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Ladies and Gentlemen: My ·name is Gil be·rt Deardorff. A number of 

you know me from previous mee~ings. For those who do not, I_ am·. · 

the Staff Assistant to the Assembly Taxation Committee, among 

.;,i. other things, 

! 

I have been advised by Assemblyman Van Wagner, the Chairman · 

of the Committee ~ho was scheduled to be the Committee member in.· 
·' 

charge today, that ·an emergency ha-s arisen and that he will be 

unable to be here, at least for some tiine.1 He has asked me·to 

proceed with"the hearing in otder.that no inconvenience will be: 

caused to those of you who have come. here tci present your views 

to the Committee .. 

In view of the fact that this meeting is being recorded for··. 

the benefit of the Committee in its :de.ii.berations, Mr~ Van Wagner's 

absence at tt,is time will not prevent the full consideration of 

what you have to say. If the hearing lasts a consi der«fbl e length 

of time he will probably be h_ere. · 

Therefore; in view of what I have just said we wil 1 proceed 

with the te~timony. 

This is. the second public headng held by the Committee. The 

first was held in Pennsauken-on July 12, and there will be a -number 

of additional hearings througho~t. the State. The schedule for . ·.·· 

those hearings has not been establi.she.d except for a hearing to be·· 

held in-Newton on August 16. 





, 

DEARDORFF: .: I have as the first speaker .. this afternoon, .Mr~ 
' . 

. . . ,·. 

Strada. Wou:1 d you. p 1 ease· come forward Mr.· Strada.··· 

STRADA: Since this is for; the··record, my st.atement·· is a'ddressed 

to members of the General Assembly Committee on Taxation~ I am. 

Richard Strada, D'e'putyMayorofDov~r ToWnship.· .. Also for the 
... ··.· .. · .. > ) : ····•·. . . ... ' .. • ..•. 

record, I sp~·ak as a member of th·e Township1 Con11Tlittee' as an 
; . . - . . . 

i n d i V i d u a 1 - - . I d O : n O t ··s p e a k f O r the w h 6 l e TO w n s h i p O f DO v e r, 
in Ocean County. 

I have requested this opportunity to speak in relit~6~ to 

your letter of July 20; 1977. in that letter you state.that 

your intention is to seek t-ax refo~m 1at the local level. through 

the elimination of' inequiti.es whirever possible. The spe:ci'fic 
. I . . 

inequities with v,hic:h I am most concerned are the tax appeal 
. . . _·. ·-.. .· . ' _._·: .· . 

process and ~he st~tus of tax exempt prop~rty of other gbv~rn~ 

mental units. And just as you m~nti6ned before about th~ 

ancillary areas, one Of the things I am going, to ·talk about is 

an c i 11 a r y rat he r than r i g h t to . v a l u a ti on a n d a s s es s men t . 

As we are all ~ware, tax appe~ls are now taken from the 

Co1Jnty Board• of Taxation to the State Division of Tax Appeals·. 

As the syste~ now operates part-time, quasi-judjctal, hearing 
. . 

off i c e rs pre;~ i de a t th~ · S ta t e D i v i s i on l e v' e l . Aft e r con s u 1 tat i on 

w i t h o u r L aw De p a rt me n t , I w o u l d 1 i k e to s u g g e t t h a t 1 e g i s l a ti 9 
now pending before thf State Legislature which would .replace the 

d i V i s i. 0 n w i th a f u l l - ti me ta X C 6 u rt w i th i n the s ta t e . J (J d i C ;.a r y 
. . 

recE;?ive the Jul lest supporf of everyone involved. If staffed 

properly, su''ch a courf could ~educe the·existing backlog of·, 
•' 

tax appeals .and create ·a more balanced "case law 11 in this area. 

Although.I cannot speak fo,r other municipalities,' 5t .• has 

been Dover T'ownshfp's·expefierice that.the pres.ent system· has 

.) 



. i 
I ., :- . .. . .' 

·. established a legal environment! o.f uncertiiinty and a feeling-that 
i 

. municipalities wtll be 'unable tio achieve>equitab_le trei;l.trnent in 
·: ·j 

. ..·. .,,·· l 
the Dfvision; due to the reporteld domination bf the field .. by fotir 

• ._· . - . •. I 
i. ,. 
I 
I 

My·.second area o-f concern !is.limited to·th:ose·cornmunitiE!S. 
-1 . . 1 · . . . • .. · · .. 

'whiCh'al'so_have.the mixed bl~ssJ;ng of being tou;nty'_s~ats'. 

. bove~ TO\~nsh.ip is one.of thos-e lmunicip•alfttes~ :·~e~ng a county-: 
• • • •· ! : . ' • ·: , J ·, ' . _.. ' /' .. ~·- . . . . :· . . .. : 

s;eat·do~s have ·.a posiJiVe. aspecit in :th~t :there. _is probpb)y a 
- '! . ; . . . . . 

. 11 tri ckl ing OO\'/n 11 ,Of money beingl _ spent. in 'the to:wnship as -a. 

result of the court~o:use or 'ot:h]er coui:ity· iris-iit;uti()ns .. 
,· 

·.· How mu~h mo,.n·~y tsOp1,Hl1ped ·_. ;jnto .. -the: Dqve r. To\-Jri:~.hj p • e Fon·omy . 

'as; a _diri:?Ct;fesult of co~nty faitiJjties v'afie~ with'the opini~;n . . - . . . .. •·· .·. . .·. I . ..· .. ·-· . _·. . ·• .. : .. ··•- . . - . - . 
of the COtJnty official.•" I havej been~gijve<n es·ti[mat:es-o:f: $5militon:· 

.. · . . . . .·· f .. . . . . . . . .. 

to $lOQ, rriil ,i:ori depeo,ding upon (t:he Offi<:{al _o,r,!the 'day of the. 
. - • j. 

.. • . 

' 
,. ' . . . . . . i ·.· : . ·. - .· ' 

discover ~he real ffnancia:1-•··_impact~--
' i 

:. What I S d·o . know , :_is that tlife extst~ng .county fac:iliti.es in 

Also, this college ~here we are now sjtt1ng, is \i.alued at 

i .. · .. ·_·· . . i '. 
..... ·'··'. .• 

. As a re_ s u l t -~ e~Ch homeown~r is pJy-ing .app~oxirna:tety o,n~ cent 

· pe,r $~_00 :asses se·d 
. . . . . l ·- . ·:. . . . : ~. . . -.. 

val uatton .on 1h.is or her rnuni(rpal purposes tax 
. • • - ' i • ., •• ' • ••.•• . . .• -: 

for these fa.cilities ·as well ai the ~ost.s .of: cons1:·~uctton and-
•• • • I • i • 

. Q p e r a t i On wh i Ch are . part Of th J CO u n ,t y1 I ·S .ta X r 9 t e . -

'.. :1 n la,ddtti o-n:,: :th{ ,~\pans i ~A .Ctf couln tY f acti: i fies . does._ not · 

>require :the approval·· of the mu{icipalify \','here _Su.ch Jacili.ties 

. are to bO locat~d. · ldffiany cates, th\c~4i,ty ha; ~ur\Ohased .. 
property for. it~ ·_-future· e)(,pansi

1
on :nee(l;s but has fe.ft 'iJ undevel-

. ope:d instead -of le_·avi. ng -il, on the ta·x 1rol'ls •. Thus, a county is . . l 
i. 
I 

l .. z -
I 

i 

( 

•.-;". ,_: 

~;:/ 

. j: 
.. :.\: ... 



' 

t 

free to expand and therefore reduce the taxable real property 

of a municipality without its consent. 

Where does this second problem leave the township of Dover 

and all other county seats? I am willing to assume that some 

county seats desire these conditions ahd some, like Dover Township, . 
raise questions about its nega~ive consequences .. 

Perhaps I am looking for my proverbial cake and eating it 

too. 

What I am looking for is a more equitable solution to the 

negative consequences about wh.ich I have spoken. 

Allow me to sketch two possible alternatives which I think 

are possible, but as a political realist, may not be practical. 

First, county seats could be given economic impact grants 

from the State or the county. Hopefully, the grant woulrl be 

equal to the amount of the ·1ost revenue. The problem with this 

happens to be money. Where will.the State get it? From the 

Income Tax? From a new tax? I don't know. 

One source of money tould be a paper transfer of tax revenue~. 

The county could reduce an amount of money equal to the loss ~f 
I 

municipal revenues from the amount of tax revenue which the 

Township must raise for the county~ The loss of revenue for the 

county would have to be found by increasing the county tax rate. 

Thus, the taxpayers outside the county seat could become very 

11 anti-county seat 11 minded. 

A second alternative would be a statutory obligation on the 

part of the county to receive munici~al approval by the governing 

body before the county could acquire additional land. This woul~ 

permit the county to conti~ue to use its present hcildings without 
' limitation but would limit expansion of land acquisiticin without 

- 3 -



. . . ': 

i 
:. j . . i 

'.munici'p~l consent. This. doe.s lnot .increase the:, •tax bµrden .of the . 
. _ . . •. . 

countj, 'but ft does give the. mjunicipality some CO·ntrql over. its 
. l. .. . . i · · 

. . . 
real ~r9perty losses: 

.· . . -··. : I . . If I we.re titopfan ,. the.n Ii would . 
.. . I. ,Propose a, thfrd ~lternativ~ 

. . . . .. . ,. [ •. . 

whtch.would be ·.the comb-lnatio.nj of my· 
' . . 

first two· alternatives. 

However, the second option appbars to·:be the best ,splJtJon in. 

· ·terms of po.l{tical~eality: .) 
. · :.· 

DEARDORFF: There is. a. bfl 1 be~ore our Committ~e .in .. fact ·r 
• • I . 

·. thin.k-;t <has been 'there ?°'f four .Y;ears ~2 Whic.h would 

equalize 'va 1\,ia tfon :· of 'cou·~ty\pi'operty; th toughoUt the County. as 
. . . - • . . . • • J . ' ' ' . ' 

. . . ' ., :. _. - _.·.· . ·· '. : . . : . i .· .- . I : .. _- •.· ;': _. 

·.a metho··d fdr.hav.ing the entjr_ej CO.!Jnty:suppo'rt county property. 
·. :. . ··. . . - ·. " ' .· .• •, ,·.,·_ -)· . . ' .. _·--: 

That I imagfne,.would be'.,;Simil~r to<wti.'at: you spoke about•:.:-::- . 
. ' ;, 

I 

. . . • .•. I. . 
. putting ·-ft on the c:o(Jnty tax r~te: 

. '"-:. ·. -. ·. ·. . _· -'. .. _ ... :. .. . :! __ ,· .. 
You. a re the first. person th~t we:''ve h:ad ··who :spoke to' 

cou~ty pro.pertY. .·····, Of cou\,·se .co·~in·g f rd~ 'i'he :·c.oun't; seat y9u 
· .. ·. . . . . . . . 'I· .. 

· · . ri a tu r a 11 y w c>'u'l d . . . We d i d . rec em ply p 'a s s, 1 e g i s 1 a ti on w h i ch . w i l l 
.. . l . 

. give. payments ·;n'-'lielJ of,tax~si on :s~~:h·~roperty,·based' on th'e. 
I . -

iriunic:{pa.li ty tax rate; : .that' ii. the m~ni c{pali•ty purposes< rat~. 
····"\ •• , ; • ) ',. I ,. ' .• ' . . 

Hdweyer, what w.e ·. ha:-ve he<1rd mof t ab0ut tax exenipt property. is· 
• , • I • .• • • 

.···. ALL .tax' e·xe£npt- prciperty .. Now cron•t 1th ink Doye'r lownsh;ip, othe·r .. 
. . .... · -r. , _.,. ' .· _. .": .. ' . . .·. . ·.·, . . _·'::: ...... .> . . ,· ·. ·. 

than· c,·oµnty pr,6perty\, fs proba.bly overburdene•d',vdth exempt 
• • ,• ' •• • ' ' • • 1 •• r ••• ,••• " ,• ,' • • • •• • ,', • 

.... · pr~pJfri:y: compared to St>ln~ cbmm~nit'ies .: . w:ould '.you li.ke t:o> see ' 
.· .. ·. ;'· .... -1 :_· '·-: ; .. ·· .· . .·_·._. ·.·' . 

· ~ome thing dcine ab:o ut· fax exempt p rope r,:tY, _e riti rely? . 
• • , • I . • 

STRADA: Spea~ing once again as,a political realist, I am .willing 
. . . • ,.... ·. I . . 

. . ' ' \. . .·.:. ·. . ·:.:-. ·.·._··,·: ' . 
. . to sbirt sa.mewhere. ··Perhips almaJor qverhaul, a'.rilaJo-t reform 

of the· whdl e system· mi gbi · be i ~po s s·i bl)e ~t .· .th i's· •;;m~:. : J/wou 1 d 

like to:start pi~ce by piece i} ~~cess:ary~ 'PreferabT:Y a·,tot,al 

''reassessment of the who0le idea of tax exempt property·:. . 
;•·· : . . ' .. • .. 

· DEARDORFF: ~Jell it. is 'a,. pblit ca.1 problem, we· all knbw:, :b'ecause 



its been a tradition for so many years to have tax exempt 

properties. In a growing community., 'or a commun,ity with a 
. . . , . 

large land area like Dover Township or ~any others throughout 

t h e S ta t e , i t i s n ' t a s s e r i o u s a p r o b 1 em a s i t i s i.n p 1 a c e s 

1 ike some of our older boros, towns and cities that have 

a b s o 1 u t e 1' y no way to e x p an d , a n d any ti me a p i e c e o f property 

is exempted there is a direct impJct upon everybody in the 

community who is a taxpayer. 

We did, not in the Taxation Committee, but as a group of 

l e g i s l at ors in the Gener a l Assembly , l ook i n to th i s prob l em 

over in the Orange/East Orange area and ~e came up with a 

proposition that would have put a service charge for murr~ 

icipal services on all property that was tax exempt. What 

would you think of that? 

STRADA: . Well~ in terms of that ki~d of situation, since Dover 

really doesn't have that kind of a problem we haven't reaily 

talked about it. I wo~ld see it as a logic~l extension, or a 

logical starting point to reduce t~e degree of tax exemption 
) 

to a limited amount. I have no problem with that. 

DEARDORFF: Do you have any feelings on the problems of re~ 

valuation ahd equalization? 

STRADA: Getting.back to the direct scope of your Committee~ 

at least in Dover we have the problem of constant fluctuation 

and if we could somehow come up with a mo.re stable process~-

a n d once a g.a i n speak i n g as an i n d i vi du a l , and speak i n g i n an 

area on ~hi~h I did not come prep~red to talk to~~ but going 

b a c k o v e r th e y e a r s vJ e c an s e e t h e e q u a 1 i z e d p r o p o r t i o n g o i n g 

up and down-~ the percentage. 

DEARDORFF: You are a murricipal official who is not directly 



I 
i •. 

.. . :.;_:: : . . __ :_ ·/")" .· 

i~ a Ta~iCollector~ dQypu 1hink 
I 

, . . I . . 

•' . . . .. - .i 

conce.rne·d wi fh · a.ss:essment, · .. or .·~· 
-... ' : . 

·tha t the ,;t~fe .. has an obltg'atioh- to g.ive ,more a·s·s,istance? You · 

s_peak to the<' point of view of "a~peals.l ·one of the big problems 
. . . - : .. ' : . : ' , . : .. -~ ·' . : '·. . ' . . . ' . . . . . . . .. 

·.·of appeals is ··the. fact that thei Assessor very. often 'in carrytng 

an appea\ ;or fhe · mun,icipal i. ty ~oes no't have the reso·urces at . . .. I .. , 
• . • • . ·1· ' .•. ., ..• 

its .. fingertip:s-that a.maJortax~ayer might ·•hav~:·a~d as<a result 
.. ·.. . . ,· . . . •.. · ... ·. ' .· ! ·. - ;. . . . •· . 

. · .. ·._~hey have difficulties in ple?d!ingthe.ir case so to speak. Do• 

,you· th1nk th-at th~ state _s~·ouldl be of assistance to ·the 'm~riicipal- .. 
. ··.. .· .. ,, 

i t i e s i n c: as e s l ike . th i s 1 · 
.. .•· i 

··STRADA:· Yes~ andiI 'think the :appeal to which :I~ade mention I . 

