
IN THE MATTER OF : NEW JERSEY DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

THE CERTIFICATES OF : STATE BOARD OF EXAMINERS 

EDWARD C. MEIER  : ORDER OF DISMISSAL 

_______________________ : DOCKET NO: 1516-159 

Edward C. Meier (Meier) is the holder of a standard Teacher of Social Studies certificate, 

issued February 1977; a standard Teacher of Elementary School certificate, issued August 1980; 

a standard Teacher of Driver Education certificate, issued July 1983; a Student Personnel Services 

certificate, issued February 1985; and a standard Principal certificate, issued in March 1988.   

At its meeting of January 21, 2016, the State Board of Examiners (Board) reviewed 

information it received from the Bergen County Prosecutor’s Office and the Office of Student 

Protection (OSP) regarding Meier.  On May 21, 2015, Meier was indicted on three counts of 

Aggravated Sexual Assault (1st degree), N.J.S.A. 2C:14-2a(1); two counts of Sexual Assault (2nd 

degree), N.J.S.A. 2C:14-2b; and one count of Endangering the Welfare of a Child, Sexual Conduct, 

N.J.S.A. 2C:24-4a.  It was alleged that he inappropriately touched his five year old daughter, as 

well as having made his daughter inappropriately touch him.   

At its meeting of March 3, 2016, the Board issued an Order to Show Cause to Meier as to 

why his certificates should not be suspended pending disposition of the criminal charges.  Meier 

consented to a suspension pending the outcome of the criminal charges.  On September 16, 2016, 

the Board entered an Order of Suspension pending the outcome of the underlying criminal charges. 

On April 4, 2017, the Bergen County Prosecutor recommended dismissal of the indictment 

against Meier.  On April 6, 2017, Meier provided a copy of an Order in which the Bergen County 

Prosecutor recommended that the indictment against him be dismissed.  The dismissal came 

following motions before the Superior Court of Bergen County regarding the admissibility of 
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certain evidence.  On May 12, 2017, the Board voted to vacate the Order of Suspension pending 

the criminal outcome in light of the dismissal of the underlying criminal charges.   

At its meeting of June 15, 2017, the Board issued an Order to Show Cause (OSC) to Meier 

as to why his certificates should not be revoked.  On June 19, 2017, the Board sent Meier the OSC 

by regular and certified mail.  The OSC provided that Meier was required to file an Answer within 

30 days pursuant to N.J.A.C. 6A:9B-4.6(b).  Meier filed an Answer on August 14, 2017.  See 

Answer.   

In his answer, Meier admitted that he was indicted, but denied the alleged conduct with his 

daughter and stated that the criminal charges were dismissed.  Id. at ⁋⁋ 3-4.  Meier argued that 

“any potential revocation would be entirely unjustified.”  Id. at ⁋ 4.  He also submitted a letter 

“objecti[ng] to any further consideration of or possible adjudication that there be a ‘revocation’ in 

light of the dismissal of [criminal] charges.”  Id. at ⁋ 5.  As there were material facts in dispute, 

the Board transmitted the matter to the Office of Administrative Law (OAL) for a hearing as a 

contested case on October 17, 2017.   

The hearing in this matter was held on July 14, 16, 19, and 20, 2021; December 2 and 31, 

2021; and January 12, 2022.  Following the submission of post hearing briefs, the record closed 

on October 26, 2023.  On January 26, 2024, Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) Elissa Mazzone 

Testa issued an Initial Decision.   In the Matter of the Certificates of Edward C. Meier, OAL Dkt. 

No. EDE 15443-17 (Initial Decision, January 26, 2024).   

The ALJ heard testimony from several witnesses in this matter.  M.M., a minor, and P.M., 

parent of M.M., testified on behalf of the Board.  Id. at 23.  Gerald Cooke, Ph.D., Meier and five 

character witnesses testified on behalf of Meier.  Id. at 14, 23.  The ALJ determined that “[t]he 

uncontroverted testimony of the sole medical expert in this case, Dr. Gerald Cooke, is that M.M.’s 
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memory is irredeemably distorted and tainted and that her statements are absolutely unreliable.”  

