
amount." 

Can the State's economy support the increased funding, 
since our revenue measures tend to be more stable than district 
costs, which are not dependent on State revenue proj ection.s? 
What would be the impact of reduced funding, since the revenue 
shortfall could be exacerbated by school cost increases at a 
rate greater than inflation? 

At the current time we give them a figure in Nove~er, 
and in February they really get the figure. At that time they 
adjust their budgets. Under a current year funding concept the 
numbers of dollars they would be notified of in November would 
be pretty high. They would tend- to -- looking at their tax 
rates, the numbers of dollars they expect to get -- tend to 
throw things in the budget that may or may not be supportable 
if we come along and say we're going to pay 97% of it, 95% of 
the costs or what have you. The adjustments could still be 
made, but it would be frustrating to say the least. 

Unless the State revenue system is also modified to 
assure the formula's funding -- I want to be clear on that 
the current year funding could end up a frustrating farce. 

SENATOR FELDMAN: Let me as·k you first a general 
question. Have poor urban districts normally budgeted up to 
their cap limit? 

ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER CALABRESE: Absolutely not. 
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SENATOR FELDMAN: All · right. If not, then has this 

resulted in the widening gap between the rich and poor 

districts? 

ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER CALABRESE: If you look at the 

NCEB, it has resulted in a widening gap. The total dollars 

available to some of our poorer districts are not as wide as 

the NCEB gap would tend to make us believe. . .:Y 

SENATOR FELDMAN: Is there a way, Vince, of limiting 

the increase without a cap, in your opinion? 

ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER CALABRESE: I don't think so. 

Limiting the increase of budgets? 

SENATOR FELDMAN: Yeah. 

ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER CALABRESE: The greatest 

1 imi ter would be less State aid, but I think that as long as 

this kind of system is in, those districts that can afford to 

spend will not be limited by anything else than a cap, although 

our last couple of years there's been no effective cap. 

SENATOR FELDMAN: I think SLERP recommended a cap of 

6%. 
ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER CALABRESE: Well it would be a 

cap that would have a more narrow range. It would vary 

district by district. 

SENATOR FELDMAN: Thank you. There naturally will be 

some technical amendments to the Lipman bill. Any members of 

the Committee have any questions? (no response) 

Let me ask another question. What adjustments in the 

budget approval process will be necessary to adjust the current 

year funding? 

ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER CALABRESE: I think the budget 

calendar has to be looked at at some point in time so that we 

can give districts a figure, especially if we go to this kind 

of funding. Give the districts a figure that is the figure to 

develop their budgets on, and don't build expectations they 

can't realize. So that we would have to move the election, 
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which would mean that we would then impinge on the ability of 

local districts to send out their tax bills July 1. We would 

get involved with the primaries and other municipal elections. 

I think that whole election calendar at the present time is a 

tight one, but I think we have to look at that in the future 

and move that whole process forward. 

SENATOR DALTON: To what? 

ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER CALABRESE: Well, I was part of 

a State House group --- they called us -- to look at the 

calendar and see what we could do about it. We left in 

frustration. We met at least ten times and finally decided 

that there were so many laws that were impacted, and so many 

objections would come from tax assessors and what have you, 

that the task was more than we could accomplish in a few weeks. 

But you could move-- Well, we get into real 

speculation now. If, for example, we ended up with a 

theoretical budget that could be adjusted for tax purposes 

later, just as we· re going to adjust State aid, in theory you 

could probably move· the .budget all the way into May or June, 

and then make the adjustment on taxes next year. But the first 

ye~r could be hell. Those districts would have to make a major 

adjustment upward or downward --- I • m sorry, the second year it 

could be hell -- a major adjustment upward or downward, and we 

could end up with a problem. Theoretically anything is 

possible, but I think if we • re going to continue to make the 

final decision in February, we should recognize that and set 

the budget calendar on that date, no matter what the impact is 

on our primaries and what have you. That's the final figure, 

that's the time that the date should be set. 

SENATOR FELDMAN: You mentioned, I think, false 

expectations. This is what we have today. You say if we go 

with the Lipman proposal, we still will have false expectations? 
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ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER CALABRESE: If we notify them 

in November that they· re going to get full funding based on a 

cap -- and let·· s take my worst example. We tell North Hanover 

or New Hanover -- I wish I could remember which one it was -

we tell them, .. You· re going to get a budget based on $3 

million.··· And the Governor has his funding problems and 

decides h,e • s only going__; to fund 80% of that because the 

revenues of the State won't support it, and then in February we 

tell them it's going to be based on $2 million, they have built 

a budget based on the higher State aid figures. Now they have 

to go back and modify their budget, and that's where we get all 

the fuss right .now. 

Personally, if I were in the school district I would 

not have that problem. I could take a look at the revenues 

that I could expect and I'd build my budget around the expected 

amount and not the amount that the former generated, but that 

doesn't always happen. 

SENATOR FELDMAN: Let me just ask Senator Lipman--

You have the privilege, naturally, of asking a question. 

SENATOR LIPMAN: (from audience) Mr. Calabrese,· I'd 

like to ask--

SENATOR FELDMAN: Senator, why don· t you use a mike. 

You can sit right here, Wynona. {Senator Lipman takes a seat 

with Committee) 

SENATOR LIPMAN: Mr. Calabrese, I'd just like to ask 

if a three-year phase-in is beneficial to the calendar; all the 

difficulties that you have mentioned, that I ·m sure you can 

straighten out? 

ASSISTANT COMMISS lONER CALABRESE: Yes. A three--year 

phase-in benefits the State's ability to raise money. It does 

not modify the notification dates and the amount that's finally 

funded. By going three years you have two extra years to raise 

the final amount. So it kind of smooths it out. But you know 

I want to emphasize again, looking at the State aid formula, 
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absent looking at the State's economy and the ability of the 
economy to generate revenues to support it. is foolish. You're 
going to have to look at both almost at the same time. because 
you pass formulas-- Someone said. "It's a great idea, current 
year funding, especially if we fund it. " (laughter) I think 

we have to look at both. 
SENATOR LIPMAN: I see. But it is do-able? 
ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER CALABRESE: We see no technical 

problems in implementing the bill. 
SENATOR FELDMAN: Thank you. 

If there are no 

questions--
SENATOR DUMONT: Mr. Chairman? 
SENATOR FELDMAN: Yes, Wayne? 
SENATOR DUMONT: Do you agree with the Office of. 

Legislative services that the surplus on hand as of June 30 
which is only a little more than a month away -- will be about 

$1.2 billion? 
ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER CALABRESE: I've been around 

for so long that for those kinds of questions, to give you an 
answer I'd have to look at their figures. I haven't seen 
them. I don't know whether that surplus is legitimate or not. 
I just have not seen the figures. nor can I comment on them. 
I've seen figures whereby that 1.1 million has been taken 
everyone's-- They tell me. at face value, it's down to 300 
million. But I'm not sure what the validity of any of the 
figures are. I haven't seen them. I've seen the finaL but 

not the way they're calculated. 
SENATOR DUMONT: Yeah but how do we justify events 

that the State aid only amounts to about 43% of the total cost 
of the public schools. which means that the bulk of the problem 
is resting on the back of the property owner when, in fact, we 
ought to get up to 50%, and the only way you could start doing 

that is when we've got money? we certainly have it. 
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ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER CALABRESE: Well the 

Legislature made that decision back in I 7S ~hen it decided to 

fund at 40. 

SENATOR DUMONT: Yeah but I don't agree with the 

decision. I don't have to agree with it now. I mean, it's 

true we voted for that legislation. I voted for it in 1975, 

but that doesn't make it good. 

ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER CALABRESE: 

proposal was 50%. It was downgraded to 40%. 

we're at least progressing. 

Well the original 

We Ire at 43. So 

SENATOR DUMONT: We're not progressing fast enough. 

I'm not advocating we get in the position of Hawaii, which 

provides 100%, or anything like that, because that takes away 

local initiative. But I do think we ought to get it up to half 

of what it costs. And I don't know when you start it if you 

don't start it when you have money. 

ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER CALABRESE: As you move up in 

percentage, you have to remember that the poorest districts 

will not realize that much more money. The bulk of that 

increase will probably go to the middle or the lower districts, 

because if they're already getting-- Winfield Town has been 

getting 90% aid. Going to 50% funding might move them to 93, 

but it would move a 20% district maybe -- and this is a guess 

now -- 26%, 27%, or 28% aid. So that is fully funded if you're 

aiming at 50% statewide. If you're aiming at that poorest 

group, they're already pretty close to the 100, so they don't 

get as much increase as the middle or lower. 

SENATOR DUMONT: The problem is we're not getting full 

funding. We haven't had it under this administration. We 

didn't have it under the previous administration. So both 

parties were guilty of not providing full funding. 

SENATOR FELDMAN: Only on the year of election. 

SENATOR DUMONT: Exactly. 

SENATOR FELDMAN: Yes, only on the year of election. 
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SENATOR DUMONT: The years when they· re running for 

reelection. 

ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER CALABRESE: Actually there• s a 

misnomer there too. There's been at least six or seven years 

when the formula was fully funded, but transportation, special 

ed, and others were not. So that if you look at just the 

formula -- that portion of the budget that theoretically is 

supposed to equalize taxes -- it hasn't been as bad as when you 

look at the total. In many years, the decreased funding was 

because of those programs that are not part of Chapter 212, or 

are additional requests. Our record hasn • t been exceptional, 

but it hasn't been as bad as it looks when we say only one year. 

SENATOR DUMONT: The bulk of the complaints I get is 

that they get figures from the Department of Education as to 

how much they're going to get, then when the real figures come 

out they don't get that much. 

ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER CALABRESE: I hear the same 

complaints. 

SENATOR DUMONT: In other words, the estimate as to 

how much they're going to get exceed what they finally do·get. 

ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER CALABRESE: That's a problem 

with the funding system and not the formula system. 

SENATOR DUMONT: Regardless of what it is, it's a 

tough job trying to explain to a local board of education why 

they're not getting what they're supposed to get. 

ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER CALABRESE: You should see my 

mail. 

SENATOR FELDMAN: They never learn from experience. 

They·' re hoping next year will be a better year, or this year 

will be a better year. 

ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER CALABRESE: Yeah, a 3% cut in 

the funding formula does not necessarily mean it's a 3% cut in 

the local district's total budget. For example, if that 

represents, take a place 1 ike Mahwah or somewhere in Bergen 
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County, where that 3% cut reflects a 20% cut in aid. It • s less 

than 2% of the total budget, because there· s other things in 

that budget besides State aid. 

SENATOR DUMONT: Well we know that the Governor· s 

recommendations for the next fiscal year, which begins less 

than five weeks from now, is $80 million short of full 

funding. In the current fiscal year -- we still have a li tt1e 

more than a month to go -- it's $90 million short. I think it 

makes the Legislature and the administration both look bad, 

when you have a law that you can't follow. Either we ou9ht to 

follow it, or we ought to get a law we can follow. 

SENATOR FELDMAN: Like Jack Ewing says, you· re either 

pregnant or you're not pregnant. (laughter) 

SENATOR EWING: No, excuse me. I say .. Put up or shut 

up ... (laughter) 

ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER CALABRESE: These young guys , 

I'll tell you. 

SENATOR FELDMAN: He's so feisty. That's right. 

Thank you very much, Vince. 

ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER CALABRESE: My pleasure. 

SENATOR FELDMAN: Right, thank you. Thank you Jeanne. 

Our next witness will be Robert Woodford, of the New 

Jersey Business and Industry Association. Have you heard 

Senator Lipman's opening statement? 

R 0 B E R T W 0 0 D F 0 R D: I'm sorry. I had an earlier 

meeting and I did not. I'll try not to repeat a lot of ground. 

SENATOR FELDMAN: No, no, that's fine. I just thought 

it was very eloquent and to the point. 

MR. WOODFORD: I'm happy, on behalf of the New Jersey 

Business and Industry Association to endorse this legislation. 

Some of you may recall in the context of discussions of the 

State intervention law we also called for the move to current 

year funding. The reason is fairly fundamental. At the risk 

of repeating what Senator Lipman has said already, it is 
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certainly fair to say that despite the changes in program or 
management that may be needed in any district that's failing in 
this State, without the resources, and without the availability 
of resources, certainly those districts with the worst problems 
cannot be expected to respond adequately. 

We endorse current year funding because it deals with 
that serious problem of districts who do not have the ratables 
base per pupil necessary to respond in an effective manner to 
their problems. And the districts that have the least property 
tax base are generally those that face the greatest educational 
problems. 

From a very narrow standpoint, the business community 
is interested because this is the labor force of New Jersey in 
the future; the people that we will acquire and train, whose 
productivity, whose skills- and language, mathematics, science, 
working habits -- which can be acquired in the schools -- will 
be the key· to effective and profitable business operation in 
this State, at a time of immense global competition. There is 
heightened competition with educational systems and economies 
around the world, that are frankly setting and meeting a higher 
standard of educational proficiency. 

Many studies, including the upcoming publication of 
the SLERP study, will point to the central role of a funding 
formula which looks to the current year as a key to providing 
the necessary resources for districts to respond to their 
problems. Again I say their problems are not all related to 
resources, and we recognize that management, involvement of 
community,· that tie in with community services to the schools, 
modernization of facilities, the effective management by 
principals, superintendents, and boards of education, are all 

part of the picture. 
And all of the answers to this puzzle of how to 

produce out of our urban areas in particular, students that are 
on a par with the best in suburban areas, are maybe not known. 
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But we do know at this stage that without the dollars, without 
the resources available, there is no answer. 

I thank Senator Lipman for this initiative. We are 
very much in support of it. We would support it on a one-year 
funding basis, but we certainly support it as well on a 
phase-in, which provides the State additional time to meet the 
dollar needs. Thank you. 

SENATOR FELDMAN: The New Jersey Business and Industry 
Association gave us our leader ...... _ the SLERP Commission -- you 
know Bruce Coe. My question is-- Let me narrow in on what is 
most important. I know that ·he spoke for himself, and he 
really demonstrated great leadership, but riow we've got to bite 
the bullet. Would the New Jersey Business and Industry 
Association support, for want of a better word, instead of 
saying tax increases I would say revenue enhancers, necessary 
to fund a current year formula? 

MR. WOODFORD: I don • t. mean to hedge. I wi 11 say I 
believe the answer is yes. We have a committee system which is 
now discussing the recommendations of the report. But 
certainly in terms of current year funding our committees have 
already established the position of support for funding for 
this program. If that means revenue enhancement -- although 
I· m not sure at this stage with the current State budget that 
it does -- we ought to meet the commitments to education that 
are a constitutional commitment of this State, and which 
moreover I think tries to address the more serious social 
problems that we have in this State or in this nation, which is 
the preparation of young people for productive and civil lives. 

SENATOR FELDMAN: Thank you. 
SENATOR DALTON: Through you, Mr. Chairman? 
SENATOR FELDMAN: Yes, Dan? 
SENATOR DALTON: 

would you consider? 

What specific revenue enhancements 
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MR. WOODFORD: I can only speak, I think, personally 

on that at this stage, that I certainly accept the 

recommendations of the SLERP Commission. I cannot say more 

until we've gone through our policy process, because we make 

policy through our member committees and through our board, and 

I certainly would not attempt to preempt those who provide me 

with a livelihood. 

SENATOR DALTON: That was an excellent answer. 

(laughter) 

SENATOR FELDMAN: You could run for office on that 

answer. Senator Dumont? 

SENATOR DUMONT: Will you, for example, support 

graduating the tax rate in the higher brackets above the 

present three-and-a-half percent, for everything under $50,000, 

under the adjusted gross income tax? 

MR. WOODFORD: Well, that's part of the SLERP 

recommendation which I intend to be a co-signer on. I am also 

a Commission member. 

SENATOR FELDMAN: Bob is a Commissioner. 

SENATOR DUMONT: Some of those recommendations I would 

support, but I don • t support the one that would expand the 

sales tax on the necessities of life. 

MR. WOODFORD: Like cigarettes and alcohol over the 
counter? Those are the character of the sales tax items. 

SENATOR DUMONT: No, I'm not talking about that. I'm 

talking about paper products, 

detergents~ proprietary medicines 

already exempted. 

MR. WOODFORD: Like any 

and household 

and so forth. 

commission, I 

recommendations are a starting point for discussion. 

soaps and 

Things we 

think its 

SENATOR DUMONT: Well there will certainly be a 

discussion. There's no doubt about that. (laughter) 

SENATOR FELDMAN: To the Commission's credit, no sales 

tax on clothing. That is very important. 
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SENATOR DUMONT: That's right. But there also should 

not be on food, medical care, or housing. 

SENATOR EWING: Well maybe it should just be on 

expensive clothing, like the suits you buy but not the suits I 

buy. (laughter} Next question. 

SENATOR FELDMAN: They would take the jacket; the suit 

itself, which is $500, and the jacket will be like $249, and 

the slacks will be extra. ·But I know you're talking about 

riding britches and horseshoes and polo clothing. Thank you, 

Bob. 

SENATOR EWING: Mr. Chairman? 

.SENATOR FELDMAN: Yes? 

SENATOR EWING: 

because I was not here. 

I have a question of the sponsor, 

SENATOR LIPMAN: Yes? 

SENATOR EWING: I believe-- Am I right in saying that 

this bill does not cover any of the minimum aid districts? 

They would get no relief whatsoever? 

SENATOR LIPMAN: This bill covers all school districts. 

SENATOR EWING: All school districts? 

SENATOR LIPMAN: Yes, but. there I s a proper cap and a 

proper formula, which we presently have in prior year funding, 

which would control the spending. Naturally urban districts, 

lower resource communi ties, rural districts, would see some 

gain in this because they can· t increase their budgets to be 

paid the following year. They're afraid to do so in tax poor 

districts, such as the one I represent. And so they never 

reach the propet level of funding behind each school child. So 

despite the Commissioner Is demands that we improve the school 

districts, without the proper funding, we can't do·it. 

SENATOR EWING: Yes, but then every district in the 

State, regardless of what category they're in--

SENATOR LIPMAN: For all school districts. Naturally, 

what I lm really saying is that it would mean more to some 

school districts than to others. 
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SENATOR EWING: Well more insofar as they get more 
money, but they would still all be paid at the same time? 

SENATOR LIPMAN: Yes. 
SENATOR EWING: All right. That•s it. 
SENATOR LIPMAN: This is everybody. 
SENATOR EWING: Thank you. 
SENATOR FELDMAN: Thank you, Jack. The next witness, 

Dr. Ernest Reock, internationally known personality on 
computers and formulas. Ernie, the mike is yours. 
D R. E R N E S T C. R E 0 C K, J R.: Thank you, 
Senator, members of the Committee. I think I should apologize 

. in advance for repeating a number of the points that have 
already been made. The.material that is being handed out is an 
outline of my remarks plus two attachments, that I· 11 refer to 
as I go through. 

Just a few words on the background 
current year funding. Why is it a problem? 
been described to some extent. 

on the need for 
This has already 

The sort of formula that we use in New Jersey now for 
current expense equalization aid is what is called a Guaranteed 
Tax Base formula -- or a GTB formula. This sort of formula 
emphasizes local budgetary decision making, but it guarantees a 
specified level of property tax resources to every school 
district, except the minimum aid districts which are beyond the 
scope of the equalization formula. 