. '·beJ1eve ~reatedwithln.th~t-ta~lta'u,;t a sm~11·ctafms.typ'e 'oft,~-x 
. . . . . I . : , . . . . • • .... ·.. . . 

. . court whiCn would.al so sp'eak to[ 'tha t t>tiot>lern' in terms of al lowj ng 

'a_ n indiytdfrai taxpayer to carry! t~e ,:appeaJ higher, wh~fe ·un,;der the 
· .. , , ··. . I 

pre'sent situ:atio,n' it is severel~ 1 imited _:_ 'rr hot impos-si'bl.e.: 

DEARDORFF: Wh~t do you think a~!e the ]imi'lation;~ on that. small' ,;,, 
I, 

I 
I .. 

STRADA: < Well at thi's point::thle bill~ :I think, sets a ·statut~ry 

maximum of$.l ,•ooo,'in term$ of thi~ jurisdici1on of the s:m'air: claims , , . . ·. . . . .· ··.· l· 

d i v i s· i on . T th i ri:k ; a t 
DEARDORFF: .·.·· ·we had.·•~·.·. 

this po{nit anyway ,,::tha.t W!Olll d b~: acce:ptacble ·• ' 
·•.,.' . ' : : ·J .". . ·. . .... . .. ·: ·. ·, ·.' ·.. ··• . 
tax cod.rt! appeal.; g'o through •.. the ·-A~semb\y a 

. . · ... re , . . : . . . j. 
Jew years ago, Mr. 'Perskie from; Atlantic CountY, put .if in~. 
Unfor{un:afe lf it: never'. got .. ny !/u.r the'r} :the re :\'las 'some' oPpos,ft i'o;n . 

. : . ' , ·:· ' . . . . . . 

t}rne: w:e had·'a $Y~OOO<~· 
. -·1 

. .. ·:... ' . . .·, . . . . . ' i - . ·, ,, 
from th~ _Judfc iary about it,·· bu[t · clt that 

··:but i'fyou S'fop· 'and.fhink, are iwe, ta:lking,'abo·ut $1,oo'o, to,t,af t'ax 
• ' • .• I • • •. 

. ,bill'or an appeal.that would reiduc:~ ·a\t'ax $L~000?·.: .. 

. ·STRADA=· ; ·. rf<I r'~Ca•i:~ th¢ statulte -~· a'hff l cou.l'd ,be 'nii s,ta:ken 
· · . 'l ····.-.~ ,.·· · 1:. _, . 

the $1·,boo ref~_rred t'o'the af)pefaf.rath~r:than t:o'the. total tax• 

bi l ] ·,. 
., ·. ·.: 

.'DEARDORFF: :· ::Bec'au'se. _if 

I.'. •· ... ' •c·· 

ou~fhhut' the, Stale th~~i·a're: a 
I' 



( ' 

lot of what,.you might can' 11 average 11 homes with mpre than $J ~oo·o 
tax bills i~ ~. year. 

STRADA: That i~ the kind of probl~m that _I think the bJlk rif 
. . . . .. . .. :·· ·,·_ _··. . \:,. . .. 

the taxpayers in Dover Townshi.p .arer'1· 1 t going to face ..• hopefuliy; 
. . -·. ..... . · ... ·· .. -··. ...... . .··. 

DEARDORFF: H'asthe Township government, not necessarily formally,.' 

but people like yourself as individuals, ever discussed the .fdea 

of maybe h~~ing cnun.ty~wide assesiment? 

STRADA: No.· With the. fo•rm of gd~ernment that we have it- is· 
• I • • 

b a s i ca 11 y five f i re -f i g h t e rs j ump i 'fig from prob l em to prob l m , 
. - . . 

and we haven't reaiiy discussed this· issue· in ,detaii. ·we are 
:. -... . . :. : - . . . . 

now still coping with some other things that the State has pa:ss~d, " 

and so.when :earl Heagey our. ,Colle<:tor/Assessor rece_ivecl your 
_.· . ..· . . '• 

letter, he ~new that I was interested and said II hey, why. ~ron •{ .. 
you go down :there .and express your opiniori? 11 If Carl hadn't 

• • . . r 

sen t the l et t er o v e r there I s a - ch an c e I w o u l d not · even have .. 

known you I d. been here. We have not -.had a chance to talk cibout 

this. If you think it would be of some· help in the del ib.erations · 
f • - • 

of your Committee, l would '.be willing to go. baFk to my Township 

Committee~ perhaps discuss the question in >detail .and give you our 

observation~. 
. ,. ·, 

DEARDORFF: We are - interested· in 'getting as much informati.on.·· 

from as many different penple -- p~rticularly tho~e ~eopie ~ho· 

h a Ve t O · l i Ve W i th t he S e p r O b ]em S e V e r y d a Y . - - ·a S . p O S S i bl e . ~,he n 
I 

I asked you this question it did n~H mean that I as. an, indi.vidual,. 

or the Committe·e,-:leani in this directi.on· but we have had people 

mention thi's .. In fact we have a :couple of bills before. the 

·Legislature 1:that -would do this· --::a,nd they have ha.dover the· 

'years -- b:utnobody h~s_ ever taken Jt:.very s'~riousJy .. , However, _·· 

we are trying to look into this a.s far as we can ahd if you have -



.; •• ~-•• • ··-~ I : 

• .. · .· .. ···· I·, 

any jdea s, a nY thing th at you. may! thfr:vk of th'a t · Y/oU '', fe:e l }'o·U' WQU ld 
; , 

·' Ji ke.· the'. Comm't.ttee 'to · •. conside~: a(fter· to~ay:, pl e.a;~e ·1 et us know• .. ·,. 

Just ·write the Asserrib'l y Tax~tion; ·commfttee at the State House ·rn , 
Trenton,; Il'·you ~a:nt ,; t ·1o ,go ;In. th~: record w~ will '·put , t in_,· < · . 

. , , 1· , , ,•· . , 

'the recorcl, but if you j~st wan~ ft .infprmallyt·,:we wilJ have it 
• •• • • • • • • • • • I •• •, 

· as an' inforrryaf piec:e 'Of :cprr~sp9ndertce\' 

. ·STRADA:· ,Thank··. you 
.. j 

"'..f 

I 
o.~AR0ORFF: .··.·.•··Thank you,/ i r ~· · N~o/1 I. -~all ofr Mr~ James, q1ayton; · 

CLAYTON: r am Ja_mes Walter c,layton o"flsnve~to~ and West Orange,.. F6;rty 

.. years. ago I ·started working' in the St te Audit0r' s Offi'c{a~d qt 'that .ttril~ .· 
• .-·. ' • 1 

,:t~ere ~ere three_p·e~pl~, .Uo_rothy: -· j .Skjllma~ 

... :ft was)rernarkabJ~ tlow fast his father! could get 
. , , , , , , ' j ,' 

and Deardorff his f~ther' 

·[· ' ' . 

'pfficeL , Now 1 am a native of• Si]verfor1; l ·a¥h~re as· the '9nn6~hcement,,, 
, , ,' , , , , , , ·' , , . , ,' , ,, ·, , , .• 'i ·' , ,' , : - , ,' • , , , , 
says, Jo 'present my views o~n pu:bl:ic a~d private property :sho.u]d be assess,ed 

. ·.. . . . . . . . . ! _. ... ·· ,_ .:· .. 
,· . • . . . ... • • I 

.. <ind the procedL/tes-lhat should_ he followed Tri lssessihg \'{etlc1ri,,ds., Wella·s 
. -· . , . ,, . . .. ' ... ·. "! ... . . ... · ·. ' ' . . . 

. ' · .. ' · . ::" ·. . .·· . , . . : . .-;.- ·. : _ · . . , · . :. -. , :, . . · .: . · · · · , .·. l . '.~ · -. <, I· · - - .· . : · ·. · . ·. .._·: .. . ·: : · 
· Rockefeller sajd,: l guess:. I hi;ive as:,m.~ch'·wetla111ps ~s. anyone ,in ttyis room; ,. , 

. . ·. :· .. : : . . .. · .. . .. . . . r ·. ·.. ·. . , . . , . .. , . · .. · ·. .. . . 
J, am a~sessed_ $151,000 _f~r some lan9s f I'm. g?in~ to appeal this yetJY' in .Dover' , 

·. wnich,I should have,appealed Jasfy~~t except,that I had an'Op$rafion· and ..•. ·. 
, . . . · .. , , .· I : : . ·) . • . .· . . .. - ,.. .•- . - .. 

.. ,werit dut West al'!c! c:ame b~t{ fbr the s~n ind stUff like that._ : A~.d ,_except ·, ... 
that l am.an opid111tst; l ~ould say th!t I would sel 1,, these' lands to yotJ ·at . ' . . . ,; ' , . ' .·. ' .·. . . "> . '··. . .' . ,, . ., . ,. . 

', twentycent:S on:}he_ doll~r-,beca,,use an(il,lustra:tiohi'is Lhav:e,18 ac,res,.imnied:"'." i,, ·.•,, ; , ,, ,, 

',' .·. ta'tely north~east of the CoUnty'Col'le~e,which'js_ as·se·s~e4 at, $34',ooo or- is· 
' , ,, , .'•···.1· , ,. 

:. ,, , . , '·, , , ",' ' ,,. ,· ', ! ,, 
it $48,000., lt is assessed at $40.;000~ NowJO of thatii~>~WaiiJp;. it'iS the 

<' .nbrt6 branch o·f mos~uitCl,:cov~"-. You; ptop]e dowh ih Lac:~xi:rov,nshJp talk about .. 

··: , cedar:treek. an~· .. t.~e·J:ik,e' it: is· ju~t, a~ .:good.' .;. I .·haVe,•·a~rother··s acres' that's•-·.· 
. : ' . -~-- . . ·_:". . ·.. . . . . .. '.·: . .-.- ' !· .• ' . 

. assessed for: so~ethfog like $3~000 •:,JrJ $4,POO ah!,i. :}'m not '-gof11g t9 appeal .. • 

it because: I' ha:~ehopes wh~h t:he ,'time) '.CO[D~S i/C>u aie going/to sa.y '"don:' t 

• Mow bn> this $150 ,0001 of pr.op~rty l- am .a~se$sed , I. :have been. 
. I • • • 

! 

. ··-< .i:_-" ·· .. •;·: 

·:·'.9-. 



paying taxes like ..•. well~ the rate·fn_Dover now is $3.00or close to.it._ 
• . . . I ' 

If you are gofog to oppose my using thats acr~s up there, I.want to say this, 

I want you_ to :have them pi ck up part of the taxes.· My only hope.is ~-. and . 
. . . . . . 

people like me -- we b_ought with the: idea"that-an_acre -bf lcind,:weiput it on 

top of an acre of scrubb a~d meadow, and you have a lake itself , I am also · 

' some other things_~, I am one- of the prdpri'~tors ;I onJy have two~thirds of' a 

share, I don't speak for them but I am go{ng to appeal, I am going to spea·k 

on this basis;_ most of the stuff I am going to appeal is wetlands from 

·Green_ Island going ·upstream to Brandrue. -• I hold under a patent D page 230 
J ,. . . 

to George Wallox in let_ter 1690 and that. in case you Assessors are here, and 
. . . . . ·. •'. . .. ··. : 

I say this it_
1
wasn'tuntil 1702if _my ancient history is correctthatEast 

. . . 

and West Jersey turned over tb the Crown o·f Queen Ann which was accepted. by> 

the Privy Couricil ~n April~ 1762 whereby they gave back ~hatever powers they had 

- to the King. iAnother, -thing I, am a 1 sci a ·member of the State Taxation Committee 

on the New Jersey C.P.A. Society and we rriet with Pers-kie and the like, and·the 

last meeting l was at about a week ago, we want some modification; I am not 

speaking for the Committee but the point is we are willing to have· certain tax. 

go up¼% if the State Legislature says yoy are reducing certain fringes. 

That's one device you might use in some of these things where to make things 

more equal a~d to get rid of some of these problems~ ·_ One thing, there should ·_ 

be a new cla~sification a~ded to a~l thes~ as~e~sments they have right now IV 
. , . 

(vacant land),· I received_ from the Department of Ertvi ronmental Protection _ 
'j· 

under Deed of September 18, 1972, _ lists _the narrie James Clayton. . I ·say this 

, to you Assessors and you taxpayers. that have a: .gripe, as soon as that c·ame out 

the individual-- you individual, assessci~s should have been p~t on riiotd 
",i(" 

this is an item that has decreased.in the value of our. lands, and you shOui d 

change your classification of vacant land to like IW for Wetla_nds, IM for 
. . . .. 

Meadow, IF fo1 Swamp. As a good.,illustra~ion the l5 acres:right'at the nort~: 

east corner of the County College, there's _6 good acres of land in there, and,. 



r 

. riiat;,es'of swamp .• · .when ym, {•;.~~~J>'.f t~(~ alm~st. as g~tid 1;)tr~~~;;;,p.·•···· 
--<-as C~e-&a-r:-(ft-e-~k;'- Now 1·1rcome--back tq somethi~g else. - ,To,you Ass·essors,-.' - - ·:' :" 

- I - , - -
... . . - . - -· . . . . ··- j. - . . . • . -- . -- . ·. . --- ·.· . . .. . -

as soon as' this,- list of September ta, 11972 _:..; yours may be different .,.,.. as ·soon.· 

< as tha,t c~~e Out al lyou ASses.sors sh~ulfJmrnedTat~ly; in equi,ty,in f~frne~S; . 

\nd in, justice lobk 'these over andtet;ew youriassessmen~s becau~e I spoke for 
- .. • .. ··: . . . . . . . -. . . . . i. . . . - '.. •. . .· - . ·_. . . . . 
-example yesterday to a Dover Township !member of the Hoard_ of Asse:ssment, and he · 

said bring these .things in and make t~e ~ppea:T later.·. •And.I think,_ gentlemen,_-, -

.this court of small.claims do~sn1 t· :soin-d right; there cquld _be the equi:valent 
·. . . . . ' . . . .... '• . ·.. .. i ;· . ,,. ,·: ·. . . . . 
.·•on the l~w~:r··rar,g~on·th~St~~.e- Boardfof-tax-appe~ls where ~e co~ldgo ,up to 

the local assessors. or repres~ntativelof the State Board-of tax appea.ls at.the -
. I , ·- , -

1 ower 'leveJ. and•);ay these thin·9s are -fai:r .pr: not f~ir. . Now c6rttin:g back to' the .. · 

··. thing. abd_ut couAt,YWide as;,~ssm~nts,.1 hav~ two-thoughts on thc1t, I .have seen it· 
. '.; . . ·- . . - . . . 

. . ~ofk bnt~ 'waySJ_ As a<·good {11:ustrati~n) ther~ts\his case down. here, of :Course . · 
. I 

the idea 8'r the A~sessors: is tq g~t thiS thing! oi,:aS h{gh a,s:you' Gan that'~:· 
.. -· ...... -.· •·.- .. •--. - : .· . .· .· . I .. · .· -•· 

what·the. members of't~e Townshi.p Commpttee fE:?eil? _raise'thE.ftax 'rule; A$ I 

sc1id; Iw~S neail~ twent} :year:s wi t:h,Jhe :bffic;~ o{ State: Audlt~r{ I did not g~fi . . .. . , . . ·-- . . r .. . . . , . . .. . , 
on the .,audit of the Board Of N,avigatiprf.-•.... ;>io, l-am not as We'lt ppsted there: : .· .... · . 

. •. .· . ·. i .... j . • " '. . - • • 

···1 

as I_ would 1 i ke to have beerL .. Then IJwas' twenty odd years as Comptroller for . . . . . ... . ·+ . . . • . . . . 

. ··.·.the Town 9f.·W,est.·o~ange,I am ,·a cpf oif New Jensey ~nd New vork",- inx':job ·is to· - .· ·. ···,. i - . . 'i' - .. . . . .. 

lo6k·fo.rtrouble, lobk.for thi:ngs. N~ow~days it i.sn 1 t_on~rt:he ftrm,thilt.you: 

.work for th~t gets·su~d. Jt,J's, Jhe ~f~i, low :in• ~harge ofthe audit' and that is . 
. •·.··. ·- ... ·-.. · : f : > .- : . . - : : : ·.• ... , ·.- .. ·.-. - .. · . •· 

the i:t goes .. And f s:ay: as'an i)liustr~tfon_ in frorif pf the Brick,Townsqip . 

