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Ly faeille B Davy, of full age, hereby certifly that:
1. I am the Commissioner for the New Jersey Deparitment of

Baducation ("DOE”) and have held this pesition since September 2005,

2. The School Funding Reform Act of 2008 (SFRAY  is the

EN L

culmination of over five vyears of work by the Executive and

legislative branches to replace the funding componenis of the

Compreher

sive Education Improvement and Financing Act {(CEITA).

3. The SFRA ddentifies the educs

Lional resources needed to

provide all children with the opportunity to suco

ag workers and

citizens in our society. The foundation of the

FRE 1s the work

and outcomes of panels of practivioners -- as validated by experts



and enhanced by the Depariment - Lo determine the resources needed
for all students, including those with disadvantages, to achieve

the Core Curriculum

Standards {(CCCS8Y . Those resources were

]

3 oout and

for middle and

The PJP and Costing Out Process

4, In November 2002, the DOF hired the consultant firm

Augenblick, Palaich and Asscciates {(APA) o assist it in astimating
Lhe cost of providing an adeguate education te all of Hew Jerasey’s

students.

3. The DOE  considered two methodologies  for

developing the funding formula,

sful School

District and Professional Judgment Panel

approaches,  but
ultimately decided to use the PJIP process.
6. The PJP method was selected by the DOE beceuse it

identifies the needed resources and determines the cost  of

providing services to students that are disadvantaged as well as to

those that sre not disadvantaged. Moreover, the BRIP process

et

accounts  for

=

T

different economies

of  scale exparienced by

districts of different siv

Finally, the PJP procs 18 bhased on

input from educators that on a dav-to-dayv basis are involved in-
¥ Y Y

ensuring students are able o meet the LS

T N



i The pJP

process requires the identifi

cation of a set of

desired performance standards or outcomes that

educational goals of the

of protoivpical model

s 0l the

the characie

chilldadren o mesi Lhooe goals;

cosling  out of  the specified resources; and  finall Y,

development of a Fundi NG formuia which is used to derd

Tive the ocost

oo,

to provide a thorough and filcient education in any  achool

district.
g. The PJIP process as it evelved in New Jerse v included

three rounds of practitioner panals.,

U group met  in

January 2003 and included zeven Pepartment emplovees. 9The second

round commenced in Februa ry 2903 with 40 panel members. The second

group  had the largest membersh ip, most having been nominated by

stakeholder groups such as the Bdu cation Law Center (BLC), New

Jersey Bducation Association (NJEA} and New Je rsey School Boards

Association (NJSBAY . This group included whole school reform

facilitators, school buss ness  administrators, g uperintendents,

principal, and teschers with wi de cross sechions of Hew Jer

seyv’ s

ehoels represented - includl

wealthy suburban and poorar Urban

districts. The 40 members were grouped into smaller panels, with

3

each panel assigned to ident

resources for a school district of



very small to very large. “The third and

Final group met the next month as a

Tive superintendents, a

business administrator and a3

Hean inis

with the late

draft of the proposed revised standards for purposes of developlng

the adequacy model. Ultimately, the COCS that wer

adopted by the
state Boarvd had all of the same content standards as the proposed

Lo’ the panels. The only differences

,w
>

CCCE that were provid
between the proposed CCCS and those thal were adopted are non-
substantive changes Lo some of the standards that provided clarity
and permitted the standards to be more concise.

10.  After the panels completed their work, DOF undertook the

task of cost

ilng out the resovrces identified in units rather than

per pupil amounts. This required significant effort to refine the
data sources utilized and ensure Lhe most accurate determination of
cost. DOE also updated per pupil costs identified by the panels
and calculated the weighits to he applied to the base elementary per

pupil  amount, Additicnally, DOE considered various methods and

scenarios for determining the State/local share alliccatic

funding 4

L1, On December 12, 2006, the DOL issued Sts “Report on ©f
F

)
~

g



Cost of Education” (RCE) .