The result of this sort of formula-- and I think it•s 
important to keep this in mind as you judge what has been 
happening and what might happen under this bill-- The result 
of a Guaranteed Tax Base formula should be that for a given 
level of expenditure per pupil, every district that spends at 
that level should have the same equalized property tax rate. 
If a district wants to spend more per pupil, then they should 
have a higher property tax rate. If they spend less, they 
should have a lower property tax rate. 
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The problem now is that study after study have shown 

that this is not the case in New Jersey. The general situation 

is that the poorer districts -- the ones with lower property 

tax bases -- generally have lower spending levels per pupil and 

higher tax rates. So the system does not work the way it 

should in theory. The major reason for that -- and this is 

within the scope of just the equalization districts -- is that 

under the GTB formula, State aid is calculated as a percentage 

of the school budget, but it's a percentage of the prior year 

budget.· This has been mentioned several times. 

Now, this doesn · t cause any problem if the school 

budgets remain the same from year to year. However, if the 

budget is increased, then the entire increase has to be paid by 

the school district from its own local property tax base. And 

the poorer the district is, the more severe is the impact on 

the district. That • s why we have this imbalance with poor 

districts having high tax rates and low spending levels, and 

wealthier districts having low taxes rates and higher spending 

levels. 

This is described in Attachment A, which I pulled out 

of a report that we did for the Legislature back in 1980. I· m 

not going to go through that in any great detail. I'll just 

point out that there· s a description of the problem there. 

There is a table which shows hypothetical examples of how this 

actually operates. Then there • s a discussion of some things 

that might be considered problems with the solution. 

The problem has really been recognized for years. 

This Attachment A --- that I pulled from the 1980 report -- was 

not the first time that the problem was identified or solutions 

were suggested. S-2405 follows basically the outlines of the 

recommendations which are proposed there in Attachment A. So 

this idea goes back quite a number of years. Basically it 

would calculate State aid as a percentage of the maximum budget 

permissible under the school budget caps for the current year. 
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I still consider it to be a very reasonable and a very 

desirable approach to the problem. And as also has been 

mentioned before, the SLERP Commission is making a similar 

recommendation. We hope we' 11 have the full report on that, 

soon. 

There are some things that I've put in my outline as 

"problems." That may be an overstatement of the word. Maybe 

"complications" is a fairer description of what I '11 mention. 

Most of these were recognized back a number of years ago when 

they· re described in Attachment A. There's one that comes up 

which is of more recent vintage. 

First of all the question of funding: Where does the 

money come from? There is nothing in these attachments which 

says where you will get the money. I think the main thing is 

to recognize that obviously there will be a substantial cost to 

going to current year funding. When we did Attachment A back 

in 1979 and '80, the estimated cost was 48.3 million. The 

SLERP Commission estimates are 181 million for 1986-' 87, and I 

think they obviously will be higher now. 

I think S-2405 takes a reasonable approach by 

suggesting a three-year phase-in. If you go through Attachment 

A, you'll find that there is a different kind of phase-in which 

was suggested as. a possibility then, and might be considered, 

if you would prefer, instead of the three-year phase-in; that 

is phasing-in the current year funding for the poorest 

districts first, because those are the ones that are the most 

heavily impacted by the prior year funding that we now have in 

effect. 

A second complication -- let me call it that is 

where districts do not budget up to their cap. I was a little 

puzzled by Vince Calabrese's presentation there. It seemed 

that he was assuming that districts would be told by the State 

that they were going to get a certain number of dollars 

regardless of what they did with their budget, and then you 
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would have to come back a year later and try to recapture those 

dollars. I don't see that that really is ned.essary at all. It 

seems to me that it can be made perfectly clear to the 

districts that they will get a certain number of dollars if 

they budget to their cap, and that if they budget less, they 

will get proportionately less. That should not be a . very 

difficult calculation for them to make. I think we may have to 

make some changes in the budget calendar, but I'm not sure that 

they are as difficult to make as he seemed to feel when he made 

his presentation. 

There will be some complications, I think, involved 

when you get into budgets that are defeated at the polls and go 

to the municipal governing body and are reduced there, and then 

go on appeal to the Commissioner. That will be a stickier 

situation, but it will deal with a minority. of the districts 

usually, and I don't think it's a terribly serious problem. 

The third point is on budget cap waivers. I think we 

should understand right from the beginning that the cost of a 

budget cap waiver will have to be funded from local tax 

resources; that this bill will not change that. By definition 

really waivers are beyond the maximum net current expense 

budget on which aid would be paid. On the other hand, there 

have not been all that many budget cap waivers in recent 

years. So again I don't see it as a tremendous problem. 

Fourthly, I thin:k we have to recognize that it is 

possible that a district might receive less under S-2405 than 

if the bill had not been enacted -- if a district is in a 

situation where their budget is actually declining. In other 

words, their current year budget is less than their prior year 

budget by a substantial amount. It is conceivable that they 

would get less funding under the current year funding approach, 

if their budget is going down. Again, we don't have many 

districts like that. 
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Finally, the fifth point that I'll make, and this I 
think is a serious problem -- and it's already been mentioned 
-- and that is the budget caps. The budget caps that we now 
have in effect are based on the annual growth in statewide 
property values. And as we all know, there has been huge 
growth in property values in recent years, with the result that 
the school budget caps for the last two years have been very 
liberal. The basic cap rate last year -- or for the 1987-' 88 

year -- was 14.5%; for j88-'89 it's 18.6%. It's almost no cap 
at all. This in itself will make the cost of current year 
funding extremely high if those budget caps are left in place, 
and if property values continue to grow at anywhere near that 
pace. 

The SLERP proposals combine the proposal of the 
current year funding with a revision of the budget cap. Those 
revisions are intended to stabilize the caps to a considerable 
degree, and also to reduce the excessively high cap of recent 
years to what might be considered reasonable levels. 

If you'll turn to Attachment B, we've got a couple of 
charts there ·where we've tried to show what has been happening 
with budget caps. I've got a blowup of them here, a little bit 
larger than those in Attachment B. 

The first page shows the budget caps as the present 
law reads. They have varied substantially over the years, as 
you can see, from a low of 5. 4% in 1978-' 79, to a high 
except for the last two years -- of 10.6% in 1981-'82. But in 
the last two years, as I mentioned, they've really shot up to 
14.5% and then 18.6%. 

The second page shows the SLERP proposed budget caps 
under the SLERP proposals. It takes the heavy line as the same 
as on the first chart. That's the existing cap. The dotted 
line shows what those caps would have been in the last 10 years 
under the SLERP proposals. You notice that it does not just 
lower the budget cap. It brings it closer to a medium level. 
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Instead of coming down to a minimum of 5.~% back in 1 78-~79, it 

would have only come down to 5. 9%. Instead of going up to a 

maximum of 10.6 in 1981- I 82, it would only have gone up to 

9. 1. For the last few years the figures, instead of being 

14.5% for the past year it would be 9.6, and instead of being 

18.6 for the coming year it would only be 9.9, still a fairly 

substantial budget cap. 

So that is the proposal really of the SLERP 

Corrunission. I think itls appropriate and highly desirable. 

And I think some changes in the caps -- and I would recommend 

this change -- should be made concurrently with the move to 

current year funding. 

In conclusion then, let me say that I strongly support 

the concept of S-2405, and I would support its actual language 

if the budget caps are changed. Thank you. 

SENATOR FELDMAN: Thank you, Ernie, for a very 

thorough presentation. Wynona, have you any questions for Dr. 

Reeck? 

SENATOR LIPMAN: Yes. I wanted to question your 

questions about Mr. Calabresels presentation. When he said 

that, I think it Is the State who would recapture some dollars 

if there were a cap? 

DR. REOCK: Yes. I think what the--

SENATOR LIPMAN: The State would recapture dollars 

that had to be figured into the next ·yearls budget. 

DR. REOCK: The way I understood what he said was that 

the State would have to recapture those dollars later in the 

year. In other words, I got the impression that he was saying, 

.. Weill pay all the-dollars, and then welll ask the district to· 

pay it back. .. Maybe it wi 11 have to work that way, but it 

doesnlt seem to me that it would have to. It seems to me that 

the process would be that the Department of Education would 

calculate the maximum amount that the State would have to 

appropriate for the current year funding if everybody went to 
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full caps, and that then that amount would be cut back during 
the appropriations process as we became aware of what the 
school districts were actually budgeting. So it might look 
early in the appropriations process as though the bill was 
pretty high, but that bill would be cut back before the State 
budget was actually adopted. 

SENATOR LIPMAN: Right . Thank you. Just one more 
question. You said if the current year funding for a school 
district would be less than the prior year, then that district 
might see some dire consequences from this bill. Would that 
mean that there's a decrease in the number of children in that 
district? How could a district's funding be less? 

DR. REOCK: Well, that is what has happened in a 
handful of districts in recent years. Their enrollment has 
gone down so much that they've actually cut their budget. Now, 
you don't find more than just a few districts where the decline 
has been th_at severe, but you do find a few of them around the 
State like that. It's conceivable that they would receive less 
under current year funding than they would if they were getting 
funding based on their prior year budget. Of course, if they 
got it on the prior year budget that really would sort of be a 
windfall, because they won't have the kids to support. 

SENATOR FELDMAN: Jeanne, I believe you wanted to ask 
a question? 

MS. OSWALD: (from audience) I was just going to say 
that what Mr. Calabrese was trying to say is that prior-

SENATOR FELDMAN: Come up here because--
MS. OSWALD: (complies) Excuse me. Unless we have 

the budge~ figures early, as he said, as early as November, if 
we could get the actual budgets from districts -- of course we 
don't get them now until late January or early February, there 
would be no way for us to tell them their entitlements. We can 
assume the maximum entitlements -- going to max as we just 
suggested -- but then somewhere along the line a district has 

. ' ~ -. ; . 
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a point where they know how much they're getting from us so 

they can figure out how much they• re going to set their tax 

rate at. He was suggesting that you would have to do it in the 

following year adjustment, unless you could get the budgets 

earlier, and we could find out what the amount would be. 

DR. REOCK: I disagree entirely. I don't think it's 

necessary at all to do that. I think you don • t have to have 

the final school district budget in order to calculate the 

entitlement. You calculate the potential entitlement based on 

the _budget caps, and then you modify that d~wnward, depending 

on what the school district does. And the district doesn't 

have to know an absolute dollar figure. All they have to know 

is what the dollar figure would be if they budgeted to their 

cap. If they don't budget to their cap the dollar figure would 

be reduced proportionately. All you have to tell them is the 

percentage it would be reduced. 

SENATOR EWING: Then how much money would we know? 

DR. REOCK: Pardon? 

SENATOR EWING: What about the money in the budget? 

DR. REOCK: The school budget or the State budget? 

SENATOR EWING: The State budget. You're saying we 

don't have to know exactly--

DR. REOCK: You don't adopt the budget until June. 

SENATOR EWING: But what if we tried to change it? Do 

you think there's anything to looking at the change of dates? 

DR. REOCK: There may have to be some adjustment of 

dates. I don't think there has to be a drastic one though, 

because I think the-- The school budgets go through a review 

process now in the early spring. By the end of that period you 

know pretty well what their budget is going to be. And the 

adjustment in the State appropriation could be.made then during 

the State appropriation process. At worst, the situation I see 

is that possibly the State might appropriate more money than 

was actually needed that year, and the money would revert in 

the next budget. 
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.SENATOR FELDMAN: If we were to amend the budget right 
after the school board election in April, would that give 
enough time? 

DR. REOCK: I would think so. There may be problems I 
don't see, but it seems to me it would. 

SENATOR FELDMAN: We have to address ourselves to 
another subject. Not another subject, but another part of this 
discussion. Would the current year funding be enough by itself 
to close the gap between the rich and the poor districts? 

DR. REOCK: No, it would not. 
SENATOR FELDMAN: Right now there is this great 

disparity. 
DR. REOCK: Current year funding would only help the 

districts within the equalization pattern. Your minimum aid 
districts still have resources far beyond any of the 
equalization districts, that's the wealthier districts. 

SENATOR FELDMAN: What recommendations do you suggest 
that would close the gap between the rich and poor districts, 
the disparity? 

DR. REOCK: To really close the gap, or if you· re 
really trying to make no gap at all, you would have to keep the 
very wealthy districts from spending. You would have to put 
some sort of a much tighter control on their expenditures, and 
you • d have to appropriate a substantially increased amount of 
money for the poorer districts. If current year funding--

SENATOR FELDMAN: Does that mean intervention in the 
wealthy districts, to watch them? 

DR. REOCK: I think it would have to, yes , if you 
really wanted to eliminate the gap. But current year funding 
is the biggest single step I think you can take to make the 
system more equitable. It hasn't the biggest bang for the buck. 

SENATOR FELDMAN: That's the giant step. 
DR. REOCK: That's right. 
SENATOR FELDMAN: Thank you, Ernie. Jack? (no 

response) Wayne? (no response) Wynona? 
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SENATOR EWING: I have one question. What about the 

transportation aid? You do that all? 

DR. REOCK: That's really not part of this package. 

SENATOR EWING: No, but your ideas on that? Or leave 

that where it is? 

DR. REOCK: On transportation aid? I really haven't 

thought about it in recent years. 

SENATOR DUMONT: This bill isn't designed to bring 

transportation aid on the current year basis? 

DR. REOCK: No, this does not affect transportation. 

SENATOR DUMONT: It is also two years behind at this 

point? 

DR. REOCK: Yes, that's my understanding. 

SENATOR FELDMAN: How about current year funding for 

capital--

DR. REOCK: That makes sense along the same lines as 

this, and I understand a bill had been introduced to do just 

that, with a revised formula in that case. 

SENATOR FELDMAN: I'm on that bill. Thank you very 

much, Ernie, for your help on the Commission and for your help 

this afternoon. 

DR. REOCK: Thank you. 

SENATOR FELDMAN: Let me recognize Senator Rice, not 

to make any comments unless he so desires but I 

appreciate the fact that he· s here listening to the witnesses 

on this most important bill. 

The next witness will be Wayne Dibofsky, representing 

the NJEA. 

WAYNE S. D I B 0 F SKY: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, 

members of the Committee. My name is Wayne Dibofsky, 

Director of Government Relations for the New Jersey 

Association. It is my pleasure to come before this 

Associate 

Education 

Committee 

to testify on a critical issue facing our 

providing equitable distribution of funds to 

State; that of 

provide for a 
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thorough and efficient education for all the students of our 

great State. 

The New Jersey Education Association strongly supports 

S-2405 by Senator Lipman, and conunends her for moving this 

reconunendation from the · SLERP Conunission into enabling 

legislation. 

The New 

State President 

believe, in the 

Through the fine 

Jersey Education Association, through our 

Dennis Giordano, was a major player, we 

recommendations that you have before us. 

efforts of the Chairman, Matthew Feldman, we 

were able to create an educational subconunittee within the four 

major task forces of the SLERP Commission, where the genesis of 

this legislation was put together. 

The educational system of New Jersey comprises the 

single largest proportion of State and local budgets. Since 

the adoption of the Public School Education Act in 1975, we 

have seen the disparity in educational achievement through New 

Jerseyis school districts literally become in effect the tale 

of the two school systems. While many school districts in our 

State provide what we would believe to be an excellent 

education system, unfortunately many of them -- specifically 

our urban centers -- can not and do not. The school districts 

where pupils do least well in measures of performance are those 

very districts with the least resources and low current 

expenditure levels. These districts are faced with added 

concerns of attracting and securing the best teachers, 

maintaining their physical facilities, and delivering sound 

education services. To that end, we appreciate Senator Russo's 

capital outlay current expense budget proposal as well. 

Education expenditures per pupil in New .Jersey vary 

significantly with the school districts. And these are 

statistical data that was excerpted by Ernie Reeck through the 

SLERP Commission report. In 1986- · 87, we went from a high of 

$12,719 per pupil expenditure, to as little as $2269 per 
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pupil. The statewide average for that year is $5230. One 
tenth of all school districts spend less than three-quarters of 
the State average per pupil, while the SLERP Commission report 
found that one-fifth of all districts spend more than 125% of 
the State average. There is no question that some school 
districts in New Jersey provide an education as fine as can be 
secured anywhere. There are still others that because of low 
local tax rates cannot compete with the services offered by the 
more affluent school districts. The NJEA believes that we can 
no longer let our children get shortchanged in education, 
simply because of the geographical base in which they live. 

Of 19 school districts cited by the Department of 
Education as having been uncertified for more than two years on 
a certification listing of June_ 3, 1987, 16 were found to be 
below budget levels for the '86-.87 year. On a more national 
basis, available research indicates that educational resources 
are clearly linked to school effectiveness. These resources 
which require expenditures include, but are not limited to: 

- high teacher student ratios, 
- additional reading personnel, 
- clean, comfortable and safe environments, 
- sufficient materials and facilities, 
- regular and ongoing staff development, 
- special funding for special needs programs, 
- more experienced staff with higher credentials and 

higher salaries, 
-higher participation in extracurricular activities, 

and 
- fewer non teaching staffs for teaching jobs. 
It is clear that the relationship between resources 

for instruction and effective schools is clearly understood by 

the citizens of the State of New Jersey who can afford it and 

who generously support their schools, year in and year out. 

But the converse to that, members of this Cornmi ttee, is that 
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our low resource districts have some of the poorest facilities, 

and in many cases there is a backlog of needs which have gone 

unattended for many years. 

The legislation promulgated before you today by 

Senator Lipman would go a long way in equalizing the disparity 

between the wealthy and the low resource districts of the State. 

S-2402 would change the current system of funding 

current expense equalization aid, from a percentage of the 

prior year's budget ·to one based on the current year's 

projections. This would save districts from having to use 

property taxes to pay for the inc~ease in their budgets, then 

waiting a year for State aid to pay for the boost. It would 

also preserve the local budget decision making process. 

During the last decade, the State of New Jersey has 

had a renaissance in its economic prosperity. But that 

prosperity has not reached all school districts equally, and it 

has not met the mandates of the Supreme Court case dealing with 

thorough and efficient education in our State. 

While many experts can disagree on the effects of 

spending on educational performance, the NJEA is convinced that 

we will not see educational improvements unless we raise the 

spending levels and the service of levels within school 

districts that are performing poorly. We commend S-2402 and 

its sponsor for providing the stability needed in all school 

districts in this State to make them accountable, and 

specifically it allows our low resource urban school districts 

the opportunity to rebuild. 

As the Carnegie Foundation· s Ernest Boyer recognized, 

"Saving urban schools must become a national crusade... Our 

children there deserve no less. 

We support not only this bill, members of the 

Committee, but the amendments placed forth by Bob Noonan for 

the dampener, the three-year phase-in. And as Ernie Reock 

indicated, though it doesn't take care of all the problems 

educationally, it is one giant step forward. Thank you. 
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SENATOR FELDMAN: 

figure of 12,719 as high, 

2269-- Was that Camden? 

Thank you, Wayne.· 

and as little as 

You gave. us the 

2269. Now is 

MR. DIBOFSKY: Yes. Yes, it was. 