. Tax Theatei', fh~v~ a piec;_ oJ:prdp;~)ty '(and this'iS ~here-l d'qrt1 t trust these>· 
. . .. '. . ;'. . ' - . i ·. : .. : . f ... • . ,, : • • -· • '< •. . • -: . : :· . ' 

•outsi.de Appra-is~rs), th~ lad came aldng, ther~-I 'owned_, SP many ·feet; he stuck - I , , . , , 

me. $500 .. a'-foot for lt;--J .bellyach~d ···~or: te'n ylars ... and 'a; _W~.~n It. until. a·St~te •. ,. < 
I . ' , . 

Tax Judge. came '?,long-about: ,'.a -y~_ar -~g~ : ,, af:)d >the-y_:are oveJ'burd_ened, l app'ealed .· - •·. 

for .. •12 I' think arid·it,wa?n•t··• Hfardeicel?t fat-a' ~ear ,agcr,···:~h~re should,be.a. 
"f,.·•::· :: ... ·:, ___ ·;- ' ··.· 

· .. smaller Court to take cafe of.~mall thfng-s'betause .the CourrtyTax Board is: ·" . . ·. - . --,_ •.... I .-- -.. -. •,· - . . . 
. 

·. -almost a waste- of tfrne. ' This jou_ talk to them in 



person without:aL~wyer and they <lon't pay:much attention, if.you have a 

Lawyer they figure wel 1 we have to cover his expenses, we have to let hi.m 

have. something, and it isn't soriletimes tJr1tjl you go to the State Board,of 
. ' ·'. ,• 

Tax Appea'l s th~t. one gets an overall vi ~w of things that Ts.n It too 'local .· 

and parochial,; I think you cancalL.i,t, aiid you get more justice~ Now as .. · 

an illustratior1, down at Lacey Township .. Inctdenta'l 1Yanother thing I 111ight 

as well add, my father in. April~ i92R Vir1cent A; Clclyton- ~as k.illed in . 

Barnegat fight'.ing forest fires while he,:was on ·a detail from the Coast Guarcf 

Service, so I am a native, we have been here.in-this area within 25 miles 

of Freehold Court House for 300 years~ The thing is, we Wetland nwners have 

been taken by you Assessors that. in my case sinc;e September, 1972 when this' 

Wetland list came out, you know very well that)t cut down on .the availability 

and value of t'.hese properties;' you· should have done it yourself i'n simple 
. .. . 

justice to any ci.ti.zen involved: Let the envi ronmenta lists pay and pi ck up · 
' . . . . . 

part of the tab. Now in the case of ;.._ .and this is 'where it comes clown to . 
. . .- . ., ,.·' 

local versus c:'ounty versus State -- take the case of Joseph Forsythe down in . 

Lacey Townsh.ip. On March 3, 1977, a decision was given by State Tax AppealS 
. ' 

Judge for 260 acres, you local Assessors. if yot,.i had beendown there would have 
' ' . 

assessed hinf for $3.58,000 or $1,380 :an acre.· The County. Board reduced it. to . 
. ' 

$269,000 or $1 ~004 per acre -- now this is'. average. There ·wasn't too much 
' ' ' 

dry land involved as I understand ii~ .· The State Judge decided that that land 

was worth $175 an acre and .reduced the assessment from the original $358,090 

down to$45,500 .and for you boys who are on the.Township Committee, and you 

ir. Assessors, and you taxpayers who are like.me in.Wetlands, you j~stget up and 

bellyache and cornpl ain and carry it forward and .do something. - Maybe T have 
' ' . 

talked too much already because I could say some more, but l 'don 1 t know whether 
I. 

I should. Let me. come back. later cm . , The Ilia in thing is this r trust, like · 
:. . ., : . ·. . · .. 

Jefferson, I trust' in a way, the, little lo:ca l fellqw,. be.tter than the ccrnnty'."' . . - ·. . ... . . .. ·. '' . . ' . . 

wide because as I have gone· around throughout the-State as an Aud-itor/I have-· 



•• I 
·I 

·, l-· 
1 .• I .. 
f • •. 

. been i.n charge, of :different Jobs and i the. fatthery-ou get away the worse it is. 
. .. ·. . •·. I .•. . .. :· .· .. .. .· .. ·- -- . .- ·. 

As arl Auditor one titne r came' acrosfl a· fell 6w: who h·ad e~bezzl_ed the year before ;_ ' .· : .. · J -~- ' ' . :· . ~- ·, . ' . . . . ' . . 
·· ··and. shbt himself, then I. fi gur-ed the! next fell ow who einbezzles and is caught .. -• 

• '/ • • 1 .. . l . .• . . - . . - '.. . . , ·. ·. 

· ·. ·. is going to commit suicide and is go~ng· td· take that blankey..;blank auditor, with .. 
. . . . I. ·, .· . '· < .. •·.,_. . : . • 

:hirn.· ,;~{As.sessors:get the devil, the Township Cammi tteeman gets the· devil, 
:· ·, . . ._ ·! .. ·_ . . . : .- ... '- -:·.. . . ·. :.··. ·, 

. but c1bov~ .all you should be 'fair; :c1n~ orf that;·basis· I arn tempted 'to say that I 
' . • . . . .· : . : i '. : . ·.• : .. ··•· ,·· ... ·· : · .. •.·. . . . . 

'· .. prefer t~e · roc~l assessment because fOLmtY-'-W:i:de ~assess111ents. is ~hat they trnve · 

. ·.· •. in miryd •.. And th~'.re ar~ times when lthe State: Tax Bo.ard:judges aren.' t" a l~ays' 

reasOnabl~ too; . foiY should ioo:k,atl things/f:oma big· br~acier point of v;iew. 
•' '".·., • • : ' • ( •• : •• ::··, , -:: • • I •• ,. • ·' 

.· . . . , . . .. . . ··-· I·· .· .. · ... , . . .. . . . . .· . . ... • 
. than the".lo'c9l fellow whose idea is J 1ve got :to·get my tax rollsC,µp~ and -- . . . " ., . . ,' . - . . . . . _. . ' . ,· .· ... ,· 

• . . . . ' ·. . . . . . ., :. . ; . ·,. . ·! . ' . _··· . • . . . . -i.-, . - ,' .· - " . ' . ·. . .• 

· sometimes I don 1t think they should ;be· ;.reappointed for tertc1in Jengths of. time;' . · · 

, like Suprehle Court judge·~·-_ they shc,uild be tri thE?re for ·al sh6rt -ti\he. : •.. There: , > 
. ·,_. . .. . , . C •. -. ·- ', '.:: . :r, ·-•·•-·-_. . ., i; 

·ar_e·other things :L cou·ld say .but ma1ibe·1 have talked to~:long'.a'lre'ady~· 

_ DEARDORF1F1
: Thank you Mr. :Clayton,-

: . . . , 

. FOX:. Good a:ft~rnoo~. .. 

1 DEARDORFr::: Good aftern:oon.< -•·_·- i:· · .·.·· .. ·. .·· .. ·• '. \!:.,,. .r- , ........... :,_; 
FOX:· My name is John Fbx, ,'I am Se¢rtetary of. i th€! Ocean lauhty :Tai e·o~rQ ijnd r 

.· would li.k·e' to·,begin by s_ayi~·g: that lhe ~pinil~s that I :am.gpfri~<to;xpre_ss.•a;~- .· 
I ' 

._.'my, op,ninns a'~d -n~t n~c;~ssar_i:lf th0$e ... of. thelmemhers,()f __ the.:,Ocean:·cqunty Board'.· . . ---· -•·. -- -r - , . . -
. . 

•• of Taxa'ti·on; 
·r WOLl'l d_ like ,to .present t6 the-!commi ttee .. three 'reports- th1i:wer'e, pris;nted-· .... · . 

. · ::{'' _·_,·'. ,·,. : .. · ,-.. 

to Selia tor Dunn 'S C~mmttfee that hi~ nearl~~r oil the ryJ•i~n Qf T··. App?a ls ····• • . .·. 
- in the process of the t~x a·ppeal s b~fore 't~e;-~ta~e-~ .. and tn_ relc1tfon to t~9 biJ Js: . · . . .- . .. . ·. . . . . ·,. ·. . , -. . l .. .. . r .. : . . . . :· . . . .. ·. . . . , . -·.: . ,.: . ,: . . . . . . :· ..... ·. 

· .. ·. that were i ntrbduce'd -ihld· the Serrate,;: senai~Lbi1 l 3331 .an,d iri addi tiOn ·Sehate:(: 

bill 43 which has' been pending .beto,he the sein~te,, I w9Q)d jUs:t) like:: toi1P,te~~n§' - , . -· __ -·.-. : : , _-. -.. -.. -_ . . -. ,,_ :. I . 
thes~ tothe CbmrnitMe,: . -· 1. 

i ·_.· ... · . : . ,> ' .. \ ,: .<, 1 th.ink the ma,tte/ iha't.}hi s Gbmmittee :bas under:t~ken is ;very,'broa:c1°,lo, 
;·f " . 
. I .. · 1 • "' • ··: ·• ·. • 

scope and I am sure there are many 1areas of it ·that. could go into v·ery lengthy 
• I :. , • •.1. 

detail ' however, .. I have cfros~n one !sub~ec:t: 'today and ihai:;i :r~val Liqti on ,and . ·., 
.. · .. I . . .· . . . . \ . · .. 

··-,_. ·_J12 _, . 



reassessments. The Ocean County Tax Board did a study regarding revaluation 

and reassessment in Ocean County and I have two charts here which 1 would 

like to present to the Committee and hope ,that it wi.11 be of some assistance 

to you; one chart reflects the revaluation. and reassessment history foneach 

municipality in Ocean County for the past three years going back to 1968, 

•' indicating which municipalities had revaluations and what year, and reassessments. 

The other chart depicts the growth in Ocean County since 1972 reflecting the · 

number of line items of taxable property and the increase each year in those 

line items for each municipality up through 1976. We also did a projection of 

estimated cost for revaluations and reassessments assuming that if history 

repeats itself and the same .number or approximately the same number of reval~ 

uations and' reassments are perf9rmed in Oc.ean County in the next ten years, we 
' ' 

tried to project what kind of cost the taxpayers of Ocean County would be 

looking at and this was difficult to do in. that not knowing what kind of 

inflation, nor for that matter, the percentage of growth we're going to be 

faced with in Ocean County·· over the next ten years. We used a cost figure 

which for Ocean County probably is high for today, of $18 a line it.em for a 

revaluation; this is probably more reflective of northern counties of the 

State where you have more commercial/industrial properties. However, ~,e 

weren't looking for specific figures, we were looking more for a minimum 

figure so I think we feel that\;,e know that in Oc.ean County, probably the 

taxpayers are going to spend close to $6 million for revaluations and re-

assessments in the next ten years. That figure is prbbably low if you start 

putting inflation factors to it, and I would like to present these exhibits 

to the Committee. ,~ 

DEARDORRF: Thank you, Mr. Fox. 

FOX: Generally speaking regarding re valuation and reassessments, these two 

words are sometimes used interchangably, however, I would like to define in 

my opinion what is a revaluation and what is a reassessment. Basically a 

- l3 -



I . . 
revaluation consists of the appraisal 1 of every line itern of property in the 

taxing district, and this would inclu~e a physical inspection• of each 

property to determine the measurernentf of all bUi l dings, dnd inspect ion for • 
' . ,, ' . ·• . i . · .. ·.. .. . . . 

depreciation, topographical conditionp of the land, contents of buildings 
' ; 

the number of baths, fireplaces, etc. i '...~ and other coridi ti ans that affect 

, value. It also involves a complete s
1
tudy of market conditions to establish 
i 

· new construction costs, land values,cpmparable sales, capitalization rates,, 

and many other items that go into det,ermining value. It involves the updating 

or estahl ishing Ofa new. tax map, the/ establishment of a new land va Tue map, 
. I . . 

to produce new property record cards 1with all pertinent pata, and to establish 

new assessment values for each propet7ty utilizing all thiree approaches to 
I 
I 

value wheie appltcabl~. 
. . 

On the other.hand, a reassessment as I would like to define it, .is 

anything Jess than a revaluation. Now this would consist of a complete re-

assessment,· or a p~rti al reassessment. A c.o_lTlplete reassessment being_ defined 
\ )' 

that all properties both land and im~rovem~nts, are revalued and a partial re-

assessment, not all properties need be affected, an example of that would be .. 
. . . . ) 

an area where you have had achange pn zoning that would affect a change in 
' i < • •• • 

value to a specific area. Now regar8ing standards for revaluation and re- . .., . l-. . , 

assessment, there are State regulatibns for qualification of revaluation 
·• . . . . . .-. . . : 

companies, and for contracts with th;bm. The 'contract with the revaluation 
'. . . i . . . , 

company requires the i1pproval of the/ Di rector of'. the ;-'Diyi si on of Taxation.~ 
' i 

Under Chapter 424 Public Law 1971;· ~egulations were_filed September 13, 1972, 
: : : ··, . 
l .. ,· ' ·. . 

and I believe these are the latest tjegulatioris, goverhin'g revaluation 
I 

companies, andthis is covered unde.~ NJ.A(l8:12-4.l th_rough.·l8:l2-A.l4R. 
i 

is my opinion that these regulationi should be updated and strengthened. 
. , ' -. ' ·: -~. ' . 'i . . . 

taxing district must notify the County Tax Board of it~ intent to revalue, and 
I 

must have any contract approved by the Director,of the :Division of Taxation. 
! 

There is no/ requirement that the Co~nty Board review or approve or review 



r 

,'_/ .. 

these Contracts. On the other hand, in regards to a reassessment, there are no 

standards or regulations established except that the County Boards must approve 

the plan and that the County Board must notify the Director of the Assessor's 

reassessment plan. I think that one important point regarding revaluation is 

when a group revaluation is obtained, there is no workable method today to 

maintain the revaluation by an individual municipality. Usually within I say 

five years, it is probably a lot less in some municipalities, a new revaluation 

is required, the old one is dead, throw it out the window you need a new one. 

There are many factors that contribute to this; among these are small districts 

with part-time assessors, i ndi vi dual districts cannot .afford the equi prnent 

we are referring to electronic data processing equipment, or the staff to 

maintain assessments. Another factor would be the variation in the quality 

of the revaluations, rapidly changing growth in economic conditions. I think 
' two of the most important factors that affect revaluation and reassessment 

are the sales ratio program that is utilized by the majority of County Tax 

Boards, sometimes referred to as the Director ratio, and the other item would 

be the lack of central administrative control of the overall assessment function. 
\ 

Now specifically regarding those two areas, the area of ratio and the lack of 

central control, the sales ratio program under the present methods used, one 

sale can have a large effect on equalized value. I think that it has almost 

become a game with Assessors in the State in determing what sale is to be con-

sidered usable ar.d not usable. Naturally an Assessor is interested in maintain-

ing his ratio, keeping it up there, keeping ,t high, because he knows that if 

his ratio drops he is going to be faced with a rev~luation. So every attempt 

is made to throw out any sale that is going to lower the ratio, and on the 

other hand to· keep any sal€ that will keep the ratio up. A large affect, or 

I should say, a large part of the ratio study program is the investigation of 

these sales and by a part-time assessor this is a prob1em, they don 1 t have the 

time and I think in a lot of cases, the desire to really do the job as it should 

be done becau~e they're not being paid to do the jobs they're getting a minimal 
- 15 ::; 



salary and they're doing just the min mal that!'s required. r think an. 

indication is the very small of commercial sales, that's used 

and I believe the figures as far the last study of sales ratios. 1976 

in Class IV property, there were a totai of ll ,500 commercial sales, Class · ! . . . . 
IV sales. OuLof this th~re were 34lp that were considered LJsable, and 8085 

that were considered non-usable. In bther words only 70.3%were thrown out, 

less than 30% were actually used Statbwide. In Ocean County 79.2% were 

·classified as non-usable, they were n.btused~ so if 1 youJook at statistics 
. i 

! 

you will see that when it comes to the c:ommefqi al property' the sampling is 
i 

very small. Now just to give you an ;idea the State says. if you have one sale 

that is usable it has to ·be considereid in the·,sales ratio study. And just 
' to\give you an example of what can haippen ,..,.. and this is' a hypothetical case 

let.'s say in a municipality we have ai total assessed value of $100 million 

consisting of Class I property at $2Q million,;. Class II property at $60 

million, and Class IV property at.$2q million, and let us assume that the 

ratios .for these three c]assificatio~s are 95, 96 and 93!, the true value when .. 
• • . . • - - . I 

equalized for this example, would be./$105 ,000,058, a ;~tio of ~5:19 would be 
i 

the average ratio for one year's stu~y. Takfog this same example with say 
I 

the following year where there was only one usable sale in Class IV and that 

,sale happened to come out at a ratio/of 50%, the effect of that one commercial 
i ·... . . •.·.. . . ·· ...... . 

sale would have on the. $20 million i~ c:.ommerc'ial rati:ibles in that town is in 

effect doubling the value .whfch we a 11 know i~ not so, however, th.at is the 

type of effectthat a Jack of group ~.ales in anyone c.lassi.fication c:an have .. 
I • •I - ' 

The ratio for that district would dr9p to 80 .. 36 which is a substantial drop .. 