i

and APA
and reflected the work done since 2002, Tt described the various

nethods for determining the cost of

58D and

it oexpla

and the

and

final v ©ooof costing it
EXhIbIt A ds oa true copy of bthe ROE.
L2 Also in December 2006, the Joint Legislative Commititee on

Public  School Funding Reform  issued its final report  and

rocommendations, The Conmltites

Found that the “development of a
predictable, btransparent school funding formula is essential for
school districts Lo plan effectively” anad deliver a

constitutionally sound education. The Joint Committee also

recommanded  that “any new school Tunding formula must include

mechanisms to

i

control the tazing and spending behavior of school

districts and to promote graater eff

encies In the of

education services...”. Provided herewith at Exhibit B
and complete copy of the “pPublic School  Funding Reform Final

Report” (JLC Report)

13, Add ally, Lhe  Joint Commitites made

racommendations

a new school funding

formula. These 3 the PJP model “to

base per pupil cost of a thorough and efficient education, as well



as  the additional weighis for special  education, at-risk and

limited English proficiency students” and that a districi’s
] ; ¥

or state  aid “should be based on up-~to-date measuar

district’s ability to pav.” Ji0 Report at 2.

Lhroughout the Stas with

through the Department’s Web site.
15, Testimeny was presented  or  submitted by  numerous

individuals and organizations, including the

and oither public
interest advocacy groups, MNJEA, NJSBA, New Jersey Association for
School  Administrators, New Jerasey  Principals  and

Supervisons

Associalion, individual legisiators, taxpayers, school

enployees and hoard members.
L6,  The most commonly expressed concerns about the ROE ralsed

by those who testi

fied were:

1. Salary figures should be updated and the
mean rathelr than the rmedian salary should
be used to calculate personnel costs;

2. The cost  for benefits should lect
accurate spending pabberns and actual
benef rates for all staff
percentage of salary;

"

rather than a

Lk

he definition of ar-rialk students should

be expanded to include studen ligibhle

for a free lunch and those eligibie for

duced price lunch;

4. The calculations containad Lo few
security guards;

)

o, The actual cost of special education

o



should be studisd;
i

= Cost of

he

ving adijustments

data  than  the
sh Education
Index which some balieve to be outdat

hased o WMOTe [P

Chambers

ations  based on the s

ted cost

additional tables (o tdentify  Lhe

aeducational

FRSouUnces

s developed through the pJp and discussed in the

In so doing, AFA did nolb alter any data or resources found in
the RCE. The updated calculations were published on January 19

2007 along with the resour

charts as an Updated Appendix to the

Report, Provided herewith at Sxhibic o

i

a true and complete copy

of the Updated Appendix to the Report.

18. While the pub)

heavings were being conducted, &

alred three experts in the field of school Fi

Odden from the University of Wisconsin, Lawrence Picus from the

University of Southern Cal:

fornia, and Joseph Olchefske

for Research, to review and comment on bhe

nodology In the

are true and complete copies of the cu

aach of

BRPETLS

190 Although not

e
N

wvised

WETe a



that the DOE intended to recommend s high-quality preschool program

meating the standards currently in place Tor Abbott digtrs

i

all at-risk throe— should

O Improve

Learning, Mr. OQlchefske, who does work with waighted formulas,

4 .

also provided independent

input.  The reviews were synthesized by

Dr. Odden into one repert which was jssued on January 19, 2007

Provided herewith at Exhibit © is a frue and complete copy of bhe
“Final Report on the Reviews of the Report on the Cost of Education

in New Jersev,” (Final Expert Report

The Report comments on Lhe

resources Lhat it found adequate, if

not generous, including ol

size, central of

Lce resources, and Instructional materials, Tt

also provided specific areas in which it recommendaed the Depariment

make adjustments, such as the use

Of median salary in the costing

out process. The Final Bxport Report also contained suggestions

for BOL to review areas such as the per diem for substitutes, as

well  as  general suggestions,  such  as conducting a4  resource

allocation study.

