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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






