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 SENATOR NIA H. GILL (Chair):  Good morning and thank 

you.  The Task Force will now come to order. 

 Since we are in South Jersey and the South Jersey legislators 

have extended their hospitality for this hearing, we will let Senator Van 

Drew do an opening statement; and then, of course, we will hear from the 

President of this wonderful College. 

 Thank you. 

 SENATOR VAN DREW:  Thank you, Chair, and thank you for 

agreeing to have this hearing in South Jersey.   

 You know, we obviously are one State; and while we may have 

some minor differences from time to time, we are unified in trying to move 

this State forward through some of the greatest challenges in our history.  

And, of course, one of those challenges is NJN: how to ensure that we keep 

our focus on the State of New Jersey, that we have a New Jersey-centric 

media that ensures that we get our message out about this State -- from 

Sussex County to Cape May County throughout the State and, truly, 

throughout the nation.  And I appreciate, so much, the Chair having this 

here today, and also the hospitality of our fine President of Stockton 

College, who I have known through many projects and many challenges 

that we’ve had through the years.  And he is forward-thinking, he’s on the 

cutting edge.  For any of you who are not from the area, if you get a chance 

just to walk around the campus I think you will see one of the most 

beautiful environmentally friendly campuses in the entire State of New 

Jersey, and in the United States of America. 

 So Mr. President, the floor is yours. 
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H E R M A N   J.   S A A T K A M P   Jr.,   Ph.D.:  Thank you, Senator.  

And I really appreciate your coming and being here. 

 Welcome to Stockton College.  We’re the largest campus in 

New Jersey -- about 2,000 acres; the only campus in a National Reserve.  

Highly competitive, highly selective:  about 5,000 students apply for 870 

positions in our freshman class.   

 So we want to welcome you.   

 I share the concerns that you are facing and dealing with NJN.  

Obviously. higher education in New Jersey -- there’s been a decline of 

support this year alone at Stockton.  State appropriations account for 13.5 

percent of our overall budget -- one-three-point-five percent. 

 Focusing on NJN, I think in New Jersey, is an interesting 

feature, particularly in a state that does not have its own media market.  

We rely on the surrounding states for that.  I was trying to remember this 

morning a quote from T.S. Eliot, famous American poet, who asked two 

questions in a poem:  He said, “Where’s the wisdom we have lost in 

knowledge?  Where’s the knowledge we have lost in information?” 

 You and I live in an information age.  One of the greatest 

problems we have in this day is how you take that information and turn it 

into knowledge, meaning something meaningful that we can understand,  

and then how you turn it into wisdom.   

 I grew up with public television and radio.  So did many other 

people.  Our lives were changed and shaped by that.  And for New Jersey, I 

think this is a very important consideration that this Committee is looking 

at.   



 
 

 3 

 Should you want a tour of our campus -- not all 2,000 acres -- 

we’ll be happy to arrange that following the hearing so you can see some of 

the campus.  And if you’re not able, if you simply drive out towards Jimmie 

Leeds Road you’ll see some of the construction projects.  We graduate 25 

percent of all science and math majors among the State colleges, and so we 

have some buildings going up and our next major building is a unified 

science center. 

 Thank you so much for being here; very much appreciate it. 

 SENATOR GILL:  Thank you, sir. 

 First witness, please. 

 I have to be guided by the Secretary.  Would you like to do a 

roll call? 

 MR. DONAHUE:  Yes, do a roll call.  

 Assembly Minority Leader Alex DeCroce? 

 ASSEMBLYMAN DECROCE:  Yes. 

 MR. DONIHUE: Senator Jeff Van Drew. 

 SENATOR VAN DREW:  I’m here. 

 MR. DONAHUE:  Madam Chair Senator Nia Gill. 

 SENATOR GILL:  Here. 

 SENATOR GILL:  It’s my understanding that Assemblyman 

Giblin and some others in the Assembly won’t be able to attend because 

they do have Committee meetings.  So I don’t want the lack of their 

attendance -- to think that there’s a lack of interest and a lack of support for 

listening to the concerns of the Task Force.  

 MR. DONAHUE:  The Task Force calls as its first witness Mr. 

Patrick Kavanagh, President of CWA Local 1032. 
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P A T R I C K   K A V A N A G H:  Good morning, members of the Task 

Force.  Thank you for giving me the opportunity to say a little bit today 

about your theme for the day, for today’s hearing, which is the workforce 

and some of the labor issues.  And I’m going to talk a little bit about that 

and give you a little bit of background about who our members are who 

work at NJN, what they do, and some of the other challenges that I think 

we’re facing as we move forward with your deliberations.  And hopefully I 

can answer some of the questions that you have about that.  And there’s 

certainly plenty of people here who will be able to add to what I say, if it’s 

necessary. 

 So my name is Patrick Kavanagh.  I’m President of 

Communications Workers of America Local 1032.  We represent, 

statewide, about 5,500 public employees.  In addition to those who we 

represent at the Public Broadcast Authority, we represent employees at the 

Department of Transportation and the Office of Information Technology.  

And we also hold about 36 collective bargaining agreements with towns and 

municipalities throughout the state, including Egg Harbor and Ocean City 

down this way.   

 So we are a big Local, we are a diverse Local, and we currently 

represent about 95 employees of the New Jersey Public Broadcast 

Authority.  We also believe that a statute enacted earlier this year gives us 

the right and the responsibility to represent another five employees.  

Certainly those five employees are anxious to become CWA represented. 

 Overall there are a total of 129 employees of the New Jersey 

Public Broadcast Authority, which is actually down from about 218 twenty 

years ago.  We also believe that there’s another 19 employees at the 



 
 

 5 

Foundation for New Jersey Public Broadcasting.  The International 

Foundation of Professional and Technical Engineers Local 195 represents 

another 15 PBA employees.  So it’s pretty clear that the big majority of 

NJN employees are union represented, currently. 

 The statutes establishing NJN makes all employees, with the 

exception of a few clerical employees, unclassified.  While unclassified 

employees are covered by a few aspects of Civil Service regulation, such as 

classification procedures, most PBA employees are not covered by Civil 

Service testing, disciplinary, appointment, and layoff procedures.   

 In the case of discipline and layoff, the union has negotiated 

contractually binding procedures with the State for all unclassified 

employees, including those employed by the PBA; and those are in our 

current, existing collective bargaining agreement. 

 Local 1032 represents a broad group of PBA employees, 

including editors, master control personnel, camera people, information 

technology workers, equipment repairers, writers, producers, clerical 

employees, directors, and on-air employees working in radio, TV, and new 

media aspects of NJN.  Attached to my testimony which you have is a list of 

all the CWA-represented titles in use today at the NJPBA.  I must tell you 

that the job specifications for these titles are at least 30 years old, which 

may or may not surprise you depending on your experience with State 

government.  So it makes them ancient in what is clearly a dynamic 

industry like broadcast and media.  The names of the titles do not reflect 

very well the technology that is used or the duties that are performed by our 

members today. 
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 CWA-represented staff are distributed throughout the four 

major bargaining units that CWA has in the Executive Branch: so we have 

administrative/clerical employees, professional employees-- 

 SENATOR GILL:  Excuse me, sir, I don’t mean to interrupt.  

 I want to concentrate not on CWA in its totality.  I want to 

concentrate on the workers in this instance.  So just to let you know.  Keep 

going, but-- 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  Well, I think what I’m trying to do is give 

you a sense of who we represent -- the workers who we represent -- and 

where they fall within the, kind of, organization.  I’m not-- 

 SENATOR GILL:  Okay, we won’t have a debate about it.  

That’s just simply--  We want to focus it on these workers, but you can 

continue. 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  I’ll just briefly tell you the structure of the 

State, so you understand that there are four bargaining units: 

administrative/clerical, professional, and there are two supervisory 

bargaining units.  And the employees who work at NJN are actually 

scattered throughout all four of those bargaining units, as are all other 

employees who are represented in the State. 

 Several of the titles that are currently in use by our employees 

are supervisory, but are technically not supervisory in the sense of being 

supervisors on an ongoing basis.  Rather, they assign work relating to 

particular projects.  There are very few middle management positions to 

eliminate.  There remain a number of unrepresented managers, particularly 

in the Foundation, which historically has been a haven for highly paid 

managers. 
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 At the level of day-to-day operations at the PBA, I would say 

that labor relations are very good.  Most disagreements concerning working 

conditions are resolved through discussion.  Formal, written grievances are 

rare.  And no dispute from the PBA has ever been appealed to arbitration. 

Disciplinary action is also rare at the PBA, with two such actions -- one of 

which was a written reprimand -- in the last 15 years. 

 The good labor relations climate at the PBA is due to two 

factors: a management that is open to resolution of disputes, and a work 

force that is incredibly conscientious and flexible.  The first priority of the 

staff at NJN is always to get the job done.  They work rolling or flexible 

schedules that are characteristic of the broadcast industry, and are not 

similar to other State employees.  Most staff have years of service at NJN, 

and have learned many new skills during their tenure to adapt to changing 

technology and organization of work -- part of what I referenced earlier 

when I talked about being a dynamic industry. 

 With the continuous reduction of staff for many years, many 

staff members perform two or three distinct functions.  Additionally, many 

work part time in the commercial broadcast and production industries 

where they’ve gained additional advanced skills. 

 Broadcasting--  And this is meant to give you a little bit of an 

overview of the industry so you can understand our workforce.  If it’s not 

something that you want to hear more about, I can cut this short as well.  

 Broadcasting, particularly in the New York and Philadelphia 

markets, is a highly unionized industry.  Employees at most local stations 

and national networks in this area are represented by unions.  Major unions 

include CWA/NABET, the National Association of Broadcast Employees 
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and Technicians, the International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, and 

the American Federation of Television and Radio Artists.  In particular, 

CWA/NABET represents workers at ABC, NBC, ESPN, Fox, and CNN; and 

they frequently bargain for its members concerning the introduction of 

technology, and also provide training for its members in new technology. 

 CWA 1032 -- I just want to state very clearly -- is thoroughly 

prepared to bargain for our members with a more independent NJN.  We 

have considerable organizational resources to bargain a broadcast/media 

industry collective bargaining agreement, and we are prepared to do so. 

 Prior to Governor Christie’s proposal to privatize NJN and end 

State funding on January 1, 2011, there were three other proposals to 

change NJN to a community licensee: one in 1992, one in 1998, and one 

just two years ago, in 2008.  This is a record of privatization attempts that 

has not been approached by any other state and has had a long-term 

negative impact on NJN operations and fundraising.  It appears that the 

Foundation’s fundraising ability has deteriorated from a total revenue of 

around $9 million a year -- what Doug Eakeley testified to on Tuesday -- 

which is only slightly more than $6 million in the most recent year.  The 

failure of the Foundation to launch effective major gift and capital 

campaigns; the statements of some Foundation board members that they 

could not, in good conscience, ask for donations to NJN prior to 

privatization; and the consideration of the Foundation Board of putting 

funds into escrow for a new nonprofit operator of NJN, rather than 

transferring the funds to the PBA, indicates a pattern of the Foundation 

scaling down its operations prior to privatization.   
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 In 1992, a proposal was made to have WNET take over NJN.  

That proposal was rejected for the reason that many of you articulated on 

Tuesday -- that ultimately it would mean the end of New Jersey-centric 

programming. 

 In 1998, a proposal was made by the Whitman Administration 

to convert the PBA to a nonprofit community licensee.  That proposal 

included provisions for a phase-out of operations and a phase-out of 

contributions for and by staff into the State pension fund, and certain 

retirement incentives were also included.  CWA Local 1032 engaged in 

negotiations for a potential successor agreement with the unknown 

nonprofit entity.  But our membership was highly skeptical of this proposal, 

doubting both the ability of the new nonprofit, which they assumed would 

be a reconstructed version of the Foundation, to provide adequate health 

and retirement benefits due to the greatly increased costs of these items for 

smaller, nonprofit organizations.  In particular, our members saw no 

managers at that time on the State or Foundation side that they believed 

understood clearly the broadcasting industry. 

 The 1998 proposal ultimately did not move forward, primarily 

due to the belief that it would not have legislative support.  

 More recently, in 2008, another proposal to privatize NJN was 

launched.  Ultimately, the Corzine Administration did not support the 

concept.  In response to some of the current problems with State operations 

identified at that time, CWA members began to develop our proposal for a 

New Jersey Public Media Corporation.  And that’s the proposal that was 

introduced to you briefly the other day -- and that I believe is going to have 

additional testimony today -- which you’ve all gotten copies of. 
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 There have been two relevant conversions elsewhere from State 

operations to nonprofit networks -- Hawaii in 2000, and Oregon from 1993 

to 2003.  In the case of Hawaii, the conversion was sudden, precipitous, 

and disastrous for employees, with two-thirds of the staff cut.  In the case of 

the Oregon Public Broadcasting, there was a 10-year phase-out of funding 

and membership in the state pension fund.  Most state employees working 

at OPB continued employment at the nonprofit. 

 I want to just mention a little bit about some contractual 

provisions that I think haven’t really been given due consideration as part 

of this process.  And we heard a little bit in the testimony.  And these 

directly impact the employees of NJN.  There was a little bit of discussion 

the other day about the notice that was given to the union -- the 120-day 

notice -- and that was part of the current collective bargaining agreement.  

It’s in a Side Letter -- Side Letter 13 -- that actually covers instances when 

layoffs might occur as a result of privatization.  And there a number of 

other provisions there that I just want to touch on that directly impact the 

employees, and certainly impact their futures -- whether or not with the 

State entity or any other kind of entity. 

 The CWA/State Executive Branch contract contains this Side 

Letter that I mentioned.  We believe very strongly that this job security 

language of the collective bargaining agreement is applicable to any effort to 

privatize the NJPBA.  And I just want to highlight a couple of the 

provisions that are in that Side Letter, for your information. 

 The language provides that no less than 120 days advance 

notice be given prior to serious consideration of privatization.  And that was 

the letter that we received on September 1, from the State, indicating that 
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there was a potential that every employee of NJN would be laid off.  And, 

as I was reviewing the business plan last night that we just got yesterday, it 

very clearly stated that that was the intent -- that every employee would be 

laid off and, perhaps, given the opportunity to reapply for positions. 