The average ratio would 'be 87.15 ,. a~most a drop of 8 point5 in one year 

based on one sale. Nqw/ I doh't. lik~ the saJes ratios,study program that 

.· we have but no one has Come up. with a better method of doing it' however, I 
• • • I 

certainly think that more time hastp,be spent developing a better method 

because this comes back>into the reqpi rement to revalue and reassess when your 
I 
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ratio drops, whenytiur co~ificient deviati-0n goe~ then You ha~~ to·go iri 

and revalue. ·:The other important point I think is central administratiVe 

-control of the assessing .function~_-·In rnjopiriionthe administration bf any·· 
l • •· • • , ·• . • •• • • • • ·.• , • 

function whether it be by an agency of government, or private industry, must 
I. 

contain certain basics of control _-in order to be ·successful. · Among these are 

the selection of qualified personnel; the amo~~t Of compensation to be paid 
' ' 

to those. personnel, the ability to ·provide tools and fac;ilities needed by the 

- personnel , the abi 1 ity to replace, re~rga-~ize; transfer personne 1 as -situations 

. change, the direct supervision and auditing of performance of pers·onnel. In 
- -

-order to apply. the above administ~ative .control elements-to the assessments of ' 
taxes in .New Jersey would require a complete overhauling of the tax admin- _ 

istration laws. The present structure is, at the top you have ~he ·o'i recto 0r 

of the State Division of Taxation, under that the County Board of Taxation, 
' ' . . .. · 

and under that the municipal tax assessor or board of assessors. -We can look 

at each control element in rel at ion to the admi ni strati ve control structure.· 

Certain weaknesses are obvious. The selectio'n of qualified personnel-for 

example, the Director or the County Boards o(Taxation have no control of who 
' . . . ' ... ·:" 

becomes a Tax Ass,essor of any muni-dpaJity; - the Assessor is either appointed 

by the governing body of the municfpal ity, or ele~ted by the voters of the 

municipality, :depending on their form of government and_ local ordinances. 
' ' 

Neither has the Director nor the County Tax Board any say as to o)ther_ p~rsorinel 

that will work on the Assessor's staff. On ,the County level the niembersO-of 

the Tax Board.are appointed by the Gbvernor with the consent ofthe·senate,---
!. . . . •. .· . .,.. •. ' 

the Secretary-of the Boarcl_is appointed by the Board; the Board's staff is_ 

•-I[) - appointed by the Board with the approva 1 of the County Freeh0-l ders. The 
. . • .. 

second i tern, the amount of compensation to be paid to personnel. - On a 

municipal level the salary of the Assessor and his staff are determined by· 
the municipaLgoverning body; ,on the,coJntylevel the, Board·members• salaries 

are establish~d by statute, a SecretarY to the Boan:(, ~rid the Boar-dis sfafl 
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· salaries _are determined by the Countyf F~eeholders. The third item, the ability 

to provide the tools and facilities n!eeded by personnel, neither the Director 

nor the County Board has any control, iof the facilities p~.ovided Tax Assessors 
• > ,: ', .,, f· ·, I 

or their operating budgets, this is determined by the governing body of the . .· .. . . I . . . r 

municipality. Some Assessors' offices are modern.and well equipped, other 
! 
i 

Assessors work out of their own pri v~te homes·,· and sometimes out of the back 

of the automobiles. Ont.he County lJvel the facilities for the County Board 

are determined by the County Board o.f Freeholders, the ability to rep lace~ 
i . ' . 
i 

r;eorga.ni ze, and_ transfer personne 1 a~ situations change, the Director and/or 

. the County Tax Boar<:! may have an AssJssbr rempved under :certp.in situations as . . .. ·--· i 

prescribed 1m9er statutes. 
I . , . . ; 

A.nd County. Tax Board members can be removed by 
I , - ' • ' 

the Governor und~r statutes as can t~e Secretary. The dnlytenured personnel 
·i 

are Assessors and (aunty Tax Board S~cretaries. Most qther employees are 
. . . ' . . 

protected under Ci vi 1 Service regulations. The direct supervision and auditing 
! ' . . . _.- ,. ' 

of performance of personnel, RS 54:3f 16 states that each County Board Of• 
) 

Taxation shall have supervision and ~antral over all officers charged with 
. I -

the duty of making assessments, etc.i Of the five control elements, the only 

one that .is ,effective under present statute is No. 5 - Supervision. However, . , . . . . . - . I 

the element is handicapped in that ary rule or regulation issued by a Coul1ty 

Tax Board has to be first approved blY the Di re~tor, Itis very difficult to 

ask an Assessor, especi any a part-t(ime Asses'sor, to perform certain tasks when 

he is underpaid, understaffed, and does not have the fa~ilities or time to 
::: . , 

perform the taSk.s, it is difficult~or a County Tax Board to supervise and 

control the administration oLtax asisessment.s when they have 
I 

the Assessor is , how much he is pai)d, the s tze arid pay:. of his staff, and 
. . . , 

amount pf ope.rating .budget. the Assessor h·as · to workwith, and a 1 so has no 

contro.l over their own budget inclucjing the sal.ar,y of their own perso~11el. 
', i 

The Assessor is an agent of C the Legi sYature, the governing body of the i '-.. . . 

municipality has no control over hi{ actions, but provfdes'- the money'. for him 
i 
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to function. I think the intent of the statutes in isolating the Assessor 

from control of the local governing body)was to prevent political interference, 

however, as long as the governing body holds the purse-strings, thaf inter~ 

ference is going to be there and I think we all are aware of that. The County 

Tax Board is a State Agency, but it is funded by the County Freeholders who have 

:.: no control over its activity. I think some suggested corrections inmy opinion 
' , , 

would be, number one, the eliminaticin of part~tim~ Asses~ors, twri, th~ 

establishment of minlmum standards for an assessing office including pay, the 

number and classification of per~onnel ,facilities and equipment, the require-

ment that small municipalities that cannot afford the minimum st_andards establish 

an assessing office, belong to a joint-assessing district. Third, th~ elimin-

ation of elected Assessors; four, the establishment of minimum standards for 

County Tax Boards including pay, and the number of classification of persbnnnel, 

facilities, etc., and five, the funding of the entire. assessing function by 

the State. I think that the entire assessing funttion hai ~o be brought under 

r one central control and,many people consider this. the taking away from home-rule, 

I agree thatmay be to some extent, however, I think the overall importance 

requires some sort of central administrative control that standards can be 
' , 

established for every municipality, that they can all have the same quality 

of Assessors available to them, and I will end my comments with that. Thank you. 

DEARDORFF: Very good, Mr. Fox. You arid l nave di scus,9ed a few of these · 

things on the telephone yesterday, I believe. What would your view be_ of 

county-wide assessment? 

FOX: Well, I haven't really looked into it. I understand there are some 

states, I believe Floriaa has a countywide assessing program. I haven't.· 
' , 

looked into the pros and cons of this. I think it probably has many good 

points in that you would be centralizing the control to some extent; I 

would.be more prone to district-wide-assessingrather_than county-wide 

assessing mainly because of the volume thatyou're dealing with in Ocean 

County -- you' re talking about somewhere' s ir:1 the, neighborhood of some 

in 
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i '•.' 

, 230,000 t~ 240 ,goo line i terns and l t~ink the broac1~r th~ jcib ~he mar~ room 
. ·_: ! 

for error there. is, .and the less indi~idual control youtd have. ·· 1 would· 

think that you need: some central 

establishing;•~t~nda~ds:.:. Jt g~ts. 

'admijnistrat,ion ', in,·provi~ing funding,: 
• I • • • • . '. • • -~ , . • • • , ... :· . . _: r.-. .. , ... -.-\.- · '._ . ___ .--._ .. -. -/ . :: < _: (·: • • ,-~ • _.·_):>- ?"(_: ____ ,?·.--:,: .;,:_-: 

righjt down· t91.the Legislature .makes the - . 
·, ', j .'· .. "' i I '. • ,. • •• 

. . 1 aws that.stat.~ what .an Assessor has ito do; they are al'.r agent of the· S •.. · ·. 
. . . . • .. :· : . . I. ., . . ' . . ;. . 

Legislature. · .. The laws also say that \the County Tax. Boartf must sµpervise~ 
. . . ' . ' . ·, . . . . . . : . . . . ., . . ( '... ·,!. ",:. '. • I • 

this' work~··. However,· they •do not .p-ro~i de· the. ~ool !?. to doi th:e job., the tools·· 
·-:. __ -. ·_:···_. . : '-_.· :·_.·, .· .. , .-- -.---._-.. · ... ··.· j_:_·.- . _~. __ ---·· .. .:_ ·-. · . .'··<:".- -:- .• ., _'.-··· _: __ ,-;',._ ··:~ :,_.: __ ::· .. _/,-;·- _· 

· bejng the fund.s and the ·pay for comp~tent Assessors, the, equipment. they nee·a·, · 
• • • ,_. ••• , •• ••• • ;_ • • .• I • ., • ,· ·,_- • • •• • • • ' • 

·. l = 

•• the facilities they-need to do·_their)jobs. .'iCi~ don't haVe a standard 
'. . : : . __ ·. . '. , .. · :_ ... : _· .. ' ! ·, . : : . ' ..... · ,- : ' . . . 
. assessing office throughout the County, •everypne o.f them is dJfferent, 

'!_" • q -: '•.: ·:: 

: . . . .. . . . •. . .- : . : . . ; . ' ) . . ~· : ' .·• :. ' .· . ·- . '. .· .. · .. ; . . . .. , . 

·everyone ()f th~m has ,a di.ffer~nt AuaJJity a~d 'here· is n,o; s.t?ndardi z~ti.on 

.and_ .r think .t_tlif is probably·one s,te~; }row \'/hither .it would· be c:ouhty~wide· 
j < ,•', 

or b.Y assessing distr:icts :w_ithin a cqun:ty, I think that':s a:'step in-' the•· 
. . . . 

... tigh~>dire~tior, .. <·. :.· 
, I. . ·•. ·1 

,j 

- ·I ' ,,j ·, .·.·. 
··: j, ,.: . . . . ·,· . .... .··. ,' . '· 

·. .. • : . . :- 1 . ~·. . .. " :' " . 

DEARDORFF: .··•· Wt:iat would you think abo~t a Statewide? ' 

FOX:. I th'i nk' iJ woy l d be unwork~b}e .·. ···•·. . .. ··• .. 

'DEARDORFF::,, They' r~ ci~ing 'tha.t in the, Province; of 'Ontijrid in: Cana:da' t~e/ d() 

··.it.on a d:;'~tfi-ct basis: bµt it: is 
> : ·.; . ;·- . -.· . ; . ; .· . . ·. ·.·· ·: . . . . '. . --. .. . ··:- .. · 

aptovince;.wide pro.gram, and Ontario:'1$·· ·· 
,· i ' ' ' '' ' ' ' ' ., ' ,,' ' 

larg(;!r than. the .st.ate, of' le~as~: 'Tt,~y. had 'a,.lot of bfrgs to start with:but· 
• ..f, '·, •'. ; ·,,:' ' • ',, ·, ;.,·. ' ' ' '',', ' ·, ' 

it. has proven Jai rfy s~e'ce.ssf,ui, fo ~iirticul a:r from the :pojnt :of· view:of .· 

..... uniformity~ . l: J:hiy1kthi~--.\s:.P~rt o;fr~h,:at y~~.: hay~ di s,,cJss~din 'your: s_taJ_em~nt 
. · and some. of wh~t we,discusse'l ,on theJ telephoii~, that :one of the. big problems 

,,, is the. fact,, that things qre nb' uni fotm; 'as·,, ybu' say evety As.sessor Is/office' 
• • : •• : ,. • • ' • '.• • • • 1 • • • • • • • • ",• - • • •• • • ., 

is, different,. probably' ev_ery County ao'ard's o:/ffi ce ,, is different.,/: I 
. . . .· .. -. . . : . - .· ·:.. . . -~ :· . . .: ': ! ·, . . .··. ·.. . . : .,\ ·' ·:. -: ., " -: ... :::- ·, 

_. . , ... •'·: - . . .. :. . ·_. - . - ..... :. . . ;· _, - .. ,. -r ."• - , . : ·-:- . .. . . - :. . . . 
· County Board$, ,the Secretary really.ii~n•t there v¢rY mu~h~ 

•.. . ... ·.·: ·•:<' .·• •. · . ..,... ·.··.:·.,'._'·.:>'·'.i·'•'· .. •· .. ·.• .. '',i .,:· . .".···.,<' . ....... · ... •·' ·-..... ' 
FOX: Well ;/)-,th.in~ ypu .would have ~o de.fine: wtie,n yoys~y-· $tate~iide what . 

. •' . -~ :. . . -. . . . ·_ . . . . . : . .· . : . ' . . . . .' :.- . . . . .. 

speeiflc,ally you rnea·n 'by; t~at, wheniL thin~ ·o;f 'statew,ide t think of what ,if' ; '' ,' ,, '' ,, • ' ·.,', .• ' ' '' ' ... . ' . ,· i . ' .' .· ' : ' ', .• '. ' ;- . '' . ··.·.' ' ' . .· 
. takes to get anything ·.d.one.by the St!ate today and I 'in referring to the State 

. . " . .. . . ,. . . ... i" . . . . . • . • . . . ... ' 

Division of Taxation:, I 'am not sayinig that irla negativ~ way, -tr~t I :thi~k .· 
··: ., • ·,. , ,. I 

20 ...: ! . I 
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they're handicapped by legislation that .was passed without appropriate 

admjnistrative studies to see what effect this would have, as they have 

to do the job and their hands a re tied budge twi se. I can give you a 

typical example, there was a law passed in December, Chapter 129 which 

allowed disabled persons a deduction of $160.00 if they met the other 

requirements. Now that went into effect I believe it was December 21, 

1976; to date the Assessors have not received the program from the State 

to administratively incorporate this change into their tax rules. We 

have stacks of change forms piling up waiting to go into the data centers 

and we can't do anything with them because the State hasn't come down with 

the program. The answer that we receive from the Division is, that their 

funding was not provided with this, if they went out and hired an outside 

programming outfit to do it probably could have been done in sixty days. 

Well here it is now August and I got a memorandum today saying they were 

working on it, so, their hands are tied fund-wise and I can imagine --

I look at it from an action, reaction standpoint, I think the smaller the 

unit the faster it can react to a given situation; the bigger you make it 

the slower the reaction, and when you say State-wide that's the picture that 

comes to my mind as a large bureaucratic mish-mash that's going to take for 

ever to get anything done, but like I said, you'd have to be more specific. 

DEARDORFF: You could do the same thing through having better guidelines 

perhaps, and better funding to accomplish the same thing and keep it at a 

smaller level. Of course a lot of it is the natural reaction but there's. 

been a great deal of criticism from taxpayers, and even from Assessors and 

local governing offi-cials about some of the revaluations which have been 

done by firms whi_ch are very highly considered in the field. What do you 

think causes this, is it just the natural reaction to a revaluation or 

aren't revaluations necessarily done properly? 

FOX: Well, I think in my.statement I said that the standards for reval-
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. · .. uatiQl'lS have to be, improved. If you ook at ~tie, regul atfons they do mentton 

a number of specific thin~s that have )to be in~orporated: :in. :the contract:~ 
. ' ' ' . . '·.. . ' . : . ··:· . . ., . ,. . . . ' ,· ,. . \_, . . .· .. ·,· 

· however, I think there are some major_!things that are nof in the.re. rt. says .. . . . ' : . 
, • I 

that the Assessor shall participate i~ the revaiu~tion, however; i't has nothi.ng 
. ·,- ;· . 