21 After concluding

pul:lic nearings and receiv L

Minal Expert Report,

invited three additional axpPe

the freld ~- Thomas Corcoran from Columbia University, Susanna Loeb

&



from Stanford University, and bavid

Monk from Pennsylvania

University, to form an Advisory Panel

a new funding formula,

2007 and continuing into December 2007,

230 In response to the public comments  and wal Hupert

port and, in consuvitation with che Advisory Panel, the DOR

madieo

& number of changes to the fanding proposal Were
in @ final proposal of the Departiment . Provided herewith at

Exhibilt G is a Lrue and complete copy of “A ¥Formula for Success:

ALL Children, ALl Communities” (Formula for Success), prepared by

DOE ana

Lszued on Decenber 15, 2007,

24 . Formula for Success is the foundsation of the S5FRA in

1t sets forth the model district and educationszl

ources that

wlll enable all children to meet the CCCS. Tt zets forth the cos

of those rescurces, yielding & base amount for a non-disadvantaged

elementary school student, and appropriate weights fo3

romiddle and

noschool students, Moreove

it sets forth the additional

educational resourcss, the costs of thosoe resonrces

resulting welghts for students that are at-risk, LEP or both.

25.  As stated above, the Jepartment’ s proposal was informed



s

stakeholder and public as the Final Exper

—

Raport,  Thus, Formula for

by o outil ona mod

simpli

milla

LOE concluded that smai) school districots have

inelficiencies that are a Product of the lack of

and that the adequacy model  should  re

resovrees. It is 2lso hoped that {he

larger model o5 the

base would provide an  incentive for regionalization and the

creation of larger, more efficient school districos

4 E e

25, Tha DOE also decided o enhsnce the rescurces in Fhat

chosen sing

nodel in oa variety of Ways.  Additional staffing was

added for maintenance and grounds employvees, 5175 per puplil was

added for annual capital bmprovements, funds for bhe annual audit

were included and the inflation rate for utilities was adjusted to

reflect the increases in enerdy costgs that exceedaed the ©Op7T

Y

Resources for professional developmaent w

also expanded to permit

a facili

Lator/coach for sach school and

district-level

funds for professional develonment

anhancad

development  for secondary  initiatives,

Instructional aides we

also increased for at-risk populations of



over 10% to ensure an aide for each kinde rgarten class.

27, One of bthe concerns noted in the public testimony

appearad inadeguate

The

. |

< L

P Iy Y
- !

enhanced in the new fundi Ny propoesal so that for a distriet witi

40% or

at-risk students, there can bhe 1 socurity guard for

400 students at fhe

schoonl level, 1 for ewve

studentsa at. the middie school 1 evel and

Lor every 174 students

28.  Anothexr change, as recommended by the Final Expert Report

15

as well as public comments, is that the at-risk def

inition was

expanded for all purpose

3 Lo include both free- and reducod Drice-

lunch students.  This represents a departure from prior Fformul:

including those in CEIFA, which provided aid that was based on

1.

S those students

tages  of  low-income students us ing only

for free Jlunch.

29, As developed by the PJIP process and enhanced by  tha

Depaviment, the resource models are extremely generous. In faor

enhanced PJP model resources for al ementary, middle and

schools with a concentration of 40% at-risk students excaed those

required by Abbott v. Bur ke, 153 N.J, 480 {1998)

L2

(Abbott

AN




Indeed, should an Abbort district

choose Lo continue the Prouramns,

positions, and services

LS

3.y mandated by

o
LR

distviect ran)

sily do so.  Provided hervewith ab

monstrating

that were

Tlhments inp

the erhanced PJP model was provated fory an accurate

comparison. Upon  comparison, there is no question  that  the

enhanced POP model exceeds the resourcaes necessary for a distriet

Uy

to dmplemenlt the Abbott ¥V model. However, the vesources

Tloxible and wili permit  local decision-makers o

tect  and

allocate their rescurces

in a manner that they believe will best
suit the unique needs of their students.
30, With specific regard to the costing oun process, the

Dapartment made other adjustments o the BCE based on public

comments and the Pinal BExpert Report . These cost adjusiments

include updated sala tusing  actual  2006-2007 data  for

Lficated

actual May 2006 data for non cert

CPL for three vears) and obther unit cos ts, use of the an rather

than median for salaries, caloulation of benefits based on actual



bl

costs rather than percentace of salary, and g

vocational

SChao

As recommended, the DOE reexamined the substitute per diem and

vitimately determined that the substitubte rate

T a5

appropriate.  Thus, the Department did not

did update the amount by the CP1.