 In addition to that 120-day notice, the language also provides 

that a detailed accounting of all costs under the privatization and a 

comprehensive cost analysis must be provided to the union by the State 

accompanying the notice.  That was not with the notice that we received on 

September 1. 

 The Side Letter language also goes on to say that the union 

shall have the opportunity to demonstrate that its employees will do the 

same work more efficiently than a private entity.  The State is required 

under the Side Letter to provide all relevant cost information necessary to 

enable the union to develop its economic position.  And, again, prior to 

yesterday, we had not had the opportunity to review the business plan, and 

so we are just at the beginning of that process.  So we are not-- 

 SENATOR GILL:  I just want to make clear:  The business 

plan, so we’ll know for the record -- what you’re-- 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  The business plan is different than the 

operating plan. 

 SENATOR GILL:  I understand that.  What business plan are 

you referring to? 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  The business plan that was prepared by 

the Foundation. 

 SENATOR GILL:  Okay. 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  Thank you. 
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 SENATOR GILL:  You’re welcome. 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  That’s the business plan that also should 

have accompanied -- or at least parts of it should have accompanied the 

notice that I referenced. 

 SENATOR GILL:  Okay. 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  The Side Letter also requires that the State 

and the union utilize the State auditor to determine whether substantial 

cost savings will occur if the privatization goes forward.  Where the State 

auditor determines that there is no substantial cost savings, the State will 

undertake its best efforts to ensure that there shall be no layoff or adverse 

economic impact on State employees -- whether they’re at NJN or anywhere 

else.  This means that prior to any privatization of the PBA, the State must 

give CWA, the union that represents the majority of employees, the 

opportunity to demonstrate that current employees of the PBA can provide 

broadcast services more efficiently than employees of a future nonprofit.  

This can include union proposals to change work organization, which is 

what you’re going to hear more about later today. 

 The State Auditor ultimately is charged with determining 

whether or not privatization of the PBA will lead to substantial cost savings.  

And in the event that the Auditor makes a determination that it would not 

lead to substantial cost savings -- that a privatization initiative would not 

lead to those savings -- and the entity, whether it’s NJN or anybody, goes 

forward and privatizes anyway, then another provision of the collective 

bargaining agreement kicks in, which is the displaced worker pool -- which 

provides that any employee who is laid off as a result of a privatization 

initiative after the State Auditor’s finding found that no savings would be 
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realized -- they stay on the State payroll for an additional four months and 

have opportunities to be placed in other positions.  And this is a unique 

provision to our collective bargaining agreement.  It is not in other 

collective bargaining agreements in the State.   

 And I’m afraid that it has--  A lot of what’s been included in the 

CWA has been lost in the discussion; and it’s particularly troublesome for 

us and for the employees who are looking at their future here on the line, 

not knowing exactly whether or not their rights are going to be followed in 

accordance with the collective bargaining agreement.  It’s very important to 

them that that be the case.  And they’ve taken tremendous efforts to 

demonstrate, to the extent that they can at this point, that they are 

prepared to engage in serious, meaningful discussions about a future New 

Jersey Network that is more autonomous, that allows for the kinds of 

flexibility that’s necessary for NJN to thrive and continue to fulfill its core 

mission.   

 And we just want to make sure--  I’m here to speak on behalf of 

the union.  We want to make sure that all opportunities that people are 

entitled to are enforced.  And it’s our intent to make sure that that is very 

much the case, going forward.  And we certainly look forward to working 

with the members of the Task Force to achieve that.  And we would 

certainly welcome any effort on the part of the Task Force to facilitate the 

process that’s outlined in the collective bargaining agreement for getting the 

kind of information that we need. 

 SENATOR GILL:  Don’t leave. 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  I’m here. 

 SENATOR GILL:  That was a very informative testimony. 
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 Do you have any questions? 

 SENATOR VAN DREW:  Thank you, Chair. 

 Just to make sure that I understand.  And I know that you have 

a vision of where you think that we should go in order to save the maximum 

number of employees.  And I think, frankly, everyone who’s up here 

certainly wants to save the people who are working there as well.  So we 

have a difficult mission:  We have to save the people who work there; we 

want to make sure that we’re cost-effective and still keep a very important 

mission, and improve the mission, for NJN.   

 And just very briefly -- because I know we have other 

testimony.  In plain English -- and I know you’ve presented that already, 

and you’ve discussed that a little bit already -- but in the short form, the 

CliffsNotes, how would you do that, number one, is the first part of my 

question; and secondly, do you believe that your employees are on the 

cutting edge of where they need to be -- candidly? 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  Look, I think that our employees are 

among the best of the industry.  They’ve demonstrated that, they’ve 

retrained, they’ve continued to take on new skills and new requirements, all 

at a time-- 

 SENATOR VAN DREW:  I know they have the potential to be, 

but are they?  Have they received the training, are they-- 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  Look, I think people would welcome 

opportunities to retrain.  I think people would welcome opportunities to 

have new technology brought in that certainly would require some 

additional training and that would, ultimately, enhance the mission of NJN.  

So is every employee at the point?  I mean, I think that’s partly a discussion 
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about what technology is currently being used, and what technology 

probably should be used and hasn’t been for, among other things, economic 

reasons. 

 I think the plan question is critical to that, though, because if 

you look at a number of the recommendations that are included in the staff 

plan for a New Jersey Public Media Corporation, it talks an awful lot about 

the need to bring in new technologies and to go into other areas that are 

currently not served by NJN.  We heard a lot the other day about radio; we 

heard, certainly, a lot about other forms of new media, right?  Those are all 

things that the employees at NJN have been starving to do.  They believe 

that in order to fulfill that core mission all of those things have to be part of 

the overall media landscape.  And for a number of reasons -- economics 

being, certainly, a big part of that -- it hasn’t been the case.  And also, when 

you look at just the fact that you’ve seen staffing continue to diminish over 

the last decade, and the ability to adapt to that has been very challenging 

for people.  But without question, as I’ve said and as other people can say 

more directly, people are taking on two, three jobs at the Authority in order 

to make sure that that mission is fulfilled. 

 SENATOR VAN DREW:  Last question:  from your plan, 

where’s the money come from? 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  Our plan requires a level of State 

commitment.  I think that there’s other things that are included in that 

plan.  The crux of the State’s commitment is not just for money.  The State 

commitment is to ensure that the mission of NJN continues to thrive and 

survive, right?  But certainly having a State financial contribution, and 

State support, is critical to that.  And it’s not unique.  Almost every other 
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public broadcast entity has State support, and that’s included in the 

testimony that was given a little bit the other day. 

 I mean, look at Hawaii, for example, which was a place, just a 

few years ago, where they did a rapid conversion to a nonprofit, cut staff 

dramatically, programming was completely destroyed; and yet, they receive 

a significant amount of state support today for an entity that totally lost 

touch and focus with its core mission. 

 I think there are other things in the plan for other ideas for 

revenue.  There’s certainly a lot of fundraising initiatives that are included 

in our plan that have not been realized by the current Foundation.  We 

heard a lot the other day -- and people have talked about this extensively -- 

about the need to do additional capital campaigns and other fundraising 

strategies.  And I think a lot of that, again, has not come to fruition under 

the current leadership.  I think it’s a combination; it has to be a 

combination. 

 SENATOR VAN DREW:  I have some thoughts, but I’ll hold 

them.  Thank you. 

 SENATOR GILL:  Okay. 

 Minority Leader DeCroce. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN DeCROCE:  I have a question.  Of the 95 

people who you represent, approximately -- you may or may not know -- 

how many are eligible for retirement? 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  I do not have a number.  That’s primarily a 

function of flawed data.  The data that we get from our system does not 

provide us with dates of hire, so we don’t really have an accurate sense.  I 
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do think there’s a significant number of people who are eligible for 

retirement. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN DECROCE:  Okay. 

 SENATOR GILL:  I think that number may be about 38 or-- 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  I would defer to someone from NJN 

management on that.  But I wouldn’t say that’s out of-- 

 SENATOR GILL:  Out of-- 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  Yes, out of the league. 

 SENATOR GILL:  I wanted to explore with you this issue of 

privatization. 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  Okay. 

 SENATOR GILL:  Which I think is very interesting. 

 If the State argues that it’s not privatization, then the Side 

Letter would not apply? 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  I think the State could take that position.  

And I’m not sure that that would entirely mean that the Side Letter would 

not apply. 

 SENATOR GILL:  Okay; so that the Side Letter would create 

obligations. 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  Correct. 

 SENATOR GILL:  Notwithstanding a transfer of the license to 

another entity.  Would that be your position? 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  Yes.   

 SENATOR GILL:  Okay.  And so on the idea that a transfer to 

another entity would negate the obligations to the union workers, it’s not as 

clear-cut as-- 
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 MR. KAVANAGH:  Well, I think the transfer to another 

entity, if it’s a nonprofit entity-- 

 SENATOR GILL:  It’s a nonprofit, not the State--  This is my 

hypothetical, because I think you bring up a very important issue we would 

like to consider. 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  I would argue very strongly that that 

would be a privatization initiative and that the relevant portions of the 

collective bargaining agreement would be in effect. 

 SENATOR GILL:  And just for my benefit, how would you 

define privatization that would give rise to the Side--  Is it Side Letter? 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  Yes, and actually I forgot to mention -- it’s 

actually attached to my comments.   

 SENATOR GILL:  Oh, here’s the Side Letter. 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  Yes, it’s called Side Letter of Agreement 

#13 -- Job Security.  And in paragraph B, it says:  “In the event that the 

State seriously considers privatization or closure of a facility or function 

that could result in the layoff or displacement of negotiation unit 

employees” -- which this business plan that was prepared by the Foundation 

clearly does.  I mean, it says it on the first page that every employee would 

be laid off. 

 SENATOR GILL:  If we did not premise this on the business 

plan-- 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  Okay. 

 SENATOR GILL:  --of the Foundation -- I’m just talking about 

broad concepts. 
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 MR. KAVANAGH:  I think even if we were talking about any 

entity-- 

 SENATOR GILL:  Anyone. 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  Right, I was being specific to that one, just 

because-- 

 SENATOR GILL:  I don’t want to be specific. 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  --I read it most recently. 

 SENATOR GILL:  I can be, but I don’t want to just-- 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  Sure, no. 

 SENATOR GILL:  --for this example. 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  Right.  And that paragraph goes on to 

outline the 120-day notice and what should accompany that notice.  And 

like I said earlier, we did get the notice; we didn’t get the accompanying 

documents. 

 SENATOR GILL:  So that the Side Letter 13--  I just want to 

follow this through with you, so that at least I can get a better 

understanding. 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  Sure. 

 SENATOR GILL:  The Side Letter 13 would apply to a 

privatization or a closure of a facility. 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  Right. 

 SENATOR GILL:  Or a function that could result in the layoff 

or displacement of negotiated union employees. 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  Correct. 

 SENATOR GILL:  And that under that analysis, it would be 

your position -- or is it your position?  I don’t want to put words in your 
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mouth -- is it your position that under that analysis that’s where the Letter 

13 comes in, notwithstanding the nature of the transfer? 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  That’s correct. 

 Just as an aside:  If anybody read the Privatization Task Force 

report -- it’s actually being discussed in the Transportation Committee 

today -- it had a section that included impediments to privatization.  If this 

wasn’t number one, I think it was number two. 

 SENATOR GILL:  Okay. 

 And if there was a transfer made under this Section B, what 

would the position of the union be?  Would you sue the new entity, would 

you sue the State, or can you even answer that question? 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  Well, the first thing we would do is, we 

would want to make sure that we received all the information that would 

allow us to evaluate whether or not the proposed transfer or the proposed 

creation of any new entity would achieve the mission of both saving money 

for the State and continuing the overall mission of the Network.  And that’s 

our first hurdle in this-- 

 SENATOR GILL:  Okay. 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  --is getting that information, and then 

using that information in order to develop our own alternative to whatever 

it is that’s being proposed -- whether it’s a transfer or other creation.  That’s 

where the State Auditor comes in.  And the State Auditor then has the 

ability to look at all of the data that’s been provided by both parties and 

determine whether or not the proposed privatization, in this case the 

proposed creation of another entity, would result in the kinds of substantial 

cost savings that are necessary to justify it.  And at the end of the day -- and 
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it’s in the Side Letter, I’m not keeping anything from you -- the right to 

privatize remains a managerial prerogative.  So these are meant to be 

protections that the actual act of privatization is for the stated intention 

and the stated reasons, and to give us an opportunity to counter that. 

 SENATOR GILL:  So B is a process.  

 MR. KAVANAGH:  Well, B-- I mean, it continues. 

 SENATOR GILL:  It continues. 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  Right.  But B initiates the process.  

 SENATOR GILL:  B initiates the process.  B is not designed to 

obstruct the privatization, if the process goes through pursuant to whatever 

negotiated obligation. 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  It’s meant to ensure transparency as part 

of the process. 

 SENATOR GILL:  Okay, thank you very much. 

 Any questions?  Any further questions? 

 ASSEMBLYMAN LOUIS D. GREENWALD (Vice Chair):  

Thank you, Madam Chairwoman. 

 Patrick, have you guys looked at what other states are doing, 

other than Maryland, as to what might work in New Jersey? 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  In terms of creating--  In terms of their 

workforce, in particular?  Or-- 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  Look, I understand CWA’s 

issue is the workforce, and I think everyone is pretty much universally--  I 

can’t say that I’ve said it at NJN; I say it publicly, I say it privately -- I’m 

incredibly impressed with the dedication of the workforce.  But the way we 



 
 

 22 

are currently operating is not going--  There’s no survival for NJN on that 

merit, and it’s been a slow death.  It’s been a death by-- 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  Right. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  ----a thousand cuts.  So I 

want you to expand your view beyond the workforce, because I think-- 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  Well, our proposal-- 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  I guess my point is:  How 

do you preserve the dedicated workforce in an economic and feasible 

manner?  Have you looked at what other states have done, from 

public/partnerships, from some kind of beneficiary trust that’s been raised, 

and other issues?  Is there a property trust?  I’ve said this at every hearing 

or every meeting that we’ve had with people:  I’m not an expert on public 

broadcasting. 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  Yes, and I heard your questions to this 

effect the other day as well. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  You know, I’m frustrated -- 

not with you, sir, -- but with pretty much everybody in general -- that we’re 

talking about what’s happened in the past.  We know why we’re here.  