SENATOR FELDMAN: And what was the high? 

MR. DIBOFSKY: I would have to check, Senator, through 

the SLERP Commission subcommittee report. I don't have that 

available. 

SENATOR FELDMAN: Okay. I was just curious. 

MR. DIBOFSKY: It was in Bergen County. I don't know 

which conununity. 

SENATOR FELDMAN: That's what I assume, but I'd like' 

to know which? 

MR. DIBOFSKY: I do not know which one, but I wi 11 

check for you. 

SENATOR FELDMAN: Jack? 

SENATOR EWING: How much State aid are they getting 

per pupil down in Camden? 

MR. 'DIBOFSKY: It's substantial, Senator, and I don't 

know~- It's 75% to 78%. 

SENATOR FELDMAN: It's over 70. 

SENATOR EWING: Not percentage, but in dollars. Isn't 

it more than 2200? 

MR. DIBOFSKY: I would have to check, Senator, for the 

exact figure. 

SENATOR EWING: And they're only spending $2200 a 

pupil in Camden? 

MR. DIBOFSKY: According to the statistical data that 

was put forth by the SLERP Commission, yes, that was one of the 

quintile groups that was put forth, Senator. 

MR. NOONAN: Camden gets 91%. 

SENATOR FELDMAN: Camden gets 91%, B.ob says. 

MR. NOONAN: But that doesn't reflect the dollars. 

That reflects their--
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SENATOR EWING: I realize that, so what do you think 
it reflects in dollars? 

SENATOR FELDMAN: Your question is the $2200? 
SENATOR EWING: Yes. What does Newark get, 

from the State per pupil? 
SENATOR LIPMAN: Per pupil? 
SENATOR EWING: Yeah, per pupil? 

Wynona, 

SENATOR LIPMAN: Gee, that · s a hard one. ,- Last time I 
heard it was around 15. 

SENATOR EWING: Hundred dollars per pupil? 
SENATOR LIPMAN: Yes. 
MR. NOONAN: Their State support ratio is 84%. 
SENATOR EWING: Eighty-four. And it's only $1500? 
SENATOR LlPMAN: Right. 
SENATOR EWING: I thought it was a higher amount than 

that, frankly. Anybody from the Department here? Do you have 
any figures. 

MS. OSWALD: (from audience) These are State support 
ratios, but not by pupil. If it's 84%, and the Senator is 
suggesting $1500, then that would be 84% of the total per pupil 
expenditure. 

SENATOR EWING: No. I • m wondering about the dollars 
per pupil. To hell with the percentage. The percentages don't 
teach you anything. The dollars help pay. 

SENATOR FELDMAN: Can you get the information for the 
Conunittee? 

MR. DIBOFSKY: Yes, certainly I will. I'll supply it 
to the Committee. 

SENATOR FELDMAN: Ernie, you want to comment, please? 
DR. REOCK: (from audience) Only that if you take 

that out of th• legislative-- (inaudible) All State aid has a 
percentage of the total budget, and it also has the expenditure 
per pupil. So rou just have to multiply one by the other to 
get that to you. 
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SENATOR FELDMAN: But I agree with Senator Ewing that 

the percentage is deceiving. It's what they put up-front in 

dollars. Thank you, Wayne. 

MR. DIBOFSKY: Thank you. 

SENATOR FELDMAN: We've heard from the NJEA, and now 

we go to the Association of School Business Officials, Tom 

D'Ambola. 

T H 0 M A S A. D ' A M B 0 L A: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, 

members of the Committee. My name is Tom D'Ambola. I'm with 

the New Jersey Association of School Business Officials. 

Our Association has taken a position over the years in 

full support of current year funding. We believe it's a good 

idea. We do have some concerns about this piece of legislation. 

First of all, we don't feel that this bill would 

provide any more equity among the school districts. The only 

way you're going to get equity in school districts is by 

recalculation of the State aid formula, and by providing full 

funding for education. 

We have concerns about this bill, like I said. The 

one concern that we do have is: Currently we formulate our 

budgets as early as October. We get State aid figures in 

December. The State aid figures we initially get are not the 

figures that we finally wind up with, as we all know. So we 

have to formulate our budget based on fictitious figures, and 

around February sometime we get secondary figures -- after the 

Governor's message -- and then we have closer to the realistic 

figures knowing what the Appropriations Committees will 

respectfully do. They will then present this budget, formulate 

it, and present it to the public, and the public will vote upon 

it. The county superintendents will get the budgets in 

January. They will review the budgets and send it back to the 

districts, saying whether or not they ratified the budgets and 

approve o£ what the districts are doing. 
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Under this new bill, what you would do is provide for 
the districts to use a formula based on caps, as we all know. 
It doesn't provide for any time period after the county 
superintendents look at the budgets, to cut the budgets for 
unnecessary funds. 

Mr. Calabrese presented the fact that in the following 
year you could request from the districts to reimburse the 
State the funds that were in excess of what they actually 
needed to formulate a budget. We feel that these are items 
that. should be a_ddressed. There are pros and cons about it 
that it can be done or it can't be done. We feel that prior to 
implementing this bill -- or to passing this bill -- we feel 
that these matters should be addressed. I think it will only 
take a month or so to address that, and we can resolve the 
problem. 

I don't know if it was mentioned about the number of 
districts that won't be receiving any more State aid because of 
current year funding. And I think that really is something 
that should be taken into consideration. 

Once again I'd like to say that we do support current 
year funding, as we do support full funding, but I think that 
this bill -- and I'd like to commend Senator Lipman for taking 
this initiative -- but I think that we have to do a little more 
work on it to make it a better process. 

The dates have been mentioned. Right now it's 
horrendous trying to get the date structure established. We 
would like to work on a new structure of dates; maybe move the 
school election back two weeks; maybe move the submission date 
to the Commissioner back three weeks, as we have legislation 
now for that. Look at these different possible avenues, and 
then couple it along with current year funding. I think we can 
do a; justice to the school districts by waiting and trying to 
iron these matters out. 
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SENATOR FELDMAN: Can you submit to this Committee a 

series of recommendations that you feel could strengthen the 

bill? 

MR. DIAMBOLA: At this time? 

SENATOR FELDMAN: Yes. 

MR. D 1 AMBOLA: Well first of all to look at the date 

structure and find out when--

SENATOR FELDMAN: Or I mean, you I ve mentioned a few, 

but whether or not Dr. Schorr can get something in writing--

MR. DIAMBOLA: Oh, sure. I would love to. Absolutely. 

SENATOR FELDMAN: --for us to consider when we receive 

the SLERP Commission and make additional amendments. 

MR. DIAMBOLA: Absolutely. 

SENATOR FELDMAN: Senator Lipman is aware of the fact 

that this is not the perfect bill. Thatls the reason for the 

hearing today. Welre going to strengthen the bill. 

MR. D 1 AMBOLA: Thatls all I was trying to say. 

Therels just minor technicalities weld like to see. 

SENATOR FELDMAN: We want some recommendations on 

these technicalities that we feel can enhance the legislation, 

andsave some time when the push comes to shove. 

pleasure. 

MR. D 1 AMBOLA: Right, Senator. It would be my 

SENATOR FELDMAN: Okay. 

SENATOR EWING: A question. 

SENATOR FELDMAN: Yes, Jack? 

SENATOR EWING: Bob, can you address this question? 

It doesnlt cover all districts. You said it did cover. 

MR. NOONAN: It doesn It increase the aid for 

districts, because the minimum aid is a base. If I I m not 

mistaken, itls not driven by the net current expense budget, 

but it 1
S a guaranteed minimum. That guaranteed minimum would 

continue, but because itls not driven by-- Itls driven by, I 

think student population, among other things, as one of the 

figures. 
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MR. D I AMBOLA: But it was said· before that this is 
going to help send funds out to school districts and help them 
with their programs. That's not really a true statement. The 
true statement is, if you want to send more money to the school 
districts, you have to go up to full funding, increase aid to 
the local districts, and maybe recalculate the formulas. But 
to say current year funding is actually going to accomplish 
that, no. That's a fallacy. 

MR. NOONAN: It doesn't affect the monies received by-
SENATOR LIPMAN: Actually, full funding would help 

urban districts almost as much. 
MR. D'AMBOLA: Absolutely, Senator. Absolutely. we 

agree with full funding. We'll support you 100% on that. 
SENATOR FELDMAN: Thank you. 
MR. D'AMBOLA: Thank you, Senator. 
SENATOR FELDMAN: Let's call right now President 

Joseph Zemaitis, of the School Boards Association. 
J 0 S E P H A. Z E M A I T I S: Good afternoon, Mr. 
Chairman. and members of the Committee. With me of course you 
know is Jeanne Reock, Senior Associate Director of our 
Governmental Relations Department, to assist in responding to 
some questions that I hope and trust that you will have. 

SENATOR FELDMAN: Will she respond to her husband's 
questioning? 

MR. ZEMAITIS: She always does in any event. 
SENATOR FELDMAN: Okay, Joseph. 
MR. ZEMAITIS: Thank you for the opportunity to 

address the issue of current year funding of State school aid. 
I am Joseph Zemaitis, President of the New Jersey School Boards 
Association, representing 611 school boards in this State. 

I am particularly pleased to come before you on this 
issue because I have been actively involved with the State and 
Local Expenditure and Revenue Policy Commission, commonly known 
as SLERP --- which I've heard a lot of discussion so far about 
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today -- as an alternate member. As you know, current year 

funding is one of the Commission's major recommendations in 

regard to State aid for schools. 

The NJSBA strongly supports current year funding of 

State aid to education. It is the single most significant 

reform that could be made in the system, and the most 

cost-effective. The major effect would be to enable low wealth 

districts to raise their spending level and to make educational 

improvements without an exorbitant rise in local property taxes. 

Why is this important? Why should the State encourage 

more spending on education in certain districts? Because of 

what those dollars can provide. They can buy more and better 

teachers and counselors, updated text books and instructional 

materials, special programs for students with special problems, 

better facilities, and many other advantages. 

In 1973, New Jersey's Supreme Court recognized the 

relation between dollars spent and the quality of · educational 

opportunity when it declared New Jersey's system of financing 

schools unconstitutional, and ordered the schools closed until 

the Legislature enacted a new funding system. At that time, 

the Supreme Court decried the tremendous disparities among 

districts in their per pupil expenditures. The court noted 

that local property tax resources were a prime determinant of a 

district's spending level. Poor districts spent far less than 

wealthy districts, and yet had higher tax rates. Concluding 

that New Jersey relied much too heavily on local property taxes 

to support education, the court virtually ordered a higher 

level of State support. As a result, State aid has risen from 

28% of the total cost of elementary and secondary education 

before the court decision, to about 43%. 

Yet, the disparities in spending between poor and 

wealthy districts are today as great or greater than they were 

in 1973. Why? Basically because of a flaw in the school aid 

law, the T & E statute, that continued the practice of State 

aid based on the prior year's budget. 
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Therefore, a district must finance any increase in its 

budget out of local property taxes and wait a year for the 

State to reimburse it for the State· s share of the. additional 

expenditure. 

level of 75%, 

For instance, if a district has a State support 

and raises its budget by $1 million, the $1 

million would come from local property taxes. Only in the 

following year would the $750,000 -- the 75% -- come from the 

State. 

It is this flaw, this reimbursement mode of State 

funding that has kept low wealth districts from moving 

forward. This is true because low wealth districts cannot 

afford to finance improvements out of local property taxes. 

They depend on the State to pay a substantial share; and not a 

year later, but right now. Low spending districts are the low 

wealth districts, with few exceptions, and they are also the 

very districts that already carry the highest property tax 

rates in the State. To quote SLERP's Education Subcommittee 

.report: 

"In 1986-' 87, school districts in the lowest resource 

quintile -- the poorest 20% -- had an average total budget of 

$4823 per pupil, with an average tax rate of $1.47. In 

comparison, the highest wealth school districts budgeted $6037 

per pupil, with an average equalized tax rate of only 86 cents." 

S-2405 represents a significant step forward in 

redressed New Jersey's failure to provide equality of 

educational opportunity to all students. The bill would 

provide a three-y~ar phase-in of current year funding for 

current expenses for equalization aid districts. Of course we 

would prefer to go the whole way and make the full change to 

current year funding in the next State aid cycle. Our poorer 

school. districts cry out for the funding that will help them 

catch up to their wealthier cousins. 

the needs are so pressing. 
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However, S-2405 moves the system in the right 

direction and NJSBA fully supports the bill. By committing the 
Legislature to current year funding, the bill will enable low 

spending, low wealth districts to begin improving the quality 

of their educational offerings without bankrupting their 
taxpayers. 

The time has truly come for the move to current year 

funding. The SLERP Commission's recommendation is only the 

latest in a series of recommendations for current year funding, 

which began back in 1979 with reports from Rutgers University 

and the Educational Testing Service. And then, in its March 

1980 report to the Legislature evaluating Chapter 212, :E>ublic 

Law 1975, the T & E law, the Stat~ Board of Education 

recommended current year funding as an important and needed 

reform to the law. 

Now, almost 10 years after the flaw in the current 

statute was uncovered, the problem remains. With this hearing 

today, the process of change has begun, and I sincerely hope 

that the Committee will move forward with a current year 

funding bill. 

I would be remiss if I did not add that NJSBA would 

also like to see current year funding for capital outlay and 

debt service, for categorical aid programs, and for 

transportation. The reasons are the same. When new 

expenditures are needed, low wealth districts cannot make them 

on their own, even for a year. They need the State aid right 
there with them, paying the State's share when the bills come 

in, not a year later. 

Thank you very much for 1 istening · so patiently. I 

would be happy to respond t.o any quest ions you may have. 

SENATOR FELDMAN: Thank you for the strong support, 

vocal support. 

SENATOR LIPMAN: Yes, thank you. 
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SENATOR FELDMAN: Very important. I have no 
questions, unless Senator Lipman -- who is an ex officio member 
of the Committee today -- Senator Dumont, Senator Ewing, any-

SENATOR DUMONT: I have a question, Mr. Chairman? 
SENATOR FELDMAN: Yes, Wayne? 
SENATOR DUMONT: This 611 school districts the right 

number? Because we hear it sometimes 614, and sometimes less 
than 611. Is this the right number? 

MR. ZEMAITIS: We believe as of today it is the right 
number, yes. (laughter) 

SENATOR FELDMAN:- Wayne represents 100 of them, would 
you say? 

MR. DUMONT: No, but ov~r 50 at least. 
SENATOR FELDMAN: I have no questions. Jack or 

Wayne? (no response) I think you made your presentation. 
Very supportive. Jeanne, do you want to add anything to this? 
(negative response) No. Okay. Thank you. 

MR. ZEMAITIS: Thank you very much. 
SENATOR FELDMAN: You'-re welcome. Marie Curtis of the 

League of Women Voters? 
SENATOR LIPMAN: Mr. Chairman, she had an emergency. 
SENATOR FELDMAN: Okay. Did she leave a statement 

with us? 
SENATOR LIPMAN: 

statement. 
No. She· s going to mai 1 the 

SENATOR FELDMAN: All right, good. Peggy Sturmfels of 
the PTA, New Jersey PTA. Yes, Peggy? 
P E G G Y S T U R M F E L S: Hello. First I apologize. I 
am a substitute this afternoon for Mia Anderson, who has been 
our legislative chairperson who has been working on looki~g at 
all of the bills. So I am just sort of like sub hitting for 
her. She is taking a final exam today. 

SENATOR FELDMAN: For what? 
MS. STURMFELS: Law school. 
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SENATOR FELDMAN: Oh really? She's applying? 

MS. STURMFELS: No. She's doing it. 

SENATOR FELDMAN: She's in law school. That's great. 

I didn't know that. 

MS. STURMFELS: I want to thank you for the 

opportunity to be able to come here and support this bill today. 

As you know, our organization 100 years ago began as 

an advocacy organization for children, and that we only support 

those things which are good for children. About in the 1920s 

our organization took the position that in order for us to 

survive as a democracy, that that had to come through the most 

democratic thing of all, which was public schools; and that it 

was our responsibility as citizens of the United States to make 

sure and to ensure that with our children, that public schools 

were funded properly. 

It is my personal opinion that for us not to fully 

fund education in the State of New Jersey is really a violation 

of the public trust that the children have of us as citizens of 

this State, because they have no vote, so they are at our mercy. 

This particular current year funding bill would help 

to alleviate a lot of the problems. However, if we could fully 

fund and then have the current year funding, I think that would 

be the largest step we could do to creating the best possible 

system that we could have. 

Special education has been a real problem with the 

year later reimbursements. As you may know, the caps have been 

removed from any of the tuition, so that for out of district 

placements, these costs have gone through the roof. We are now 

looking at maybe ways that are not in the best interest of the 

children, in order to give them what they need in special 

education. Under the current funding program, gifted children 

only receive about $1.98 in this State for their particular 

areas of programs. 
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Boards of education at this time cannot really do 
anything other than play catch up year after year. What we do 
is we try and get the figures. As everyone has said, we get 
the figures in November, and then we go in January or February 
with our budgets to our county superintendents. But what 
happens is that we can get the final figures oftentimes when 
welre already out to budget with the public, and now we have to 
cut again. 

One of the things that we would like to suggest though 
is that you amend this bill to include transportation. I have 
to tell you that most of you think of any urban district as one 
that has factories and is city schools. I live in an urban 
district. It Is 102 square miles wide, and our transportation 
budget this year is about $2 million. 

SENATOR FELDMAN: Where is that? 
MS. STURMFELS: In Jackson, in Ocean County. We will 

receive about $1.2 million of that when the reimbursement comes 
down two years later. Mr. Calabrese suggested that perhaps 
school districts would not route their buses, and it appeared 
to me that he thought that we probably excessively route our 
school buses. Let me tell you, in 104 square miles, in a rural 
district, there is no way to go with the two mile limit. We 
have children who have to go through acres of farmland to cross 
major highways, and without sidewalks and lighting and all the 
proper things. Safety is the most important thing. We do not 
cut for safety. So we bear that cost ourselves. 

Also, in many of the southern- districts you Ire seeing 
a boom in the citizen area. Well their property taxes are 
causing a-- It Is a great burden on them, especially in a 
district such as mine or others in Ocean County, where the only 
game in town is the property tax owner. We have no industry. 
So everything is either State, Federal aid, or the property 
tax. The burden is becoming really unbelievable. 
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So we ask that you support this. Perhaps think of 

other ways of including some of the things that the School 

Boards Association has suggested to you, such as the debt 

service and also transportation. We thank you fdr the 

opportunity to support it. 

SENATOR FELDMAN: Thank you, Peggy. Jack, Wayne? 

SENATOR DUMONT: I agree, transportation is very 

important, that it be brought up-to-date, because we have the 

same problem you do. The children are spread out, and we have 

to transport most of them. 

MS. STURMFELS: If we can't get them there, Senator, 

we're going to have a hard time educating them, and that's been 

a problem. 

SENATOR FELDMAN: Most likely there will be a package 

of bills, and we· 11 have to get a fiscal note on 

transportation. Do you know what the State costs are, Jeanne? 

MS. OSWALD: (from audience) No, I'm sorry, I don't. 