{aZ

The at-risk weights were adlusted by the use of a s5)idi ne

scale added to the at-

isk wel

ght in recognition of the additional

challenges faced by districts with higher concentra

ions of at-ris

children., additionall Y,

consulting with the Advisory Panel,

Lk and LEF/at-risk combination Weights were adjusted upwe

Charts of the waights, along with the ranges the weichis gonerata

el .

can be found at Appendix € and Appendix & of Formula for Success.

These weights all exceed the welight  needed to support  the

educational rescurces identified th reugh the PIP process.

330 Also adjusted was the cost indaex that w

Pldlzed in the

RCE Lo account for gecgraphic impacts on educational cas

forth in Formula for Success, Lhe previous index was criticized for

cing “outdated”.  Thus, the Department looked to an alternative

-



index by Lori Taylor and William Fowler Jr. thal was published in

May 20086, The Taylor/Fowler met!

is a “comparable wags aporoach”

that is & regional

o /Y

¥

spacial education funding by noving Lo & census-based methodo oo Y
£ s L et g

to caloulate bhe

resources for every special education

student . This

was based, in pa

L, on a study by the

Center for Special Fducation Fimance which nored

above-average ecxpenditures in New Jers ey ags compared to  the

national average and a substantial misunderstandi ng by school

garding the ocategory or “tier” in which fo place a
o " A

[}
disabled student for state aid olassification.

35, Ald under the census method is based on the aver age
classification rate in the State and the average excess cost of
educating special education students statowide. The DOE used

actual costs In the State for special education students axcept for

students that only receive speech services With rvegard to actual

speech-only costs, those could not be separately

they did not need o he account

expenditures in a district’s budget. As a result, the PJIP resource

model was used bto determine speech-only costs. The excess cost for



general special education was determined to be 510 B an amount

s Tier IV

s dved,

B S P T L P T
Gistricts’ relative wealib,

nal DOV proposal recommend

anly two-ihixc

2ty equalized; the

remainder was to be provided as o categorical ald {aid provided i

WA

cls regardless of

Lonally, extraordinary aid, which sSUppoTrLs per-pupil

education cost over o certain threshold, is

<3

considerad
categorical aid under the Department’s proposal . However, this aid

i

s projected and is ultinat

Ly distributed to
reimbursement for extraordinavily high costs of special education

[&aw

placements

As provided in the SFRA, the reimbursement is 90% of
the costs for direct instructional and support services over

'

540,000 for in-district placements, and 75% of the costs for direct

instructional  and  support  services over 540,000 faor

provides th

§55,000 for private out-of-district programs will be reimbursed.

the Governor, in his Budget for Fiscal Year 2002, has

O3
<
<
3
:



modified the reimbursement formuia to

i reimbur ot 95%

of the costs over $40,000 Yor in-district DYQUIAamS,

o

costs over 540,000 public

over 555,000

grade tevel, at-risk and LEP -~ arc deltermined, an Adeguacy

can e generated for each school district . This

tothe particular demographics of that

resources needed Lo provide the educational resources in fhe

Pl model as well as the additional fiscal resourcoes provided for

at-risk and LEP students.

320 Almost  all aid in SFRA s wealth-egual Lzed,

determined hy esach district’s ability to ralse enough local revenue

to support the individual budget. Four categories comprise The

¢l

1
-

wealth-equalized portion of the formula and constitute ©he Adeguacy

Budget: (1) the base amount forx elementary, middle and high school
students: {Z2) the additional weights for ar-risk and LED students,
and vocational districts; {3} two-thirds of the

{ e census-bhasad cost

For general special

education; and (4} s11 of the census-hased

costa for speech.