We’ve got to figure out how we go forward to keep the mission and the 

vision of NJN alive, if possible. 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  Right, right. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  And I’m not hearing, really, 

anyone come before the Task Force with a presentation of-- 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  Well-- 
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 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  “We’ve looked at all 50 

states; here’s a compilation of 15 different things that would be a perfect fit 

for New Jersey.  If you took from here, here, here, and here--” 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  Well, I think if you look at our proposal 

for the New Jersey Media Corporation -- which was introduced at the end 

of the session on Tuesday, and is going to be talked about in more detail by 

Dudley and Bob Szuter in a few minutes -- that document represents an 

attempt to kind of take a look at both what’s happened at NJN over the 

years, but also puts it into a bigger context -- to see what has happened 

around the country, what has happened in other places, and what practices 

would make the most sense for this entity to continue in New Jersey.  Now, 

obviously our proposal calls for it to continue as a kind of State entity.   

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  But can it do that?  I guess 

that would lead to my question of the many revenue-generating ideas that 

are in the NJN proposal.  From the workforce, is there one point in 

particular that would focus on a way to increase revenue through that 

broadband application?  Because this really is a revenue issue. 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  It absolutely is a revenue issue.  I can’t 

speak to the broadband specifics; other people will-- 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  Okay. 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  --as they come up.  But let me just say, in 

other places I think one of the--  I mentioned Hawaii.  I don’t know if you 

were in the room at this point, yet, but Hawaii was a place where they tried 

to do a rapid conversion -- they just completely slashed the staff, 

programming went to almost nothing.  It was probably the worst model, 
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and yet it still continues to receive significant state support.  So it’s 

probably the worst-case scenario, if you were to look at that. 

 I think there’s got to be a way for--  And certainly the 

employees who work currently -- and we talked about this a little bit earlier 

-- are very much interested in bringing in new technologies, bringing in new 

innovations that are-- 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  It’s all about money. 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  --that are used elsewhere.  Right. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  That’s great; it’s all about 

money. 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  Very much, all about money.  And it’s all 

about retraining people to be able to make the best use of those-- 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  More money, yes. 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  It’s an investment, right?   

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  It is. 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  But there’s already been a significant 

investment. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  It is, but my point is this:  

The State--  You are dying a crippling, painful, slow, and agonizing death 

because we’re relying on State funds.  Now, if there’s a discussion about a 

transition of that, how do we achieve all of those goals with a committed, 

dedicated, workforce; upgrade the technology; move us into the modern 

age; and allow us to do that?  Is there anyone who is going to present-- 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  We have to change--  I think a big part of 

that is that we have to change the organizational structure.  I think we have 
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to change, to a large extent, the relationship to the State, so that it’s not 

entirely dependent upon the State in the ways that you’ve just articulated. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  Correct. 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  Right?   

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  Yes. 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  I think the relationship to the State has to 

change.  I think NJN has to be given--  Again, I’m not the best person to 

talk about this. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:    Okay. 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  I’ll let others, but NJN has to be put in the 

best possible position to-- 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  To survive. 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  --to survive-- 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  To be stable. 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  --and to thrive.  To survive and to thrive.  

And that requires a significant look at the overall organizational structure 

and the relationship to the State.  There are things that are in that report 

that talk about how do you actually allow NJN to effectuate certain 

personnel practices like hiring better, rather than the way that it’s done 

now.  Quite honestly -- and I said this in my testimony -- I would actually 

prefer, from a union perspective, that we actually -- and we do this in other 

places -- that we are actually able to bargain a contract directly with NJN, 

so that NJN would be taken out of the State Executive Branch collective 

bargaining agreement.  And we could actually sit down with management 

from NJN and negotiate over terms and conditions of employment at NJN.  

Because honestly, how much attention do you think they get at the 
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bargaining table in a 30,000-worker unit?  You are able to sit down and you 

are able to talk about NJN; you are able to talk about processes, work 

product, work productions.  That happens. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  Patrick, I don’t mean to 

interrupt you.  I understand your point.  That all comes back to, there has 

to be a revenue stream for which to have that negotiation.  And I don’t 

mean to be solely, singularly focused on this, but the crux of this problem, 

to me, is not a committed workforce.  This isn’t that “lazy State worker” 

who you hear about. 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  Sure. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  That’s not what we have 

here. 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  I’m not taking it that way, either. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  No, but my point is:  

Everything you said is a separate discussion.  It may have tremendous merit, 

but you made a point earlier -- and don’t even respond if there are other 

people who can -- if we’ve got to get off the State as the sole source and 

look at-- 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  Well, the State’s not the sole source. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  --someone has to come 

forward with what is happening in other areas where this is being successful, 

as to where that revenue can come from.  And the last-- 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  Well, let me just, let me say-- 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  That’s okay.  That’s my 

point; hopefully someone else will answer. 
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 MR. KAVANAGH:  No, actually, I want to respond to that 

point. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  Oh, do you have an answer 

for it? 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  I want to just-- 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  Okay. 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  --I want to direct your attention to what-- 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  I thought you said you 

weren’t the expert on it, so that’s-- 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  I’m not. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  Okay. 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  I want to direct your attention-- 

 SENATOR GILL:  We know--  Just so that you understand, we 

do have someone who will talk-- 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  Correct. 

 SENATOR GILL:  --in detail about the union’s plan.  And so 

that those questions may be asked better to the next witness, so that we can 

get a more concrete answer to the Senator’s question.  But your information 

has been very good. 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  Let me just say one thing in response, and 

I will defer to my colleagues on it.  But one of the things -- and we heard a 

little bit about it the other day -- that’s included in our plan is creating new 

abilities to fundraise in this environment, and actually allowing for 

campaigns and programs to, actually, get additional money.  There are 

significant recommendations -- taken from practices elsewhere -- in that 

report to do that.  So that you do have a viable foundation or fundraising 
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arm that is able to serve, really, what its core mission should be, which is to 

provide direct resources to the Network in order to allow the Network to 

fulfill its mission. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  Madam Chair, my last 

question would be -- and Patrick, again, if this is not your area of expertise, 

that’s fine -- but do you have any insight as to--  With the State,  would we 

be better off from a monetary gain standpoint on State-owned licenses 

versus community-owned licenses? And again, from an educational 

standpoint for members of the Task Force, how do they differ?   

 MR. KAVANAGH:  Actually, I’m not the person to answer 

that. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  Okay, that’s fine. 

 So whoever is going to testify, that is a question that I have -- if 

they could enlighten us on that. 

 Thank you, Madam Chair. 

 SENATOR GILL:  Thank you very much. 

 MR. KAVANAGH:  Thank you. 

 SENATOR GILL:  Next witness. 

 MR. DONAHUE:  The Task Force calls up as its next witness 

Mr. Dudley Burdge, CWA Local 1032. 

D U D L E Y   B U R D G E:  Would it make sense for me to pick up 

some of the questions that were just asked? 

 SENATOR GILL:  Yes. 

 MR. BURDGE:  Senator Van Drew, I think you asked a 

question:  Are we on the cutting edge, our members at NJN -- on the cutting 

edge?  And I don’t mean this as a hedge, but the quick answer is, yes and 
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no.  We have -- and we’ve really only begun to look at this in detail, but-- 

We have areas at NJN where the technology is clearly state-of-the-art:  the 

master control facility is one.  We have other areas -- the field operations, 

the reporters going out with the cameras -- from what I understand, it’s 

pretty similar to what it is in the commercial broadcasting area.  I know a 

number of NJN management and some of our members went to Channel 6 

in Philadelphia and took a look at that, and they came back and said, 

“That’s pretty similar.”  Some of the editing equipment and that kind of 

thing that’s out there, we probably are not state-of-the-art.  So it’s a mix.  

And I don’t have all those details yet, because we’ve just kind of started that 

process to look at it.  And I’ll be quite frank:  The previous management, it 

was more difficult to get information that you could use and respond to.  So 

that’s going on. 

 SENATOR VAN DREW:  Dudley, if I can just ask you one 

question? 

 SENATOR GILL:  What a minute, wait a minute. 

 Yes, you can.  I’m just--  Are you finished with that-- 

 MR. BURDGE:  Yes, I’m finished with that. 

 SENATOR GILL:  Okay; Senator Van Drew. 

 SENATOR VAN DREW:  Thank you, Chair. 

 Just going back a little bit again.  That’s what I’m trying to 

ascertain.  I mean, I’m trying to get my finger in, and I think the 

Committee is--  I mean, the bottom line is we want to be able to continue 

NJN in a cost-effective way.  There is no money, so how are we going to do 

it and be on the cutting edge, and why are we not where we should be?  

And I know part of it has been a lack of funding, and I think what the Chair 
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has been alluding to, and the Minority Leader and Assemblyman 

Greenwald, is:  We don’t have money, and there’s not going to be any new 

money.  So how do we get--  If people aren’t trained -- and it’s not their 

fault, they are a good workforce -- but if they’re not trained as well as they 

should be -- and it’s not their fault, I understand that -- and if the 

equipment isn’t where it should be and the workforce isn’t exactly where it 

should be -- and that’s because of neglect over a number of years, because 

we’ve been limping along -- how are we going to get to the point--  And I 

know we want to hear all this other stuff, but what I personally just want to 

express is -- what I want to understand, and what I want to hear about is 

how we can keep the people working, keep the focus where we want to be, 

and do it without more money. 

 MR. BURDGE:  Yes. 

 SENATOR VAN DREW:  That’s the bottom line.  I’m hoping, 

at some point, that you all can answer that.  Thank you, Chair. 

 MR. BURDGE:  Thanks for the easiest question of the hearing. 

(laughter)   

 SENATOR VAN DREW:  It’s the job we have.  It’s the job-- 

 MR. BURDGE:  Yes.  No, no; absolutely.  

 I can’t say that we have that yet.  I mean, I think we’re going to 

have to think creatively.  And let me even paint the picture a little more.  

Because as bad a picture as you painted, I think, to some extent, it may 

actually be a little worse.   

 The situation on the nonprofit side, or the Foundation side:  

What I heard was that they used to raise $8 million to $9 million a year in 

revenues.  I heard Doug Eakeley say on Tuesday that the last year -- which I 
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had a little trouble hearing that part, but I believe he was referring to the 

year that ended on June 30 -- was around $6 million.  In their business 

plan, they have an estimate that they only think they’ll raise $2 million for 

the first half of this year.  So we’ve got a decline on the private side that’s 

going on at the same time, which, in some ways, is understandable.  If 

you’re talking about change in status and people question the viability of 

the organization, that’s probably going to happen.  And from the people 

I’ve talked to -- both internally at NJN; and I had some opportunity to talk 

to some public broadcast managers, particularly State operated systems 

around the country -- it takes some amount of time to build that up.  It can 

be done.  The typical level of funding for the State operators--  The number 

that came back most frequently -- and I don’t mean to say this is scientific, 

because it’s not -- but it was around 40 percent, 45 percent.  The money 

that came from State government or through universities.  There are some 

that were significantly less:  Wisconsin is around 30 percent; Idaho is 

around 23 percent.  I don’t know about a short-term solution.  We have 

done some thinking, some preliminary investigation:  Is there a way to 

capture the cable fees, retransmissions fees -- something of that kind.  I 

don’t know that it’s going to be huge amount of money but, look, we’ll take 

whatever we can get.  And it may require some other thinking that way. 

 It’s just hard for us to understand, in the current climate -- you 

talk to people in nonprofits; it’s not a pretty picture in that world, either -- 

and how that’s going to turn around and a lot of money materialize all at 

once. 

 The other point I would make that a number of our members 

have made, that’s in the report that they developed, is--  Our feeling is 
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perhaps there are some people out there who say -- they’re just very 

ideological about it and say, “As long as the State’s involved, I don’t want 

to give any money.”  But then you kind of look at the practical experience:  

People give to Stockton, people give to Rowen, and that’s one of the 

reasons why we set up this Public Media Corporation -- is it’s called a 

corporation.  The idea is it would also make the place friendlier for people to 

give donations. 

 But it’s going to take some amount of time, I think, to turn it 

around, unfortunately.  They haven’t done the major giving campaign.  

They talked about it, started, stopped.  They haven’t done the capital 

campaign.  And you know, you’re not going to do that in six months.  I 

mean, we’re hopeful in trying to come up with some more ideas, and so 

forth.  I can’t say that there’s something out there that just--  You know, 

you put this in place, but there’s some examples of some other states that, 

over time, have been able to raise more money.  I think Paul Starr raised a 

whole other question of, kind of, State funding, and how that affects a 

journalistic enterprise like NJN, which is different than practically every 

other State, university, nonprofit -- a daily newscast with reporters.  And he 

kind of raised this question of, does it affect how they do the coverage?  

And the long-term answer, I think, is to find some kind of dedicated source 

of funding.  Now, maybe that’s a nonprofit foundation, but for most places 

in the world it’s some kind of fee.  Something we ought to look at is the 

cable fees -- is there any way to capture some of that revenue? 

 SENATOR GILL:  Any other questions? 

 MR. BURDGE:  I know that wasn’t a satisfying answer. 

 SENATOR VAN DREW:  It wasn’t the answer we were-- 
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 SENATOR GILL:  Are you-- 

 SENATOR VAN DREW:  I heard him, Chair, I’m digesting 

that.  But it still doesn’t help the difficulty of the situation. 

 SENATOR GILL:  You referenced the employee plan a few 

times.   

 MR. BURDGE:  Right. 

 SENATOR GILL:  But we haven’t articulated the employee 

plan, in its broad scope, on the record.  So the employee plan would be 

where you’d transfer the license to a nonprofit? 

 MR. BURDGE:  No.  The employee plan builds around what 

we’re calling a public media corporation. 

 SENATOR GILL:  And is that public media corporation still a 

creation of the State of New Jersey? 