Id. at 15.  The ALJ found that “M.M. is incapable, even if through no fault of her own, of providing 

any sufficiently reliable information.”  Id. at 16.  The ALJ held “M.M.’s testimony and any and 

all investigative videos and transcripts are stricken from the record in their entirety.”  Ibid.  The 

ALJ found that the record demonstrates that P.M.’s testimony was “not genuine and not true” and 

was “replete with insurmountable inconsistencies[.]”  Id. at 17.  The ALJ found only Meier and 

Dr. Cooke to be credible witnesses.  Id. at 19.   

Based on the testimony presented and her credibility findings, the ALJ made findings of 

fact.  The ALJ found that Dr. Cooke’s testimony was uncontroverted.  Id. at 15.  The ALJ also 

found that Dr. Cooke opined that M.M. is not a reliable informant.  Id. at 16.  Specifically, the ALJ 

accepted Dr. Cooke’s testimony that M.M.’s memory was “irredeemably distorted and tainted and 

that her statements are absolutely unreliable.”  Id. at 15.  And that “M.M. is incapable of providing 

reliable testimony as a witness in a court proceeding and that M.M.’s memory is even less reliable 

now due not only to the general passage of time and its impact on memory, but also a result of the 

damaging influence of P.M.’s incessant discussions with M.M. and vilification of respondent.”  Id. 

at 15-16.   

The ALJ also found that “[b]y her own admission, P.M. did not witness the alleged act of 

sexual abuse and had no personal knowledge of same.”  Id. at 20.  Further, the ALJ found that 

“[a]ny reference to the grandmother’s report is uncorroborated hearsay any prior statements cannot 

be deemed reliable because there is evidence in the record the [the grandmother] suffered from 

Parkinson’s at the time she reported the allegation of sexual abuse and may have been suffering 

from hallucinations.”  Ibid.  The ALJ also found that Meier “adamantly denie[d] these allegations 

and denies any inappropriate contact with his daughter that he has tragically been separated from 
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since the initiation of these horrific allegations in 2014.”  Id. at 21. 

Based on the above findings of fact, the ALJ concluded that the Board did not meet its 

burden of proof and that the credible and competent evidence preponderates in favor of Meier.  Id. 

at 20-21.  Overall, the ALJ determined “that the evidence necessary to sustain a serious allegation 

against a veteran teacher with nothing in his history to indicate such conduct has not been produced 

by the Board.”  Id. at 18.   Further, the ALJ concluded “that there has not been sufficient evidence 

presented to conclude that a sexual incident occurred” and thus the Board failed to meet its burden 

to prove the allegations against the Respondent and the OSC should be dismissed.  Id. 19-21.   

On March 22, 2024, the Deputy Attorney General (DAG) representing the Board filed 

Exceptions to the ALJ’s Initial Decision.  The DAG argued that M.M.’s testimony should not have 

been stricken as the ALJ did not independently evaluate M.M.’s credibility or ability to testify 

truthfully.  See Exceptions at p. 8-9.  The DAG also argued that the ALJ’s finding that P.M.’s 

testimony was not credible was arbitrary because there were no inconsistencies in her testimony.  

Id. at 9-10.  Further, the DAG argued that the ALJ erred by relying solely upon Dr. Cooke’s 

testimony, which constituted a net opinion that should have been disregarded, because Dr. Cooke 

admitted that he never personally interviewed or evaluated M.M. and further he conceded that 

M.M.’s first interview was not tainted.  Id. at 11-12.  Lastly, the DAG argued that the ALJ

committed a grave error when she misapplied the hearsay rules and relied upon a baseless and 

arbitrary assumption that because the grandmother was suffering from Parkinson’s disease and 

taking medication, she may have hallucinated the sexual abuse she witnessed.  Id. at 13.     

In his April 12, 2024 Reply Exceptions, Meier argued that the exceptions asserted by the 

DAG are without merit as the ALJ “thoughtfully and completely analyzed the issues” and that 

there was no basis to reject the ALJ’s credibility findings and factual findings as they were “wholly 
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supported by the record.”  See Reply Exceptions at p.1-2, 19.   Ibid.  Overall, Meier argued that 

“this case came down to credibility” and that P.M. was not credible, and he offered specific 

examples of what he claimed to be inconsistencies or impeachment of her testimony. Id. at 2-11.  

Meier also argued that the ALJ’s decision to strike the testimony of M.M. was supported by 

competent and sufficient factual evidence, expert evidence, and credibility assessments. Id.  at 12. 