SENATOR FELDMAN: But I know there wi 11 be a package 

of bills. This will be the flagship, Senator Lipman· s bill, 

and there will be other bills in this one package. So we thank 

you very much. 

MS. STURMFELS: Thank you. 

SENATOR FELDMAN: Margaret Murphy of the New Jersey 

Association of School Administrators? 

MARGARET c. M U R P H Y: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, 

members of the Committee, Senator Lipman. My name is Margaret 

c. Murphy, and I represent the New Jersey Association of School 

Administrators, which endorses S-2405. 

This Association has long held the position that the 

present system of determining and allocating State equalization 

aid is dysfunctional. For most districts, but especially those 

in urban areas that experience large shifts in enrollment, for 

them, the present system with its two-year lag time makes the 

preparation and planning of budgets unmanageable. The method 
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proposed in S-2405 is superior to the present system in that 
the State aid figures used in building a school district's 
budget will more closely match the realities of student 
enrollment projections that the district administrators and the 
school boards are dealing with throughout the budgetary process. 

Your efforts in attempting to solve this long-standing 
problem are appreciated by the members of this Association 
because the method proposed in the bill should result in better 
budget planning, and ultimately better educational programs for 
public school students throughout the State. 

I won't go into the other matters that the other 
persons who spoke earlier discussed, but for those reasons as 
well, we support this bill. 

SENATOR FELDMAN: Well, it's heartening and 
encouraging to get so many members of professional groups 
supporting Senator Lipman • s bill. I have no specific 
quest ions. . I believe they have all been asked. But the fact 
that the New Jersey Association of School Administrators are 
behind Senator Lipman's bill is very very encouraging, not only 
to her, but to the educational community. 

Any quest ions, Jack, Wayne? (no response) Senator 
Lipman? 

SENATOR LIPMAN: Would you also like to add 
transportation and debt service? 

MS. MURPHY: I'm sure our members ·would support that, 
Senator Lipman. 

SENATOR FELDMAN: Not in this bill. 
MS • MURPHY: No . 
SENATOR LIPMAN: Not in this bill. 1 realize we can't 

go very far without-- (inaudible) 
SENATOR FELDMAN: This is the first step. Well, I 

think this has been a very fruitful hearing. Oh, Ray, I'm 

sorry. You're not on--
RAY PETERSON: (from.audience) I'msorry. !didn't 
put a slip in. 
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SENATOR FELDMAN: Yes, okay. Corne up, Ray. 

MR. PETERSON: Thank you, Mr . Chairman. On beha 1 f of 

the AFT, I want to point out that we do have a consensus in the 

educational corrununity about the importance and significance of 

this bill. I would like to corrunend Senator Lipman for taking 

the lead on this, and the 21 Senators who signed on. as 

co-sponsors. Twenty-one is a significant number in this house. 

I'd also like to commend the enlightened approach of 

the business conununity on this through Bruce Coe and the BIA, 

because they see things that some business people don't see in 

this bill. That's good. 

I have already started to help build a consensus 

through my contacts in the labor corrununity, and I will make 

efforts as a member of the Executive Board of New Jersey 

Citizen Action ,....,.... the largest consumer group in the State -- to 

help build a statewide consensus for this. 

I commend you for having an early hearing on this, too. 

SENATOR FELDMAN: Thank you. I believe you gave your 

name for the reporters, Ray, did you not? You can do it 

through the mike, and you give yours. 

MR. PETERSON: Ray Peterson, representing the American 

Federation of Teachers. 

M A R T I N R. 0 L E C H, E S Q.: Thank you, Senator. 

I'm Martin Olech, representing the Principals and Supervisors. 

I'll be even briefer than Ray. 

We also support S-2405, and appreciate Seriator Lipman 

and all of you sitting on the Corrunittee today for having 

co-sponsored the bill. But we do agree with what Senator 

Dumont mentioned about the funding being important. That's 

really the key also. 

SENATOR FELDMAN: Thank you, Marty. This will 

conclude the hearings, unless someone else wishes to comment? 

(no response) 
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Again, the transcripts will be very valuable for us 
when the bill comes into the Committee for its release to the 
floor. I want to thank you generally, and particularly Ernie 
Reock, who is so important to the SLERP Commission. We're just 
digging into the recesses of his mind, and all of his past 
experiences coming up with invaluable information, and very 
helpful on the formulas. So thank you very very much. 

SENATOR EWING: Mr. Chairman? 
SENATOR FELDMAN: Yes? 
SENATOR EWING: I'd just 1 ike to add one thing on it, 

though. One of the major stumbling blocks we're going to have 
is the financing of it, as has been pointed out; getting it 
into the budget, and how we can do that with what we see coming 
up on the horizon as far as the State budget goes. I mean, I'm 
certainly all for it, otherwise I wouldn't have co-sponsored 
it, because I think it's a good idea. But we are 'going to have 
to look at it very carefully as to the dollars that go into it, 
whether it has to be done in three years or longer, or just 
what. Unless we cut out--

SENATOR FELDMAN: There's an old Republican adage, 
"There's no free lunch." 

SENATOR EWING: That's right. Unless we cut out some 
other programs and get the 100 and some million that's going to 
be necessary. 

SENATOR DUMONT: Well, it can be done if we try hard 
enough. 

SENATOR EWING: Oh yeah. And we'.ll cut out programs 
like the Pequoit (phonetic spelling) Fish Hatchery. 

SENATOR LIPMAN: We would begin next year, Senator. 
SENATOR DUMONT: You know what would happen to you if 

you cut that out. (laughter) No more votes for· your bill. 
SENATOR FELDMAN: Jack, or you will need are two or 

three bouts, and then you'll make all that money and you'll 
give it to us. 
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SENATOR EWING: Okay. That might be an idea. 

SENATOR FELDMAN: Okay. This will conclude our 

sess1on for today. Thank you for attending. 

(MEETING CONCLUDED) 
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Senate Education Committee 
May 26, 1988 
Current Year Funding of Current Expenses 

1. The Need for Curr:ent_ Year Funding 

Ernest c. Reeck, Jr. 
Director, Bureau of Government 

Research 
Rutgers University 

{a) New Jersey currently uses a GTB {Guaranteed Tax Base) formula for 
Current Expense Equalization Aid. 

This emphasizes local budgetary decision-making, but guarantees a 
specified level of property tax resources to every school district 
{except minimum aid districts). 

· The result should be that for a given level of expenditure per pupil, 
the equalized property tax rate should be the same. 

(b) Study after study have shown that this is not the case. 

In general, low tax base school districts have lower spending levels 
per pupil and higher tax rates. 

{c) The reason is that, under the GTB formula, State aid is calculated as 
a percentage of the prior-year school budget. 

(d) This causes no problem if school budgets remain the same from year 
to year. 

(e) However, if a budget is increased, the entire increase must be paid 
by the district by levying property taxes. 

(f) The impact is more severe, the poorer the school district. 

(Attachment A) 

2o The problem has been recognized for years (Attachment A is from a 1980 
report -- and this was not the first identification of the problem .. 

3. S.2405 follows the recommendation outlined in Attachment A -- it would 
calculate State aid as a percentage of the maximum budget permissible 
under the school budget caps for the current year. 

In general, it is a reasonable and very desirable approach to the problem. 

4. The State and local Expendit1,1re and Revenue Policy Commission (S .L.E.:R.P.) 
is making a similar recommendation. 
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5. There are some problems w~ich should be recognized: 

Most of these are addressed in Attachment A. 

(a) Funding - A switch to current year funding will cost a substantial 
amount-

Attachment A has an estimate of $48.3 million for 1979-80. 

5.L.E.R.P. estimates $181 million for 1986-87. Will be higher now. 

5.2405 takes a reasonable approach by suggesting a 3-year phase-in. 

Another approach to phase-in is suggested in Attachment A, where 
first priority would be given to the lowest-wealth districts that 
are most heavily impacted by prior-year funding. 

(b) Bu4geting B~low Cap - Adjustments will be necessary if a district 
does not budget up to its cap. 

This mean~ that the appropriation requested will probably be less 
than is actually needed. 

Adjustments will probably be relatively easy to administer, although 
they will be more complicated where a budget cut is appealed. 

Not considered a serious problem .. 

(c) Budget Cap Waivers - . The cost of budget cap waivers will have to 
be funded from local tax resources since, by definition, they are 
above the budget cap (or maximum NCEB) • 

Budget cap waivers have not been very extensive in recent years. 

(d) Declining Budget - It is possible for a school district to receive 
less under 5.2405 than if the_ bill were not enacted, if its budget 
is declining. 

On the other hanQ., such a district in a sense receives a "windfall" 
under present law by receiving a percentage of l.ast year's larger 
budget. 

(e) Budget Caps - This is a serious problem. 

Budget caps for schools are based on the annual growth in statewide 
property values. 

Property values have had huge growth in recent years, with the result 
that school budget caps are very liberal. Basic cap rate was 14.5% 

. for 1987-88 and is 18.6% for 1988-89. 

This will cause the cost of current year funding based on the cap 
rates to be vary high. 
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S,L.E.R.P. has proposed revisions in ~~e budget caps. 

These revisions stabilize the caps to a considerable degree, and reduce 
the excessively high caps of recent years to reasonable levels. 

Revised basic cap rate for 1987-88 would be 9.6% instead of 14.5%; 
for 1988-89, it would be 9.9% instead of 18.6%. 

(Attachment B) 

This change appears appropriate and highly desirable, and should be 
done concurrently with current year funding. 

6. Conclusion -

I strongly support the concept ·of 5.2405 and its actual _language 
if the budget caps are modified. 
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Excerpted from: NE\"1 JERSEY SCHOOL BUDGETS AND PROPERTY TAXES IN 1979, 
Rutgers University Bureau of Government Research, 
September, 1980, pp. 92-98. 

Ose of Prior Year Budaet 

It is obvious fran Chart 9 that the extent of equalization aid does 

not explain all of the fiscal inequity. Some disadvantage remains, 

especially for the lowest-wealth places. A seccnd major cause of fiscal 

inequity is the fact that State equalization aid is based on a share of 

the prior vear's local budget, both for c:.urrent expenses and for capital 

and debt service purposes. If a school district adopted a budget which 

was exactly the same as in the prior year, it would suffer no penalty 

under this approach. However, any increase in the budget ........ and in a 

period of inflation most budgets rise by some amount every year, despite 

enrollment declines - must be financed entirely by the local tax ratables 

of the district. A poor district must impose a higher tax rate to raise 

the same number of dOllars of inc:ease as a weal t..'"lier district. This 

situation is illustrated in Table l7. &ere, three districts of varying 

wealth start with the same tax rate and the same expenditure level. 

Equalized valuations and per-pupil budgets are assumed to rise by lOt 

aMually in each of tbe districts. However. after the first year. the 

Low Wealt:.'"l District must regularly impose a higher school tax rate t."lan 

~'"le Average or High Wealth communities. in order to keep pace wi~'"l them 

in budgeted expenditures. 

One reason for using the prior year • s budget as the basis for State 

equalization aid was the sequence of events in the budget process. State 

budget requests must be prepared in the Fall of the pre-budget year, for 

review by the Division of Budget: and Acca1nting and inclusion in the 
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Tabl.e 17 .I;:pact ot Budget Iz:craaae an State A.1d and Equal:L:ad School rax Rates 1n 
C.Jmmunities ot Vazo~l'insr 'leal.th. 

Law "l'iealth COIIIIlunity Average Ccmmuzt1.~ High Wealth Comm~-=71 

Year l (Guaranteed Valliation • $135',000) 

Equali:ad 'laluation $ 40,000,000 $lOO,OOO,OOO $l2o,ooo,ooo 
iarollmant 1,000 1,000 1,000 
::1 par PupU $ 40,000 $ 100,000 $ l20,000 

NCEB per ?upU $ 1,.$'00 $ 1,5'00 $ 1,soo 
NCXB 1,soo,ooo 1,Soo,ooo 1,soo,ooo 
M1.mJa state Equal. .Aiel -1 3 055' 1~0 0 )08 .. 950 - 1.66.650 
Balaa.ce mm taza'Giml $ ULL:, 0 $ i,m,oso $ l,3J3,J56 

Tax Rate: ~:4So ·ll.uJ l.lll1050 ~ 1,M6,35'0 -~ LO,ooo,dOd IOo,ooo,ooa Cl • 120, ,060 ° 

State Sha.re tor 
1.0000 ... 1~;~ ... 7037 1.0000- f~!~--.25'93 1 0000 120z000- 1111 

llezt I•ar: • - iJs,ooo · 
State Equal..ud £or :n,;oo,ooo $1,500,000 $1,;oo,ooo 
Kaxt Year~ ~ .7037 .2~9:3 .llll 

S!,o~~.~~~ :j )tsts,950 I IOO,a;o 
Year 2 (Guaranteed Valuaticm • $11.t.8,SOO) 

Equalized Valuaticm $ !W.,ooo,ooo $lJ.O ,000,000 $132,000,000 
!m"'llmaat 1,000 1,000 1,000 
IV par Pupil $ 1&4,000 $ uo,ooo $ 132,000 

NCIB par PupU $ 1,65'0 $ 1,65'0 $ 1,65'0 
NeD 1,65'0,000 1,65'0,000 1,65'0,000 
lUnua State !qual.Aid •lz05'5'z5SO - ~88z950 ... 1.66.650 
BalaDce troa 'l'.a~'i.oa $ 59ll,L3o $ 1, lii,oso $ 1;483,.350 

'l'u: Rate: 5'94145'0 J1 3SJ 1:261.050 11 15'1 1.48:3135'0 J1 12J 44,060,600 • • no,ooo,ooo • • iJz,ooo,ooo • • 
State ·Share tor l.OOOO-~·O§g•.7037 1.oooo- llO.ooo •• 2593 1.0000=> 112. 000 ... llll 
Ned I8U'1 .~ iLOa,soo l1o,,oa 
State EquaJ...u.d· t=- $1,65'0,000 $1,65'0,000 $l,6;o,ooo 
Had !aar~ X .7037 z .2S9) X .llll 

$!,l!I,IO~ $ ~' ,OI&:!) $ !oJ,J!~ 

Year 3 (OU&nA~aed Valuaticm • $163,JS'O) 

3quallzed 7aluat.iCD $ ua,400,ooo $121,000' 000 $~5' ,200, 000 
!nral.lmallt 1,000 1,000 l,OOO 
EV par PupU $ uB,Uoo $ 121,000 $ l..h5',200 

NCES per PtlpU $ 1,8JS $ 1,815 $ l,B1; 
NCEB 1,BlS,OOO l,SlS,OOO 1,B1;,ooo 
Mi:m11 Sta.ta !qual..Aid -lzl61z~ • h27 2 ~S ... l8),Jl; 
Balance t:-oa tAD~aa $ O!)J1 il95 $ i,Jo7,i5~ $ i,o.3i,~o5 

'l'az Rater 6S3 1 89S ·fl JSJ l.J87 1l:; ~ 1.631.685 .,,l :.21 
lJ,Q ' .. oo J :!OC5 • ~.JOO,JOO • ..,, ~,,zoo,ooo • 
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Governor's proposed budget for ~,e ensuing year. But local school budgets 

in the past have not been prepared until November and, under revisions of 

the budget calen~r, they may be deferred until early January with final 

approval several months later. Thus, if State aid were based on current 

year local school budgets, the reCQnmended State appropriation would 

have to be based on a guess as to what funds would be needed. Osing the 

. prior year's local budget makes the estimate of funds needed much more 

accurate. 

A second reason for use of the prior year's local budget is to 

serve as a brake on increasing local school expenditures. There has 

always been some fear that a ·poor ammunity which, according to the 

equalization aid formula, might be entitled to a 60% or 70% State share, 

would adopt a "runaway" budget, requiring the State to contribute two or 

three dollars for every local dollar budgeted . for the c:ur rent year. If 

eac:b camnuni t:y must finance the increase in its budget entirely from its 

own resources, the expectation is that they will approach the task in a 

serious manner. 'l'he catch, of course, is that this device does not apply 

evenly to all communities. It is very serious in very poor places, and 

has less and less impact as the c:amnunities become wealthier. Thus, the 

task of ~~e poor community, whi~~ traditionally has bud;eted at a lower 

level, of bringing its expend~ture level nearer ~~e state average becomes 

extraor~inarily diffic~lt. 

Both of these reasons for using the prior year • s local budget in 

the equalization formula may be addressed by making use of the budget 

cap formula. If State equalization aid were to be paid as a share of 

the current year • s permissible budget under the budget caps, most of the 

inequities caused by the prior-year approach now in the law would be 
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eliminated. Since the budget cap can be calculated in December of the 

pre-budget year, maximum equalizatiat aid could be estimated rather 

accurately at that time for State budget purposes. Moreover, use of 

the budget cap fiqures clearly prevents any "runaway" budgeting by local 

school districts. 

The suggested approach is not free from diffic.1lties, however. First, 

it would cost the State money. If applied for the 1979-80 school year to 

all school districts in the state, the maximum cost would. have been 

$48,300,000 of additional State aid. Due to more libe·ral budget caps in 

~se for 1980-81, the total for that year would be a maximum of $79,000,000. 

This amount would be entirely for increased current expense equalization 

aid: aid for capital outlay and debt service would not be affected by the 

change. In cala1lating the cost, the state support limit has been left 

at the 65th percentile of the prior year • s net current expense budgets, 

in order to c:oneentrate the additional State aid in those districts which 

are be~~ relatively poor and whi~ have been budgeting at relatively low 

levels. None of the net~ funds would go to any district which has budgeted 

in the prior year above the 65~~ percentile. 

Clearly, $79,000,000 is a substantial amount of money. If a potential 

increase of ~~is magnitude is not feasible, it would be possible to phase 

in the change, providing first for t."lose dist=icts wnic.., are rrcst dis

advantaged by the prior-year approac.~ of Chapter 212 -- t."le poorest dist;ricts. 

Table 18 shows a number of possible different funding levels for 1980-81, 

ranginq fran an application to only the poorest districts, having less 

than JOt of the state average equalized valuation per pupil, up to a full 

implementatiat of the c:hanqe. The reason for a difference between the 

total number of school districts below a certain wealth line and the 

7x 
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Table 18. Alternative Funding Levels fOr Conversion of State Current 
Expense Equalization Aid Formula from Prior Year Actual Budget 
Basis to Current Year Permissible Budget Basis; 1980-81 State 
Aid Data 

Conversion Applies to All School Number of School Districts Maximum 
Districts With Equalized Valuation Total in Receiving Potent:ial 

oar Puoil Below: Grouc Increased Aid 1980-81 Cost 

30t of state average ($ 30, 098) 7 6 $ 15,000,000 

40% of state averaqe ($ 40 ,132) 20 19 34,500,000 

SO% of state average ($50,165) 34 32 38,600,000 

70i of state average ($70,230) 109 104 55,900,000 

SSi of state ~verage ($85,279) 184 168 66,000,000 

100% of state averaqe ($100, 329) 265 237 75,200,000 

llSi of state average ($115,378) 342 291 78,200,000 

130' of state averaqe ($130,427) 396 304 79,000,000 

the Guaranteed Valuation ($134, 842) 417 304 79,000,000 

All dist:ic:ts i:'1 state 503 304 79,000,000 
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number actually due to receive additional aid is caus_ed mainly by the 

factt that a few of even the very poor districts do budget above the 

63th percentile and, thus, would not be eligible for additional aid 

under the revised formula. 