 MR. BURDGE:  It would be, yes. 

 SENATOR GILL:  So that the Public Media Corporation would 

take the place -- although I guess you would argue, would do a better job 

than -- the New Jersey Public Broadcasting Authority? 

 MR. BURDGE:  Right.  And it would have certain powers, and 

authorities, and abilities to operate that it does not now. 

 SENATOR GILL:  Okay.  And under your concept, the State of 

New Jersey would still be the owner of the license? 

 MR. BURDGE:  That’s correct. 

 SENATOR GILL:  So does the -- and so we understand; okay, 

so I understand that concept.  And under that concept, there are certain 

things that should be done.  
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 Does the employee--  Do the employees have a plan if the 

transfer is from the State of New Jersey to a nonprofit organization, where 

the license has been transferred? 

 MR. BURDGE:  Well, I would say this:  I think when you get 

into the details of the plan, there are some things in terms of changing the 

operations of NJN.   Some of those probably could be applied to that 

situation as well.  Certainly some of the fundraising ideas could be applied,  

regardless of whether it’s a nonprofit that gets the licenses, a nonprofit 

where the State keeps the licenses and they operate it, or this Public Media 

Corporation. 

 SENATOR GILL:  And the only reason I ask you questions 

about that is because, in some sense, it does make a difference.  Because if 

it’s a transfer of a license,  we’re no longer the owner, we get back to the 

FCC requirements.  And Richard Stockton, wasn’t he a signer of the 

Declaration of Independence?  We get into all the historical First 

Amendment issues here of not being able to mandate-- 

 MR. BURDGE:  Yes. 

 SENATOR GILL:  --that the new corporation -- whatever it is -- 

if they own the license, would have to take the State workers.  So that your 

whole--  That’s why it would make a difference, and I wanted to be clear 

that your plan was predicated on the State continuing to own the license. 

 MR. BURDGE:  Yes, I think for two reasons:  There certainly is 

the staff, and representing people, and for their benefits and that kind of 

thing.  But also I’ve always felt--  I was a person who sat through those 

negotiations in 1998 with the kind of unknown group that was going to be 

taking over.  And as kind of a union person who works full time for the 
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union, we have looked at that and said, “Look, you know, there are some 

things under the National Labor Relations Act that actually might be better 

in terms of negotiations.  There are certain things you can do that you can’t 

do in the State of New Jersey.”  So we didn’t necessarily start out--  I didn’t 

start out with, personally, a hostile position towards the whole idea.  But 

when we came back and our members reacted -- they weren’t very 

concerned about that issue.  And they looked at it, and kind of their 

question was:  Will this new organization really be able to operate, and be 

able to preserve both our jobs and benefits, preserve what we’re doing to be 

able to do the New Jersey coverage?  And I think that’s very important, in 

terms of the licenses.  I think you said, once the licenses are gone you can’t 

really put restrictions on them.  And it goes back to Colonial times, the 

situation of New Jersey.  It’s just going to be tremendous power from the 

Philadelphia market and the New York market to -- maybe not the first 

year, maybe not after five years, but at some point -- to move and be 

subsumed in those markets, and not really do the New Jersey coverage. 

 SENATOR GILL:  Okay. 

 Any further questions? 

 ASSEMBLYMAN DECROCE:  Yes, I do have some questions 

for him.  

 I’d like to ask you about the composition of your union.  How 

many clerical people are in your union, as a--  Are there members of your 

union that are clerical? 

 MR. BURDGE:  Yes; you mean at NJN? 

 ASSEMBLYMAN DECROCE:  Yes. 
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 MR. BURDGE:  Yes, there are not that many clerical people.  

Some of the folks who Patrick made reference to, that we now believe we 

are entitled and have an obligation to represent under legislation that was 

enacted in January -- I think three or four of them are clerical employees.   

 And State government, in general -- and NJN is no exception -- 

the number of actual clerical employees has been greatly reduced over the 

years.  Now, I should say that unit is actually called the Administrative 

Clerical Unit, so there are people in more “administrative” kind of things, 

and I think that may include some of the technical assistant titles that you 

see on there, and that kind of thing. 

 So not only do they think of them as clericals -- that’s 

somebody who operates master control.  That’s not what they do, it’s not 

really a clerical function.  Not too many anymore. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN DeCROCE:  Can you also tell me:  How is 

the breakup of the union?  How many people are divided amongst the radio 

group, and how many amongst the TV group? 

 MR. BURDGE:  Overwhelming numbers on-- 

 ASSEMBLYMAN DeCROCE:  Are they integrated at all? 

 MR. BURDGE:  To an extent; and I think there’s been some 

progress made on that.  Radio has always been a forgotten stepchild at NJN.  

Paul Starr said that, and I can’t disagree with him.  When I first started 

representing people at NJN in the late ’90s, the folks who work for radio 

were either--  Most of them were either at minimum wage or slightly above.  

So that just tells you the importance that went into it over the years.  And I 

agree:  It’s a great missed opportunity.  I think maybe -- I don’t know if 
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anyone knows; I’m sure Janice Selinger would know -- I’m thinking, maybe, 

six to eight people in radio.   

 ASSEMBLYMAN DeCROCE:  And the rest are in the-- 

 MR. BURDGE:  Three--  And, I guess, with some, maybe 

people who come in part time, or that kind of thing.   

 ASSEMBLYMAN DeCROCE:  I see. 

 MR. BURDGE:  So three in radio, and the rest in TV or kind of 

administrative, and a few new media people or IT kind of people.  

 ASSEMBLYMAN DeCROCE:  Okay.  I would agree with you 

on the radio.  Most of us in the Assembly and the Senate couldn’t even tell 

you what your call letters are. 

 MR. BURDGE:  Yes, because the stations are weak, and they’re 

not in most of the state; and people spend their time in the car in New 

Jersey more than any place, and you can’t just turn to a station. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN DeCROCE:  Yes.  So the balance of the 

people, though, actually assist some way in the TV technical area? 

 MR. BURDGE:  Yes, I think that would be accurate -- yes. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN DeCROCE:  Thank you. 

 SENATOR GILL:  Assemblyman Greenwald. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  Thank you, Madam Chair. 

 Dudley, I’m not suggesting that this is what you’re 

recommending.  I don’t know that it is what I would recommend, but I’m 

just--  My focus is, obviously, trying to find revenue for this.  I mean,   

that’s--  Revenue to increase the technology, expand its use.  As 

Assemblyman DeCroce just said, greater identification and, I think, 

expansion of the radio -- which more and more people are using.   
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 According to the plan that you guys have put forward, your goal 

would be to reorganize the New Jersey Broadcasting Authority as a public 

media corporation. 

 MR. BURDGE:  Right. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  And NJN itself should be 

revitalized and branded as a service-oriented public institution, like a 

utility.  Is that kind of--  Is that where your thoughts are? 

 MR. BURDGE:  Yes, yes. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  Okay.  It’s an interesting 

concept.  That’s why we’re here -- we’re trying to get ideas. 

 My understanding of a utility is:  In most counties, or in the 

county where I live, like Camden County, we have the Camden County 

Municipal Utility Authority, which is for water and sewer for County 

residents. 

 We pay on a quarterly basis, somewhere between $78 and $79.  

That’s a fee for access to the sewer system and the Water Authority.  It’s a 

revenue stream, which is critically important to the infrastructure of the 

County to attract business, ratables; and any business that moves in would 

want that.   

 MR. BURDGE:  Yes. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  If you are establishing a -- 

like a utility, or an authority, have you given any thought--  In the Task 

Force meeting earlier this week, it was identified that we need a minimum 

of $15 million to a number as high as maybe $25 million, with a goal to 

grow to those levels to do all of which we’re talking about: retrain the 

workforce, technology, etc., etc.  We know we’re getting somewhere 
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between $6 million and $8 million in charitable donations; we’re looking at, 

we need somewhere from a $7 million baseline to offset that.  What would--  

Have you, in your plan that you’ve presented to go to this utility or 

authority, have you given any idea as to a fee that would be charged to 

access the utility?  Where would that fee be paid?    

 Right now I’m using these terms loosely because, again, I’m not 

an expert.  I’m trying to educate myself and my colleagues on the board.  

But my friends at Comcast, which is what we had access to until FIOS came 

down to South Jersey -- both of these companies have, I think, a fee on the 

bill of some kind-- 

 MR. BURDGE:  Right. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  --which is for that access to 

that utility.  Have you thought about this at all?  Comcast and FIOS and 

Verizon are obviously not going to give you a chunk of what they’re 

charging.  There was a big discussion down in our region of the state:  If you 

wanted access to the NFL Network, Comcast was going to drop that.  There 

was a fee, I guess, that was added to the bill.  Is there a fee that would be 

added?  Would there be a discretion from the residents?  Would they want 

NJN?  Have you given any thought to this?  Is this a possible revenue 

stream?  And the question I keep asking:  Have any other states done 

anything like this?  Where does this idea come from?  And at the end of 

this, this is about revenues. 

 MR. BURDGE:  Yes.  The only place that I’ve seen information 

about it being done is Hawaii -- that they said the state was getting out of 

the TV business, but then -- I have to go back and look at the exact 

mechanism -- but I think it’s kind of similar to what you’re alluding to, that 



 
 

 40 

there was part of the cable fee that went to support Hawaii Public 

Television.   

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  Well, let me suggest that--  

I don’t think we’re going get approval for a field trip to Hawaii, so we might 

want to-- (laughter) 

 MR. BURDGE:  Right. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  You guys may want to do 

some research on it.  

 MR. BURDGE:  Yes. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  We’re going to have some 

of our staff do some research on it, but these are simple questions that 

should be asked and answered, and this Task Force is going to be charged 

with making a recommendation.  That’s why we’re asking these questions.  

So I don’t know-- 

 MR. BURDGE:  You know, I was hoping to find that out when 

I made these calls around the country-- 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  Right. 

 MR. BURDGE:  --and talked to people at the Corporation for 

Public Broadcasting.  And, aside from that, I haven’t gotten anything back, 

in part because I think in a lot of places -- in particular, some of the state 

networks that are seen as the best, like Wisconsin -- there have been cuts, 

but they haven’t been to the level that we’ve have over the years in the 

State funding.  So they haven’t had to grapple with it. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  And let me say this to you:  

I’m not--  I think everybody’s going on their own course to these answers.  
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We asked the same thing from Kent Manahan.  There ought to be some 

more collaborative efforts. 

 MR. BURDGE:  Absolutely. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  I asked her if she’d 

contacted equivalent Chairs of public broadcasting-- 

 MR. BURDGE:  Right. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  --and the same that we’ve 

asked of the Foundation; and from the labor leader side, I’m asking you.   

But you all should be calling-- 

 MR. BURDGE:  Yes. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  --I think, jointly and 

individually, to try to track this information down.  I mean, it’s an 

interesting question; I don’t know the answer to it. 

 MR. BURDGE:  I don’t know if you were here when I said it, 

but I think that that’s something that, with the current management in 

place, that it’s much more possible and easier and, I think, more fruitful to 

do. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  Okay. 

 MR. BURDGE:  And we certainly will do that. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  Well, let’s plant the seeds, 

because time is running short and the crop is due. 

 MR. BURDGE:  Yes. 

 SENATOR GILL:  Any other questions? 

 Senator Van Drew. 

 SENATOR VAN DREW:  Thank you, Chair. 



 
 

 42 

 Just speaking for myself, off the cuff, I just have to say the idea 

of a fee is an anathema to me, and I think-- 

 MR. BURDGE:  Yes. 

 SENATOR VAN DREW:  --that we just--  We fee, tax people 

to death, and my sense is that the Legislature probably would not have the 

appetite for that.  And I really even have a greater sense of the Governor, 

probably, would not have an appetite for it either. 

 MR. BURDGE:  Right. 

 SENATOR VAN DREW:  But just to discuss a little bit more; 

and maybe, if I could, through the Chair, if you could just give a very brief 

overview of the plan when I’m done asking my question here:  In general, 

what your plan is, and what it really means.  Is there any discussion of 

selling the radio stations, for example, in order to obtain the funding?  I 

mean, it may not be possible to do all of this properly, so do we just, in 

essence, unload all the radio end of it --  it hasn’t been very fruitful anyhow 

-- and make sure we invest in the television end of it?  Take the money that 

we receive for the radio and therefore really invest it in there, create some 

sort of an entity that keeps, obviously, getting an interest return on this.  

Have you thought about that at all?  Do you have any sense of that -- first 

question.   

 Second question:  You keep alluding to the Foundation and the 

numbers going down.  Candidly, is it your sense that the Foundation has 

fallen down here a little bit, which is making things even worse?  In other 

words, my question would be -- and I’m not asking the Foundation, it’s not 

fair -- why don’t we try to raise as much as we can while we go through this 

process, because it’s still ultimately going to good use? 



 
 

 43 

 Two questions. 

 MR. BURDGE:  Yes.  

 SENATOR VAN DREW:  So we should.  And that’s an 

interesting question with the Foundation. 

 MR. BURDGE:  Right. 

 SENATOR VAN DREW:  And secondly, selling the radio 

stations.  Do you have any thoughts on that? 

 MR. BURDGE:  Yes, I’m not the expert on the licenses.  There 

is a fellow by the name of Charlie Loughery, who I hope will testify in 

Montclair about this, who was a member for awhile, and then he was a 

manager for quite a number of years at NJN.  He did most of the work with 

the FCC, the licenses.  He is in his retirement; he runs a Christian radio 

station, and he seems to be pretty aware of the radio prices.  And there is-- 

 SENATOR VAN DREW:  Hope he’s praying for us at that 

station. 

 MR. BURDGE:  Excuse me? 

 SENATOR VAN DREW:  I said I hope he’s praying for us at 

that station. (laughter) 

 MR. BURDGE:  He is, and he does.  Interesting, really -- we 

had some other folks like that at NJN, too, and I understand they are 

praying a lot. 

 But his understanding and his belief is that the particular 

licenses that we have are probably worth around $9 million.  So it’s not a 

big chunk.  Then you can get into other kind of things that are more 

speculative.  Professor Goodman, essentially what I got from part of what 

she said in the broadband and the spectrum is it looks like these stations -- 
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the TV stations -- are going to be of value -- increasing value -- because the 

FCC and the market forces want to take the TV broadcast spectrum and 

move it to mobile broadband.  And it looks like sometime in the future.  