· · to. say that the Assessor w·il l appro1ve 1th~ contract, and like: anythJng' else ·this' . ·.. ·. . . . . '·.. ,-j . . . ( ,. . . 

· type of thing goes out to .bid and many times the lowestC b1idder gets. the, j6b\ · he . -•, .. • ' ._' , . . .- .· ·. -.-. . . . ·. ·. . ,:,. .. :,. !·. .. . .. . ' .. _ .... _.·· . · .. · : ..... -.. . _· .·. 
· .. may n_ot be the lowest respons.ible bidder but how do. you measµre the revaJuatton : 

•• ' '• •1 ' ' ' I , " 

company if he rneets the biisic require~ents? .·· I think ~anYtimes you .hear ab~~t' ' 
.• . :__ . '. ·. -_. -- .·_: .. . -:· ._ · .... '. . ; .... t ·.. . .,·•: . . · .... .- ·. : ; . ·: ··. . , .. -:, .. . - . ·. ·. ··-·: .. 

revaluation companies hiring kids off lthe st~eet to ·come)inan¢1.do the i~sp~ctio~ 
• ·, • • - • • l . . '·· •. , - •• - • 

.. ·. . .- -~ ·. . .. r ,.. · ... - .. \, . ·. . .. ,.". -.... :' .. - .-·.· 
. of houses, r have heard thaf a number !of times .. ; .. 'An example. of an improvement 

. ·• ..... ·, . . : . ·. . .· . .· ·: .·.' .·.f .. ·.· .. ,,, '. ·. ·. . . ' .· . · ... ·_. ·.· 
· cm the regulations I think that there fshould be! a certificate or program· _· 

: " .·. : . ·.. . · .. ·' .·.' ·: .... ·· .... '·.. . ... - i ··. : .. :· . : -: ' ·,: . . . . . : '. . . . .. _- .. . .· . 
established for that type of·work whe~eby a study progr_am;s.imilar to your CPA> 

I 

... program, not as complex natura1ly.,. btJ~ geared to this sp~'cific job to be .· 
, • •. ,•• ,. •• • :. • ••• . : ·, '. I • , ' I, • • •. : • 

. e_stablished by the' State ~hroug~ _RutgJrs in that anybody rired t<Jwork in 
I . '.,' 

. ·. ··. . • . - l . . ~·: I. ··. . • t • ' .. •. , .• .: •. : 

·. thi,s type-of employment be required tq have a certi.ficatei, then you know·· 
. . ,_ . r·. . . - , , ' . . : f ' . . . . ·· .. 

. ·. they,'ve had .the basic requirement:to go inand:measur~ a house, to weigh . . . . . . . . . . . ·I . . ' 

'depreciati~m anci the factors necessarlto· arfive at .a value·.· <There a;e no'. . 
:. . .· ,• .: • . .... .· ',' ·, . . . ! . . . .. :. . . . : , .. 

' standard~ like that, itis up -to the ifrjdividual revaluation cqmpany to train 
, - .. . : .. · ... :, ·. •.I . . , , .:· .. ,, . . . _; ..... '· .• ' ., '· . .. . 

· ... their.own ,personnel. You,'ve got mini~um sta.nda.rds for re~l estate sales.peopli~' . 
''. i 

for insurance peop]e, they're all licenced: ·· 1/thi_nk this: sort of thing.falls'. 
' ...... ' . ' ... !. :·· 

righf in llne, there should be specififc requirements of trafning required, for. 
. . .· . . . . ·.. . -. -· . ; .· . " ,: ·. 

i ' 
. people who're· going to do this type :O~ job;. i :think there is no f~cility, fo'r .· 

· i '. ., ,• • :1 · 

·.·. quality control with the Assessor'-~ Jnd 1 have' heard this ti~e ind- time ,aga.ir1 ..... 

the municipality wil) .contract with· a \revaluatfon company, and th~'.:Asses·sor<~ 
. i· 

. especially.a part-tim~. Ass:esso:r -~· a:n·~ I. dbn It :bl arne them: b~~ause t~ey' re not .. ·· 

.getting paid t? 'do this k:ind of work:, \they. just wa~h the fr hands bff it and . 

when the f.i gures come in what a re the~ gqi ng to doJ s·~y 'l Im not got~g• to· .. ' .. 
·· ... · ·. ·. •' . ·· ... •, . . . ·.. ,• ..•• · ..... ·.· !- ; . '. -·.' ·. ·, ... : .... - ·· ... ; .. · . 

. accept it and you've just spent $20o,9ooa,nd I'm not gonna accept it, I don't 

1 i ke it .11 Under the law he can do, :thafbut there are very few thatwi 11 do it 



" 

'·..I 

. . . : . 

and I think there's been 9uite a bit.of notoriety·on. those who have .attempted 
. . . 

to do it. l think the law, has backed them up .. , however, the participation of 

the Assessor in a reval·u~ti6~:. should begin wit~l the contents of the contrac;:t, 

it should be the Assessor to d~terrnine what he wants in that contract and.what 

he wants a rev.al uatiori company to _do. ·. Ma!ybe what he doesn't want a reva-1-
. I 

uation company to do. And once the contract has been let it is between the. 
• I • ; • 

' . . . . 

governing body and the revaluation compa_r,y; the Assessor does not real'ly have 

any legal say in what that revaluation company is going to do or how they're 
I 

going to do it as long as the end result meets his specification? b_ut unfort/:•· 

unately part-~ime Assessors don't have the time to quality control a re val;;;:,,.. · · . . . . :.,..-......-

- ·uation company's work. You take.a district with 25,000 lin~ items to 30,000 

line items, it takes a revaluation company two to two and a half.years to do 

that job and this is· a large company. The Ass~ssor sh6uld be working right 

in there and there should be certain steps of approval that an Assessor must 

make, required ,to make, as this .progresses. Such as the work/cost conversion 
i . 

factor they're going to use and how do they arrive at that cost conversion 

factor. Does :the Assessor agree with that thinking? He may not. The <;:lass-
. I 

i fi cation of homes -- these a 11 are characteristics that go into a revaluation 

that the Assessor should be aware of and should have some form of approvaL 

Every time at a tax hearing I hear the Assessor say "well .I didn I t put that 

value on, ask the reva 1 company". And that ·happens. When the rev al company· 
I . . . ·. 

is gone then the Assessor has to defend that and sometimes his only defense 
. I 

is "I've got the card here but I don't know what he did". No'w this is wrong. 

The Assessor should be the one to.establish the standards by which the reval-

uation company is going to do the job, an_d that's what I meant by the require~ 

ments should be strengthened, or the qualifications of a reval company -- but 

just specifically what they are to do and what they are,not to d~~. Such a 

simple area as the Property Record Cards, should an Assessor give his old 

property record cards to a·revaluation companyto h~lp .them get some. of.the 
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information or shoulrl he not? To be $Ure that they go out and measure each 

. house and get the data as they' re supposed to. Questions like this should be 
' defined in regulations set up to control those things.· But that's an area in 
! 

itself that would take considerable time to look at each step that goes into 

· a revaluation and what should be done~ and what is being done. 

DEARDORFF: From the point of View of the appeals process; how do you, or 

where do you feel that the appeals process could be improved at the county 

level1 That first step. 

FOX: Under the present s ta_tutes I doh I t believe there I s a problem on the · 

county level, I think the county is doing the job as well as it can be done 

under the circumstances. As far as improving the quality of the appeals I 

think one big thing that is required 1s more time,.a great deal more time, 

I wouldsuggest that a twelve month period for hearing appeals. I say it 
. . 

for this reason, although the tax board can hear appeals throughout the year 

up to November 15th,. in reality , ,wel1 i,n the case of Ocean County I think 

_ last year 70% of the appeals were filed five days before the deadl ;ne of 

August 15th, so you really don't know: what you have to hear and you got to 
( . . - . 

' 'be finished within ninety days .. So, an Assessor, for example, or anyone 

that's going to testify at a hearing is required under t~e Direc'tor's rules 

subsequent to the filing of an appea 1 · to inspect the property. Well, when 
- ,- ',i 

this appeal is filed; if the Assessor just happened to have a revaluation, 

and he's got three or four hundred appeals pending the possibility exists 

that his headngs are going to start in two w'eeks. How.'s he going to g.o out 

and visit all those propert,ies? How's he going to inspect them.? How's the 

reval • company, H they're involved, gd:ling to do it?·. It's a physical impos-

sibility. It Just can•t be done. In the same respect on a large commercial 

property the same-thing e:Xi sts, usuani the appea 1 s are not filed until the 

very last minute, the appraiser if one is hired, is not hired until the last 

minute so everything is thrown together. If you had a year to hear all these 
'--
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you could schedule the larger appea'ls for the latte·r part of the'yeargiving 
. . .. ' .. . . \ ,. : . ,· . ,. ·... . .. ·,· ... •·· .. 

adequate notiqe to the parties, giving the. As~essor time to get. his case to ... 

gether·, givin~ the appenant time to_. put his case together andL think the . 

biggest thing!that would.eliminate the pass-through as-it is called at the 
• • • ••• ' '. • '. .: . • • .I' .• -, •• 

county level ,:especia)lly on larger appeals, is to do away with the:de nova at 

the State level. Thi.s definiteJy would increase t~e hearing time a great 

deal, and I think the·"quality ofyour he~rihg wouldbe much better; yoli.~ould 
. . .· 

have to go on the ~ecord~ and I, think y6u would eliminaie a 16t of appeals. 

Looking back, many many residential appeals could be settled before they ever 

got to the county tax board once the appeal has qeen filed if the Assessor · 

had time to sit down with the p~eople an.d find out \'Jhat the1r problem i;.,;. Or 
if he had time to go out ~nd inspect.the property to see whether there was · ·· 

mistake made. Maybe enough depreciation wasn't :given~ maybe: there was a wrong. 

measurement. If you try to cram 3,000 appeals into ninety days you can't 

work this way; you can't do it ... · So those I th,ink are two big areas where the. 

appeal process could be improved and I think it would have very little effect 

.on the municipalities as ~ar as the fact that the decis.ions don't come down 
. . . . 

for at least a year~ because of the debit and credit procedure now that's ·. 

used and financially pnce it's started arid you are in that cycl~, then I· 
. ' .. ,. . · .. · ·_:•" . ' : . . 

don't think there's going to be any affect other ,than getting a better qua 1 ity 

appeal pro~eeding; 

DEARDORFF: To do this better job, the ccwnty. boards number. one, .they would·. 

·all have to have an adequate staff~- Now I don't know all the details on· 

every county board but I know th~t ~t least from what the Assessors and local 
. , .. - - .· . . .... · ., . 

governing bodies have told me without going into which county is wher~; you 
\ ·' . . . . , . 

have a great deal of difference J~ how county~ boards thougho~t the State really 
. . . ( . 

operate. Some of them are not adequately staffed for what they should be doing, 

and others are. 

FOX: I've heard that. I've perso_nal1y not gone arounij and inspected .other 



I 
. I 

' . - i i· 
. · .. ·I ·,. _,... · .. · . . . .· .-·._ .· ;· . 

county tax boards --- I've been in a ffw. of them ·but not for that purpose, 

and T think that this is all p~rt of ~n. ove:~alJ :controi'_ of '.administrative 
. ·. ·.. . . . - . . . j. . 

standardization· that 1S needed; •· Righ~-now td each hi's o~n~·down from:the 
.' • : • ·' ·."_ I ' • \ 

. · county boards to the Assessor,. I thihk any i'11crease in ~al aries for .. · 

:·COmmissione,rs is well overdue, I thin~ it has·been close to fifteen or 
.. _ .. - . 1 .. ' ·-. .. 

sixteen year~ since they.'ve had an inFrease in salary, r'think the quality 
"j. 

of commissioned that you g'Jt on ati oyeran .state leVel ii e·~celJent; .. I 
. . . . :· .. '•:.' . . ! .. ·. . . . ... · i .. - ··'_; .... 

think.that tenure should be looked at: for courity board cpmmissioners, I 
· think tha't'inthe political pro~esi 0~ turhin~ ~Ver peopie for pol-iii cal-•. · 
' .·. :. ". . . .. 

. . reasons you lose a degree :6f competen~e that way ··and" it takes a good tw~> 
.... · . : .' ' . : 

·_ years' for commissioher to really f'e~T conffdent in doifilg w-hathiii/ ·. . . . I . .. . . ... ·- . . . . .· . 
supposed to be doing, _ _;YtlLI don't learn it' overnight.;_ i;ind once Jou get.·· 

that ana even j f Yo u'.•xe On rY out the rext yea .. :. it seems Ii ke a ~;Stf; O{ 

· talent once you've ·established a gdod~>bdard~ ·-. I th.ink that should be looked' 
: 

···atb'ecausethe:X are .. ju:dges, they shouldbe cOn~:id~redas:-the Judiciary.is· 

. and tenure be offer~cL . 
. · . . 

.:DEARDORFF: .. oci you think there would. pe any value. to having larger boards?. 
i 

FOX: I would clefinitely-,,say that th~re should be a system that··would allow . -·- .· .• .· :,.·:_:•·' .-.- .. · ... •.: •, ' .. \ .:,· ) .... ·, ·... ' . 

a board to'•expa11dwheh _that becorrtes·n~cessary. Right now J ,think\he~e•s 
.. ; -,. -. · .. ·' . . : . ' . 

: only t~o Counti~s inthe State that h~ve fi-Ve commission~rs. the re~th~ve _··. 
1· 

••.,. ••••••. :., •• C ,• 

· three . So when·you have a large numbbr of ~ppeal~ you ·have to sit 'separately~:'. 

. . . . however, ,YClU can't rnake a separate decision; it t:ias to be"i:nade bY the board~: 
. . . . -· . . .·. ·, . ! . ' .. 

·. We haven I t hal ·a problem Jn Ocean 

_· a v~ry press irig: sch~dul e ,, the:re Is 
. . ,. . ,.. .. . 

opinion of ·some of th,e. people who 

Couhty; not·being able'·t~ handle_,' put lt ts 
. ..! . . . . .. 

no ~uestiorl 'about that~- and. I fhi.nk "the'' 
comb 'to thes~ he~r,r,gs, have-is' that :ilwe11', ·. 

look the;e's th~ Judge sitti~g up,the!re, the' commissioner .sitting up. there'', 

1 istening to what we have' tO ~ay andi we I re -no:1: .going t~'.9e•.t anything' anyway".. ' 
• . l . . . 

. _: ... · .· .,. ·_,, . ., -i .· . . 

I think that Mr. Clayton made a state~erit ";- ;,;forget 'it;, goi_ng to the county' 
. I • ! . . ' C • • -•.:.. • • ••• 

tax board~~... . I 'thfok if 'you sat th1ere throu;gh a n~rnber ·of• days of hearin9,_s 
!· I 

,· 



. . ' ' . 

you would find out that we bend over backwards for thE:l per~ appellant v,ho 

is not with an Attorney and rea Jly try his case for him whereas we are not 

required to do so, but we do as a matter of courtesy because we recognise 

that the taxpayer is a layman, he doesn't really know what questions to ask 

• of the Assessor and we do it for him. This is a misunderstanding a lot of 

people have. I thirik there probably is a great variation throughout the State 

as far as the way commissioners hear appeals; I can only talk for. Ocean County. 

I really never have attended any other county I s ap13eal s process, I have heard 

many stories and I can't visualize this 11you have one minut.li business". We 

have never done that in Ocean County and I'm.hopeful we never hav~ to. But 
/ 

if the appeals keep getting more and more and the time does not increase, it·· 

might come to that some day, I don't know -- I hope it never h~s to be looked 

at that way. 

DEARDORFF: Do you feel that all the County Board Secretaries should be full-

time? 