A second problem whic."l must be faced is the possibility that a 

district may attempt to gain additional State funds under this approach, 

and use them to produce an abnor.mally low tax rate by not budgeting up 

to the cap figu.re on which the aid is based. Provision would have to be 

made for reducing State aid to such a district in the same proportion by 

whic.-, the budget actually adopted falls short of the permissible budget 

under the caps. This probably could be accomplished during the existing 

budget review process, although reductions by municipal governing bodies 

following defeats at the polls or by boards of school estimate might 

require new procedures. Inevitably, SOt'lle c:cmmunities would not make full 

use of their budget caps and the potential additional State aid available 

under this proposal. Thus, all cost fiaures oresentea here are maximum 

estimates and, in reality, t."le cost to the State would almost certainlv 

be somewhat lower. 

A third, and· related, prcelem is that the use of the maximum p4!rmis

si=le current year budc;et as t.~e basis for State aid would leave funding 

of ~~e costs of a budget cap waiver entirely on the local tax base. T~is 

is a deficien~J which may have to be accepted. To allow budget cap waivers 

to increase the amount of State aid may introduce a degree of unce&tainty 

in the State budget process whic:h is not acceptable. 

Finally, it is possible for a school district to receive less equal

ization aid under the current year proposal than under the present law. 

This would occur if the district's net current expense budget were reduced 
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fran year to year. Although such a situation is relatively rare, it 

is becoming more common as enrollments decline: in 1978-79, only 27 

di•tricts had a lower NCEB than in 1977-78, while in ~979-80, Sl school 

districts reduced their NCEB. Even if this trend continues to grow, 

however, it does not constitute a strong argument for retaining prior 

year funding, since, under the present law, the districts involved would 

be receiving aid for expenditures no longer being made. 

Despite these problems, a change to base the State aid formula 

on the maximum permissible budget under the cap formula appears desirable. 

If this is not done, low wealth communities will always be required to 

tax themselves more heavily than otber places in order to maintain even 

an average growth of expenditures ·in an inflationary era. 

It is reccmmended that the State aid formula .be shifted 
to a current year basis, using the budaet c:ao formula to 
determine the maximum budaet in whic!l the State would share. · 
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Testimony presented by Wayne Dibofsky, Associate Director of 
c-overnment Relations, for the New Jersey Education Association 
before the Senate Education Committee on May 26, 1988. 

Good afternoon. My name is Wayne Dibofsky, Associate Director of 
Government Relations for the New Jersey Education Association. 
It is my pleasure to come before you this afternoon to t~stify on 
a critical issue facing our state, that of providing the 
equitable distribution of funds to provide a •Thorough and 
Efficient• education for all the students of our great State. 

The NJEA. strongly supports Sc:oo2415 by Senator Lipman, legislation 
which would provide the use of current year expenditures in the 
determination of equalization aid for all school districts. The 
genesis of this bill is in a recently completed study of the 
State and Local Expenditure and Revenue Policy (SLERP) 
Commission. After meeting for two and one-half years this 
commission endorsed the concept that state equalization and debt 
service aid to schools should be placed on a current year 
financial need basis rather than on what each school had spent in 
its prior year. 

The educational system in New Jersey comprises the single largest 
proportion of state and local budgets. Since the adoption of 
the Public School Education Act in 1975, the disparity in 
educational achievement throughout New Jersey's school districts 
bas in effect become the •tale of two school systems.• While 
many school districts provide an excellent education, others, 
including many of those in urban areas do not. The school 
districts where pupils do least well on measures of performance 
are those with few resources and low current expenditure levels. 
These districts are then faced with the added concern of 
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attracting and securing the best teachers, maintaining their 

physical facilities and delivering sound educational services. 

Educational expenditures per pupil in New Jersey vary 
significantly among school districts within the State, ranging ir 
1986/87 from a high of $12,719 to as little as $2,269. The 
statewide average is $5,231. One-tenth of all school districts 
spend less than three-quarters of the state average per pupil, 
while one-fifth of the districts spend more than 125 percent of 
tbe State average. There is no question, that some school 
districts in New Jersey provide an education as fine as can be 
secured anywhere. There are still others that because of low 
local tax rates cannot compete with the services offered by more 
affluent school districts. The NJEA believes that we can no 
longer let. any of our children get shortchanged in education, 
simply because of where they live. Of 19 school districts cited 
by the Department of Education as having been uncertified for 
more than two years on June 3, 1987, 16 had belo~ average budget 
levels in thee 1986/87 year. On a more national basis, availablE 
research indicates that educational resources are clearly linked 
to schqol effectiveness. These resources which require 
expenditures include but are not limited to: 

* high teacher student ratios, 
* additional reading personnel, 
* clean, comfortable and safe environments, 
* sufficient materials and facilities, 
* regular and ongoing staff development, 
* special funding for special needs, 
* more experienced staff with higher credentials and higher 

salaries, 
* higher participation in extra-curricular activities, and 
* fewer non-teaching staffs for teaching staff. 

It is clear that the relati~nship between resourees for 
instruction and effective schools is clearly understood by those 
citizens of New Jersey who can afford it and who generously 
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support their schools. Conversely, low resource school districts 
have some of the poorest f~cilities and in many cases there is a 
backlog of needs which have gone unattended for many years. 

The legislation you have before you would go a long way in 
equalizing the disparity between wealthy and low resource 
districts in the State of New Jersey. 

s-2402 would change the current system of funding current expense 
equalization aid, from a percentage of the prior year's budget to 
one based on the current year's projections. This would save 
districts from having to use property taxes to pay for an 
increase in the budgets, then waiting a year for state aid to pay 
for the boost. It would also preserve local budget decision 
making. 

During the last decade New Jersey has had a renaissance in its 
eco~omic prosperity. But, that prosperity has not reached all 
school districts equally, and it has not met the mandates of the 
New Jersey Supreme Court decision calling for a •Thorough and 
Efficient• school system. 

While many experts disagree on the effects of spending on 
educational performance, the NJEA is convinced that we will not 
see educational improvements unless we raise the spending and 
service levels in school districts that.are performing poorly. 
S-2492 provides the stability needed in all school districts in 

the State of New Jersey to make them accountable and 
specifically, it allows our low resource urban school districts 
to rebuild. As the Carnagie Foundation's, Ernest Boyer, 
recognized, •saving urban schools must become a national 
crusade.• Our children deserve no less. 

Thank you. 

-3-
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REPORT OP THE IDUCATIOH SUBCOMMI'ri'U· 

The New Jersey school ayatea aa a whole cannot be aaicl to be truly 

effective. Actually, the state has two school systems. While uny of New 

Jersey's school districts provide a high quality education, others, especially 

in the urban areas, do not. Although any factors may contribute to the 

difference in school effectiveness, variation in current expenditures is an 

important part of the problem. The New Jersey Supreme Court stated in 

ROCinson v. Cahill: 

•The trial court found the constitutional deMDCl had not been met 
and did so oa the basis of discrepancies in dollar iilpact per pupil. 
We agree. we deal vi th the problem in these terms because dollar 
impact ia plainly relevant and because we have Deen shown no other 
viable criterion for ••suring CCiilpllance vi th the conat.1 tutional 
mandate.• 

The Muc:a tion Subc01111i ttee is aware of di fferencea of opinion in the 

literature regarding the impact of spending level variation on educational 

performance. The expendib)re of additional funda rill not g"Uarantee 110re 

effective schools and better educational perfonaance. But the Subcoauai ttee 

is convinced that illprowaaent cannot taka place in the ahaenca of adequate 

financial resources. Despite some exceptions, the school districts where 

pupils do least well on •aaurea of student performance, and the districts 

where drop-out rates are the highe•t, are school districts which have low 

reaoureea ud low euzrent expenditure levels. Of 19 school districts cited by 

the Depart.ent of Bducation •• haviDCJ been mcertified for .ore thaD two years 

on JuDe 3, 1987, 16 bad belOV=>awrage budget leftla in 1986-87. Clearly, 

on the baaia of the Departaent • • nalua tion criteria, muy doe a Mke a 

OD a mre general, natioaal baaia, available re•eareb iDdicatea that 

education resources are clearly llDked to school effectiwneaa. fteae re-

_ . .:..·..:..._·~---~· . .: -·· .. _ .. ::.· . ..... ·- ------·- -···· ------· 
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sources, which require expenditures, include high teacher-student ratios, 

additional reading personnel, clean, comfortable and safe environments, 

sufficient materials and facilities, reqular and on-going staff development, 

special funding for special needs, more experienced staff vi th higher 

credentials and higher salaries, higher participation iD extra-curricular 

proqrua and fewer non-teaching tasks for teaching staff. Making principals 

effective educational leaders includes giving them a reasonable number of 

staff to supervise, adequate clerical support, and assistance with discipline, 

attendance, facill ties management, and other administrative responsibill tea. 

The relationship between resources for instruction and effective schools 

is clearly understood by citizens of Hew Jersey- who can afford it and who 

generously support the schools. ~ meet education performance goals, · 

education resources must be available to districts needing them, even though 

-
spending 1110re money for education does not automatically result in improved 

schools. 

Another factor contributing to the variation in school effectiveness 

is the wide differences in the quantity and quality of physical facilities. 

Again, the low-resource school districts have some of the poorest facilities, 

in many cases vi th a backlog of needs which has gone unattended. for many 

years. 

In recent yaara, llev Jersey baa been a leader uaonq state gover:mDenta in 

the de'Nlop.ent ud adoption of education policy reforms. This is evidenced 

by the· hlpl~ntation of aehool-Mageaent x:efonaa. and .hY _the eDact.nt of 
... 

leciial.Atioil to tDereaae. teachers~ -sAlaries (particularly. for atartiDq 
.•... ~~:. -· .. 0. :;,'~ ... <;~: .·~ • •o . • :. . • . ._:; .. -~~ "i"'" •. 0 : . • . -~-. • . :0.·0 . .. . . • 

teaC:heraii· raise·· the standards for .. claaaroca teachers,_ and ·provide incentives 

for able JOWl9 college gradua tea. to enter the teachiDg profession, especially: 
. ·: ~ !' .. :. ... : .. . . ~:. ·. . 

. . .. ·.in" urban. areas. . oar·· report ilakea recai.anda tioxui. that 0 would bUild on. this 
.... ~-·· ... 
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record of commitment in an area of state governmental responsibility that is 

vi tal to the l)alanced and sound econcaic qrowth of the State and the quality 

and stability of 11 fa for its citizens. 

The Education Subcommittee in this report makes ten proposals to provide 

the resourc•s necessary for an effective school aystu in New J•rsey. 

Low-resource school districts are targeted particularly, both in terms of 

financial assistance and in terms of school proqrama. The result is an 

equalization of resources to the extent that the lowest-resource districts 

would be able to budqet more nearly at the state average level, with a 

substantially reduced property tax rate (See Table 1 ) • 

I 
I Table 1 • Present and Propos eel School Pinance System, Awrage Expend! tures 
I and Tax Rates, 1986-1987 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
fstate Aftrage: 

I 
I 
I 

Expencii ture per Pupil 

I Tax Rate 
I 
fLow-Resource Diatricts:1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I . 

Expe~ tare par Pupil 

Present -
School Pinance 

System 
1986-87 

$5,230 

1.13 

$4,823 

1.47 

Proposed 
School Finance 

System 
1986-87 

$5,523 

1 .12 

$5,425 

1.24 

I . 
f 1 Low reaQUrce districts uaed here are the districts baving the lowest level 

. 1 ·of tii!'Xable property and enrolling one-fifth of. the state's public school 
.. J pupils. ... . 

' .. . . . .•· ::-: . -
· ... 

The coat of this proqrua ia $372.2 llilllon ~ the State iD 1986-87, with 

a $43.7 ailllon reduction in local property taxes. ·A ~1lliilll.ry of the proposals 

aDd the coats· is included at the end of this report. : ·.:· 
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Canponents of the Present State Aid System 

The State aid system has six major components, as shown in Table 2. 

current expense equalization aid, which constitutes the basic State support 

for the reqular school proqram, is the larqest component, amountinq in 1986-87 

to 49.3~ of the total. Second in aqnitude is the State's contribution to 

pension funds for school employees, includinq the Teachers • Pension and An-

nui ty Fund, social security., and other proqrams. Third in size is the qroup 

of proqrams providing categorical aid -- special programs for children with 

special educational needs. Of lesser imP?.rtance financially are debt ~ervice 

and capital outlay equalization aid, transportation aid, and a collection of 

miscellaneous special-purpose qrant-in-aid programs. 

Over-all, State aid covers about 44' of all elementary and secondary edu-

cation expenditures in Hew Jersey, a figure somewhat below the national aver-

aqe-of 5~. When the Public School Education Act of 1975 was first implemen-

ted, State aid covered only 38' of all education expenditures. The percentaqe 

has increased slowly since then because of legislative authorization of new 

aid programs and the relatively rapid growth of fully-state-funded pension 

obliqationa. Another reason why State aid has qrown as percentage of expend-

tures is that the equalization formulas provide 1110re fUDds to c01apensate for 

a wideninCJ qap be tweeD wal thy and poor COJIUIUDi ties in Hew Jersey. 

Since the pension contribution component is a direct appropriation by the 

State to the peuion funds, and does not flow through the school district 
, 

budqets, direct State aid conati tutea only about 38" of tbe sta~wicle total of 

all local s~hool. budgets. The percentage o~ the budget covered by State aid 
·... . . - . . ~. . •. . .. . - . . .. ;:·: ~'...:. . . ,• ·. . •... =~ ~-:·:~..... . .. . .. . -:.. . - -·. ~ . -~ -- . 

wries frCii district to dia.triet,. depending upon the wal~ of the commni ty 

and the particular mix of State aid programs found in each school district • 
. r 

·=-
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able 2. Major Components of New Jersey State Aid for Schools, 1986-87 

1986-87 
Adjusted 

Appropriations 

1) current Expense Equalization Aid••••••••••••••••$ 1,430,814,000 (49.3~) 

2) Debt Service and Capital Equalization Aid....... 82,698,000 ( 2.8,) 

3) Categorical Aida 

Special Education•••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Compensatory Education••••••••••••••••••••• 

Bilinqual ••••••••• •·• ••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Local vocational ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

(Sub-Total)a C&teqorical)oe•••••••••••••••• 

4) ~ansportation Aid•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

5) Miscellaneous Grants-in-Aid••••••••••••••••••••• 

(Sub-Totala Direct Aid to School Districts) ••••• 

6) Pension Contributions ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Total••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

. . ~~~ 
-~· . 

. .... 

. ,_ .... 
. .. 

· .... ._ .· 
':; .. =: . .:AI 

....... '".·:.. 

. . c.-..... . ·;._.,., 

·:.• .. - ,-: ... 
. ' ···.:·· r· ... 

. "'.•· 

.• . 

...... ""';·· 

- . 

266,434,000 

110,176,000 

26,948,000 

7,966,000 

(411,524,000) (14.2,) 

155,191,000 ( 5.3,) 

202,338,000 ( 7.0,) 
I 

2,282,565,000 ••••••••• About 38' 
of Budgets 

621,540,000 (21.4,) 

2,904,105,000 ••••••••• About 44' 

_-: .. :-

. ... 

of All 
Expenditures 

· .... 
.. 

.• _; ....... 
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Principles 

The Education Subcommittee proposes a broad plan for addressinq the 

variation in resources which leads to lower school effect! veness in the poorer 

c011munities of the state. In preparinq ita recOIUlendationa, the SubcoiiUilittee 

has been guided by several principlesa 

( 1) Local budgetary deciaion-makinq should be preserved aa far as possible. 

(2) So far as possible, expenditure variations should be reduced by raising 

expenditures in the low-spendinq school districts, rather than by imposing 

tiqh ter spendinq lim! ta tiona on the hiqhcospendinq c:U.stricta. 

( 3) No school district should lose State aid in any qi ven year because of 

chanqes in the statutory fonaulas. This does not preclude reductions in 

aid in future y.ars if, under the statutory formula, a district no lon9er 

qualifie.- for ita previous level of aid because of chanqes in enrollment 

or in ita relative wealth. 

(4) Minimua aid should remain a part of the State aid syatea. Mini•Uil aid is 

a minor part of total State aid (4• in 1986-87)1 this ia a aa.ll price to 

pay for enaurin9 that almost every COIUlwtity participates in the State 

aid system. 

( 5) There should ~ be any dedication. of revenue sources for state school 

aid. Dedication of revenue sources tends to coutrain expeDditurea to 

the revenue produced frCII those sources. BleMntary aDd secondary educa-

tion, by State constitutional provision,· ia a State reapouibility,· &Dd 

the full resources of the State goverJment I!IUt reaiD available· to •et 

: ..:_: 
, .. · .... 

. ·_:::.·· ."·~--.';-:-:·· .. · ... 
that ~eapouihili ty. · 

. .,, 

·: '!'be Bduca tion Subeouai ttee baa .Orad vi tbiD ~· gaidelinea to· Mke 

specific proposals in five major areas of State aida 

(a) CUrrent Expense Bqualiza tion Aid_ . 
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(b) Ca~pensatory Education Aid 

(c) capital Pacilities 

(d) MinimWil Teachers' Salaries 

(e) Kindergarten and Pre .... Kindergarten Education 

CUrrent E.xpenae Equ&liza tion Aid 

The purpose of current Expense Equalization Aiel (CBEA) is to equalize the 

financial resources of the school districts at a specified level (the guaran .... 

teed. valuation per pupil) in order that they may provide adequately for their 

regular opera tiona. Aid is calculated as ·a percentage of the local school 

budget, with the percentage varyinCJ inversely with the Walth of the diat.ricto 1 

This is Jcnovn as a Guaranteed Tax Base (GTB) formula. A major characteristic 

of a G'l'B eq~llzation formula is that it Mpbaaizea local buclgetary decision-

making, rather than requiring sa.e State officer or aqe~cy to designate the 

budget per pupil which each caamuni ty must appropr!ate. A GTB formula, imple-

JDanted appropriately, assures equity for property taxpayers. Por exaaple, if 

the state-guaranteed tax base is $200,000 per pupil, a district with $100,000 

per pupil of taxable property would receive 50. of ita budget in State aid. A 

district wi. th $150,000 of taxable property per pupil would receive State aid to 

cover 25' of ita budget. If both districts budgeted the same amount of upend .... 

itures per pupil, their proP.rty tu .rates would .be the ..... Either district 

llight decide to increase ita budget level, but to do ao~it would have tQ ~aiae - - .·· 

ita tax rate. :ft~r~-;~~~l.d alwaya_ba ···direCt re~tio~bip:hetween·;:the budget 
. . " . < .~:. ---~·~~~'::~~-~~t_-:-:: .: . --·~-;:· .. :. : -~· ... ::.f. ;~ . . . . -~ : -- . . . . . ·:_ 
lewl aDCi the tax. _rate . required.- .... .=. .. -;__~·, . <._· . ·_: :~ ·_, ~. ·~ ;· .;. ~ " .. . 