But it’s not going to help much with the next six months, the next year, 

probably in the next two years.   

 There’s another possibility -- and Charlie Loughery would really 

be the person to talk to about this -- that on rare occasions you can convert 

a public license to a commercial license, if it’s declared excess.  And-- 

 SENATOR VAN DREW:  That’s radio you’re speaking of. 

 MR. BURDGE:   No, TV. 

 SENATOR VAN DREW:  Television. 

 MR. BURDGE:  Which is a whole--  That’s many, many--  If 

you sold any of the TV stations, it would be probably hundreds of millions.  

The New York market clearly would be a couple of hundred million dollars.  

Then you kind of talk about an amount of money that you could really do 

some kind of endowment.  I have no idea whether that’s a real possibility or 

not, and what it would require to be able to do that -- because you would 

have to have a technical situation where a station could be declared excess.  

I don’t think it’s done very frequently, it’s my understanding, but--   It’s 

probably something we ought to look at and track down.  I mean, my sense, 

in terms of the radio’s:  It’s just not going to be that much money. 

 SENATOR VAN DREW:  Thank you. 

 Thank you, Chair. 

 SENATOR GILL:  And before I go to Assemblyman Greenwald, 

I think Assemblyman Greenwald was referring to number 13 on page 8 of 
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your report.  And since a fee is already being collected--  You may want to 

read that into the record-- 

 MR. BURDGE:  Yes. 

 SENATOR GILL:  --so it’s clear that your position is not that 

you should collect a new fee. 

 MR. BURDGE:  Right. 

 SENATOR GILL:  But that you should share in the fee that’s 

already being collected for the purpose of public access. 

 MR. BURDGE:  Right. 

 SENATOR GILL:  So maybe for completeness, how about if I 

read it -- the prerogative of the Chair.  

 “Provide for a portion of the existing statewide cable franchise 

fee.  For example:  10 cents per month to subscribers of cable, satellite, and 

FIOS to be dedicated to a stable NJN fund.  This franchise fee already 

sends money to support public access channels all over New Jersey, and a 

small percentage could be shared with NJN for its role in providing 

statewide public service.  Note:  This would not be a consumer increase, but 

a small slice of the existing fee shared with NJN Public Media Corporation.” 

 MR. BURDGE:  Right. 

 SENATOR GILL:  So just for completeness-- 

 MR. BURDGE:  Thank you. 

 SENATOR GILL:  --(indiscernible). 

 Assemblyman Greenwald. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  Madam Chair, you were 

reading my mind -- thank you.  That’s a very important point to make.  You 

know, as politicians there’s that immediate gag reflex every time the word 
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tax or fee comes up.  But the purpose of this Task Force is to understand this 

issue, and the reality is that every utility has a fee.  And those who utilize 

the utility pay that fee.  And, you know, if we want water and sewer we pay 

a fee.  If we want electricity for access to the internet, or for the lights to 

come on, we pay a fee.  The question that I was trying to--  I’m very 

appreciative that the Chairwoman read that, because that’s my point.  So 

the question is:  Are we using the current fee correctly?  In addition to that 

fee, the State was using taxpayers’ dollars up until now to help offset some 

of the costs of NJN.  

 MR. BURDGE:  Right. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  That money’s going away.  

And then my last point for consideration would be -- and the reason why I 

use the NFL Network example was because it was a consumer-driven issue.  

There was a push to the consumer who paid the cable bill and the fee as to 

whether or not they wanted that channel.  It would be a question for the 

consumer as to whether or not they want public broadcasting.  And I would 

tell you, as a consumer, the Greenwald household would say yes.   

 MR. BURDGE:  Right. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  I think many households 

would say yes. 

 MR. BURDGE:  Yes. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  Now, if the access to public 

broadcasting was going to double my cable bill, the answer would probably 

change quickly, but that’s not realistic. 

 MR. BURDGE:  Right. 
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 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  So it really comes down to 

a consumer-driven, competition-driven issue, and how do you use that 

information.  And, as a family with small children, public broadcasting is 

something that is accessed often in my house.  And I joke with him often, 

but my friend Keith White is the most avid watcher of public broadcasting 

of anybody I’ve ever met.  But that’s wonderful.  So it would be a 

consumer-driven issue, and that was my point. 

 My point to you is, and I’ll say it again:  I have not made a 

decision one way or the other on this.  But that has to be presented to the 

Task Force for consideration; and right now, there’s no clarity to that. 

 MR. BURDGE:  Yes. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  So. 

 MR. BURDGE:  Well, I’ll try to get something up on the 

economics of that.  And I’m drawing from memory, but I think this is right: 

I think 10 cents a month on all their cable bills and FIOS and -- I’m not 

sure whether you can do it on the DirecTV or not -- but it gets you a little 

over $3 million a year if you did it for everyone.  I understand that if you 

kind of have the choice, then you’re talking about, obviously, it would be 

considerably less. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  Well, many of the cable 

networks may--  They may even have chosen to include public broadcasting 

as a part of their core. 

 MR. BURDGE:  Right. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  That’s why it’s a question 

that has to be asked. 
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 MR. BURDGE:  Well, they actually don’t have any choice on 

it. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  Right. 

 MR. BURDGE:  There’s--  For public broadcasters, there’s 

something -- I believe it’s FCC regulations -- probably somebody here knows 

it better -- but they have what’s called must carry.  And as I understand the 

arrangement, public broadcast gets must carry, so the cable companies have 

to do it.  And incidentally, that’s one of the revenue streams for NJN.  It 

was around for years that they made a must carry for cable in New York, 

that there was an arrangement to let the Food Channel use that and they 

got money to support the station.  I think that’s phasing down. 

 But, anyhow, there’s the must carry; and kind of the other side 

of that is, as I understand it, is that that means public broadcasting can’t 

insist or mandate on what’s called a retransmission fee, which is something 

that all the commercial production -- the networks insist on.  You may 

remember -- I’m terrible about the Oscars and the Emmys, and which one is 

which -- the one that was in January-- 

 SENATOR GILL:  As long as you know who the stars are here, 

we won’t hold it against you. (laughter) 

 MR. BURDGE:  Yes, well, I don’t do very well on that.  I’m not 

going to win the quiz show. 

 But the one that was in January--  There was a big fight 

between Cablevision and, I think it was, NBC.  And NBC said, “You have 

to give us more of a transmission fee.”  And Cablevision said, “No, we 

can’t.”  And NBC said, “Well, you’re not going to show this.”  And, you 

know, they finally came to a deal, and 45 minutes into it Cablevision 
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people got to see it.  I mean, is there a possibility of finding a way to get 

some kind of retransmission fee?  It’s something we ought to look at. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  Through the Chair, I think 

that it’s something that has to be looked at, and I think the real question is 

-- if it’s a must carry issue, I think the question for the Task Force is:  How 

much are we currently collecting on that, and what is NJN’s share? 

 MR. BURDGE:  Oh, we don’t collect anything on that. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  Not what you do, but the 

cable companies do. 

 MR. BURDGE:  Oh, yes. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  And you said that you get a 

portion of that.  What is the portion of that, and how is it determined? 

 MR. BURDGE:  Well, NJN doesn’t get a portion of that now. 

 SENATOR GILL:  He wants to.  

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  Public Broadcasting does? 

 MR. BURDGE:  No. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  All right, we have to figure 

it out. 

 MR. BURDGE:  Yes. 

 SENATOR GILL:  Senator Van Drew. 

 SENATOR VAN DREW:  Just real quickly, and I think that’s 

the bottom line.  I think staff will -- and I think Chairwoman Gill was right 

on point there.  The issue is:  How much of existing fees can we use?  Using 

existing fees in some way, I think you’ll find support.  New fees and new 

costs, you don’t find support.  And that’s the reality.  So the real flashpoint 

is here:  How much can we use of the existing fees for those types of 
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purposes?  I would hope that we could.  I think that’s  a worthy goal and 

endeavor, and I think that’s something that we need to find out, 

substantively -- what the actual answer to that question is. 

 MR. BURDGE:   There are people in the BPU who are really 

the experts. 

 SENATOR VAN DREW:  Yes, so we have to find out.  It’s an 

important question.  It’s probably the most, to me, important question out 

of this recent discussion. 

 Thank you, Chair. 

 SENATOR GILL:  Thank you. 

 Any further questions? (no response) 

 Thank you very much, sir. 

 MR. BURDGE:  Could I just say--  

 SENATOR GILL:  You know, I’m a lawyer, so when you always 

say “just one more minute, please,”  I know what that means.  But we’ll try, 

okay? (laughter) 

 MR. BURDGE:  I did want to point out that, for anybody who 

hasn’t this, we do have some 15 different ideas on revenue generating.  You 

know, to some extent it’s going to throw everything in the sink and see 

where it comes out.  But, you know, I think if there’s a real commitment to 

doing it, including -- there’s, kind of, my values -- always makes me cringe, 

but I’ll go with it -- naming the building, right?  Somebody gives $2 million, 

and it can be the Whoever Center.  People have thought seriously about 

that, about some ways of reorganizing.  We are certainly willing to talk to 

whatever management about new ways of doing things.  Our folks have 
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said, “We’ll learn the new technology.”  Whatever it’s been, that’s what 

we’ve done all along, usually without training. 

 SENATOR GILL:  Okay.  So we’re not going to review what’s 

already been said, but we will look at, closely-- 

 MR. BURDGE:  Yes. 

 SENATOR GILL:  And we have been.  That’s where I got your 

13 -- paragraph 13. 

 MR. BURDGE:  Right. 

 SENATOR GILL:  We will review it in detail.  I know we have 

other witnesses, so if you have something new you would like to add, please 

feel free to addresses us. 

 MR. BURDGE:  Are all the members kind of aware of, 

basically, what the Public Media Corporation would do, the kind of powers 

it would have, compared to-- 

 SENATOR GILL:  Well, we wanted you to give us a brief 

outline of that.  

 MR. BURDGE:  I am going to be very, very brief. 

 SENATOR GILL:  So what we’re going to do is, we’re going to 

be able to read it -- unless you want to briefly outline -- or we’ll bring up the 

other witnesses and come back. 

 SENATOR VAN DREW:  Chair, through you, whatever you 

think is appropriate.  If just in five minutes, if we could have a-- 

 MR. BURDGE:  Oh, yes, I can do it. 

 SENATOR VAN DREW:  But no more. 

 SENATOR GILL:  We agreed.  That’s why-- 

 MR. BURDGE:  Oh, I can be quick. 
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 SENATOR GILL:  --we want--  We’re trying to direct the 

testimony, even though I have been -- said I’m testy.  But I’m trying to 

direct the testimony to specific issues so that if we have to -- this 

Committee -- research them. 

 MR. BURDGE:  Right. 

 SENATOR GILL:  And that’s why I wanted to know about:  

was it going to be State owned?  What it’s going to do?  So I’m not here for 

theoretical -- not that you are -- but what’s the bones of it?  How are we 

going to save you -- if we’re going to be able to do that -- what kind of 

structure, and where are we going?   

 So in five minutes -- he has the watch, let’s go. 

 MR. BURDGE:  I think I can do it in three. 

 SENATOR GILL:  Okay.  Let’s go to the substantive, practical 

issues that are raised in your NJN Public Television and Radio -- the plan 

for a New Jersey Public Media Corporation.  That’s where I want to go. 

 MR. BURDGE:  Okay. 

 Briefly, the Public Media Corporation addresses what we think 

are some current problems.  Right now, anybody hired -- and I understand 

the Governor’s Office has complained about this, and that they don’t want 

to do this, and we agree-- 

 SENATOR GILL:  You’re using a lot of your time talking about 

the Governor’s Office. 

 MR. BURDGE:  Okay. 

 SENATOR GILL:  Come on. 

 MR. BURDGE:  Right now, everybody hired has to be 

approved by the Governor’s Office. 



 
 

 53 

 SENATOR GILL:  Okay. 

 MR. BURDGE:  We see no reason for that; it doesn’t make 

sense.  If they’ve got the money to hire people, they should be able to do it 

and pay the consequences if they really don’t. 

 SENATOR GILL:  Okay. 

 MR. BURDGE:  So the hiring.  

 The procurement currently is very difficult, in part, I think, 

because NJN is like a fourth-string State agency, and it’s just at the bottom.  

State colleges can procure the same identical equipment in six months that 

takes two years-- 

 SENATOR GILL:  So with the issue of procurement:  What is 

the impact on NJN now?  Is it that procurement is such a long process that 

by the time you put in for a piece of equipment, it may well--  By the time 

they get it, it may need a new piece of equipment that has-- 

 MR. BURDGE:  Right. 

 SENATOR GILL:  --come out.  So that the procurement 

restrictions almost act as a barrier to being able to, in an efficient and 

timely manner, get the best equipment for what needs to be done.  Is that a 

fair statement? 

 MR. BURDGE:  Yes. 

 SENATOR GILL:  Okay. 

 And so we need to look to -- and under your New Jersey Public 

Media Corporation, there’s an issue about how procurement should be 

changed, or if you should be under the procurement structure at all. 

 MR. BURDGE:  Right. 

 SENATOR GILL:  Okay. 
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 Now-- 

 MR. BURDGE:  You know, you still have to get bids and that 

kind of thing-- 

 SENATOR GILL:  We understand.  We’re talking. 

 MR. BURDGE:  --but the organization -- the Public Media 

Corporation -- would do it. 

 SENATOR GILL:  Okay.  We’re talking. 

 MR. BURDGE:  Right. 

 Leasing:  NJN does quite a bit of leasing in towers.  They do do 

a spectrum leasing now, educational broadband services -- that’s what 

CLEAR in South Jersey -- Those are NJN assets that are being leased.  It’s 

very difficult -- same kind of problems with procurement; should be able to 

be done easier. 

 SENATOR GILL:  Okay, so leasing and whatever process you 

have to go through now with leasing, should be changed in order to make it 

more efficient. 