Further, Meier argued that there was no error by the ALJ in accepting the opinion of Dr. Cooke 

because it was not a net opinion.  Id. at 14.  Lastly, Meier argued that the ALJ’s determination as 

to the grandmother’s statement was proper because “the evidence in the record confirms that the 

grandmother was taking medication that causes hallucinations and even further that the 

grandmother was in fact experiencing hallucination, which P.M. did not deny.”  Id. at 17-19.   

After a complete review of the above, the Board voted at its May 23, 2024 meeting to 

remand this matter to the OAL, finding there was insufficient information provided in the Initial 

Decision for the Board to decide the matter.  In the remand, the ALJ was directed to clarify her 

credibility determination in regard to the minor child witness, consistent with In re Perrone, 5 N.J. 

514, 522 (1950), and State v. Locurto, 157 N.J. 463, 474-75 (1999).  Additionally, the ALJ was 

directed to clarify her credibility determination as to the testimony provided by Dr. Gerald Cooke 

and discuss whether Dr. Cooke’s testimony was a net opinion, and if so, whether any modifications 

to the credibility determinations previously made are necessary.   

On February 4, 2025, ALJ Joseph A. Ascione issued an Initial Decision on Remand.   In 

the Matter of the Certificates of Edward C. Meier, OAL Dkt. No. EDE 08249-24 (Initial Decision 

on Remand of EDE 15443-17, February 4, 2025). 1  The ALJ found that Dr. Cooke’s testimony 

was not a net opinion because his testimony was formed by facts made known to him that were 

1 ALJ Ascione was assigned the remanded matter because Judge Testa was appointed to the Superior Court prior to 
the remand.  Id. at 2. 
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within the scope of his special knowledge and experience and was not a bare conclusion 

unsupported by factual evidence.  Id. at 9.  While the ALJ was unable to fully opine on the prior 

ALJ’s thought process, he nevertheless found that M.M. was not credible for substantially the same 

reasons.  Id. at 14-16.  The ALJ found that it was likely that M.M.’s statement “do not possess 

particularized guarantees of trustworthiness that support their reliability.”  Id. at16.  The ALJ noted 

the key issues raised in the record were inconsistencies between M.M.’s multiple interviews and 

testimonies, inconsistencies between M.M.’s testimony and that of others, and the use of language 

uncommon for a child of that age.  Id. at 16-17.  As a result, the ALJ concluded that the Board 

failed to meet its burden of proof that Meier’s actions constitute conduct unbecoming and just 

cause to warrant the revocation of his teaching certificates.  Id. at 17. 

On March 3, 2025, the DAG filed exceptions to the Initial Decision on Remand.  The DAG 

argued that the Board should reject the ALJ’s decision because it “relies upon arbitrary conclusions 

and several factual assertions that the record does not support.”  See Exceptions, p. 6.  Specifically, 

the DAG argued that the ALJ erred in rejecting M.M.’s testimony because he failed to 

independently evaluate M.M.’s credibility or ability to testify truthfully at all.  Id.  The DAG also 

argued that “[t]here is no rational basis to conclude that M.M. fabricated testimony simply because 

certain psychologists expressed concerns 7 years earlier than when she testified at the hearing here 

as a 12 year old, or because she had not spoken with her father and because her parents were 

divorced.”  Id. at 7.  Further, the DAG argued that there is no basis to support the ALJ’s conclusion 

that “P.M.’s vilification of Meier discredits M.M.’s testimony.”  Ibid.  

The DAG also argued that the ALJ erred by relying primarily on the testimony of Dr. 

Cooke.  Id. at 8.  Specifically, the DAG argued that Dr. Cooke admitted he never personally 

interviewed or evaluated M.M., thus his opinions as to the reliability of M.M.’s previous 
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disclosures were inadmissible as net opinions.  Id. at 8-9.  Further, the DAG argues that since Dr. 

Cooke conceded that M.M.’s first interview was not tainted, then M.M.’s testimony that was 

consistent with the first interview should be accepted as competent evidence against Meier.  Id. at 

8. In the alternative, the DAG argues that if Dr. Cooke’s opinions are found to be reliable, the

decision ignored the crucial evidence – the statements M.M. made during the first interview.  Id. 

at 9.  The DAG also argues that Dr. Cooke testified that it was possible that M.M. was the victim 

of sexually-motivated touching and that what she disclosed regarding Meier actually occurred. 

Ibid.  Meier did not file a reply brief. 