. . .. -~-. :. -:~.-~;~~g~:rr.;~··.~,: ~: ··:? .. ~: ·:.x~:· :; .t .. tJ~;~~:~-:~f} -· . . ~,:. ~. , ... : . . :; . 
1 see: Appew:lix 1 for fonaula. · · --

. - .... . - :· .·. ~:. : . ·-~ .. . · ..... . =. ~ ~- . 

. :·_--:, .:-· ' ~-... ~-~~ > ; . .- ·:: ·,?- .. ~;.~ ~- ~-- ··:-

'"":.!·:· .. ·• ,_. 

~ I -~ ·• , • 
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While acknowledqinq that there are deficiencies in the implementation of 

the New Jersey GTB formula, the Education Subcommittee believes that this 

approach should be retained and improved, because it confonas to the local 

control tradition of the state, because it helps provide taxpayer equity, and 

because ita retention proVides the least disturbance of existing patterns. 

School districts above the guaranteed valuation receive-no CEEA frail the 

basic equalization formula but, in mat cases, qualify for a smaller amount of 

minimum aid.1 CEEA as a whole made up about 49' of the total State aid 

package in 1986-87. 

Problems 

Ao Local determination of budgets pemi ta vic:le variations in apendinq levels 

per pupil. In 1986-87, net current expense budgeta2 per pupil ranged from 

$2,269 to $12,719. About one-tenth of the school districts, with about 12' 

of the pupils, wre spending less than three-quarters of the state average 

per pupil. At the other- enc:l of the scale, about one-fifth of the dis-

tricta, also vi th 1 2' of the total enrollment, were spending 1110re than 

125' of the state average amount per pupil. 

B. Property taxes are the major source of fUildinq for county and DlWlicipa.l 

governments as well as school districts. Where the need for county aDd 

municipal services is high, school expenditures often are cut back to 

·avoid ezeeaaive total tax rates. C:C.petition for the taz base ia frequently 

called •aunicipal owrburden. • · In. the poorest quintile of school districts 
.. . --- ..... -. 

··~ ~- .. ._.-. -:. . . . -.... __ ._·.;: ... - - . -· 

. . 1 see Appelldiz 2 :.for fomula. ·. . ... -: ;:•- ' ..• 
:.:- ~ .. - . . ... .. •. ·..• . . . . .. . . . 

.2ft~-- ~et carren~:·.expeue ·budget~ (BeD) is the full earrent upeue badget · 
of a school district, mnu• all- anticipated revemae except CDA aDd local 

-. property taxea. ..Generally, the BCD UlOUDts to .about ~ of the full 
. _-~ ·current ezpenae budget. ·. It 1•• the_ beat available: •aaare · of the current 

_. e~pendi mrea . on p.tpila wi tho~ t apacial probl.e.a. 

asx 



9 

--
(those enrolllnq one-fifth of the. total pupils:) net current expense budgets 

in 1986-87 were only 84' of the statewide average. 

c. Prior-year fundinq places an exceptional burden on lo~resource communi-

ties. Since CEEA is paid as a percentaqe of the prior-year budget, ilnY 

increase in budget froaa one year to the next must be paid entirely by the 

local property tax vi thin the schooL district. The tax rate necessary to 

do this is proqressively higher if the tel¥ base of the school district 

is smaller. For example, three school districts of identical size and 

budget, but with differing tax bases, may be compared. If_ each raises its 

budget by $1 ,000 per pupil, the wealthy district, with $500,000 of ratables 

per pupil, would have to increase ita tax rate by $.20 per hundred dollars 

of valuation. A moderate wealth district, with $200,000 of ratable& per 

pupil, would have to raise its tax rate by $.50. And a poor c:liatrict, with 

only $50,000 of ra~les per pupil, '41110uld bave to le9Y an additional tax 

rate of $2.00 per hundred. While it is true ~t. the poor district would 

gain State aid to make up for this in the next year, ~e s.-e process would 

be takinq place in that year for any increase implemented in that year's 

budget. As a result, low-resource coliUilunitiea have low expenditures and 

high ~ rates. In 1986-87, school districts in the lowest resource 

quintile bad an average total budget of $4,823 with an average tax rate of 

$1.47. Ill cCMpariaon, the hiqheat waalth school diatzicta budgeted $6,037 

per pupil,· with &D average equalized tax rate of only $.86 (See Appendix 7). 

PrC?PQaals 

. . . . ~· 

( 1 ) The. SubcoiUii ttee propose• ·that current !!peue Bquallza ti_on Aid he paid 
•.• a parcuataqe of t.he. carreat· :z!U: badCJ!t·· :.- . .;,··--. 

The ajo~· obetacle to thia:propoaal in .the past has been that local 

school district budgets baw, not been finalized at the tiM the Governor and 
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--Leqislature aust act on appropriations for State aid. However, calculations 

of the MXimWD possible coat to the State can be made, based on the aaximum 

pendssible bud9Bts under the buclget caps. 

The present budget caps lllli t the amount by which a school district may 

increase ita HCEB frOiil year to year. They are baaed on the annual growth in 

the statewide total of equalized valuation -- a measure of the true value of 

taxable property. The caps have fluctuated frODa a low of 5.4, in 1978-79 to 

a high of 14.5' in 1987-88. As the rapid increase in property values has 

driven the buclget caps to very high levels in recent years, the caps_have lost 

much of their effect as limits on expenditure increase. With budget caps at 

a wry high level, ccmpetition for the tax base is JDOre likely to be the dom-

inant l.J.mi ting influence on expenc:li turea, especially wbere taxable resources 

are low. 

(.2) The Subcommi tteb. proposes that the budget cap formula be changed to pro
vide for 6' annual qrowtb, plus or minus an inflation factoz- baaed on 
a portion of the annual growth ita state equalized valuation. 

The inflation factor suqgestec:l would include a •dulpener11 which would have 

the effect of diluting the full impact of inflation as it deviat:ea frCilll the 

6' level.1 use of the proposed fomula wuld have reduced the fluctuation in 

the budget caps to a low of 5.9, in 1978-79 anc:l a high o£ 9.6, for 1987-aa. 

While Proposal ( 1) will provide significant UlOUDt..- of additional· State 

aid for loW=>resource school diatricta, it will not guarADtee that they raise 

their speDdiDCJ ~vel to provide mre effectiw ectucatioDAl aerri.ces. All or 

BOat of the new aid ay CJO. for: .property tax reduction. In &OM districts, an 
. •. . ~ 

•'; :;,..· ... :._: ~ .. · .. · .•.. 

tory. In otli• caaea; hOW.wr; performance is deficient, aDd increased 

ezpeDdi tares should be required. 

1see APPeDdiZ 3 for proposed budget cap fomula. 
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( 3) The Subcc:aliiLi ttee proposes that school districts which fail to meet speci
f~ed standards of educational performance be required to budget at lease 
at the -.verage per-pupil level for all other districts which do meet those 
s- t.a.ndarda • 

This proposal will require that budget caps be waived for so• deficient 

districts. The impact, in Mny cases, will be to require these districts to 

levy additional local property taxes. There also will be an addi tiona! cost 

to the State, since State aid will be paid as a percentage of the higher 

mandated budget, rather than the lower budget which might have been adopted. 

The measure of educational performance to be used should include three minimum 

educational performance standards: 

(a) student performance on standardized teats, 

(b) the breadth or comprehensiveness of the program offered in the 

schools, and 

·(c) the effective maintenance of school facilities. 

Since this proposal can result in relatively large increases in some 

school budgets within a ehort period of time (See Appendix 4), it will be 

essential that the school districts in question operate within the limits of 

a detailed spending plan approved by the Commissioner of Education. 

Finally, steps must be taken to reduce the impact of mUDicipal overbur-

den. 

( 4) The Subcoud. ttee proposes that new and additional sources of revenue be 
made available to coan ties and I!IWlicip&li ties. 

The pressures caused by IIUDicipal owrbarden can be reduced mat effec-
. . 

tively by providing other sources of revenue for county· aDd· llmlieipal govern-
·. - ... 

· •nta. 

. ccat ~~T~-~eaC:t 

:.-··~--

... ··--::.:·· •.. 
.. .... '-;-· . ;· ... _ ~-~~· .. ··- ... ·. 

Ccat eatiatea, baaed on- the cOilbination of Proposals (1 ), (2), aDd (3), 
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assume that all districts receiving additional State aid will spend up to 

their budqet caps, that districts not qaininq additional State funds will 

continue to spend as they did in 1986-87, that the measure of educational 

performance is certificatj.on of the school district UDder the present State 

110nitoring process, aDd that the proposed formulas will be fully funded. 

The costa developed, thus, are •xi•um figures since, in practice, some 

districts probably will not budget up to their caps. 

The 1986-87 coat to the State is $217.9 million above the amount actually 

_ appropriated to fund the pr:esent formulas. Of this increase, $186.2 million 

is due to current year funding and $31.7 million results from the llliniaWD 

budqe t proposal (See Appendix 9). Moe t of this additional aid goes to school 

districts in the lowest wealth quintile. current year funding brings a sub-

atantial reduction in property taxes, but a mandated lliDilawa budget level 

will require so• additional local taxes in low-spendinq school districts, as 

well as additional State aid. 'l'he net property tax reduction is $90.7 million 

(See Appendix 11). 

The table in Appendix 4 shows the impact on the 45 school districts 

which, as of February, 1981, bad not been certified. Por deliiODStration 

purposes only, these ha"N been assu.d to be the districts which would have a 

other Options Considered 

The. s11bc::cw.Pttee has considered_ ud rejec:tecl various _other optioua 

(a) If nothiDCJ ia done I the variatiou . ir! apeDdiDCJ lewla probably will in-
. : .~ -. ~.. . . 

.. 

;» •. 

crease, •• Will the· disparities. bei.Wen~-~-peudin9··_lewu ADd tax· rate~ •. 
~·. . . . .. - ·. . . . - ..... :':.. ."'"·.~ . ,.· : .. :·::.: .. ~~=----~ .. _: . . ... 

(h) If the gaaranteecf·valuatioo (the leVel of··taz base ·guaranteed by· the · . 
. ... :· .. . . ·. . .. : ........ :: . . . ::-:-.... . . - . . ·-· ·- . 

_,... . .... 

State) were increaaed, JaOSt of the hewafita would. go to D)derate -~alth 

places, rather than to the mat n~7~::.:-·.;:.-:.:·: · ... 
·:.;.. .. -... 
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(c) If a foundation-type forlllula 1 were substituted for the present fomula, 

local decision-makinq reqardinq spendinq Levels miqht be seriously cur-

tailed. 

(d) A power-equalizinq formula2 would operate in a similar manner to a GTB 

formula, except that lliniJaWD aid Jli.qht be eliminated, and wealthy school 

districts miqh t have to pay property taxes to the state i!Uitead of re-

ceivinq assistance. 

(e) If full State fundinq of all school expenditures 1111ere enacted, the 

co_s t to the State would be extremely hiqh, ~nd local decision-makinq would 

be eliminated. 

(f) current year fundinq alone, without a Mndated budget for non-performing 

scbool districts, would provide tax relief, but no assurance of educa-

tional proqresa. 

Compensatory Education Aid is provided to en~le school districts to 

implement preventive and remedial proqrams for pupils who have academic, 

social, economic or environmental needs that prevent them from succeedinq in 

reqular school programs. It is calculated by multiplying the number of such 

pupils by the prior year state averaqe HCEB per pupil and by an 8 additional 

cost factor•, which has been determined by the State as reflecting the addi-

tional uaoun t necessary to provide tbia kind of proqraa. In 1 986-87, the 

compensatory education ·aid appropriation was $110.2 idlllon, and there was an 

1 In a foandatioD · fonauia,-·~ di~tricta are required to budget at least eo• · 
· fixed a.oat per pupil;:.:ADd State aid~ 1• this aoWlt, aiims a local share 
which is proportional to the diatric~•a property tax rat&bles. 

2A pover-equali.zinq formula· is s~lar to a GTB fonaula, but if a cliatrict 
has ~ taxable property per pupil than the guar&Dt.eed tax base, the dis
trict may be required to pay a!:2. the State, rather thaD receivinq State aid. 

30,x 
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additional $48.6 million appropriated separately for HSPT1 compensatory 

education aid. 

Problem 

A major problem ariainq in recent years has invol9ed the countinq of 

pupils. Pupils have been tested for basic educational proqresa in two areas 

-- wrbal skills and JHthematical skills. If found deficient in either or 

both, they have been counted only once for purposes of calculatinq State aid. 

Many persons have argued that if a pupil is found deficient in both areas, he 

or she should be counted twice, since two remedial programs are required. A 

task force within the Department of Education has responded with a proposal 

that this be done, but that the additional cost factor, tllbich is now • 18, 

should be reduced to .1113, on the ground that a double deficiency will not 

require a full double proqram. The departmental task force also proposed 

removinq an administratively-established •c:-ap• on the nuaber of pupils who 

mi.qht qualify for compensatory education aid. While the full pupil count rises 

under this proposal, the cost factor is reduced by the saM proportion, with 

the result that tota1 Ccmpensatory Education Aid remaiDS almost constant, and 

there is some shift of funds from poor districts to wealthier places. These 

proposals by the Department of Education will be implemented automatically for 

the school year 1988-89 in the absence of any further legislatiw action. 

Proposal 

( 5) The SubcOIIid. ttee proposes that. Caapensa tory Education Aid be calculated by 
counting each element of ·the testinq proqraa on which a pupil is deficient 
and multiplyinq by the full additional coat factor of .18 ancl the prior 
year state· average Het current Bxpenae Budget pr papi.l. 

-·· ~ .... 

1B:I.gh School Proficiency Test 
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The Education SUbcoiiUili ttee believes that the Departaent • s proposal is not 

a •solution•. To juggle figures .1n the way proposed to !!l!et the dual count 

problem is meaningless. An examination of the Department of Education report 

in wbich the • 18 add.i tional cost factor was originally proposed, 1 leads to two 

conclusions a ( 1) the .18 factor was based on an extenaiwa study of the actual 

coats of providing co11penaatory educat..ign progruaa, and (2) there is solid 

justification for counting pupils twice if they 11uat be enrolled in two 

compensatory programs. The report repeatedly states •the same desiqn factors 

apply to both reading and math but only one is included for the purpose of 

this study. • 

Cos t and Tax I,mpact 

The additional cost of this proposal to tb.e State in 1986-87 would be 

$70.8 million. Of this aJilOunt, 40~ would qo to the lowest-wealth quintile of 

school eli stricts (See Appendix 9) • All of this JDOney would be used to increase 

expend1 tures for remedial programs, wi. th none going for property ~ relief. 

capital Paci li ties 

State aid is provided to assist school districts in •eting their costs 

for debt service to provide capital facilities. Aid is calculated as a per ... 

centaqe of the prior year's debt service payments, with the percentage vary• 

inq inversely vi th the wealth of the school district. 2 There is no minimum 

aid for debt service. In 1986-87, the appropriation for debt service and 

capital oatlay equalization aid uounted to 2.8, of total State aid. 

1 AD Updated Look at Addi tioul Coat Pactora for State CO.peDSatory _Education, 
July 21 1 1981 

·_. 2'l'he fomula for calculating the State's sbare is the aUIIt as for CEEA (See 
: •. ··: Appnadiz 1 ) o ... 
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Problems 

A. Since State aid covers a percentage of only the prior year debt service, 

school districts must bear the entire cost of startinq a capital facilities 

proqram from their own property tax base. This results in a significant 

inhibiting factor when such programs are considered. 

B. Secondly, there_ is a larqe backlog of capital needs, e a tima ted by the 

Department of Education at $1 .3 billion. This is a llinimal amount, 

representing only what the school districts have reported as necessary to 

remedy health and safety deficiencies. Even if the prior-year problem is 

solved, there is considerable doubt that the poorest places can afford to 

pay their share -- small as it may be -- of such a large backloq of capital 

needs. 

Proposals 

(..6) The Subcommittee proposes that the fundinq of debt service aid be placed 
on a current year basis. 

Since debt retirement schedules qenerally are set well in advance, it 

should not be difficult to forecast fairly accurately the amount of State aid 

necessary to provide current year fundinq for tbe outstanding debt in a given 

year. 

( 7) The SubcOiillili. ttee proposes that the formula for debt se~vice aid be revised 
to provide for a higher State sbare and for full State fundi.nq, upon 
certification of need by the State, of all debt service requirements ~n 
school districts bavinq less than 25' of the guaranteed valuation per 
pupil 1• 

1 see Appendix 5 for proposed new formula o 
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In those districts receiving full State fundinq of debt service under 

this proposal, three additional provisions should apply: (1) the Commissioner 

of Education should be given the option of controlling the actual construction 

of new facilities if he considers this appropriate, ( 2) State aid funds for 

debt service should be paid directly by the State to the bond holders, rather 

than to the school district; ( 3) a district qualifying for full funding should 

remain at that level during tbe life of any bonds issued, even if its equal-

ized valuation per pupil increases. 

There is no cost to the state of current year funding alone (Proposal 

(6)), based on debt service now being paid. This is. because relatively little 

new debt is ~ing issued, while old debt is being retired. 

Revision of the debt service formula (Propos•l (7)) has a higher cost to 

the State. In 1986-87, if combined vi th current year funding, this would 

amount to $22.6 million, based on the debt service currently being paid (See 

Appendix 9) • 

However, a note of caution is appropriate here. capital facilities have 

not been built in many cases because of the lack of financial resources. The 

availability of additional State funds will stimulate activity and cost esti-

mates based on current budgetary data almost certainly will be on the low 

side. To fund the $1 .3 billion acCWilulat:ed backlog of capital needs would 

require an annual expencU ture for debt aervi~e of $1 30.6 llilllon on a 2Q-year 

life at 8' interest. If the revised State aid formula ia ·applied ·to this 

. ' -
figure,·_ t:f~~ ~·~ to the State would be $60.9 million (See AppeDdix 9)~· 

.. · 
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The total increase in State aid would be the cost for aid on currently 

outstandinq debt ($22.6 million), plus the cost for aid in fundinq the backloq 

of accumulated needs ($60.9 million), or $83.5 million. 

In addition to increased State aid, there would be $47.1 llillion in 

higher property taxes required to pay the local share of debt service to 

remedy the backloq of health and safety deficiencies in capital facilities. 

Minimum Teachers• Salaries 

Leqislation was passed in 1985 requiring a minimum salary for teachers of 

$18,500 and providing Sta;te funds for ~ee years to cover the cost of bring-

ing all salaries up to that point from their level in 1984-85. Full state 

funding ends vi th the 1987-88 . school year, unless the s.L.E.R.P. Ccmllission 

makes ·other recoDUDendations which are enacted into law. 

The proqram was supported on the grounds that starting salaries bad lag-

qed behind the rest of the salary scales, and that so118 drastic remedy was 

necessary to enhance the desirability of teaching as a profession. 

The impact of the law appears to haw been JDOdera tely equalizing1 despite 

having funds distributed on a non-equalized basis, since actual salaries in 

1984-85 had been lowest in the poorest places. On the other Unci, there is 

evidence that •wealthy districts that obviously do not ha'¥8 problema 

recruiting qualified teachers wre provided with salary supplements they did 

not need.• 

1That is, slightly more than 2~ of the fUDds wnt to the poorest districts 
euollinq 2~ of the pupils. 