 MR. BURDGE:  Yes, they should be able to do it more directly.   

 SENATOR GILL:  Okay. 

 MR. BURDGE:  We may have lost a better deal on that 

CLEAR leasing thing.   

 SENATOR GILL:  All right. 

 MR. BURDGE:  It’s hard to say, but because of the delay and 

legal difficulties. 

 The fourth that Patrick Kavanagh mentioned is the labor 

relations -- that we would be able to negotiate language more appropriate to 

broadcast media organizations.   
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 The fifth and--  This is actually where the original idea -- it was 

originally called the New Jersey Public Broadcast Corporation -- came from.  

It was a Gordon MacInnes idea, when he was-- 

 SENATOR GILL:  You have five minutes; come on. 

 MR. BURDGE:  --Executive Director at NJN, and his reason for 

doing it:  At that point, the State funding was around 80 percent.  But he 

saw that wasn’t going to last.  And he thought by creating this new entity it 

would deal with the “I don’t want to pay for the State’s leaky roof” 

argument that I think Doug Eakeley talked about -- that the perception 

people do (indiscernible) State colleges and other entities, and it was just 

the idea of what actually would be a more independent broadcast media-

related organization. 

 SENATOR GILL:  And so that even the union feels that there 

should be more flexibility in the labor issue under-- 

 MR. BURDGE:  Right. 

 SENATOR GILL:  And I would assume -- and correct me if I’m 

wrong -- from what I’ve been reading and understanding, that some of the 

titles are not applicable to the duties and the functions of the-- 

 MR. BURDGE:  Well, we’ve got titles that deal with film. 

 SENATOR GILL:  Okay.  And so because of that -- and that’s 

not a function of the employees, that’s what’s required, there has not been 

able to be a more creative, efficient utilization of the workforce talent that 

we already have. 

 MR. BURDGE:  Yes.  I don’t mean to say that those things--  I 

don’t think they’ve been great impediments-- 

 SENATOR GILL:  Well, this-- 
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 MR. BURDGE:  --on the workforce issues. 

 SENATOR GILL:  But this is one of the things you want to 

change.  I didn’t ask--  I know it’s not--  It is an impediment.  I won’t give it 

a weight, but so that we understand conceptually those things -- that that 

has been one of the impediments.  Big one or not, but it has been one.  So 

that when we look as a Task Force to what we need to look at, we need to 

look at those kind of things based upon your model. 

 MR. BURDGE:  Correct. 

 SENATOR GILL:  Okay.   

 Any further questions? (no response) 

 Thank you very much. 

 MR. BURDGE:  Thank you. 

 SENATOR GILL:  Next witness. 

 MR. DONAHUE:  The Task Force calls as its next witness Mr. 

Bob Szuter, Director at NJN and a CWA Local 1032 member. 

B O B   S Z U T E R:  Thank you very much, again, for this opportunity to 

speak. 

 Would it be okay to read one or two pages? 

 SENATOR GILL:  Sure. 

 MR. SZUTER:  Thanks. 

 I would like to also address this idea of looking for models, and 

one of the reasons that’s so tough is that NJN is an anomaly.  And it’s the 

geography.  We’ve talked about this issue, but I’m not sure it’s quite 

understood to the level that it needs to be.   

 Never have so many citizens been so underserved by the media 

marketplace in which they live.  Now, one may not theoretically agree that 
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the State government should have a connection to a media outlet, but the 

New Jersey State Legislature stepped in years ago where the marketplace 

would not, and where the marketplace has not.  And that’s why NJN was 

created as a public institution. 

 Now, in a state that is often deeply divided by its regionalism, 

NJN is the only statewide network.  And I emphasize that -- statewide -- 

because I’m trying to prove why we’re an anomaly -- statewide.  And it’s 

been dedicated to bringing every part of New Jersey to every other part of 

New Jersey, and that mission has been unmatched by anybody in the 

private sector.  Commercial-rich stations that have their footprint in New 

Jersey -- they don’t do it; they have the resources, they don’t do it. 

 Nonprofit public stations in New York and Philly, that have far 

more resources, for 40 years have chosen not to do it.   They’ve got far more 

financial resources, and still they choose not to do it.  If you wait for them, 

you don’t need a crystal ball -- it’s not going to happen.   

 So NJN has this truly unique mission, which is to provide New 

Jersey with both the local content of the PBS ilk, but also straight news and 

public affairs that is typically provided in all the other parts of the U.S. by a 

local, commercial network affiliate.  Most PBS local stations do very little 

state-focused, original production, and I think only Oklahoma has a local 

PBS station that produces a daily news show like NJN, where they actually 

go out, collect footage, put (sic) a show like a commercial network would do. 

 And all of our other programs -- from news and public affairs, 

to documentaries and educational programs about the arts, history, and 

environment -- they’re all very substantive pieces at PBS-level quality.  But 

their production style was based on going out and collecting footage with 
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field crews and writers and reporter, and they’re venturing out over the 

entire state, and not just a city and its suburbs.  Because typically in a 

commercial affiliate that’s what they’re going to do.  Geographically, they’re 

just going to stick to that metropolitan market. 

 Now, whatever new system or new gear or type of production, 

whatever change there is in NJN’s future, the organization is still going to 

require a wide range of experienced and capable professionals to efficiently 

gather and produce quality information on topics statewide for viewers 

statewide.   

 Now, if I may just briefly say:  When I talk about statewide, in 

our Tuesday hearing there were some other models suggested.  And you’ve 

got to think of the notion of statewide two ways:  There’s statewide 

distribution and dissemination -- so that’s a benefit to a state, because the 

rest of the state is sharing one common -- or receiving one common, steady 

diet of news, public affairs -- the kind of information that those citizens 

need.  So Assemblyman Greenwald, when you mentioned the station in 

Cleveland:  They became a private entity -- a nonprofit radio station and a 

TV station merged -- but that was just the one in Cleveland.  And when I 

did a little research, they are one of 12 PBS stations that then become the 

Ohio Channel.  So it’s a broad system; it’s actually -- Ohio itself has 12 PBS 

stations, and they disseminate some of the C-SPAN-style coverage of what 

goes on at the statehouse, legislature, and the hearings --  which is great.  

But if you think about it, that’s statewide dissemination -- that’s 

distributing statewide.  NJN does that, too -- we reach statewide.   

 But there’s another definition of statewide, and that’s the 

collection of material.  In the case of the Ohio Channel, that’s going out 
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statewide, but everything takes place in the halls of legislature or where 

there’s a press conference.  What NJN does differently is, we’re not only 

providing the dissemination statewide, we’re also going out and collecting 

statewide.  We’re visiting towns in every county in the state daily.  And 

that’s labor intensive, but that’s also why we have this big commitment to 

stay connected to the state, because we feel that we not only cover what 

happens in government, we’ve got to cover nonprofits, we’ve got to cover 

companies, we’ve got to cover citizens; we’ve got to go out and collect 

information and share not just what happens in Trenton, but all over the 

state.  So we’re doing both parts of that statewide mission.  And that’s what 

really, really sets us apart from even other PBS stations that have 10, 20 

times the resources that we do.   

 And I would just hope that I could clarify that this is what 

makes us so different, because in other PBS stations, they don’t even bother 

with news because there’s usually a commercial affiliate just down the 

block.  So why bother?  So PBS stations all across the country don’t bother 

with that business.  And it’s very labor intensive, and it does require 

resources. 

 So the Task Force has to keep that in mind when you want to 

compare us to other PBS stations.  Because we’re doing the work of a 

commercial news network as well as a PBS station, in addition to other 

things like education and all that.  

 I’m sorry to-- 

 SENATOR GILL:  No, keep going. 

 MR. SZUTER:  --veer off there. 

 SENATOR GILL:  No, that’s very important.   
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 MR. SZUTER:  Okay. 

 SENATOR GILL:  I was going to question you about that. 

 MR. SZUTER:  Just two more bits here. 

 SENATOR GILL:  Go ahead. 

 MR. SZUTER:  So now as the media landscape changes, 

multiple platforms of distribution need to be expanded on and developed at 

NJN.  But those multiple formats require that original content still be 

gathered in ways that lend themselves to these multiple forms of expression 

and craft.  Everything gathered around New Jersey needs to be looked at as 

raw content that can then be used by writers, producers, and editors in the 

worlds of television, radio, new media, webisodes, web series, educational 

interactive use.  That’s doubling and tripling the output, which is something 

that the Media Corporation -- our new transformation if we had the 

investment -- that’s definitely what we would be shooting for, is using every 

piece of raw content more wisely and in multiple ways.  This widening of 

the creative delivery world will mean that more content will be made, and 

produced content in all forms will be distributed on multiple platforms that 

reach divergent and wider audiences.   

 But these forms of delivery still require professionals on the 

creative side and the technical side who share the mission of the current 

NJN professionals, but who also have honed the skills particular to their 

own medium -- whether that be radio, or new media, educational, web site 

design, social media promotion, and content management -- all those things 

that are part of this media upheaval. 

 A new NJN that expands its reach and delivery systems would 

be best served by expanding its professional teams as well, with an eye 
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towards teaming some current employees ready to shift gears with newly 

added professionals who bring their craft and technology skills into the NJN 

camp. 

 Now, created in the broadcast age, NJN was a noble experiment 

by the State to rectify the poor service of the media marketplace to the 

citizens of New Jersey and answer to a media void with a truly unique PBS 

station -- one that puts its local audiences first.  While the digital media 

marketplace unfolds with opportunity, New Jersey again finds its media 

choices slim, based on the whims of the marketplace.  But NJN has the 

trusted professionals and the production experience to renew this mission of 

service, and make it expand exponentially on multiple formats and in new 

ways. 

 Now, when we talk about this New Jersey Public Media 

Corporation, we feel that NJN could be a more effective media provider if it 

was transformed into a more autonomous public authority.  It is imperative, 

though, that this connection to the State remain permanent, because this 

solidifies fundraising and mission campaigns that are built on the premise of 

a long and stable level of professional service to New Jersey’s citizens. 

 NJN should be revitalized and branded as a service-oriented 

public institution, like a utility; one that should be invested in, and 

maintained for the broadest public good.  Now, this plan will require a 

continued investment on the part of the State in the short-term, but that 

investment is designed to stabilize NJN through a period of growth, and 

one that will repair some of the organizational damage done by over 15 

years of poorly managed resources.   There were private monies coming in; I 

personally would say that they were poorly managed.   
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 That initial investment will then retool NJN’s production 

efficiency, giving the organization the time and the capital to upgrade 

equipment, increase production of local programs, and make NJN both 

sustainable as an operation and attractive to public funders.  And I would 

just say:  If you really want to have more private funding -- and you’re 

talking about a very labor-intensive, resource-intensive system that is 

completely dedicated to this concept of statewide -- serving statewide and 

collecting statewide -- if State government has no interest in providing any 

funding to that mission, what private funder would?  My point being that if 

the State of New Jersey is not interested in building State community, State 

pride, and supplying State information, how do you go out to the private 

world if the State isn’t at least willing to commit that seed money and put 

their money where their mouth is?  And if they feel that it’s a very valuable 

thing to all the citizens of New Jersey, if the State does that even in tough 

times, that’s something that tells funders, “This organization is like an 

institution, it has value, and I’m going to put my money there because I 

know there’s going to be a long-term, beneficial return to the citizens of the 

state.” 

 This would be the wrong time to end this noble experiment and 

give NJN away, or let it continue to starve.  The need for NJN’s services has 

not gone away; if anything, reliable and grounded information for New 

Jersey citizens is more necessary than ever.  State pride, State identity, and 

statewide unity are needed more than ever.   A new NJN, retooled and 

powerful in its reach, could be on the eve of becoming a reality.  A new 

statement of commitment and support will reinvigorate this mission, and 
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once again turn NJN into a unique PBS station that puts its citizens first 

and brings New Jersey’s stories to everyone in the state. 

 Thanks very much. (applause) 

 SENATOR GILL:  Thank you. 

 I just have one question that I think is very important -- is the 

uniqueness.  It probably kind of got lost, because it got lost on me, that in 

all the other PBS examples there was a commercial enterprise station that 

covered other issues in the state, and New Jersey does not have a 

commercial station that covers New Jersey.  Is that one of the anomalies 

you were-- 

 MR. SZUTER:  Yes, very much so, and even if it does have a 

commercial affiliate. 

 SENATOR GILL:  A commercial affiliate? 

 MR. SZUTER:  Say, like in Secaucus, for instance.  Often, 

those stations inevitably -- if you monitor the programming, all the 

attention is turned toward New York. 

 SENATOR GILL:  So is the terminology commercial affiliate? 

 MR. SZUTER:  Well, I guess I would say commercial network 

affiliate.  

 SENATOR GILL:  Okay. 

 MR. SZUTER:  I use the phrase commercial just to discern 

between public stations, public nonprofits -- whether they’re licensees or 

State agencies -- but also commercial stations, in the sense that any licensee 

that can run commercials, collect, make a profit, and--  Two different 

worlds.  
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 SENATOR GILL:  I think that’s--  For me, that was a very 

important issue. 

 Any questions? 

 ASSEMBLYMAN DeCROCE:  I’d just like to make a little bit 

of a statement. 

 I appreciate what you’ve said, frankly.  Please understand that 

if the economic conditions in the State were good, and the financial 

condition of the State was strong, we wouldn’t be here.   None of us really 

wants to be here.  The reason we’re here is to try to protect the station the 

best we can, and to look for areas or ways in which we can do that, if 

possible.  Unfortunately, the Administration has deemed -- the fact that 

money is so tight that they want to look at other avenues with regard to the 

station.  But if we can come up with some ideas in order to continue what 

we’ve had over the years, I’m sure we all want to attempt to do that and 

protect as many people as we can. 

 MR. SZUTER:  I appreciate that. 

 SENATOR GILL:  Senator Van Drew. 