FOX: I think that's a decision that should be made by an individual board, 1· 
I 

think that if you're talking about under the present statutes, the board 
. . 

determines what they want their secretary to do, however, they don't determine 

how much they can pay him.\ This is just another inconsistency.· I think if 

all the boards were standardized and they all did the same amount of work then 

I would say yes, they all ·should be full-time, however, in your smaller counties 

it may not require a full-time secretary and I think only that could be 

determined by that individual board itself as to what it's workload is. I 

do feel that ---declare him the secretary, call him tax administrator, whatever 

you want to call him -- I think he, under statutes;is considered a clerical 

aid but in rei3,Tity he is the office' administrator and the department head. 
, 

I think that like in the school board situation they hire an administrator 

and they determine what they are going to pay that administrator, then one 

of the governing body will hire an. administrator to run the town, call him. 

the town manager, or business administrator whatever. The"governin~ body 
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are the people who determine what hfs salary is because that will justify the 

quality of person that you hire. It; doesn't make sense to me that any 

administrative position that the sal;ary for that position should be determined 

by a body that has nothing to do with the agency at a 11 . In many respects do 
I 

not know what that agency does or h9w they do i.t -~ that just doesn 1 t make 
I 

sense to me. The same thing can be fapplied dn the assessing level. The 
. . . 

Assessor doesn't have to take the job at the pay that's offeted but you know 

part ... time assessors make pretty good salaries because they have five or six 
l . 

municipalities that they work in, and if that 1 s the way they have to do it 
,/, 

then that is thi way they have to do 1it, but I don't agree with it, I think 

that part ... tirrie assessors should be done away with, they should all be full-

time. 

DEARDORFF: Thank you very much Mr. Fox.· Our next name is that of Mr. 

James Anderson. 

ANDERSON:· My name is James Anderson, I am the Tax Assessor in Point Pleasant, 

and Point Pleasant Beach; I have been the Tax Ass~ssor in Point Pleasant 

for fifteen years and at the Beach tor about four~ Let me start out -- and· 

I' 11 try to cut a lot of this down -- on the tax appeals. I would say that 

I for one feel tha.t we get a better :shake as an Assessor from the County Tax 

Board than we do from t~e State Divtsion, I think that as far as the Tax 

Court goes I think it is long overd~e~ we should have more judges to clear 

up the backlog and I think that these judges should be as~igned on a county-wide 
·I 

basis because they would bemore familiar with the valUes in the area. 

Primarily I have a,complaint in reference to.the State Division in that when 
I' ' _: ' C , 

. . . 

they get to the State Division ... bu~ first of all let nie say this, when they go 

before the county a lotof the professionals in the big firms go before the 

county with the prime reason that they' re just going there just to appear, 

they' re going to by-pass the county and they are going to go to the State. 

Now the problem is that it is the tendency of the judges to start right off is 
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to get everyone to stipulate and there is only one way for a municipality to 

stipulate and that's down. The Assessor can work for days on a particular 

parcel and the State Division Appeal Judge c,w reduce it in five minutes. 

I feel that the county tax board is more knowledgable in values on the county 

level and I feel that the most important thing in this area that I would like 

to see is that no one can by-pass the county tax board and the only thing that 

you can bring before the State level is exactly the case that you presented 

before the County Tax Board. I have had many cases where you go before the 

County Tax Board, the expert comes in and he takes five minutes9 he doesn't 

care which way it goes. Then the Assessor comes in, he presents his full 

case and now the petitioner knows the full case of the town. It goes before 

the State, and now all of a sudden we have five experts come in with five 

written appraisals and this is the big guns that have been coming out at the 

State l~vel. Another thing, I will concur with Mr. Fox in regards to 

Assessors; I think that the elected Assessor should be abolished, they are 

always talking about taking the office of the Assessor out of politics and 

this would be an excellent way to do it. I also feel that on.---............. . 

of Assessors they should be feplaced through a single Assessor also through. 
/ 

attrition. Primarily our problem is in the elected Assessor. The way that. 

the election law is written today you have to be a resident in order to file 

and run for election. If there is no one who is certified and. is a resident~ 

then actually what happens is the Governor can appoint an Assessor but that's 

only on a temporary basis. Now, what happens then is say someone becomes 

certified in that municipality, the person that could be working full-time 
\ 

in this job for say even ten years, be qualified, knowledgable, he is no 

longer eligible because he is only farming, or filling in for a temoorarv 

period. So we feel that primarily if an Assessor is appointed by a municip-

ality this also rules out that he will have to require to live in that 

municipality, and there again you have competition -- more than one person 
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can apply for the job in,.the municipility if'it 1 s an a·ppoin:ted office so 
. ' . ' i . . . ,, . 

··, that there is competition arid the mu~icipality can pick the best person· 
. . i . ' . . ' ' . 

· qualified for the job. Now J get i~to' rny pe't peeve whtch is homestead ; · 
. 1.· . .. . 

rebates .. · I understand that we have a meeting: tomorrow ~hat the. State.is 
. i ' . ' . 

going to tell ushow to handl~,:the r~bate applic~tions;i it is going.to·o~· 
I 

multiple part forms where the taxpay~r keeps a c:Ouple, the p,ssessor keeps a 

couple, the State keeps d couple, an~ no one k'n6ws what :they're .doing~ l 
: . _, . , . , I ·. ', . 

would lik~ to propose that the Asseskor is the most knowledgable pers'on in 
. . . ' . ! . . . 

J:his area~ The State has a :'list ofj all peop~e who received the homestead , 

rebate; if this list- would be forwa~ded to:th. e Assess6{, the-Assessor th~~ 
I 

•, could remove' the people who have sa16 or moved out and send appli~ations to . 
. ·. . . ··. . . . . ·. i . ·. . . . . . ' 

the new owners because we're familiat with the deeds 'that have cbmetri --·,< 
•' . . ,, . \ ''.· .. ' . . . ; ' 

i .. ,' ' 

we have a pe·rmanent. record by block 1and lot~ alphabetical or any way ·you want 
I . 

it~ l 'can tell you somethi~g real f~nny that. happened to me in this ·rebate; · 

.well first of all, most people coming beforethe;muri"fcipalfty h~ve stated~M.t. 
. . . . , . . . . .. I . ' ·.. .. . , . . , . . . • ·. 

! 
>they would like to,·have th~ 'rebate cihec:ks de~iucted from; their tax bilL It 

.. seems a ·1 ittle . ri di c:ulous to pay a. h)i gher bill, g¢t the: money from ,Trenton . 

.. . ·Ca~lth_en;youmight:notget HLwe1i1 this is a patticu;la; case inihat'(for 
. , I . . 

one being an Assessor· l knew that. w~en the forms came· in. I could file ..:_ I.· .... 
. ·. . . . ; '• _:. ', . ·.·· '. . : .. · .... . ; .. 

•· : file~fand everyone else got their hd,mestead rebate checks around March; well : 

l didn't get mine until May b~twhe{t questi,oned them,: ( called Trenton,' and 
. . ... · . .· ' . · .. ·.· . .· ·! • : i .· ·: ' ' . . ·. ' • 

I said 11 1 do·n .. 1 t know-what• s wrong· but ·1 checked o·ver my application, everything 
. . . { .· ... · . . ,, . 

seems in 'order;i; he said,. well you /have to ·g.o back and check. with your local 

Assessor~ I. said. u I a~ ,the AssessoJ 11 ~· And to this da/ 1: ~ould' say. thatjn the 

town of P'ointPi eas~nt it has attiia~ly been_ reported t~ me that,: there are 25 . 

·,· people wh~ still have not recei~etl iheir homestead 'rebate,:t:hec;kS: .• They·'ve . 
. . . . I 

received,,them from $25 'up to'''$90;. aJd some people who have received' them are 
1- J. • • •j • l ' • 

'. 

just writing th.emoffs~ying ·"wen,ii•mthankfu).t got:fifty bucks, I'm entitled 

·•··.to ninety but. thank-goodness.for small favots, you can't get anything. perfect . . ' . ,· . i . ' 

from the State.". One other area th?t l have 1 chqmpioning for years but doesn't go 

- 30 



. 

•,I 

. '. . . ,· 

anywhere is.· in regards to the Gross Receipts Tax apportionment~,_ This 

was a terrific bill when you had oil an~ coal produci~g power plants~_ 
. ·: . ,. . . ' . . : : . 

.... , t- \ . ' . . . ' : .. 

but now we're into nucleur _power plants suth as Lacey Township~·and I 

would have to guess that Lacey Township receipts- are roughly. $2 ~illion 
·. .; . . . \. ··-. ·, . ·- . 

a year from:just the tax on kilm•1att hours that the plant produces, and 

. now Jersey_Central.'is_ contemplating but.lding a secondary plant which is 

going to be'bigger than the first. so·let's give them the. benefit of 

the doubt they'll be entitles to $3 mtll,ion - now that's five million 
. ' _: ,,, •, ... '.· . ,, 

dollars a y¢ar that they receive from this tax. ·. __ Again I think is State 

of New Jersey.law and this is the way that it works, as everything else · 

does, that, the tax is collected from the power plant, goes to the State,. 
·. . .s. . . . ,. 

. -. . . . ·,' ... .., . . . 

· the State takes their share ou.t to administer the tax,. then it_ goes back 
. . . . . ' . . 

to the municipalities. Wouldn't it se_em logical today, with everyone 
. . 

compl ainir,g about high utility bills, that .the least amount that would 

happen is to abolish the tax, and let's say ,if the PUC did it accurately, . 
.. . . . 

to reduce everyone's electric bill by that proportionate amount that 
. ·. 

Jersey Central would be saving .. This would be the most important thing~ 

to make sure that the refund or, the reduction gets back to the individual 
. . . . 

. utility user. As it stands now a few municipalities have the windfall. 

The only way I can compare this to is, ~et's say we take two towns --

Jersey Central comes along and they build~ power plant in this town; 

the next town comes-in ahd they have Ford Motor Co. coming in. Now· both 
' . . . . 

municipalities are· going to collect on :real property tax because_ ·l believe 
;; . . . ,· ' . . . . 

there .was a:decis-icm .come down from theState· Supreme Court that they can 

tax the pla~ts that house the power plant. Now here Y?U have one 

municipality that•~ going to have the R~wer plant, they're going to' collect 
. ' ' . . . . ,. ·.. : . 

. . the revenue. from. the gross. receipts, ori toP of that th~y I re going to .. 
; .' . 

collect the real property. The town that has the Ford Mot~r ~ompany,. 
. . .-, . 

: . .·; . i 

comes in and let's say it is worth about the same, will cqllect qn the 



l 
.1. 

rE?al prope~ty but riot·h·i ng from wh~ t .the pi ant produc,e!~, so the equity 

1 oses me there. . And as. °r : said bef~re I san' unders~and wh~t happened · . 
•. • • _·1 • • .. 

. , Jike•in a c~al and oi'i producing plant: .. · Another- thi:ng is that I would 
. •. . . , ; '. .. . ,' • .•.. · .. ·. i 

, .say a lot of municfpalities would 1-ike to h~ve a'po~er plant if th{s · 

is the tinderstandlng, but it really isn't the' ~hoke iof:tlle municipality 

~ny mqre, we have pl~nty of room ··;ri Jackson Townsh1p lbut "they don't1>Uild 

.. jn Jackson Township; . we ·ha;Ve room in Britk Towrish_ip J they do~i-t l;>uiid 'iri . 

. Bri~k Jownsh:ip -- the ·s~me in Dover. . Now: I can imd~rstand why it is up .. · 

.. to the Power Plant :ahd the. State. ~f N.ew:Jersey 'where \t: is going to ·be 

... huilt because it is :gqin'g to be- fornee.a'o"-: I am the. :,1As's. essor in Pdint .. · -~ 
. P•leasant Beach ·and to t~ll you th~ t~uth ,they tur;ned ]dow~, when they thought. 

. . i . - . 

. . tbat,the power 'plant was goingto'!be.built 'too cfo~,e !to them.;-But I can't 
";, - ,_ ... ' ' ' . ' , . · ... 

. ·•.·tfod-. cine ,per:scm in the, toJn ·who _wouT~ h~ve ~oted'. agai)nst it~<~r did vote. 
. .... 

aJainst 'it, if, the'y th~·ught that Jt :was going to be a nucleuf power planf .. · 
: . '· . ' .. ,' - . ,. 

·· .... Whatthey w~re afrai,d of_)l.clS th~ ~o-il or: 6il p]~-n.t/.~hey .. didrt,'t want.·the .· 

-. __ . smoke and:everything else that 'g~es with ·.;t\ but a m)c1e,ur power plant, I 
. , . . . : .· . . ·- , . 

. c:an'tfind anyone in Point Pleaiant Beach that :wou]dJbe against ;t~ -_. And 

of course:in a town lik~ that it would be: a te~rifi'clwi~df~ll ;but'.•! just . 

:cion;t th'1nkiit1·s .fair to the rest: oft-he muni~i'p~tities:. -Senate bill 43,: 
: . ' ,: ,_·,:· .· .· ·::,... . ·. . . . ' . . . 

that's been knocking \~routld a 1'it:tl'e time arid l undehtand that>certain. . . '· . . . 

. . member( ~f the Divi sfon o( t~unt)Tax Bo~rd Commis~iJns th~t :are now; trying- :- .·., .. 

.. to getfhis bilLput int~ Se~itebil·l.33:h.Thisis-~here the_·secretary of 
... · . . . . • . ... ',,·,. . ' ·. .. ...• '.. . . . . . . i:: . .. ,· . : .. ' _., . 
. · the County Tax·Boarq -would. be the .county administrat~r a.nd I for Qne, am 

- • • •• • • • • • • •, • 1 •,· -· • 

.. • · : ·-.-.' . . . ' _: • . . i·, .• , :_:,_ -. ' . . . . - ·-. : ... ', ; '- ... · ....... , ' .- •. :_ .'.° :,· .. ,, '·- ... · ·:·- ·, ., ... '. 

·opposed to it because l feel that you a:re relegating: the county tax board .·•· 
. . .. . ' . ,· ··•:· .. ·: : .· '.: .; . . . . . .• ". ·] . 

ta just· hearing' ta~ appeals and mpv'fog the ;secretary: uP 'to be the ·most . 
. . ' . ' . . •.·:-; . . 

j • 

.. important·. person'. · :I can It see :where ft wo\ul d benefit the taxpayers i-Ji, the ... 

.. mun_ictpalities dr the co'unty in this .. Als;o:'an Senat~·b;11:fa1, itis nice···.·.· 

to ,be, able.to set ?alarfas_as a r;equirement; butitsiunrealfstic'becauie 
i • 

' . .. - - .. , .•·. .·. ,. ' ,' :· . .{ :.f•. . . . : 
, like on county tax<board presidents and secretaries ,jthey do different jobs, 

- . .. 

they have different re:sponsibilitie!:; with different }aunties, and different 
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problems, and I cannot see where this bill trying to set the president up, 

or that the president of the county tax board must be an Attorney or a CPA. 

I go along with the CPA in that he is certified.and qualified and knows what 

he is doing but. an Attorney -- I woul1 definitely disagree with because just 

that the individual is an Attorney doesn't mean that he knows tax law or 

1values and this is what we don't need·-.,. Lawyers~ we need Values. In 

reference to exempt property I would say this, J for one would like to see 

a bill where all exempt properties pay at least the municipal services tax, 

whether it be a church--'- and I know that's a very bad area to hit 7 - but 

I think they can well afford to pay these local services. And county 

assessment~ we've got on to that subject, I would agree that the further 

you get away from local .leveJ the worse it gets, and.that it gets so big 
. ' 

that it is impossible to handle. I did a complete reassessment of Point 

Pleasant this year, we 11 it took me two years to do it, of land and build-
/ 

ings and so far I have something like twenty appeals and I concur with 

about twelve of them that they are entitled to a reduction from this new. 

assessmenL Not the amount that it was but we are stipulating quite a few 

of them, amd I have to say that being a full-time Assessor, I did get out 

and check on all these tax appeals. So if it was on a county level I don't 

feel I could do this. And in regards to Wetlands l think that we hadc: a 

hearing right here in this room where most of you Assessors did stipulate 

and say that there should be. some sort of value set on Wetlands and we 

agreed that the Wetland owners should have some relief because it is very 

inequitable. The most importani thing though was.that 1 think .thit the· 

State primarily should not use those Wetland sales, the ones that we do get, 

they shoula be disregarded from the sales ratio study. 

about it. 