40, The fovmula to determine a districi’s contribution to the

Adequacy Budget, a district’s local £

share considers



A community’ s

properi

¥y wealth and aggregate income

Liers bto ensure an

aof the funding foi

TOUGgn Daua

tegorical

allocalted

local vevenue, with the amount of

generally determined by

multiplying the ooe

or o particulsr ald category by

numk

of

ald include

Categoric:

(1Y one-third of

vy e e £
COLT LY

42.  The new funding formula also provides for transpoertation

aid, choice aid and debt service ald in a similar manner as had

been previously provided under ©RTEA.

Eransportation sams level

funded at

2008, but will be prorated and distributed

Report for Transported Students {DRTRE) mileage data of October

2007, Under the SFRA, each execurive county superintendent must



study pupil

transports

the servioce

Srovide

determine

WAYS Lo

manmner,

prodgram and is distributed t©

O

service

aid is

investment

Abboti and is

basged upon

preliminary eligible costs by the Commissioner .

continuaa the Full

Lo

pay cost. of pension

ceritif

-

atf members.

In caleulating aid to school districts,

rommended certain aid

adjustments

ASELET 1N

Lo

a new school funding formula. wil

Adjustment Ald

the first year of the Formula, wilh avary

minimurn of a 2% increase over State-aid amounts

second adiustment was made bo Limit OnE-yasy

achool dist

clhs, oar

Adeguacy Budget and  at

Adeguacy Budget . will ensure

incorporate largse increases in state

the receiving

provided

Finally

and FICA payments

LL be provided iy
distr

for

digtvich

&

supporit e

, The

for

the DO proposal

the transition to

ict bto recolve a

20072008,

P S
CABenR L0

inor

aid

and



olent manner,

Adeguaoy

bducation Opportuni Ly Adld in 2007-08 ay

educational

standards as

ned b

Commis:

ifoney or s mun icipally overburdened. #or Lhis DUEDOSE,

a district is considere

Oonet meeting educational adequacy stande

Wick

if, as of January 2008, it is deemed a Dist

Improvement. (DIN1), consisten Lowith i

Ly overburdened if it is

D oan egualized Lotal taxn rate ihai

than 130% of the Statewide ave rage egue

total tax rate or the

district has an equalized school tax rate that is greats

than 110%

of Lhe Statewide ave rage equslized school

&3

Lo municipality with an egualized

than

statewide average squalized totb

46, Morasover, as most Abhboti dis

nave noi had o raise

sehool tan levy betwee

FY 1998 and 2007, the le




Are  We.

Lo below btheir local falr share and the State AVEXage .,

Bowevey, the DOE concluded that

ssonabnle to

co reach adeguacy withir

1 OWGH

VA
47 . As enpotaed, the SFRA includes

some provisions thal were

not rellected in the Department’s Formula For

Sucocess,

D

nonetheless were supported by the DOE, such

Lhe praparatior

the Tducational Adeguacy Report, Lhe reguired study of

education census methodoloay, and the ve

fo
~
N
e
~
=
o
o~
(.

evy growth Limitation.

c. 260, 58%4, 1

Changing Landscape of At-Risk and Minority
Students in the State

48, The SFRA reflects a concer

disadvantaged students, ¥

gardiess of whare they live, will receaive
the supports necessary for them to achieve Lhe COOS.

Y. To this end, 1t is lmportant to notes bhe

Mo e

Than 375,000 a4

studerts (definad as those eligible

and reduced-price lunch) reported by dist

2008 attend schools in non-Abbobtt distriots

LHLITLONS,

30, 00 the approximately 473,000 minority (Hispanic and



African American) studenis attending school in a public scheol

dilstrict, 54% do so o in

a non-Abboti district.