 SENATOR VAN DREW:  Just briefly, and then I would 

associate myself with what the Minority Leader and the Chair said as well:  

While everybody really does want to keep you all in business, it’s figuring 

out how to do it.  I mean, he asked the question:  Does New Jersey want to 

keep its commitment to this?  The answer is yes, but we are in uniquely, 

unbelievably difficult fiscal times.  Never before in history has something 

like this--  And you’re also right that never have so many people, the people 

of New Jersey, been underserved by media markets because of this very 

particular situation we are in between New York and Philadelphia.  We get 
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it; I believe we understand it, but the bottom line is:  We don’t have 

money.  So the real trick here is to figure out--  I mean, I keep 

reemphasizing this, but we all know it:  What are we going to do so you can 

survive in the short-term and the long-term?  You’ve laid out some good 

ideas about more flexibility and so forth -- I think that’s very good.  We 

have to find a short-term source of money as well, and the Chair kind of 

gave one idea of looking at existing fees and utilizing some of them; and I 

think that’s a really good idea and hopefully we can do that.  Assemblyman 

Greenwald spoke on that as well. 

 The bottom line is:  We can’t charge people more, and we can’t 

tax them more, so we’re going to have to look at what we have.  And the 

second bottom line is:  It’s not that the commitment isn’t there -- I mean, I 

just want you to all know that.  This is just something like we’ve never seen 

before.  But we have to keep the mission somehow.  That’s why we’re here, 

that’s why we sponsored this legislation -- because New Jersey will be 

underserved.  That’s one issue I believe everyone can agree upon, that if we 

don’t do something, New Jersey will be vastly underserved as far as their 

news and their information.  When you’re down in South Jersey, I hear 

about Philadelphia.  When you’re up in North Jersey, I hear about New 

York City.  And we very seldom hear about the State of New Jersey. 

 We have to continue to do it, and we’ve got to do it a lot 

better. 

 Thank you, Chair. 

 SENATOR GILL:  You’re welcome. 

 Any other-- 

 MR. SZUTER:  Can I just briefly-- 
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 SENATOR GILL:  You certainly can. 

 MR. SZUTER:  --respond?   It’s just that from our point of 

view, as well, we--  It was a long-term degradation, but now we are caught 

together in this unique time.  But that is also one of the reasons why we’re 

just saying to the Task Force:  Be very careful before you choose the option 

that disconnects this network from the State.  Because once those licenses 

go, even a well-meaning private group that really intends to do this  

mission--  If no other PBS station is doing this level of service, and you 

consider it important to have news, public affairs, and documentaries -- that 

level of production -- I can guarantee you it will not happen.  Even the 

heavy hitters in PBS have to make their choices about which types of media 

they’re going to do.  And like I said, NJN and the station in Oklahoma are 

the only ones who commit to doing, let’s say, a daily news show.  Not that 

that’s all we do.  But I’m saying -- if there’s any way that you could foresee 

that we can weather this through.   

 That’s why when--  I guess I’m just trying to answer the idea of 

not using -- disconnecting from the State, and transferring as a quick fix. 

Because, essentially, when you do that you’ll never get it back.  And I would 

think that even well-meaning private groups may not find a model to 

deliver what we deliver now.  They will, probably, be a decent PBS station 

in some capacity, one way or the other.  But most PBS stations do not focus 

on local content and local production.  And I can tell you that would be 

gone.  So if that’s important to you, just keep it in mind.   

 But we are definitely very intent on trying to pick and choose 

what we have to lose, what we have to focus on, and even what we have to 
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grow and expand in to deliver more.  And that delivery, I believe, will then 

mean that more private funders would be interested in investing in NJN. 

   So maybe we are going through a crisis that actually just 

transforms the station, but in a way that makes us even more attractive, and 

more appealing, and more effective in reaching all of the state.  That would 

be my hope.  But if you’re very interested in the mission, I think you have 

to do your best to keep that connection to the State, because it doesn’t 

travel to the next owner. 

 SENATOR GILL:  Or as the elders would say, “We must be 

careful not to throw the baby out with the bathwater.”  And to understand, 

also, that it is -- the bottom line is not just dollars, although dollars are 

important.  But our bottom line has to include the value of what NJN and 

the workforce has done. 

 There is another crisis that makes it even more important, I 

think, and hopefully will be included in our evaluation of what goes on.  

The newspapers are declining.  And so even with respect newsprint, our 

State may not be covered in the way that it normally is.  And so NJN is 

really very crucial.  And as we go along, I’m quite sure in our deliberations 

that we will remember that -- that not only will we not be serviced maybe to 

the degree that we want in terms of New Jersey-focused news, but that the 

print media is also going through a catharsis of sorts.  

 MR. SZUTER:  Yes. 

 SENATOR GILL:  And if we do not approach it in a more 

deliberative fashion, New Jersey may well be with limited coverage in the 

print media, and very little coverage in the TV media.  And so it’s a 

conversion of things and how can we--  Because this is about money, yes, 
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but this is more than money; because it can create an avenue to make New 

Jersey not only a destination spot, but this is an investment in the creation 

of more revenue through a larger, expanded, and creative force in how we 

talk about New Jersey in the media, and what we project.  

 So when I started this I thought it was simple.  And there really 

is much more to it than just transferring a license.   

 I’d like to thank you very much for your testimony. 

 MR. BURDGE:  Thank you. 

 SENATOR GILL:  Any further questions? 

 ASSEMBLYMAN DeCROCE:  Thank you. 

 SENATOR GILL:  Thank you. 

 Next witness. 

 MR. DONAHUE:  The Task Force calls as the next witness Ms. 

Donna Richards, on-air fundraising manager at NJN. 

D O N N A   R I C H A R D S:  Good morning, everyone, Madam Chair. 

 SENATOR GILL:  Good morning. 

 MS. RICHARDS:  Thank you for this opportunity to speak. 

 I’m Donna Richards; I work in NJN’s Membership Department 

as the on-air fundraising manager.  My official title is producer/director, so I 

don’t really have any managerial authority, however. 

 In order to do on-air fundraising effectively, it must be an 

integral part of a much larger marketing and development strategic plan for 

it to meet its full potential.  The process has needs that have to be met in 

order to do everything possible to maximize success regardless of the results.  

Leadership and management must take an active role in making decisions 
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and making sure that any and all fundraising efforts have what they need to 

generate positive revenue results. 

 Every effort is made to continue -- I make every effort to 

manage and produce on-air membership campaigns.  The process has been 

pretty much left unto itself.  Fundraising efforts at NJN have pretty much 

turned away from supporting the use of the on-air as part of the overall 

strategy and planning of how revenue is raised.  The only thing left that it 

does now is pretty much speculate: well, how much will it bring in?  So 

there’s just a -- you know, let me have the numbers and then we’ll just work 

it into the plan. 

 At Tuesday’s hearing it was noted that on-air fundraising brings 

in a net profit of zero dollars. I believe that if the process were measured 

solely against itself, the numbers would show that on-air fundraising does, 

in fact, bring in revenue.  However, right now every possible expense has 

been thrown its way to show that, perhaps, it’s not worth doing. 

 But also, creating or exploring ideas that could help supplement 

revenue to increase the net are usually handled kind of like a hot potato -- it 

gets kind of passed around, nobody wants to make the decision or deal with 

it, and it’s pretty much dropped.  So I guess one would think that, in the 

current financial downturn that NJN is currently experiencing, all ideas of 

revenue should be at least considered, and maybe even tested; but instead, 

many ideas are being dismissed as not worth the effort. 

 It’s very frustrating to often get negative reinforcement when 

you’re trying to come up with ideas, with phrases like, “Well, we can’t.”  

“Well, we’re not going to do that.”  “That shouldn’t be for us to do.”  Or, 

“we’re not going to get approval.”  There was a time when on-air 
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fundraising was viewed as a cash cow.  Now it’s just cash flow -- a way to 

help pay the bills. 

 In recent years the process has been allowed to deteriorate 

under the pretense of cutting expenses.  Investing in programming and the 

promotion of the network and its revenue-generating resources has pretty 

much taken a back seat. 

 Effective means of measuring success have been replaced with 

elaborate and seemingly less-expense software and database systems that are 

incapable of providing much-needed information or performing to help 

generate higher returns on investment. 

 Because the on-air fundraising process is driven by 

programming, it is essential to be able to track how you acquire individual 

donors by the programs they watch or listen to.  So you need to be able to 

generate reports that will give you information like: at what times do they 

like a particular kind of program?  Which incentives or thank-you gifts are 

most popular?  In order to plan future efforts, you need to be able to look at 

past program performance:  How much revenue did a particular program 

raise over a given period?  Which time slots worked best for those 

programs?  Did the program meet or exceed its necessary goals?   

 So at present, none of these resources are now available in an 

easily accessible form so that informed decisions can be made for 

subsequent on-air campaigns.  Some of those needs include a tracking 

system, which we used to have in place.  The system that houses past 

information that could still be useful in future information was dismantled 

and it now lives in the basement. 
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 So if on-air fundraising is expected to perform in a way that is 

going to be successful, I think some of these things that have been pushed 

aside and pushed away need to be reinstituted.  The idea that maybe we’re 

not going to do this anymore needs to be revisited.  I mentioned to one of 

my superiors a couple of weeks ago that I didn’t understand how I’m pretty 

much responsible for this task, and yet there are discussions on how to 

manage the process, issues that deal with it, ideas and questions, and at this 

point none of those discussions ever include me.  I’m not sure how that can 

be. 

 On-air fundraising is what’s called an acquisition tool that PBS 

developed many years ago.  The idea was to appeal to the viewers and 

listeners to encourage additional financial support in return for the quality 

programming and services that only public broadcasting provides, in essence 

making it a service worth paying for. 

 The objective of the on-air appeal is to build or acquire a 

database of donors that could then be cultivated into becoming annual 

renewing supporters -- mid-level donors, business members, and perhaps 

there could be some in the database who could be found to be major 

donors.  

 My duties are limited to the on-air effort of bringing people  in 

-- and it’s not really any further than that -- with follow-up cultivation for 

any of these other things. 

 National PBS documentation states that pledge or on-air 

fundraising drives represent the largest source of new revenue for stations.  

According to the PBS Index of Fundraising Performance, pledge revenue 

represents approximately 35 percent of the median total station 
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membership revenue.  I’m going to say it’s probably a lot higher than that 

for NJN. 

 Why conduct on-air fundraising drives?  One: to solicit 

financial support.  Two: to communicate directly with viewers and potential 

and existing members.  Three: to convey the mission and goals of the 

station.  Four: to build and reinforce relationships.  And five: people give 

because of the programs that we provide. 

 I understand it’s no secret that today’s economic climate has 

put a substantial damper on charitable giving.  I’m connected with 

colleagues and counterparts throughout the PBS system who are all 

suffering the effects of today’s financial climate.  We share with each other 

the endless struggle to come up with new ideas and strategies, what 

programs seem to work and which don’t, in order to at the very least 

continue to bring people in the door.  Get their names in the database and 

ready for cultivation. 

 Fundraising in and of itself is challenging enough.  But when 

you have a valuable resource like the people of New Jersey, who you are 

afforded the unique opportunity to connect with in a really big way, but 

instead you prefer to dismiss them, then who are we really here to serve? 

 I’ve been at NJN for 29 years, and somewhere along the line 

NJN’s mission -- to serve the people of New Jersey -- became my mission.  

This is what I do, and what I have done for the better part of those 29 

years, through programs I have produced and programming that I’ve put on 

the air.  So for me it’s not about who has the biggest wallet to buy in; it’s 

about serving the citizens of New Jersey. 

 Thank you.  (applause) 
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 SENATOR GILL:  Don’t leave. 

 MS. RICHARDS:  Excuse me? 

 SENATOR GILL:  Don’t leave yet. 

 MS. RICHARDS:  Oh, I’m sorry. (laughter) 

 SENATOR GILL:  Do you have any questions?  Any 

statements? 

 Well, I know that we certainly thank you.   

 So if you had a better mechanism, then you’re saying the on-air 

fundraising would reflect a better return? 

 MS. RICHARDS:  Yes.  

 SENATOR GILL:  And that, for one reason or another, the 

process for tracking on-air fundraising -- for attracting fundraising has not 

been available, through no fault of your own, at NJN in order to do it more 

effectively. 

 MS. RICHARDS:  Correct. 

 SENATOR GILL:  And so that when we look at -- because I was 

the one who brought up the zero-- 

 MS. RICHARDS:  Right. 

 SENATOR GILL:  Okay?  So that even if there was a number 

of zero, that does not reflect the effort that you put into it without the 

necessary tools to do your job completely. 

 MS. RICHARDS:  I believe so, yes. 

 SENATOR GILL:  And so for all of those involved in on-air 

fundraising-- 

 MS. RICHARDS:  One. 
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 SENATOR GILL:  I apologize. (laughter)  Because you have 

now explained it, and that’s very important, because the numbers may say 

one thing -- absent the experience and dialogue, we may have a different 

perception.   So for working in a climate where you don’t have all the tools, 

but you still continue, we thank you very much for it. 

 And I guess this does not--  Without having the proper tools, 

you don’t have the information to cultivate the information as to which 

programs people are contributing to, which programs may need help to 

designate-- 

 MS. RICHARDS:  Well, on a day-to-day basis, I can get that 

information.  I can look at the numbers and see I had 35 viewers who liked 

this show versus 12 viewers who liked the other.  But the idea is, over a 

period of time you want to be able to look at those program performances, 

see what kinds of programs people like during certain times of the year, 

certain times of the day, where the money comes in.  And in being able to 

do that, then you can track -- when you go to do, and set up, the programs 

for the next drive -- what kinds of programs are people watching at this time 

of day, or what kinds of programs are getting people to pick up the phone 

or go to the web site and make that contribution.  Right now I don’t have 

that mechanism in place anymore.  It’s a crap shoot right now. 

 SENATOR GILL:  Did you ever have the mechanism in place? 

 MS. RICHARDS:  Yes, I did. 

 SENATOR GILL:  And when you had the mechanism in place, 

the on-air fundraising was more robust? 
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 MS. RICHARDS:  Yes, it was.  Like I said, it was considered a 

cash cow -- you go on the air, you put the programs on the air, you’re doing 

the marketing for the programs, you’re attracting viewers to the shows. 

 SENATOR GILL:  And so you used to have the tools? 

 MS. RICHARDS:  Right. 

 SENATOR GILL:  Why were the tools no longer made 

available? 