Ba~ically that~~ 

DEARDORFF:• Of course this is really an academic question because nob.ody 

could decide for.the courts, but do you really think that for us toassess 

Wetlands as Wetlands weneed a change in the t:ax<clausEtn the, Constituti~n? 
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ANDERSON: Definitely. There is 'no other way you can do it' 

DEARDORFF: The way the Constitutibn reads, if you have a standard of 
' 

value which has been depressed, or the fac:t that it fs Wetlands, if you 

treat all Wetlands the same it wouldseem,:to me thati you would be within 
' . 

both the letter and the spirit of the Constitution .. Th.e whole idea seems 

to me that the Constitution didn It 'Want us, to' be able to say we 11 you 

are going to pay this and you I re going to pay that. The same is true on 

a. number of other things which I believe \>{e 1ve taken: and accepted as true .. 

For instance wi.th our ser,ior d ti'zen exemption -- no;t the one7 in the 

tax rebate but the Cons ti tutiona l ones, Mr. Lewis, Edi.tor of the Asbury 

Park Press brought this to;my attention; we•ve been 1 1ooking into th,is 
' . : . . . . 

around the 'State, this idea of leased land where the: actual improvement 
i_ ·--,.'' ' ' '.-, ', 'j 

on the land is owned by the . taxpayer but the J and. i S! leased, either 

through ,a Camp Meeting Association or a Cd,rporation) or what have you, 

and in a number of instances the people are getting !~enfor citizen' 
• . ' . • j 

· exemptiOnsof ·$160: In pthers they I re not because !they say well you 
·. . . - . ' -. ..... ,- ,' ," · .. · •, . _,· ____ ··' '._ .· : . ' .- - .. - ·. ,:,. . -. ' . - ']__ ·- ·::· ,' ' ' ·.- . 

don't own the property, byt there 1s nothing in the C:onstitutiqn that says 
' . . . . 

you have to: own the properly. All it. says in the Constitution is you. get 

$160 off your tax bill. lf you get a tax bill an:d this is another 
. I 

· pl ace in which there is a lot Of dif fere11ce --- in s,dme places where land 

is leased ~nd the improvements are owned, the people ddn 1t pay their. taxes 

directly, in others they do, so the ones that pay diirectly gE!t $160 

'but the ones that don I t pay dir:ectly don ;t get it~ but really both should 

be entitlec:l to it. How do you think we could treatipeople uniformly 

,throughout the State in situations like this? 

ANDERSON: You can I t really.. You have to treat them uniformly but then 

. you· have inj ustiqes be,cause something l i k;the Wetl~nds, ynu are ,going to . 

have t6specify like you did on th; senfor citizens - - why doyou give 

one person a deduction, or cut off th€ tax,. anct' not :others? You have to 

make rules and regulations.· The'same with the Wetlands, if they would come· 
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out with something similar to what we ha,ve ·in· the Farmlands .. 

DEARDORFF: Of course the Farmland Assessment act is the implementation . .. , . . . . .. - ' 

of a constitutional amendment. Now if we have to have a constitutional 

amendment for Wetlands· then you're going into another·sphere ~nd then you 

would implementthat throughlegislation~ Is the value of Wetlands. 

diminished in every instance? 
. ' 

ANDERSON: No. 
.··. ·. . / .. 

It is not uniformly. ·· ln other words you cannot say that -· 

Wetlands is, worth so much an acre period and let it go at that. 

DEARDORFF: Let's say we do have a constitutional amendment, will there. 
. . . . 

be any way of setting up a type of standard. that you have on the Farmland . ·. . . . ' . , ,. ,, 

assessments? For instance a guideline is given for the Assessor by the 
. . \ 

. I 

Farmland Assessment Commanders: 

ANDERSON: B:ut it does give the Assessor an opportunity to give tel ief. 

No~ the mos:t important thing, I think a lot-of the Assessors realize that. 

there should be some relief but there's not~ing that allows ,them to do 

this. . _ . . 
. . . ' . . . 

DEARDORFF: 1That was genefally what we got ~rom the hearings that ~e had 

here and up .in North Jersey and down in Vineland; that what the Assessor. 

needs is both the authority and the guidelines so that there can be 

. uniformity~ but I know that that is something that wi 11 ~e taken up_· 
. . . 

. in our recommendations to the Legislature~ . 

. ANDERSON: ·we are getting off on the same thing, you were ta 1 king before on •· 

revaluations and I can c6nc~r with Mr. Fox on that •. If you were a reval.~ 
. ; ' . . .\ . . _· . ' . . . 

. uation company coming into .a certain municipality, they're going to hire-· 
. . . ' 

. ,· . 

high school kids~ college kids, and they're going_to bring them 1n and use 

them for that one job. Now let's say by the ti_me they finish that .one .. 

job they might ~now the basics of it, but I would like to s~ggest that i.:f 

and when it is ever dC>n~ in the proper: manner possibly we wouldn't rieed 

the private reva·luation. ~om.panies, the State of New Jersey and. the O-ivisfon 
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,· . . . 

of Taxation has ari apprafsal sect'ion. The ideal situati~~ I think would 
. . . . .. 

· be to. havethiS appraisal sectior enlarged to". cover: revaluations when 

you need it or was told to ha~e a revalm1,tion, you' Use those personnel. -

- These people would he knowledgable and most of the, proble~s thatwe 1re 

having now with reval ~a ti Ori companies we .wouldn I { h~ve with them because -. . . . . . . i . 

they:_woul d be experienced personnel, possfbly float~d throughout the· 

-.. State· this _way.·· 
' ' 

DEARDORFF: Wouldn't th~t require a pretty big bure~uc,racy a't the State· 

.. -.•,even-·-• 

· ANDERSON: It is the same way as they dQ it in othet States on a co_unty;. 

wide basis o'f assessing. 

DEARDORFF: Well most. c>f the ~meetings that I have b~en. to whether· they've 

been. public hearings or others·, :the ~ssessors seem to feel _..: and Mr. Fox 

certainly brought itci~t froin th~ county board's pofnt of ·view -.;. ... th~t · the 

.revaluations should be; in ·the hands of the Assesso~ 1a~ the directo;; ·even .-

if you have a private firm he is the one Who shouldlbe running the show 
• • •. ·/ . I • <-- ·. 

rather . than sdrt of being put off to one side. -· 

ANDERSON: -I- th.1nk it an comes hack to the point that I don't believ~. too. 
- ' . 

'much in county assesso'rs but there's probablYan area, or some daYand'.'time, 

when the State of New.Jersey lS going to- have'to get (whether it happens or· 
.-: I • • •. 

' I. . •• , _,. .-'.· •.• .- .• '•. ' • ••: ·, '., .· ,• •.·. . - ._ . ,, 

no:t), it's going to happen that they will be doing away with the part-time' 

·, ttme jo~ so_ that when you do have. a, revafoation the :Assessor can stay there 
.. ·. l.- ' ,· 

and can check dally . .This. is the way it should tie.:' Possibly maybe it does 
' .. r · .. 1 

::. ·•• • .. ' • ',' , ,· . • -_, • . : • • 1"' .- ·:· • ' •. , ,., ' ' ... :-_ ·- ., •. .•! ' ' . • ' .. 

'- not have to be that bfg on the State level. but possibly they can send down. 

\ the key pe-rsormel and do tt,e fevalu~tio~s co~fi,g fr~m withi~ th~-.municipal.;_ .. •• 
.•. • •• ,· • , ' • .• I ••• 

ities. Fknow a lot 6/municipalitiE!s right .now a'.r~ considering doing their 

· /own re val u~tions and·bri ngi ng .in: Manpo~~f ·people, .but·- the problE!m· is, what 

I antgetting at.is, it is such·agreat•lossof knowledge arid ~oney to'bring 
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people in, train them for the job, do it once and then they're gone. It's 

the same thing with the revaluation companies, you mightbring in people 

who were trained in the revaluation company, like in Point Pleasant/Point 
. ( 

Pleasant Beach, they had the.same crew, they finished in.one town and went 

· to the other. Now that waa terrific for the second town. ' But what happens 

after they'Fe finished?. They get a job somewhere else and the people who 

did the field work they're no more,. and it all boils down to one thing--, 

experienced personnel. 

DEARDORFF: Thank you very much Mr. Anderson. Our next speaker to come 

forward is Mr. James Reeves. 

REEVES: Good afternoon, Gil, we I ve met before. · 

DEARDORFF: Hi, how are you?. 

REEVES: I w·ish to refer in part, to the assessment function. My name is 

Jim Reeves and I am presently acting Assessor in the Township of Long 

Beach. In my background, I have been in the property assessement field 

since 1951, I have been President of the County Assessors' Association and 

Vice-President of the State Association , Chairman of the Legislative 

Committee, instructor in training courses for A~sessors; I am on the 

Planning Committee of the Annual Conference, and also have been Moderator 

in Seminars and Conferences. I think this gives some background in the 

field. I think your agenda is quite broad and I am going to touch on a 

couple of things, and I would like to reserve some time to make some 

personal observations 011 what I have heard today before I am finished. 

Wetlands "'." I am not that con.versant with the Wetlands Act but I have other 

views of it and my personal belief is that the public is under false 

impression that these lands..,- that there can be no development on these 

lands. My opinion is that it requires only one to seek proper permits 

and then to proceed. However, w~ find that al ready Judgments by appellant 

bodies, county board, State Division of Appeals, etc. have been given --
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even though the final denial of ~he permit has not b:een given reducing 

. the value in some cases to' a, ver,x nominal figure. IRecently in an i~sue 

of the Readers I Digest (and I ha~e a copy here1, an :article on Wetlands 

. 'stated that the people and the acad~mi C COl11IDUnity 'ha:ve estimated the 
. ' I. 

value of Wetlands in relation to ·the ecological food: chain to be as high 

i as.- -- 1 have fifty thousand -.., the range is $50 ,0_00 1an acre to $82,000 
. ' I' ' . . 

an acre SC) that what I .hear about Wetlands really,- to me, doesn't hold 

· muc.h v·a]id1ty. It is my opinion that the :~eglslature; should prohibit 

any developm~nf of' Wetlands until s·uch time that stu/dies by the Marine 

·.•_Scientistsdeterminethat: they are not fodispensiblef:to the ecologic-al 

food cha.in. After such determination, then a decisfon to grant a permit 
. . . •- -, . . . 

- . . . . _- -.. . ·. . .· . . . . - . l .. • :: ... ·. . .-·, .. . 
· should be conside.red At the present time. you can r11ake your applications, 

. ' . ' , : . 
. . . . . : . " ' ·.. !· 

- they're lerigthy and drawn ·out. I really don't think! it depresses .the 
. ' , I , 

· value. of Wetlands until, such time as that p·ermit is !actually denied, at 
. . ·. . ) 

that time 'r think you have a restriction on that lanid which is going to-
I • :· • 

reflect -t.he value of what it is really w~rth. · Whe~ !I pi.ck up articles ·. 
. . . ·. 

like this ano they say in the food chain that they•~e worth fifty to 
, I • • 

eight;-two· tho~sand an acre, and:we have'··a piece in iLong Beach of about. 
I 

six thousahd an acre~ which is under t:he permit sequence c1t this point, 
• : • • j • • ,- • • 

. . ' . . "., . : . . . . · .. , . 
• , , , • I < • . ,. , " 

and we have> ta}( appeal last year: __ and we have one :pending this year,,...'.. 
.... ·· >·· . . .· ' . . . . . ', 1 

where . the expert appraisal for the appe 11 ant says that the 51 acres of . . . • ·, f. ' ·· • 

- land "; valued at $30,000 an acre. 
. I. 

I have made my !suggestion. that the . . ' ( 
\ . 

Township should buy it, ~e won't have, 150 or 200 ho~es on it if they can 
:,_. ' ' : . . . f. 

get the. permits~ ·. Theref~re, in ~y O'#n personal opiriion I think the 

ques~ion of what littl~ l know of Wetl~ahds _,i I am down in an area .in 
. . . . . . . : I . .· : . .·· -... . . . 1 • :. - .) - • • • • _ 

_ which l spent ca.nsiderable vacation-time,·and I am just working here now 

for a. year --- that the question of' ~etlanp values c~~not really be · 
• • . • ' • • • • i -

,• .... - :, . · .. - . , ; .· ·. ,• ·: .. ' . ', :· . . :-. ·.:. · .. , · .. 

. deterniined imtil .such ajudication on the permi.t application is reached.· 
• . . . i 

.. . .. , . . i ·' 

While it is in limbo in 'the process of acquiring pertmits, then J don't 

· - 38 -



'.i. 

. . 

think the value is depressed that much~ but we hear questions from the 
.. , . , 

other side., 

Farmland assessment-:- This is another example of abuse Iihink of legis"'." 

lative intent. I canno.t believe .. thatthetegislature•responsible.· for 
. ' ·. -: .. ' :, -:- .· : .... -: . '•,. ·. ,, . . -

Farmtand value had in mlnd that one who has n6 ,nterest in farming Could 
• ' , ·- . . : .. '. : ,\ ; ' . . • . . 1 ' • . . 

. derive the benefits. If is well established that developers are _the p~ime 

. benefidaris of this act. Haying serveq on the li~ison committee o.f>the. · 

Assessors and. the Farm Bureau prior to ~he enactment: of 'the act~ I,-,incurred 

the wrath of the farmer~ wh.en they stated t~at to be eligible~ landshoul~. 

be zoned exclusively for farming, that it has one value only.· .. I under- ' 

stand that .some of the legal technicalities, btie of which is sptit zoning 
. . . . . . . 

if we do this, I can unders.tand .the farmer's attitude.'that this limits him 

in the mar_ket if he wan.ts to sell. We .can all understand that. It becomes .. 

the old adage 11you can:t hav.eyoJJr cak~ arde~t itll- For.a consideration 

of the tax.subs1dy whi.ch .is sizabJe, one· ,must sacrifice ones independen~y~ 

. Another benefit accruing to the farmland Js during a revaluati.on i~ the 

. municipalfty. Assumi~9 a commu~ity h~ving a ratio for equali~aticm of· 

.50% and a rate of $5.00, th~. municipality_.is ordered to revalue. · Statist-:-

ically the.rate would decrease to]2.50 upo: completion ~f ther~va1Uation. 

However, the farmland value is fixed by the Farmland.~dvisory ~ommittee. 

The top va1ue· ground is crop land har,vest, -and. in BUY"lingtori:Ce>unty which .·. 

I 1mvery familiar with.; is Valued at$380.QOanacre. The revaluation 
,' ,:,· . . . - . ' 

decided .the tax per _ac:re would reduce from$19.00 ari acre- to .$9.5Oan a~re 

thus shifting the burden to the other cl asses of. ~ea l.propertf. My opi~lon. 
is. that to: qualify fo'r farmland~ :the owner should active.lY farm all th~~ 

till able g'.round, -that th_e income generated should be the· major part of 
. -. . 

his tota.l :1ncome and that .such land should be zoned e~clusively fof farin .use. · 

'I appeared.before th·e .Tax· Co!Tlfilitteeand .the suggestii:m was '.made 7~'.r th.ink ... · 

it .was Senator Dumont :who had a hill in Jhe legislatior -- stip1,1lating that -
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.. 1 
. i 

85% of the income of the individual stiould come· from ithe farm,: and I think · 

Mr-. Vreeland ;..:.. t think he is a Senator now -- who Wais on· the Conti-rittee'· , •.. ·.... .··• ·, . .,1 . • . ·, 

siiid that -~ani:f ~brk 

know.th~i that.piece 
' . . . . . . . : . 

because I Ju~t T~asedirriy.farm to! my :sort, so y.dtf:W~ll":' 

of 'l~gislati-on :nevet· sawthe lig~t of day;:' ldo. ,< 
. . . ' . 

think that there has to be some· 1 imi tatfon made on ·fairml and to require 
. ' 

the individual to be actually in that industry. l ha1ve heard~the argument . 

well if you're going to do thal the~ you ar~ going tci! get a lot of building,. 

and I don't believe this because the mark.et is going tt:o determine how_ . . ' . . . . •,; . 

rap•idly a developer in tha~ particular munki·pa~ity:(fs. going-'to move·. 
. . . 

Added Assessments ~-on the ~ubject of addeq assessmentl:s;, I believe that the 
. .. ' . . . ! . ' .. ' . . ' ' 

·Assessor should be abl'eto pickup tha·t thfrd 111onth, pctober, in--fiTin{f 
. . : . ... ' ., ' ; · .. 1 .· . ·,. '.,' :, 

· added assessment~ for the precedfo'g year. ;This i's ju~t a recent statute ·_ .. 
. ' 

that permitted us to pick 'up that<period of tfme but ~e're limited to two· 
( . 