51, The

nographic landscape has shifted over the last

fecade, and cerval

since the Court’ s ruling in Abbott

ate’ s oducad

of bthis ineouit yoare the two btypes of

and  supplame

al funding - that were provided to Abbott

districts out O CEIFA formula aid. Parity aid was provided o

equalize spending between the wealthier, district factor Group

{(DEG) 1T and J districts and the Abbott districts. Az more fully
set Lorth in Lhe Certification of Katherine Atiwood, parity aid to
Abbolt districts grew from $216 million o 51.04 billion betwoen

1898 and 2008, Supplemental funding was first provided in FYZ000

to bridge the funding gap between parity and district need for

pt

additlional Funds. This Funding increased approximately 726% over

8 vyears to an extraovdinary $676 million projected in FY2008.
Where State fiscal resources are Limited, as they have been in
recent years, these mandated aid categories vequired the majority

of State oid increases to educalion bo be used o support

Abbolt districta,

53, Moreovew, the supplemental funding process by which

Abbott diastricts could seek funding, over parity levels, 1

9



inherentliy problemalic. Supplemental

funding was initially

i Lo support specd @ positions and

Ehat could not bhe

funding

not  work o

DrOgTAn

positions

DY oserviocas,

which the Abbobb o

s would balanco ty

ir budgols

review ¢ ential resilocations and roeductions. Moreovey, this

oL
created

process o anpual  raguests  for  additional funding

uncervtainty at bolh the State and

level . TFurther, given

limited State resources, repeated requests  to  the

Court o

constrain growih in thi

5 funding category were reduired. Minally,

the supplemental funding process has resulied in an advarsarial

relationship Cween Lhe Department and Abboit districts. This

adve

sarial relations has negatively affected the ability of Lhe

DOFE Lo ass

districts in using funds in an affective mannctr to
improve student achievement .

B4 Im contrast to th

aner of distributing §

vacent ye the 5@

; provides the opporiunity bto divect Stave aid

to at-yrisk children statewide. Sueh resources will

support high-

27



sulficient levels of certificated staff Lo suppoert small class

in he State W, for fall-

OnCer

notwithstanding the inoome

district, Moreover, in recognition of the a dedivi

districts with high conc

rations of low-income
all DFG A and B districts as well as any DG CD districts with ¢
concentration ol 40% ov more at-risk children will be reguired i«

offer full-day preschool to all thy g

and four-year-old ohildran

56.  The preschool Programs may be offered hy t}

ectly or by contracti ng with community provide

neighboring

school districts or other re gional ent

Les, However, they must
mect  the standards of quali Ly currently in place in Abbott

e.4., «lass

teachars ., I all, ut

s projected to

or  full-day, high-quslitey Preschoo)

30,000

students

o

5. The DOE was able to use ac tual cost data derived fyrom




individual Abbott

AR IO

sehocl program,

Amount

tenis

Hew Jersey’'s standards

for high guality g

Lo aach

ment will be appl:

amounts prior Lo 1 Eribution of Preschool Aid.

districts’ per pupil amounts, however, will be
calenlated diflerently than those for the balance of the Stato.

For Z008-2009, the Abbobt districis’ preschool

by the individualized 2008-2009 early ohild
and budgets lssued by the Deparitment on January 15, 2008. in

future years, these districits will receive the greater of the pen-

pupil allocation in the S¥FRA, see 156 above, the distrvici’s per-

fi.

pupil allcocation in its approved 2008-2000 eavly ohildhood plan, or

the district’s total 2008-2009 Preschool Aid amount .

tved early

ouram  ard (BHCPAY  in 2007-7008

Pl ogontinue their

ogram it the next school vear. ¥

non-Abbott ECPA districlts will generate Preschool Aid at an amount

that is the higher of BUPA received in FYZ0OB for praschool and



rlet’s FY2008 per pupil allocs

and muliiplic

:se districts

Dren

in ih b
and federasl -- fhat have

in vecent years to promote

transpar

TV, tciency  in bhe

Services. Thes

mechanismns permit heigh
district (or school) by the DOE so that

corrected  and

AT Le

hisvemnent

remnoved.