The Board must now determine whether to adopt, modify, or reject the Initial Decision on 

Remand in this matter.  At its meeting of April 11, 2025, the Board reviewed the Initial Decision 

on Remand and the Exceptions.  After full and fair consideration of the January 26, 2024 Initial 

Decision, the March 22, 2024 Exceptions filed by the DAG, the April 12, 2024 Reply Exceptions 

filed by Meier, the Board’s May 23, 2024 Remand Order, the February 4, 2025 Initial Decision on 

Remand, and the March 3, 2025 Exceptions filed by the DAG, the Board voted to adopt the Initial 

Decision on Remand.   

The Board has the authority to “issue appropriate certificates to teach or to administer” and 

“may revoke the same under rules and regulations prescribed by the State board.”  N.J.S.A. 18A:6-

38; see also N.J.A.C. 6A:9B-3.2 and -4.4); Morison v. Willingboro Bd. of Educ., 478 N.J. Super. 

229 (App. Div. 2024), cert. denied 258 N.J. 143 (July 11, 2024).  The Board may take action 

against a certificate holder on the basis of “demonstrated inefficiency, incapacity, conduct 

unbecoming a teacher, or other just cause.”  N.J.A.C. 6A:9B-4.4; see also Morison, 478 N.J. Super. 

at 246, 248 (the Board is responsible for protecting schoolchildren from improper teacher conduct 

and may suspend or revoke an educator’s continued ability to serve as a teacher at any public 
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school based on unbecoming conduct). Unbecoming conduct is defined as “conduct ‘which 

adversely affects the morale or efficiency of the [department]’ or ‘has a tendency to destroy public 

respect for [government] employees and confidence in the operation of [public] services.’”  

Bound Brook Bd. of Educ. v. Ciripompa, 228 N.J. 4, 13 (2017) (quoting In re Young, 202 N.J. 50, 

66 (2010), Karins v. Atl. City, 152 N.J. 532, 554 (1998)).  “[A] finding of unbecoming conduct 

‘need not be predicated upon the violation of any particular rule or regulation, but may be based 

merely upon the violation of the implicit standard of good behavior which devolves upon one who 

stands in the public eye as an upholder of that which is morally and legal correct.’”  Id. at 13-14 

(quoting Karins, 152 N.J. at 555).  “It focuses on the morale, efficiency, and public perception of an 

entity, and how those concerns are harmed by allowing teachers to behave inappropriately while 

holding public employment.”  Id. at 14.  “The touchstone of the determination lies in the certificate 

holder’s ‘fitness to discharge the duties and functions of one’s office or position.’”  Young, 202 

N.J. at 66 (citing In re Grossman, 127 N.J. Super. 13, 29 (App. Div. 1974)).   

As noted above, after reviewing the testimony in the record, the ALJ found that M.M. and 

P.M. were not credible witnesses and that no competent, credible evidence was presented that

Meier engaged in the alleged conduct, a finding essentially consistent with the outcome of the 

criminal matter against Meier.  The only person to claim to have seen the alleged conduct was the 

grandmother, who died before the hearing at the OAL and whose statements were not found to be 

credible due to concerns over her state of mind.  Absent any other credible testimony to the 

contrary, the Board finds there no evidence demonstrating that Meier engaged in any conduct 

unbecoming of an educator.  The Board is constrained by the ALJ’s findings of facts and credibility 

determinations in this matter.  The Board does not find a sufficient basis by which it could overturn 

same.  N.J.A.C. 1:1-18.6(b).  
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The ALJ also found that dismissal of the OSC was warranted.  The Board agrees that no 

credible and competent evidence was presented that Meier engaged in unbecoming conduct.  Thus, 

the Board finds the ALJ’s conclusion to dismiss the OSC was proper.   

Accordingly, on April 11, 2025, the Board voted to adopt the Initial Decision on Remand.  

On this 22nd day of May 2025, the Board formally adopted its written decision to adopt the Initial 

Decision on Remand in this matter and it is therefore ORDERED that the Order to Show Cause 

issued to Edward Meier is hereby dismissed, effective immediately.     

_______________________________ 
Rani Singh, Secretary 
State Board of Examiners 

Date of Mailing:   5/23/2025  
via certified and regular mail 

Appeals may be made to the Commissioner of Education pursuant to the provisions of N.J.S.A. 
18A:6-38.4. 