 MS. RICHARDS:  Well, certain systems that we put in place 

were a little more costly than others.  But the organization felt it was 

necessary to have one type of software initially to coincide with the other. 

But eventually, the costs are too high so we have to replace one with the 

other.  So a very costly system stayed in place, and some of the lesser 

expensive systems were just dismantled. 

 SENATOR GILL:  Interesting. 

 MS. RICHARDS:  But in the process of the on-air fundraising--  

Again, on-air brings in new members.  It’s the mechanism for bringing 

people in the door.  But if you can’t track how you’re getting those people 

in the door, how do you cultivate them at the next step?  The piece of 

equipment that we have now is supposed to be the tool for cultivating, but 

if you don’t know how you’re bringing them in, in the first place, how do 

you go forward with cultivating?  So the cultivation is not being done 

because we still aren’t able to track anymore how we’re bringing them in. 

 SENATOR GILL:  Thank you very much. 

 Any questions? 

 Senator Van Drew. 
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 SENATOR VAN DREW:  Just one real quick one, more of a 

statement.  I state the obvious what everybody up here is thinking:  You 

need those tools.  I mean, whatever we’re going to do in the future with 

NJN, you obviously should be -- I really am stating the obvious -- on the 

cutting edge of being able to raise money, reach people.  There’s a lot of 

folks who support the type of programming that you have-- 

 MS. RICHARDS:  Right. 

 SENATOR VAN DREW:  --and the information that you give.  

And shame on us, not you. 

   But shame on, just as an entity, that somehow we’ve gotten to 

this point.  We should be the best at doing it.  If there’s anything--  I know 

we’re going to do a lot with this Task Force, but that certainly is, I think, 

one of the issues we’re going to have to at least direct people in a 

substantive way -- on how to raise the maximum amount of dollars during a 

very difficult time; and which has also been very difficult.  Again, it really 

doesn’t relate to you -- but during a time when we need more and we need 

help, the Foundation is actually producing a lot less.  And that’s very 

problematic, because that makes our situation even more exacerbating. 

 MS. RICHARDS:  Right.  But again, you know, on-air 

fundraising is supposed to be a part of the larger development plan-- 

 SENATOR VAN DREW:  We have to do this way better. 

 MS. RICHARDS:  --that integrates, you know, with all of the 

rest of the flow of fundraising to maximize everybody’s efforts.  But right 

now, on-air fundraising -- and it is on the Network side, not necessarily on 

the Foundation side.  I am a State employee-- 

 SENATOR VAN DREW:  Right. 
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 MS. RICHARDS:  --but I’m on loan to the Foundation in order 

to raise money through the on-air.  But that aspect has been separated out 

from the Foundation side. 

 SENATOR VAN DREW:  I’d like to see us be the best in the 

country at doing it. 

 Thank you, Chair. 

 SENATOR GILL:  Thank you. 

 Minority Leader DeCroce. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN DeCROCE:  I have one question for you.   

 MS. RICHARDS:  Sure. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN DeCROCE:  When you’re raising money, 

what is the cost to you -- to the station -- for each dollar raised?  Not how 

the net amount of money is spent, but what does it cost to raise that dollar? 

 MS. RICHARDS:  That’s a financial question I can’t answer. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN DeCROCE:  I mean, you bring people in-- 

 MS. RICHARDS:  Right. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN DeCROCE:  --and you have people who are 

on phones, you have people who are-- 

 MS. RICHARDS:  Right.  I can probably tell you what some of 

those costs are.  I can’t really tell you the numbers. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN DeCROCE:  Okay. 

 MS. RICHARDS:  Again, if it’s measured solely against itself, I 

believe-- 

 ASSEMBLYMAN DeCROCE:  What I’m trying to get at is:  

Are we making 60 cents on a dollar to put towards the cost of the program? 

 MS. RICHARDS:  Oh. 
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 ASSEMBLYMAN DeCROCE:  Or making 80 cents, 90 cents?  

What might it be? 

 MS. RICHARDS:  I would say 60 cents, I would say.  If it’s 

measured against itself, I would say we’re making 60 cents on a dollar. 

 SENATOR GILL:  Do you bring in other things that are 

valued?  Say you have 60 cents on the dollar, but then you have a thousand 

people who may have joined on-air that you can follow up with later.  So 

you have the dollar amount, and then you have the potential to cultivate--  

 MS. RICHARDS:  Right.  Then there’s the potential to 

cultivate through the direct mail, then asking them to renew the next year.  

Or you’re sifting through the database to find, you know, potential larger 

givers. 

 SENATOR GILL:  Any further questions? 

 Senator Greenwald. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  I’m going to be promoted 

by the end of the day. 

 SENATOR GILL:  I’ll tell you.  (laughter) 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  Somewhere Jim Beach is 

having a heart attack. 

 SENATOR GILL:  (indiscernible), you know, I’m in South 

Jersey. (laughter) 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  I’ve enjoyed listening to 

you and Bob very much.  Bob has raised a very coherent concern that if we 

were to stop investing in NJN, that it would be a challenge to the 

fundraising.  Do you agree with that statement?  Or could a new form--  

When I hear him speak -- and he’s very passionate about it, he’s very good  
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-- I agree the content should be the same.  I don’t know why this 

opportunity can’t be preserved to protect the content in a different 

structure.  So that’s why my questions always seem to be focused on 

structure.  But if that structure were to change, would that new structure 

not be able to raise the funds?  What would the challenge be, from a 

fundraising standpoint, if the content, which people supported, were to 

remain?   

 MS. RICHARDS:  If the content remains the same and we do 

what we need to do to promote what that content is -- to get the word out 

to people that we have this content -- I think we could continue to raise 

money through our content.  But there is a piece to on-air fundraising that 

NJN does not do right now, that most, or I should say many, other PBS 

stations do.  They create local programs specifically to fundraise around.  

There’s a format to fundraising programs that make them designed to 

fundraise.  NJN has not, and does not, create fundraising programs. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  It’s a very good point, and 

it’s something--  I’m sure there’s a reason why, but it’s something that we 

have to evaluate, going forward. 

 MS. RICHARDS:  Right, okay. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  Thank you. 

 SENATOR GILL:  Do you know why NJN doesn’t create the 

local programming for fundraising? 

 MS. RICHARDS:  I don’t know why.  It’s another one of those 

ideas that gets thrown around, but it just isn’t something that gets done. 

 SENATOR GILL:  And so this idea is not something that’s out 

of the box, but this is an idea that’s-- 
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 MS. RICHARDS:  Right, that many other-- 

 SENATOR GILL:  --used by established-- 

 MS. RICHARDS:  --PBS stations are currently using.  And a lot 

of times when we’re sharing our results amongst our colleagues and around 

the system, around the PBS system, a lot of times those programs that they 

are locally producing are their 4 out of 5, or 5 out of 5-rated -- top-rated 

revenue raising productions or programs. 

 SENATOR GILL:  So by not creating the local programs, we 

have failed to participate in a source of revenue to sustain the station. 

 MS. RICHARDS:  Right.  But at the same time, part of that 

argument might be the cost for the production of that programming to 

begin with.  But that’s something that needs to be explored, whether or not 

the cost of the project at the outset is going to then bring that back and 

then some, if you use it as a fundraising vehicle. 

 SENATOR GILL:  Which goes to Minority Leader DeCroce’s 

question about how much you get a return on what you-- 

 MS. RICHARDS:  Right. 

 SENATOR GILL:  --each dollar you bring in. 

 Thank you very much. 

 MS. RICHARDS:  Thank you. 

 SENATOR GILL:  Those are all the invited speakers.  We open 

it to the public.  If there are any further comments from the public. 

J A N I C E   M.   S E L I N G E R:  (off-mike)  Would you like me to 

(indiscernible) I can answer some of the questions? 

 SENATOR GILL:  If you can answer some of the questions, if 

you want to bring up other issues--  I saw someone raising their hand?  Oh. 
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 Mr. Donahue:  For the record, this speaker is Ms. Janice 

Selinger of NJN. 

 MS. SELINGER:  Yes, and just rather recently the Acting 

Executive Director and Acting President of the Foundation.  So I’m new to 

that role. 

 I wanted to first talk about the employees -- there was a 

question early on.  We do have 31 total employees who can retire with full 

benefits; 21 of them are union members.  Although I think a lot of them 

have no intention or desire to retire. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  Madam Chair, Madam 

Chair. 

 SENATOR GILL:  Yes. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  I’m sorry, could you give 

that number again?  I didn’t hear it. 

 MS. SELINGER:  Yes. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  Thirty? 

 MS. SELINGER:  There are 31 total employees-- 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  Who could-- 

 MS. SELINGER:  --who could retire with full benefits. 

 ASSEMBLYMAN GREENWALD:  And the second number-- 

 MS. SELINGER:  Twenty-one of them are union.  But again, 

I’m one of the 31, so obviously I’m working; and I think a lot of us would 

like to continue to work, but they do have that ability. 

 There are another 23 people who have the years, but not the 

age, and 21 of them are union employees.  So they’re, again, people who 
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could retire with penalty.  But then, again, that’s not something I think that 

a lot of them would like to do. 

 I wanted to also point out:  there was a question about us and 

how we’re kind of unique.  And I also wanted to, Assemblyman Greenwald, 

answer some of your questions about the other stations. 

 We are in the number one and the number four media market, 

with Philadelphia and New York there.  We’re also an overlap -- that’s an 

overlap situation -- but we’re also something that’s called a PDP station, 

which means we only air 25 percent of what PBS programming is.  So a lot 

of the other stations that we will be taking a look at and giving you some 

more information about -- like Maryland, for example -- is a full PBS 

member, and they are not a joint licensee like we are, and they do get state 

funding. 

 So we aren’t going to be saying that New Jersey or NJN is 

totally unique, because there are some models out there that we are 

investigating.  And we’ll get that information to you before the next 

hearing.  But there are some things about our situation that are, in fact, 

unique, so I just wanted to let you know that. 

 As far as -- I think the question was:  What could we do?  We 

are a really creative group of people.  I don’t want anybody to think that 

our people are not creative, and that we’re not doing things on new media.  

Last night, Zach Fink’s DRPA story -- you know, he was sending out 

Twitter notices on that; and we’re doing things on the web, and we’re doing 

webisodes, and we’re out there creating some really interesting content.  So 

we are doing things in different ways. 
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 We are taking a look at how to raise some more money.  That’s 

something that, again, I’m new to this particular role.  I’ve worked with the 

Foundation in my previous role as Deputy Executive Director for 

Production and Acting Chief Operating Officer, but I’m new to the 

Foundation.  Actually, I had a meeting yesterday to talk about what we 

could do.  One of the things that I clearly want to do -- and I think Dudley 

referenced the fact that we took a little trip to look at some other stations -- 

I want to modernize what we can do with our news equipment, and I’d like 

to find some foundations that would be interested in giving us money to 

support that.  And that’s about -- for news, our engineers have said that’s 

about $1 million.  We could really make a huge difference with that kind of 

investment.   

 And there’s some other funding that we would like to do as 

well.  I know that it was talked about, as far as what Detroit was able to do 

with trying to do a capital campaign.  I think that’s something that’s really, 

really important to do.  If you can do it in a city like Detroit, even in this 

economic situation, I think there’s a lot that can be done.   

 I also attended, I guess about a year or so ago, a meeting with 

some other PBS programmers.  And one of the programmers said to me, 

“You really have a great opportunity in New Jersey because of the wealth 

for planned giving.  You’re really leaving a lot of money on the table, you 

know.”   But that is something that’s not fast; it’s a long-term goal to be 

able to do that, but it’s an important thing to do. 

 And I have something that I talked about when I briefly sat in 

this seat as temporary Acting Executive Director after Kent retired -- was 

the idea of doing a concert.  I would love to be able to do a benefit concert 
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for NJN, maybe with another nonprofit, with one of our major New Jersey 

celebrities.  I think that would be a way to generate revenue and get the 

word out about NJN.  So I mean, we’re--   

 And I also do want to tell you that I know there was a request 

for what we could do to be forward thinking and what we could do to come 

together with this.  And we are diligently working on that -- but obviously I 

just got that request on Tuesday.    So I will-- 

 SENATOR GILL:  Too bad, because I’ve been making it for a 

while-- 

 MS. SELINGER:  --try to get-- 

 SENATOR GILL:  --so it’s not because it hasn’t been made.   

 MS. SELINGER:  Oh, no, no.  I’m just saying me, personally. 

 SENATOR GILL:  Right; you, personally. 

 MS. SELINGER:  I just personally got that request.  So we are 

working on doing that, and we will get you, certainly, some information on 

that before the next hearing. 

 I suppose the other thing--  What Donna did comment on:  

Yes, I mean, we did have some attempts over the years to try to do some 

fundraising programming, and I think that would be a great thing to do.  

We had an instance -- it wasn’t something we produced locally -- but we 

had a program called The Borinqueneers, and we had Sam Delgado from 

Verizon who came on and did a pledge drive with us.  And he called out to 

people right on air, and we were very successful with the money that we 

raised with that particular program.  So I do think Donna’s right: that there 

is an opportunity to do more, to try to create something that will appeal to 

our viewers and get people to contribute. 
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 SENATOR GILL:  We were just talking about how much fun 

that was, because you’d have different people who you’d know who were 

doing the on-air.  Local--  I mean State, but local (indiscernible), and you’d 

call in and pledge because the person--  Yes, that was--  I wasn’t on, so this 

is not a political endorsement; it’s just that it used to be fun.  And you 

would call in because you knew the particular person.  I think one time the 

Secretary of State was on, and we called in and--  That was really very good. 

 Any other questions? 

 ASSEMBLYMAN DeCROCE:  None. 

 SENATOR GILL:  Well, any other public comment? (no 

response) 

 Thank you very much.  We will-- Our last and final meeting 

will be September 23 in Montclair at the Municipal Building on Claremont 

Avenue.  And we will discuss asset valuation, programming, and any other 

issues that we have not discussed.  And then we will come together to 

deliberate and issue a report. 

 So thank you very much.  The meeting stands adjourned. 

 

(HEARING CONCLUDED)  