6 1. Wir

L, the New Jersey Quality Single

Continuum  (NJQSACY, L. 2005,

235, represents g uniform,

Statewide system “for the purpose of evaluating the thoroughness

and efficiency of all public schools of the State,”

LA TA-10.

3 Lhe  Department o assess

o Lot B

Capaciiy

Vera s n

district

Instruction and Program,

Management, Operations and Governance.

sbricts in the State



are assessed on the same measures, assuring consisi

among districtas.

and assesamne

District

s itan g ows 31
IR O

CHEein

assessmeni that elevate this process YEIow,

For exampla, in the Instructlon and

curyiculum and progs

e offerings are dudged against the OO0,

)

[h

trict must demonstrate that it has a curriculum that is ais sr1each

with each of the nine CCCS. The District must verify that the

curricula arve fully dmplemented at all grade levels and

(R

articulated amonyg all grades, content sreas and school g, and that

o}

were are benchmarks and ssments all each grade

4. The DPRs  also review and vyie concluslions aboutl
governance of the district by the board of education se parately

Irom Lhe administrative and  day-to-day control of Lhe

sSuperintendent. Cf.

Governance DPR, Seciion G3 (assassing that the

board approves appointments, ftransfers, removals and renewals

consistent with stature) with

Jchool Administrator’s day-t

5. 1f s district satisfies 80 to 100 percent of the aualit

performance indicators in each of the five key components, thatb



district is recognized as “hi gh performing” and is

cartificed Tor a

thie

[

Rl

LMD YOV e

SaNG,

of  the guality

componan (o= ; One may e

identified for the district io provide technical shance  in

performance

areas where it has not achieved 20

indicators., If

implemants it

Fan and is

able to 80 pevcent or higher in all

it will be designated as hi gh performing

]

s to satisly 50 percent of the guality

ol 1f

]

performance indicate

or more of the key components, the

ey

Commissioner has a wide continuum of remadial

=d on The number of

the

provision of technical as

sistance by a Highly Skille

(H5P-TA}, placing the dist

Lot in part)




empowered with direct oversight of

componant {3

v
{5} not

emplovee ov olher

increase it

IHtanCo .,

cost of Il

Lrict and Lhe
Depariment, unless o is oA Deparlment em

sl oves,
case there 13 no

district,. An  HEP

oversicght of ithe

bsooan appointed position, wit

individual holding 2 contract for an established term with a salary
fixed by the Commissioner. That cost is also a shared cost of the
netween the district and the Department. An HSPF-DO can only bDe

appointed in a district placed in partial or full intervention.
59, Because there is an assessment in each of the five areas,
the Commissioner can direct resources and remedies

specific Lo the

Brea,

such as bthes provision of an Hf

~Th to assist

zlovment; orn an HEP-DO where the district has

has  been placed

intervention, in addition to the appointment of a HSP-DO, or a
State-District  Superintendent, other remed]

actions are

28



Such  actions  way  include  ©f

slLhions and/or

and the creation a

the School

18r:7F

in thelr annual financial audits. The SDFAR glves 1

Commissioner

the authority to appoint a wmonitor where cerfain

clroumstanc

Lo the district. The Moniion

provides direct oversight of a

LTS business operabions and

personnael matters and

hority  to

Board of

Education or chi

school adiministrator action.

73. 1 have exercised my appointment authority on seven

oceasions  since  the  SDIAA tLive  an Apyil

2006.