3Sx 
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Problems 

A. State appropriations to cover the full cost of this proqram have grown 

about 25' per year from $39.5 million in 1985-86, to $50 million in 

1986-87, and to an estimated $60 million in 1987-88. Real costs of tne 

-
proqram may continue to qrow at this rate. In 1988-89, school dist~icts 

will beqin to face a portion of this cost. There is a phase-out provision -

under which the State will continue to fund the difference between $18,500 

and the product of a 7' annual increase from the 1984-85 level. As the 7\ 

growth rate brinqs the 1984-85 levels up to $18,500, however, a larqe and 

sudden burden will be imposed on the local tax base, even thouqh a portion 

of it may be covered by CEEA. For example, a district having a teacher with 

a starting salary of $15,500 in 1984-85 has received $3,000 per year in 

State aid for that teacher in 1985-86, 1986-87, and 1987-88. In 1988-89, 

the aid will cease and the full cost ··-ill be transferred tO the local bud-

qe t. In many cases, this adds up to hundreds of thousands of dollars. 

B. Startinq teacher salaries, while brouqh t more in to line vi th other s ta tea 

by the 1985 act, are still low compared with other professions. 

c. There is nothinq in the law to prevent starting salaries from laqqinq aqain 

behind other salary scale chanqes. 

Proposals 

(8) The Subcoaulli.ttee proposes that full State fundinq. for the teachers • JD.ini ... 
m~ salary prOCJr&m be phased out gradually Oftr the period 1988-89 throuqh 
1992-93, with local school district costa becc:ainq a portion of the NCEB 
on which CUrrent !!pense Equalization Aid ia paid. 

Eventually, the· full COSt Of teacherS I S&laJ:iU Should he included in the 

base on which CEEA is paid. By phasing oat the full State fundinq portion over 

a longer period, the drastic impact OD the local tax base, DOW impendinq for 
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1988-89 and 1989-90, will be ameliorated. (See Appendix 6 for a phase-out 

schedule). 

(9) The Subcommittee propOses that a comprehensive aurwy of atartinq profes
sional salaries be authorized on a continuinq basis~ and that consideration 
should .be qi ven to teachers • minimWil salaries in relation to other startinq 
proteasional salaries. 

Cost and Tax: Impact 

The estimated expendi turea by the State under Proposal (8) in 1988-89, are 

$48.0 million for direct grants-in-aid and $9.4 Billion as a part of CEEA, for 

a total of $57.4 ail lion. Eatima tea for subsequent years are shown in Appendix 

6. The moat recent estimate of the direct coat to the State of existing 

leqialation is $10 million in 1988-89, vi th an adc:li tional $22.8 million to be 

covered by CEEA, for a total of $32.8 lllilllon. Therefore, the increased coat 

to the State in that year would be $57.4 million llinua $32.8 million, or $24.6 

million. It should be noted that this is not an adcU.tional -new coat to the 

State over and above the actual current level, but rather a slower reduction in 

State obliqationa than would be the case under cw:rent law. 

Local costa would increase by $17.6 million in 1988-89 under the 

proposal, instead of $42.2 milllcm as presently estimated, with estimates for 

subsequent years shown in Appendix 6. 

Xinaeryarten·&Dd Pre-Kindergarten Education 

Alaoat all el8ilentary school districts nov offer at least a half-day 

garteu. Althouqh enrollllent ia DOt iYUldatory, MOat children who atteDcl 
.•. 

the pubJ4.c schools do start in killderqarten. · Childru in thea~ progrAM are 
•, ~- .. 

.. .. -~-.-·. 

__ _..cOUDted aa reqular naident."pupila,_: aDd CBBA ia caleulated aDd paid on the 
_,.. . . .. .. - .. 

basis of _their enrollaeuta. 

~·- .,. .. 

37x 
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A smaller number of school districts have initiated pre-kindergarten 

programs, also on a voluntary basis. Enrollment totals only about 6,000, less 

than 1 0' of the potential. Again, pupils enrolled in these programs are 

included in the regular resident enrollment and the district receives addi-

tiona! amounts of CEEA because of their participation. 

Problems 

A. While full-day kindergartens are considered desirable for many children, 

they are not universally available in New Jersey school districts. 

B. Although early childhood education has been found to be highly beneficial 

for a child's future educational development, public pre-kindergarten 

programs are still relatively rare in New Jersey, and school districts are 

not required to offer them. 

c. Funding of current expenses on a prior-year basis ililposes a special burden 

on low-resource school districts, especially in the start ... up period for new 

programs, but continuing each year as costs rise. 

Proposal 

(10) The Subco~ttee proposes that full-day kindergarten proqrams and one year 
of pr~kinderqarten eclucation be encouraged in evary elementa.ry school 
district, with enrollment on a voluntary basis and the costs to be funded 
through Current Expense Equalization Aid on a current-year basis. 

The Subcolillli ttee particularly urges that pre-kindergarten programs be es-

tablished·in school districts where large numbers of pupils consistently per-

form poorly on measures of educational achieve~~ent. '!'here is growing evidence 

that this type of program is effective in enhancing performance in later years. 

33,x 
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Summary 

The net result of the Education Subcommittee's proposals would be: 

( 1) A substantial equalization of spending levels, except for the 

highest-wealth districts. In the lowest quintile of districts, the average 

budget per pupil would approach the State average (See Appendix 12). 

(2) An impr~vement in taxpayer equity. The average tax rate in the 

. poorest districts would drop trom $1 .47 to $1 .24 (See Appendix 11). 

(3) A stronger limit on the increase in future school costs. The revised 

budget cap for 1987-88, for example, would be 9.6, rather than 14.~~· 

( 4) A targeting of aid to places having deficient educational performance, 

through a mandated minimum budget level. 

( 5) More adequate financial support for remedial programs through 

Canpensatory Education Aido 

(6) Provisions to eliminate substandard capital facilities. 

(7) Provisions to ameliorate the impact on the property tax of the end of 

the teachers • minimum salary program. 

The cost of the proposals is estimated for 1986-87 at $372.2 million in 

additional State aid over the amount appropriated in that year1 • There would 

also be an estimated $43.7 million reduction in local property taxes for 

schools. 

1Hot includinq the cost of· the teacher llinimlDI salary proposal, which is $24.6 
million in 1988~89. 



Education Subcommittee 

SUMMARY OF PROPOSALS 

current Expense Equalization Aid should be paid as a 
percentage of the current year budget. 
The budget cap formula should be changed to provide for 
6' annual qrowth, plus or minus an inflation factor 
based on a po.rtion of the annual qrowth in state 
eq~lized valu~tion. 

school districts which fail to meet specified standards 
of- educational performance should be required to buctget 
at least at the average per-pupil level for all other 
districts which do meet those standards. 

' ' 
Cost 

I to 

f State 
!1986-87 

I 
I 
I 
I 
l$+186.2 

I 
I 
I 
I 

+ 31.7 

State To tala 
I Change I Change 
fin Local I in Local 
I Taxes I Budgets 
I 1986-87 I 1986-87 

I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I$- 99.0 I $+ 87.2 

I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I + 8.3 I + 39.9 

I I 
I I 

New and additional sources of revenue should be made 
available to counties and municipal! ties. No estimates 

I 
Compensatory Education Aid should be calculated by count- 1 
inq each element of the testing program on which a stu- 1 
dent is deficient and multiplying by the full additional + 70.8 1 + 70.8 
cost factor of .18 and the prior year state average Net 1 
current Expense Budget. I 
=---------~------~----------------------------------------------------------------1 
FUnding of Debt Service Aid should be placed on a f 

current year basis~ I ....;..;;-...,;;.__.:-__ _;;..;;;;..;;;...;;;..;....i..-------------------------- ------ ----- -------
1 

The formula for Debt Service Aid should be revised to 1 
provide for a higher State share and, particularly, for I 
full State fundinq, upon certification of need by the + 83.5 +47.1 I +130.6 
State, of all debt service requirements in school dis- I 
tricts having less than 25\ of the quaranteed valuation. ---- ______ I ____ _ 

I I 
I Full State fundinq for t:he teachers' minimum salary pro- 1 
gram should be phased out gradually over the period (+ 24.6) (-24.6)*1 
1988-89 through 1992-93, with local school district I I 
costs becoming a portion of the NCEB on which current I I 
~Ex~··Ape~ns~·· ~e--!q~ua~l~1-·z_a~.t1-·~o~n~A~i~d~is~pa._1~·d~·---------------------------------~---------'----------

A comprehensive survey of starting professional salaries 
should be authorized on a continuinq basis and considera• 
tion should be qiven to teachers • mi!Umum salaries in 
relation to other startinq profes•ional salaries. 

PUll-day kinderqarten proqrams and one year of pre
kindergarten should be encouraged in every ele•ntary 
school district, with enrollment to be on a voluntary 
basis and the costs to be funded through CUrrent 
!Xpenae Equalization Aid on a current-year basis. 

No es t.illaa tes 

No es tima tea 

I 

Total +372.2 - 43.7 

~.·· ~~--1------.. --
*1988-89, not included in totals. 

+328.5 

I 
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Appendix 1 

Existinq Formula for State Share in 
Calculation of current Expense Equalization Aid 

State Share a 1.0000 

School District 
Equalization Valuation 

per Pupil 

Guaranteed Valuation 
per Pupil 

(But never a neqa ti ve fiqure) 

Where: 
State Averaqe 

Guaranteed Valuation • 1.344 X Equalized Valuation 
per Pupil 



Appendix 2 

Existinq Formula for Minimum Aid State Share 
in Calculation of CUrrent 9fense Equalization Aid 

Minimum Aid State Share • .1 0 

School District 
Equalization Valuation 

per Pupil 

---~~---------~~~~~--
MinimW. Aid 

Guaranteed Valuation 
per Pupil 

(But ne"Ver a ne9ative figure) 

Where: 
MinimW!l Aid Guaranteed Valuation • 11.5 

State Awraqe 
X B~Ualized Valuation 

per Pupil 



Appendix 3 

Proposed Budqet Cap Formula: 

Permissible Increase 
in Budqet 

Where: 

Base 
Budqet X 

Basic 
Cap 
Rate X 

Equalization 
Factor 

The larqer of: 
Prior Year 

Base Budget = School District 
NCEB per Pupil 

or 

*Basic Cap Rate • + 

Annual 
Percentage 
Growth 
in State 
B;ualized 
Valuation 
per Pupil 
frca 6' 

Prior Year 
State Average 
NCEB per Pupil 

X 

Prior Year State Aftraqe HCEB/Pupil 
Equalization Factor 

Enrollment 

· Prior Year School District HCBB/PUpil 

EnrolllleQt • Prior Year SChool District Resident Enrollment 



Appendix 4 

Impact of Current Year Funainq and Minimum Budqet Proposal on Uncertified School 
Districts, 1986-87. 

Present II 
System 

NCEB I II I I tJe-t ·' 
per I II Chanqe in I Chanqe in per 1 Tax 
pup~l I Rate II State Aid 1 Local. T~ pufil I Ra.te 

I II I I 
Eqg Harbor City 3,806 I 1.57 II+ 97,6841- 97,684 3,806 I 1.39 

I II I I 
Pleasantville 3,708 I 1.23 II+ 480,4931- 62,704 3,895 I 1 .21 

II I I 
lEast Rutherford 4,080 .79 II I 4,080 I .79 I 

J I I - I I 
#Rochelle Park 4,179 .63 II I 4,179 I .63 I 

II I I I 
Washington (Bur.) 5,899 1.80 II+ 4,9321~ 4,932 5,899 I 1.78 I 

II I I I 
Camden 2,774 1.27 11+18,933,5231- 424,804 3,722 I 1 .19 I 

II I I I 
Maurice River 3,759 1.41 II+ 171,237fc:o 108,656 3,850 I 1.27 I 

II I I I I 
I Vineland 2,967 1.05 II+ 5,502,4191+ 1,765,215 3,723 I 1. 22 I 
t II I I I 
I East Orange 3,573 1.70 II+ 6,691, 73o 1- 3,974,217 3,795 I 1.10 I 
I I I I I 
I Newark 4,092 1.85 1+16,252,6541-16,252,654 4,092 I 1.26 I 
I I I I I 
I Orange 3,703 1 0 31 1 + 1 , 162,120 1- 636,541 3,832 I 1 • 11 I 
I I I I I 
I Essex V-T 4,581 1.41 I+ 520,0071- 495,142 4,590 I 1.30 I 
I I I I I 
I So. Gloucester 2,960 1.06 I+ 900,3981+ 298,571 3,823 I 1.27 I 

I I I 
Xingsvay 3,246 1.09 I+ 213,3081+ 162,542 3, 725 I 1.24 

I I I I 
Hudson V-T 6,282 2.29 I I 6,282 I 2.29 

I I I. 
Jersey City 3,766 1.23 I+ 9,601,5311- 9,o74,77o 3,783 I .95 

I I I 
Hoboken 4,263 1.23 I+ 762,252(- 762,252 4,263 I 1.13 

I I I 
Weehawken 3,382 .92 I+ 438,4761- 384,918 3,974 I 1.03 

I I I 
Union City 3,175 .92 I+ 3,656,3431- 379,527 3,693 I .96 

IMinima aid district 



Appendix 4 

Impact of CUrrent Year Fundinq and Minimum Bud~t ~roposal on Uncertifiea School 
Districts, 1986-87. 

I Present II CUrrent Year Fundinq Wi t.h Minimum I 
I System II BUd9_! t and Modified Bud2! t CafS I 
I NCEB I r r I I ~CEB I I 
I per I Tax II Chanqe in I Chanqe in I per I Tax I 
I PUfil I Rate II State Aid I Local Ta~ I E!Pil I Rate I 
I I II I I I I 
I Bloomsbury 3,808 I 1 018 If+ 27,9321 - 2o,6·91 1 3,856 I 1 • 11 I 

- I I II I I I I 
IIFranklin (Hunterdon) 3,813 I 1.07 II I I 3,813 I 1.07 I 
I I II I I I I 
1. Hunterdon Central 4,665 I 1.38 II+ 148,4001 - 148,4001 4,665 I 1.35 I 
I I II I I I I 
I Trenton 3,722 I 1.43 1 I+ 4,382,o8ol -2,684,0771 3,842 I 1 • 15 I. 
I I II I I I I 
IILawrence (Mercer) 4,840 I .84 II I I 4,840 I .84 I 
I I II I I I I 
I Jamesburg 4,398 I 1.33 II+ 108,1551 - 108,1551 4,398 I 1.22 I 
I I II I I I I 
I Asbury Park 3, 712 I 1.23 II+ 824,9541 - 458,3241 3,835 I 1.03 I 
I I II I I I I 
ltWall 3,868 I 1 .14 II I I 3,868 I 1.14 I 
I_ I I I I I I 
I Little Egg Harbor 2,299 I .78 I+ 361,2701 + 880,6521 3,554 I 1 .19 I 
I I I I I I I 
I Eaqleswood 2,892 I .95 I+ 56,0921 + 80,4521 3,882 I 1.27 I 
I I I I I I 
liSouthern Regional 4,066 .33 I I I 4,066 I .33 I 
I I I I I I 
I Point Pleasant 3,573 1.06 I+ 236,6411- 168,1341 3,721 I 1.08 I 
I I I I I I 
I Plums ted 3,250 1.24 I+ 496,9561 - 195,7921 3,547 I 1.06 I 
I I I I I I 
I Paterson 2,896 1.04 11+20,075,4141 + 969,888 3,781 ·I 1 • 11 I 
I II I I I 
I Passaic V-T 3,341 1.02 If+ 620,8191 + 470,180 3,869 1 .1 3 I 
I I I I 
I tWes t Paterson 4,010 1.00 I I 4,010 1.00 I 
I I I I 
ftwayne 4,881 1.08 I I 4,881 1.08 I 
I I I I 
I Rinqwood 4,101 1.27 I+ 195,3481 - 195,348 4,101 1 .21 I 
I I I I 
I Bloadnqdale 4,299 1.27 I+ 117,8581 - 117,858 4,299 1.~3 I 
fMiniaua aid district 

Ne\1 Jemey·State Library 



Appendix 4 

Impact of Current Year Fundinq and Minimum Budqet Proposal on Uncertified School 
Districts, 1986-87. 

I I Present current Year Fundinq With Minimum I 
I I slstem BUd~t and Modified Bud~t CafS I 
I I NCEB f,a)cc: f3 I NCEB I Jv(_£{3 I 
I I per 1 Tax Chanqe in Change in I per I Tax I 
I I f~fil Rate State Aid Local Tax I f!!2il 1 Rate 

' 
I I I 

' 
Penna Grove - C.P. 

' 
3,545 1.39 +871 ,881 -451,863 I 3,721 I 1 .17 . 

I I I I 
I Montague I 2,846 .90 + 58,190 +265,962 I 3,762 I 1 .17 
I I 

' 
I 

I Sussex V-T I 6,808 2.14 +191,901 -174,819 

' 
6,831 I 2.02 

I I I I 
I Sussex-Wantaqe I 3,..285 1.17 +630,435 - 75,030 I 3,671 I 1.13 
I I I I I tWes tf iela 

' 
4,774 I 1.19 I 4,774 J 1 .19 

I I I I I 
I Liberty I 3,166 

' 
1.08 +183,465 + 18,320 I 3,686 I 1 .1 0 

I I I J I I 
Prelinghuysen I 3,534 I 1.05 + 12,814 I + 37,197 

' 
3,922 I 1 .16 

I I I J 
I I I I 
I I I I I 
I I I I I 
I I I ' I 
I I 

' 
I 

I I I 
I I I 
I I 
I I 

' 
I 

I I 
' I 

' 
I 

' I I 
I I I 
I I I 
I I I 
I I I 
I I I 
I I I 
I I I 
1- I I 
I I I 

IKininwa aid district 



Appendix;S 

Proposed Formula for State Share in 
Calculation of Debt Serv~~e Egualiza~on Aid 

State Share a 1.33 

School District 
Equalized Valuation 

per Pupil 

------------------~-
Guaranteed Valuation 

per Pupil 

(But never a neqative fiqure 
and 

never more than 1 .0000) 

Where: State Averaqe 
Guaranteed Valuation = 1.344 X Equalized Valuation 

per Pupil 



Appendix 6 

Schedule for Pro~sed Phase-Out of Pull State 
Fundinq for Minimum Teachers• Salary Proqram 

I Percentaqe 
I Estimated 
I Total 
I Coat1 

I 
I 

Actual: 1985 ... 86 I $39.5 
I 

1986-87 I 50.0 
I 

1987-88 I 60.0 

I 
Projected: 1988-89 I 75.0 
Present Law I 

1989-90 I 93.8 
I 

199Q-91 I 117.2 

I 
1991-92 I 146.5 

I 
1992-93 I 183.1 

Projected: 1988 ... 89 75.0 
Proposal 

1989-90 93.8 

1990...91 117 o2 

1991-92 146.5 

1992-93 183.1 

1Projected to grow at 25' per yeu 

*Percentage of 1987-88 State funding. 