Current

V,oomoni

in Asbury Park, BReve

v oLrty,

Camden, Trvingiton,

santville

Jhoro,

Lhe 5RA mak

i reference to sccountah

was enacted in early 2007. Often v

el

A



CORE legislation, it

Alilance for Comy gy

horecelves services abt s cost less Chan

of RCES), maximizing reimbursements under the Special

a 3% net present value saving is achlevable,

6. That same law also

=5 districts Lo put the publd

on notice of contract action for distri

emplovess  such  as

and business administrators, and hold & public

superintendents

hearings on that contract action. Additionally, the law roguires

Commissionar approval of any agre rmination of a

i
enmployment contract  of &  superintendent, restbrictions  and
parancters placed on district emplovee and board member travel, and

of the Commissionsy Lo order s complisnce audit upon

. R

a district ds  not  spending s

enacted. Thisg

directs a shared FOrvices and consolidation program  and



cively  rewvi

of County  Superintendent of

local

R mand

Live County Sup Intendents

review  and  subr

Lo the Commissioner

Ty e Y i SE8
Neerning

imination of

arny nan-opers

iR )

o the Commissioner ithe elimination of laws deemoed Lo

unnecessary mandabtes, and recommend te the Commissioner

gionalize all

that  arae notb configuned

cutive County Superintendents must

approve all employvment cont

superintendents and business

addition fto reviewing all school budgets, Also notable are the

obligations to track the types and capac

special

Drograms, sial educ

HAN SN

Cion s

a4 reference for

wlacements, a

appropriate placements i

Voothery school dis

t placements. To this end, the Execubive County

Ll



progress to ensure all

in  the least

Monmouith, Qcean, Somerset and Union.

a1, in addition to

fPhe various accountability

pre-existed

L, the SFRA  contains

additional

cectives  in this  ares. Under  Lhe SFRA, the

U ~E

Commissioner has the obligation to ensure that all state aid Lo ]

Fe

Jersey's public schools is being “spent affectively and ¢

ficiently

in order Lo enable students Lo achicve bthe core curriculum content

82, One of the ways that [ will meet this obligation 1

through the adoption of regulations that will guide program

reguirements, For example, all Abbott zchool districts must

implement Secondary Dducation Initiatives -

:rsonalized learning

environment

for students in

rades six through 17 desiogned to

strengthen relationships among students, Uomembers and
f -own Z2008-20609, with i

planning for those inltiatives i

oy

o Z2008-2009 and implementing same
) e

in 2009-20310. Additionally, all at-risk dist

32



concentration of 40% oar more

Lunoh

Abbott districts that have achi

ved proficd

pre

iency Assessment and therefore w

Lemant an intensive literacy program at the nigh

83, Raviaw of

aot by

allocation will be another

bheing spent

d b

element in my review to dei

whethar funds a

21y and e

Ficiently, To Lhis end, the Deparitment will

the oubcomes of

I

e allocation study curreniiy

1. In August 2007, the Department entered o Memorandum of

. sariment of

Understanding (MOU)

the New Jdersey

and Rutoe

Lo conduct a study of

allocation in public sohools.

Crue  and comples

copy  of  the MOU. Headed by Dy, W. 5

Vaen

2r Bausmith and Claudia Burziche

e Dro Jennif

3

the study

8]
L



is looking at a

suceesstul

S
oer

ing analvyveed.

cronally,

the MOL, a

Labeew i ole

@a DY Lhe Doparbtment

afficient schools

related to staffing and funding allocations. Similarities I atwaen

this analysis and the school sample anal ysis will be explored.

A

6. A final report will he subm

artment:

to the Dey

June 30, 2008, Ltods anticipated thal ibe report will identif Y

promising

h further systemic examinabion,

ultimately may in

form the veview of Uhe resources in the ade gquacy

budget as regulred by the SFRA.

87. Finally, New Jersey is also sub Jent to

aceountability mechaniams

Currently,

in DIND status

COrrectiy

Nare

these dist rigors under the N




Speci s

outside experts have and will conti et

atlons and oo

Collahorative

Tor  Achlevemsnt  (CAPAY,

includes a comprebonsive review and nee

- - R S o
OF g oschool’ s

action using

continue

with schools in

Fus and

implementation of the recommendat

ons  Tor  improvement

I'hereby certify that the staten

ents made by me are -Lrue.

any of the forogoing

o punishment .




Dated: March | 2-'-, 2008
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