Direct 
State 
Fundini 

100, 

100, 

100\ 

13\ 

5\ 

1' 

80'* 

60\* 

40'* 

20'* 

Eat.i.Mted Estimated 
Direct Cost 
State In Local 
Aid NCEB 

$39.5 

50.0 

60.0 

10.0 65.0 

s.o 88.8 

"1.0 116.2 

.s 146 .• 0 

183.1 

48.0 27.0 

36.0 57.8 

24.0 93.2 

12.0 134.5 

183.1 

Estimated 

I Shares of 
I NCEB 

I State Local 
I (35,) (65,) 
I 
I 
I $ - $ -
I 
I 
I 
I 

22.8 42.2 

31.1 57.7 

40.7 75.5 

51.1 94.9 

64.1 119.0 

9.4 17.6 

20.2 37.6 

32.6 60.6 

47.1 87.4 

64.1 119.0 
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-'XI 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

school Districts Ranked by Wealth I 
1986-87 Baeio Data Highes.t I Sec?nc:i I Third ---~--Fourth ___ I Lowest I I 

UUintile Quintile ~in tile I guintile ·l Quintile I Total fAp_l)ropriat1one 
fA• Reeldlent Bnrolt.ent 223,421: 224,747 223,863 224,34~1 224,2481 1,120,6211 --
I l . I f fa. Bquali&edl Valuation 126,9101923,.977 71,167,597,877 48,4971975, 409Jl1 1 83),.997 1455 15,206,340,921 f293,6 76, 8)5,6)9 --
I I I I 
1c. Bqualleed Valuation per 568,303 316,656 216,6411 141,8991 6718101 262,0661 --
i Resident Pupil I I I I 

Budget fDo current Bxpenee Budget .1, 330,604,620 I 1 I 157 I 26~, 3871 1 ,096,0~6,6271 1,077, 539' 5361 1 ,041 ,636, 7911 5, 703,103,9611 --
I 
I•· Debt service Budget (School + 47,156,473 39,555,9~71· 44,276,145 43,427,7951 39,17.6,280 213,592:,670 --
I Municipal for School Pur~aee) i I 
IF. Capital. Outlay Budget 18,583,5521 16,147',7731 12,953,624 13,841,8071 8,747,984 70,274,740 
I 

5,986,971,1?11 IG• Total Budget 1,196,344,645 1,212,970,117 1,153,286,396 1,1l4,809,1l8 ' 1 ,089, 561 ,0551 --
I 
IH• Total Budget per Re11ident 
j Pupil (Mimae 'l'ultion) 

6,037 5,305 5,030 4,960 4,823 5,230 --
Tax 1 I. cur rent llxpenae !'u Levy 1,032,828,4981 861,027,127 614,076,493 421,930,357 211,4 u 3, 212 3,141 ,.2.75,687 -
Levy I I 

I.J. Debt Service \'ax Levy I 43,670,3911 31,441,0961 26,035,396 16,984,0421 9,584,980 127,715,.905 --
I i j i I 
IIC• Capital OUtlay t'u Levy 17,061,9681 13,416, 185( 11,622,039 6,436,6031 2,494,091 51,030,886 --
I i i i 
I Lo Total TO Levy 1,093,560,8571 
I 

905., 884, 408f 651,733,928 445,351,0021 221,492,283 3,320,022,478 --
I"· 8Jual1&ed Tax Ra~ I .86 1 o27 1.32 1.40 1.47 1.13 --

capital ~~. Accuaulated Cap!.tal. Meade I 301,924,418 205,8721103 201,791 ,6'53 270,620,739 301,7991128 11282,008,061 --
Needs ·~----------~~----~--------~~---+------~------+ o. Debt Service to Finance Capital I 301751,6081 ~--~~~~--~~~~--~~~~--~~~~r----------20,968,4851 20,5S2,883f 27,563,2641 30,738,8451 1l0,575,0BSI 

Needs at 8' for 20 veara -

I I I I I 
I I I I I I 
I I I . I I I 
I I I I I I 
I I I I I I 
I I I I I I 

.• · I I I I I I I I 
I I I I I I 
I I I I I I 

I I 

. 
~'-t'( 

!_ 

i 
f 
> 
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I The Pl'eeent State Aid sret.ea 
I U186-87 

.,~ ... 

c--~-~- School IJletricta Ranked by iieaith --- I . -- -~~--~ 

1 ~ - -lit91ie&t ~- - - Second I Third --- r -----rouitll~~ -~-- --I.Owe-et l 1 Actual 
UUlntlle. Qulntile Qu!ntile QU1nt!le i QUintile Total i APPl' opd.a tion• 

1 current BXpenee 1 Bamio -- 67,924,498 277,931,096 421,227,5Jo 1 545,291,146 1 1,312,l74,27o 1 
I Bqualiaation I 5.2, 12.1, 4a.s' I 1 21.2' 
I Aid I Hlni•ua Aid 78,938,114 44,~91,785 1 -- -- -- I 116,929,899 1 1 ,43o,e14,ooo 
I 61.5, 38.5' -- -- -- I 
I C&Ub-'l'ot&l) (71,938,114) c 112,916, 282) (277,931,096) (421,227,530) (545,291,146) c 1, 429, 3o4, 169 J 1 

' I 5.0, 7.9, 19.4' 29.5\ 38.2' i 
I Debt Service BqumllaatJ.on Aid 4,342 3,644,724 15,703,551 23,235,926 28,873,894 71,462,437 ' I 

-- 5.1, 22.0' 32.5' 40.4' I 82,698,000 
Capital Outl&]f Bqualiaat.lon Aid 960 903,462 3,145,294 4,264,737 1 2,865,269 ' 11,179,722 1 -- a.n 28.1' 38.n l 25.6' i i 

Cabtiorical 8~oial Bducatlon 46,804,684 48,535,943 41,247,139 1 s4,602,73s 1 s2,949,Jo7 1 251,139,808 1 266,434,000 
Aid 18.6\ 19.3' 19.2\ 21.7\ . 21.1\ i 

I Cm~peuatol'lf !Regula I' 10,789,205 10,925,321 14,987,329 27,108,647 46,457,379 uo,261,ee1 1 HO, 176,000 
9.8, 9.9, 13.6' 24.6' 42.1' i 

I lducation 118P'l' 5,613,870 6,068,628 1,o28,1so 1 11,100,712 17,827,225 1 .c7,632,tes 1 48,574,000 

' ••·a' 12.7' a.e.e' 23.3\ 37.4' I Bilinpa~ 2,7115,4118 2,248,731 2,810,305 6,456,929 13,378,268 26,979,721 36,948,000 
10.3' a.3, 7.8. 23.9' .,.,, 

I Local Vocational 924,927 1,679,231 993,684 2,081,082 2,131,136 7,810,057 7,166,000 
i " .... 21.5' 12.7' ~ 26.6' 27.3' 

Tranmportation Alct 31,955,421 32,623,535 l7,5at,6s5 1 l1,43ot,3ou 1 21,476,1 u 1 157,oo9,o26 1 155,198,000 
21.6' 20.8' 23.9' i 20.0' i 13.7\ i i 

IU acella necue Hinl•ua Teachel' 8alarr &,5o5,t52 1 7,092,5 .. 7 10,9416,112 10,222,233 u, 176, 's& 1 45,943,ooo 1 50,000,000 
Grantm-!n-Aicl ' 14.2' I 15.4' 21.8\ 22.2' 24.3' l i 

I Othal' (Allocation Known) .e,9l4,to9 1 4,990,188 •,651,062 1 6,934,297 1 u,630,66e 1 1o,141,12.t 1 
I 16.4\ 16.6' 15.4\ 23.0\ i 28.6' I 103,76 .. ,000 

Othel' (Allocation Unknown) f Alloca ticn Allocation Allocation Allocation fAllocatJ.on Allocation I 
Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown j Unknown Unknown 

Pension 
' !'PAl' 

70,592,363 61,947,778 56,558,598 ' 51,798,173 ' 51,720,811 392,617,723 314,1 .. 1,000 
Coate I 24.1' 21.2' 19.3' I 17.7' l 17.7\ 

loolal Becurlty, Peneion Allocation Allocation Allocation Allocation Allocation Allocation Jo7,ltt,ooo 
I Adjuet.ent Act, etc. Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown 

- - - - - - I 

I . I Unknovn I Unknown I Unknown I Unknown I Unknown I Unkaown I I 
.. I I I I 

I . I ' I 'I I I I ' 
I I ' I I I ' ' I I I I I I I 

I I I I I I I 1. I 

I Total Known Allooa tion 254,850,235 293,569,368 4179,822,575 ' tt50,467,3o2 1 802,777,372 1 2,4at,4e6,e5J 1 
I I 10.3, 11.8, 19. 3' i 26.2\ i 32.4' . i ' 2,904,105,000 
I Unknown Allocation Allocation Allocation AllocaU.on I Allocation I Allocation I Allocation I 

--------~------------~----~------~----~------~----~------~------' 
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I•paot of Bduoation 8ubo011mittae P~opoaala I School Diatrictll Ranked by Wealth : I - ~, 
on Stat• Aid I Higheat I Second -~~-~hird ___ I Fourth I Loweat I I 

1986-87 Quintile Qulnt1le I Qulntile I UUlntlle I QU!ntile 1 To!_al fA,efrOfr1at1ona 
current Bxpenae (CUrrent Year Funding at Pull + 4, 687,1174 1 +13,817,363, I +35,877,234 ' +54,789,940 1 +77,064,571 1 +Ut6,236,982 l 
D]uaUaa tion IBntitleMntt New Budqet Cape i i 

Aid lld.ni•wa Budget Level -- I + 312,143 + 232,837 I + 1,740,563 1 +29,383,026 1 + 31,668,569 1 
i . i i j 1 .i 

Debt Service JCUrrent Year Funding. of ,+ 16,574 I + 1,414,478 + 5,920,624 I + 7,1197,464 I + 7,346,089 ' + 22,595,229 1 
EquaU&a tion Aid I Bxiatin9 O.bt at. Full an- -- I I I I : titl ... nt an4 Revieed Poraula 

Fundln9 of Accuaulated Bnck- + 13,639 + 2,681,865 I +10,037,891 1 +19,76o,1o6 1 +28,419,249 t + 60,912,7so 1 
log of Heede with aeviaad I : 

I . I 
POil'laUla i 

Coaapensato~y PUll Pundin9 on Dual Count + 8,243,359 1 +10,258,78o + 9,399,012 1 +14,398,o2o 1 +28,474,514 1 + 7o,77l,68s 
&:lucatton Aid at .18 Add. Coet Facto~ i i I l 

I I I I 

I 
I I' 

I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 

. I I I I I I I I 
I I I I I· I I . I 

I I I I I I I I I I 
I Net Change in s·tate Aidl +12,961 ,446 +28,484,6.29 +61 ,467,598 +98,586,093 1+170,687,449 I +312, 187,215 ' . I 
I I I I :1 I I I I 
I I 
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School Diatrlcte Ranked by Wealth 

' Plr.opoaad State Aid &yataa Highest Second 'l'hird Fourth Lowest I I Required 
1986-87 l,lUintile ouintile ~ntile Quintile -gu1nt1le Total iAppropclatlona 

current Bxpeue 1 llllaio -- 85,.344, 943 3HI,041, 167 477,758,034 1 651,738,744 1,528,882,8881 
DluaU.zaU.on 

llllnlallll ALl 
~ 5.6, 20.5' 31.2\ 42.6' I 

Aid 76,625,988 41,700,845 -- -- -- 118, 326' 8331 
64.8' 35.2' I I (Sub-Total) '76,625,988) (127,045,788) (314,041,167) ( 477 ,758,034) (651,738,7441) (1,647,209,721) 

i 4.7\ 7.7\ 19.1\ 29.0' 39.6' I 
Debt Service 1 Bxiating Debt 20,916 1 5,059,202 21,624~175 31,1ll,39o 1 36,219,983 94,057,665f 
&c~uaUza tion Aid I I -- I 5o4\ I 23.0\ 33.1\ I 18.5' I I 

Backlog of Haeda Debt u3,619 1 2,681 ,865 I 10,037,891 u9,76o,1o6 1 28,419,249 1 60,912,7501 I 

-- 4.4111 16.5' 32.4' 46.7' I 
Cap! tal Outlay Bquallaa tlon Aid 960 903,462 3,145,294 I 4,264,737 2,865,269 11,179,7221 

-- a.na 28.1' 38.1' 25.6' 
Categorical 1 Special Bducation 46,804,684 48,535,943 48.,247,139 p4,602,735 52,949,307 251,139,808 

Aid I eo.ponaatocy Bduoatlon 
18.6\ 19.3\ 19.2' 21.7\ 21.1' 

24,646,434 27,245,729 31,4115,091 52,607,379 !U, 759,116 226,673,751 
10.8\ 11.9\ 13.7' 23.0' 40.6' 

'I BiU.J119Ual 2,785,488 2,248,731 2, 110,.305 6,456,»29 13,378,268 26,979,721 
I 10.3' 8.3, 7.8, 23.9' 49.6' 

7,810,0571 I Local Vocational 9~4,927 1,679,228 993,684 2,081,082 2,131 ,J 36 
i 11 ... , 2Uo5' 12.7' 26.6' 27.3\ I 

Trana,IJOrt&tJ.on Aid 33,955,421 32,623,585 37,519,655 31,434,301 21,476,113 157,009,025 
21.6\ 20.8\ 23.9\ 20.0' 13.7' 

Hi11cellaneou111 Nint.ua Teacher 8alarie11 6,505,952 7,092,547 10,9416,112 uo,222,211 1 u, 176,156 1 415,943,0001 
Granu-in-Aid 14.2' 15.41' 23.8' 22.2' i 24.3' i 

I Other Cfllocatlon lnown) 4,934,909 4,990,188 4,651,062 6,934,297 1 8,630,668 l0,141,124f 
16.4\ 16.6' 15.4' 21.0' 28.6' I 

Other (Allocation unknown) Allocation Allocation Allocation Allocation Allocation Allocation I 
Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown j 

Pane ion Coa ta !PAir 70,592,363 61 ,947, 778 I 56,558,598 I 51,798,173 su,72o,e11 1 292,617,7211 
I 24." 21.2• 19.3' 17.7' 

I 17.7\ ' Allocation I 8ooial leauri ty Pena·ion I · Alloca tlon Allocation Allocation Allocation Allocation 
AdjuetMnt Aot1 at.oo Unknown Unknown unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown I 
bown Allocation 267,811,681 l22,U5l,996 541,290,173 749,053,396 973,464,822 2,·853,67C, 068. 

'l'otal 9.4, 11.3\ 19.0. 26.2\ 34.1' l 
I Unknown Allocation Allocation Allocation Allocation Allocation Allocation Allocation I 
j i - _y_~own _L __ - u_ •• ~m~~ _I Unknown i Unknown I Unknown I Unkn~"!'_ - I 
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Iapact of Bduaation 8ubcoald ttee 
Propoaala on Local Property Taxes 

1986-87 
current Bxpenae ICurrent rear runcUng at Full 
EquaU&aUon lamuu ... ntt Hew Budget Cape 

Aid huntaua Budget Level 

- 4,429,328 

+ 884,504 

., 

+ 785,707 + 71751 + 6,585,332 + 8,263,294 1 
I I I I I I I l 

Debt Service current rear Funding of - 16,574 I - 1 ,414, 478 I - 5,920,624 - 7,897,464 I - 7, 346,089 I -22,595,229 -, 

I 
I 

J 
1 Cc.penaatory 
I ·812ucat1on Aid 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

·.· I 
. :U"'I 
·~ 
·~ 

I 
I lapact on Local 
I Property Tuem 
I 
I 
I 
L__ ___ 

I 
ltitleaent and Reviaed Formulal 
Funding of Accuaulated Back- I +30, 737,96!1 
log of Heeda vi th Reviced I 
rorraula 
IP'ull FUnd1119 on Dual Count 
at. .18 Add. Coil t Factor 

~Change in Tax Levy 

IChange in Bqualiaed Property r- Rate llatJ.aatecllltemult.l.ng Average 
'l'aJC Illite -

I r 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

.I 
I 
I 

I· 

I 

--

+26,033,521 

+ .02 

.88 

--

l I 
I +18,28&,620 1 
I 

--

+13,327,318 

+ .02 

1.29 

I l_ __ 

I I I 
+10,514,992 + 7,803,158 1 + 2,319,596 1 +69,~62,135- I; 

I I : 
-- -- I -- I -- I 

I 

I I J 
-43,677,721 I -13,779,648 1 -33,574,750 ' -35,684,162 1 

I I I 
- .03 - .10 I -.23 I -.01 I 

I e29 '.30 t 1.24 I '.12 : 

I 

I 
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!apaot of Bdlw::a t!on 8uboa..t. ttee 
Propoaala on Bxpendtturea 

1186-87 
current Bxpe•• CU~rrent Year I'Wa4i.ncJ at lUll 
Bqualtaation BIDtltleaentl Hew 8ucl~t Cage 

Aid ldniaua Budget Level 

Debt Service CUrrent Year PUDding of 
I B:~ualtaation Aid IBxi•ting Debt at IP'Ulll. Bn- I 
I titleMnt and Reri.aed l'onaula 
I f'WacU. ng of Accuaulc ted Bact-
I log of Heecla vi tDa Revised 

. ronaula 
' Ca.penaatory 1'\lll I'Unding on Dual Count 
' F.duca tion Aid at .18 Add. Coet Factor 

I 
I 

., 

I•paot on Chan9e in Budget 
bpencU turea 

Change in Budget per 
IReaident Pup_il• 
BaUMbd Reeultlnt Average 
Budget Per Pupil• 
- - -. . - - ..... 

·I 

I 

I 
,J 

I 

-

Highest 
Qui.nt.Ue --

~ 

--
--

+30,751,606 

+ 8,243,359 

+38,994,967 

+975 

6,212 

. - -pup 

~ 

I 
School Diatricta Ranked bf Wealth 

I I I Second 
uutnttle 

1 + 9,3aa,o35 

+ 11196,647 

--
I 

+20,968,485 

+10,258,780 

I 

I 

I 
1 +41,811,947 

+187 

5,492 

·- 09 

!'bird 
Quintile 

I +16,717,511 

+ 1,018,5414 

--
I I 

i 

I +20,552,883 1 
I 

+9,399,012 

I 
I 
I 

I 

J I +47,687,950 

I +213 

I 5,241 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

I 
I 

J 

Pourtb 
(}Ui.ntile 

+2u,3ou,745 1 
I 

+ 1,748,314 1 
I 

-- I 
J 

+27,563,264 1 
I 

+14,398,o2o 1 
i 

I 
I 

I 

+65,011,343 

+29o 1 
j 

5,25o 1 
i 

II 

.. 

I Love11t J OUintile Total J Appropr ta tiona 
+39,&21,57o 1 + 87,aa8,861 1 

+35,968,358 + 39,931,863 

-- --
J 

+30,738,845 ' +130,575,085 ' I 

I I I 

+28,474,514 J + 70,773,685 
I i 

I I 
I I 
I I 

f 
I 
I 

J 1 
+135~003,28~ I +328,509,494 I 

+602 1 
D 

+293 1 
i 

5,425 I 5,s21 1 
i 
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