· months really. 
• • • .• • ,:. • • • ,· I ' ;· ' • • 

Because of the co:mputer sqheduling it is impossible to 
. ' . . . : . ' ,,. 

get aclde-d assessments 'in which are comple'ted in the mbnthof September; 
·. . ' . 

. because' our computer data' or the data h~s ,to be at the computer center; by 

the mido_le of September in order t·o get our added assessment list to the 

county board~ For us to pi.ck up this time an Assesspr must go the route 
·, . ·. ,· : ' i 

of fi l fog omitted added assessments. ·. I thin.k if theyj would extend this 
· tim~ we could pick up those .-assessments for that third month, it would. · 

save a lot of ·administrative problems._·. 

Appea-ls - The AssesSors have been :advocati~g· a TaxCo~rt. It seems that 

my philosophy has become coinpromi sed, 'I do not be l {eve tii'at in . further in;.. 

routes·by government .. ·-Howe~er,.·1 ·do n,ot believewecpn continue.with the 
'.• •. ' ·, , ; .. . , ': , , '.·., . •, ·: f · • . , I • , ... 

present system of appeals. What .is -right about sayin~ to ari app~llant, --
- . . . . . .. · -· .... ·: ·: ·. ..', .· . : . . ·. ..-· . . : l.. . ·.·. . .··· .. 
especially if the county says 11well, you have five mir,utes to present your 

. ' ," . . ' 

case" .. Or' on the. othe; hand' to say to the Assessor! 1'how di ci you. a·rri've 
. . . i ,. ' ' 

at this value? :Let me see Your pr~perty record cards!~ II ' And- to~ the . > 

appellant ''.how much did yo~pay for Your house?"_· In[most-instanc.es, the.· 
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purchase being after the October l pre-tax. The law says that the 

assessment is presumed to be correct and the appeal procedure most 

times is vice-versa. A further discriminati.on between taxpayers to 

the detriment of the residential property is the use of the income 

approach to determine taxable value. It is well known there has been 

proposed legislation in the hopper in Trenton for some years now to 

eliminate the use of income approach to value property for taxing 

purposes. I would hope that the proposed legislation to use the income 

approach to value property for tax purposes now 1anquishing in committee 

for years, would get some expeditious action by the Leg-islature that the 

income tax package received. My thinking is that a Tax Court is needed. 

Although it may be the creation of another bureaucracy with its attend-

ant expense and ever-increasing expansion, on the other hand, we cannot 

back off appeals for periods of three or four years. 

Administration - My expe~ience in the assessment field I have always hoped 

that the burden of things other than those dealing with property value 

would be removed from the Assessor 1 s responsibility. The most recent 

fiasco was the dumping of the rebate certification on the assessing office. 

The logic would have been to certify at the local level for the value of 

rebates to the State Treasurer, he draws the one check to the municipality. 

I have strong words; I am nauseated at the ego of some legislators stating 

that regardless of cost and administrative time, that they're going to give 

the taxpayers a check so they can say 11 there, we did what we said, we are 

giving you property tax relief 11 • On the other hand, how stupid we as tax-

payers are to accept this type of government palaver. There are many other 

facets of the assessment function that could be discussed, but to take time 

would be selfish of me, and I thank you for the opportunity of expressing 

some of my views. Again, I have been in the assessment field for 26 years 

now -- I thought I was out of it once, but I am back in it again. A lot 
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· of things, that' have been said here today have been hashed over between 

committees of the Tax Assessors' Association and the legislative bodies. 

Some have come to fruition others have not. I think at one time we got 

into a very technical discussion about the tax assessment function. I'm 

old-fashioned and I don't like to hear mys:elf called: a Tax Assessor, I'm 

really not a tax assessor, I am a property assessor or a property valuer. , 

I have nothing to do with taxes. I have travel led the State and I have 

,talked with people and I am definitely opposed and l'do not believe in. 

a State Assessor, nor a State assessment function. • I am much like some 

of the gentlemen who spoke before me, that the best control we have is.at 

the local level. · I think the Assessors as a group are the 6nly grou~ 1ri 

governmental work in the State of New Jersey -- and we started twenty years 

ago to educate ourselves. I heard some remark about the choice of a Tax 

/.\ssessor. Well we do have a certification requirement; it does require< 

ari examination but thi~ does not ~ake one an Assessor, but at least it i~ 

a ~tep in the right direction that we do have some k~owledge of the office 

before we are permitted to serve. .I could go on much longer, but I won•t 

take up any further time. I do resent the fa~t that the Assessor is 

looked upon as a 11 necessary evil'.', it is very true that our salaries are 

cont~olled at the local level by local budgets.· How are we ever going.to 

educate our governing bodies that we are of some valiJe and if you are going 

to have a qualified person you're going to have to pay a suitable income 

to attract that person. Yet today, after 26 years in the field, I find 
"' governing bodies say the job isn't worth that .... w~ll they don't know. 

Revaluations As to revaluations, this is a necessary evil we have to 

live with. I have been through them four times in the previous munidp-

ality, I am right i~ the midst of on~. The measurement of .the validity 
I • -

of a revaluation is a matter that takes time; just to recite an instance 
. \ 

in a municipality in which I served for 23 years, we went through a reval-
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uation and we had a bad sale on the category the year before. They used 

that sale in developing our page 8 ratio, and'it meant after a complete 

revaluation and a complete valuation .of all the property that we wound 

up with a ratio in the middle 80s on the new revaluation. 

(to $138,000 in county tax. We took it up with the Divi?ion 

It amounted 

in fact I 

think we wound up in the Superior Court -- and the town was reimbur~ed 

for that and the sale was thrown out. I think there is a falacy in my 

opinion that measuring the revaluation by the page 8 formula, I thi.nk the 

page 8 formula should be no more than a tool to measure the revaluation, 

I don't think they should apply that page 8 formula and make yo1,1r reval-

uation come up to it because there must be some municipalities where the 

valuations are going down. .As to the revaluation firms, I just look at 

Essex County which I think two years ago, or last year, ordered some 55 

municipalitjes to go on a revaluation; there's not that many firms to' do 

it. And so this really doesn't make a lot of logic. We do have one of 

the better tools in our hands which is the six year study of coefficients 

that goes on in Trenton; we also do have a publication .now where they give 

us a ratio by sales class, ten to twenty thousand so on, and I find this to 

be a better measurement as to whether they need a revaluation and a.ratio. 

Yet we find county boards that have directions, if you fall below 85% you're 

going to go on orders to reval. It just doesn't have any real logic to it. 

I can see the problem of a ten year period of going in and reinspecting all 

the houses, but again we're confronted with the fact that we have a statutory· 

requirement. We are measured and we pay our county tax, and we get our 

State aid strictly on a study of sales. We come, as I said, before the. 

county board with·a system where in revaluation or valuation, when you get 

to allocating between land and buildings that's where we get into trouble. 

I would hope somewhere ~long the line that the Legislature might consider 

the fact that once a property is improved.that it be one assessment on the 
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rolls, rather than land and buildings because this is:what breeds havoc. 

The courts have said that you cannot appeal part of your assessment jf 

you appeal the assessment at all. You can't be sati~fied with land and 
. . 

dissatisfied with the building; you have to be dissaitisfied with the total I . . . , . . • , 

assessment and that I s what you prove. Yet today we. are sti 11 concerned 

with cases on our tax rolls; the Wi 11 i ngboro case that l was invo 1 ved in 

ori gi na lly wi ch is a computerized annual update, the :system has been approved 

by our Supreme Court yet when you analyze what it has done they are only 

playing with one part of the assessment, they are plaYing with the build-

ing. The land value is very seldom changed; As a matter of fact the 

last I checked in Willingboro, the residential lot wa{s valued at $3,000. 

which is utterly ridiculous. on today's market, but it has been accepted 

by the courts, he says he has a unique situation -- which he does to a. 

degree--' but.here again, I don't think fn my own optnion it is a real 

. vaJ id procedure because again, if you only have to aqjust one section of 

your tax roll it ~akes it a much simpler job. Again, 1we 1 re looking 

towards computerization and if you are going to computerize I don't think 

we can get into allocation because that's. our problem in Long Beach Town-

ship now in it I s revaluation ,which has been extended a year, I am getting 

feedback and I'm not part of the hearin~s -- th~tipeople a~e satisfied 

with the value placed on the house but they're upset about the land . 
. , 

Again, we're down to.land value which.has to be considered and if we only 

had to do this on approved property we woul dn I t be confronted with this .. 

As to whether we're going to get the computerization I don't know, I~m 

too old for that. Thank you very much. 

DEARDORFF: Jim, .one of the things that's been brought.out, not only down 
' 

here, but particularly along the shore\is when you get into using your 

·sales. ratio so many of the sales in resort communities actually involve 

a great deal of personalty, . and i.t is contended that this throws things 
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out of whack. That a house with say Jet I s say $40,000 with $10,000 

personalty . sells for $50,000 and the ratio is based on that $50,000 and 

not on the $40,000, what do you think could be done about that type of 

thing? 

REEVES: I think the quickest answer to that .one is the courts have spoken; 

the courts -- and I don't know the case that went up..,- but the courts have. 

said that in.lieu of the separate agreement setting forth the yalue of the 

personalty then you must consider the value ,set forth in the deed as the 

consideration for the real estate alone. I think what little I know abo~t 

the problem is the fact that for mortgage purposes they put the whole amount 

in there and apparently the lending institutions don't ask them to separate , 

what is personal and what is .real8state. Secondly, I think from a 
I 

capital standpoint, they prefer to have the personalty considered as part 

of the capital particularly if we might be talking about business personalty, 

they don't want to have that as an expens~, they want to capitalize that 

thing. I think in the residential property it is a matter if financing 

the situation and again the courts have spoken on this matter~ There was 

a case taken up to try to get this sale set aside on the personalty end of the 

sale and this is the decision that I understand came from the judge. I 

would hope .that it could be; but again we're dealing.with individuals and 

financial s,ituations, and I think Mr. Fox spoke about our sales ratio· 

studies sight these needs, and we have had a corrmittee working on the 

sales ratio study but we have never got anywhere, and I think.you are 

aware that as soon as you go up and challenge the ratio the judicial body 

says llwell have you got something better?" We don't. Although I th.ink 

that having had some experience and .doing some experimental work on this 

in college, when you run a series of experiments and you plot them out, 

the virgin ones -- either high or low -- you take out and you throw your 

curve bet\'1een them, and when you get a sale with a ratio of 150 or 35% 
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or something when you're running a ratio of 50 or 60% - something's wrong 

with the sale but we cannot get them knotked out. !I know we have an 

organization that has pressed for it hut they h.ave n~ver amended it sinc:e 

1954 -- the sales ratio input, so that we're stuck'wiith it. That again 

is an administrative situation. I don It know. We 1I work on it and it has 
l, 

to be worked on; but for twenty years there hasn't been any major change 

at all in accepting or rejecting sales in that ratio!, they accept them 

unless you have some specific reason arid then they s~y well we'll take it 

out -- that 1 s the only way you can get a sale out. : Thanks a lot, nice 

seeing ,YOU. 

DEARDORFF: Thank you Jim. - Next, Mr. Leo Kiernan. 

KIERNAN: My name is Leo Kiernan, I am Assessor of Seaside H~ights. Mine 

will be short and sweet. · I have had the opportunity: to appear two times 
' before Judge Convery. The first time it happened, my case was the only 

one to be heard that day. His w'•i-fe was with him, a.11 dressed up like 

Astor's pet goat ready to take off. He told us to sit down, it was an 

informal conference, nothing to be recorded or anything. The man 

appealed on something he brought up hi.mself the yearibefore, he owned 

a lagoon, so after ten or fifteen minutes Convery says 11 let1 s get it over 

with, alright give him $1,000 off11• I told hi.m it was againstmy better , 
' , . ' 

judgment. So he said 11 let 1 s go :to bat 11 • Another gentleman in this 

room was with me at the. time. After an ho~r and a h~lf of haggling he· . ! . 

said to the court stenographer 11 take off twenty fifty off the improvement". 

Mr. Viaffore said to him 11your honor, can I ask you a question 11 ? He said 

11 Yes 11 •· He said 11 where do we go wrong? 11 i'That's t~eway the ball bounces, 

come on honey 11 , and off they went: to Atlantic City .. The .second appeal we 

had in September of this year~ there might have. bee~ 30 to 35 appeals on 
' 

the docket that particular day.'. As the names came up he said 11 come outside 
' 

and talk it over11 • So you went outside and talked it over~ and when it 
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came to my particular case he wanted us to go outside and talk it over. 

my Attorney says to me "what are you going to give him?" I said "give 

him zilch. 11 So we came back in again, he went through the rest of the ' 

docket. In the afternoon he said "alright, let's sit down and talk 

this thing over". So, my Attorney said "what do you give him?" I said 

"well I've put a stem on it and I've made an apple out of the zilch''. 

So, although he referred four or five cases in the Wetlands, the Forsythe 

case was-one of them, into the list for November 19th, but this particular 

case came up in September, I only heard the result here about three or 

four weeks ago, so it was nine months. His wife was there that day and 

he said ."let's go honey". Now to me it wasn't justice, and I'd tell 

Judge Conv~ry if he walked in here now. For us. to be harrassed by 

judges like him is a crime on the people who try to do a job for your 

l oca 1 governments, for the county, and I think it's a 11 wrong that we 

should be subject to this kind of treatment, and I say the sooner we get 

rid of them the better off we're going to be.- For this man to bring his 

wife along, he was going someplace or something, 1 just don:t thirik it 

was fair. But because I wouldn't take $1~000 off the land he gave him 

$2,850 off the improvement the first c~se. This is wrong -- all wrong. 

That's all I have to say, and I thank you for having me. 

DEARDORFF: Thank you, sir. Lorraine Effenberger. · 

EFFENBERGER.: Mr. Deardorff. My name is Lorraine Effenberger, I am the 

Tax Assessor of Pine Beach Bora in Berkley Township in Ocean County. I 

had submitted to Mr. Moore, and copies sent to you and also given to you 

for this particular hearing, a six-page commentary on some of the things 

that I feel warrant adjustment. A number of them have· been touched on 

. by former people appearing ahead of me. I will just highlight it because 

I have no intention of going through six pages of this an~ pfolonging these 

hearings longer than necessary'. i With r:rgatd to valuations, firms and the. 
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and the people who work for them, one thing that myiexperience has revealed 

is that most revaluation firms, if they do have competent -- that means 

people that have been around for some time, at least t\-10 years in my opinion, 

is the problem is they pay them bj so much a house which is peace~work, so 

they tear through a neighborhood as quickly as they: possibly can because it. 

means a difference in their pay check, the end result of course, is quantity " 

rather than quality. I feel that revaluations, af~er the initial oni is 
' done and assuming the original one is a good job, which the Assessor should 

be on the ball with from its birth to its completion, I feel that i.t is a 

· complete waste of money and very costly indeed, and a continuous waste of 

money because of the fact that any municipality of any decent size has no 

way to main ta i ri it, update it. They I re not staffed. They don I t ha.ve 
' 

the facilities. This particular county, Ocean County, has a computer system 

but we only use it for a glorified printing press aind it is really not 

. doing everything it could do and as a result $18.00 a line item may be a 

little. high right now but it scares the hell out of me for years to come; 

· I'm shortly in need of one.and it is going to be another quarter of a 

million dollar's thrown out of the window, because the State keeps talking 

.about it, about getting a system where the assessments could be maintained 

with a computer assisted system and of course, it I s my experience with 
i 

the State that they talk about many things but rarely do things get 

accomplished. New York State is in the process of; no rather it does 

have one implemented, that seems to be pretty good~ and the epitomy of 

the field is in Tulsa, yet all Trenton does is talk and all the county 

does is enforce their regulations which they must, and all the Township 

does is keep on spending more money. With regard to gross receipts tax, 

this is also a personal pep peeve for me_, it has been touched on before 
. . . 

but rather than be redundant, I agree that the formula that is currently 

beipg instituted in apportionments per se, by this 1 formula is completely 
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archaic,, it was made before nucleur energy was even considered ..:_ and of 

course, a nt:1cleur plant .can put out ,, a ::hecf rif a lot more tapa'c:ity than 
, .. ·.: . •, . . . 

'any guy that can shovel coal into a burner_.;. but what r~ally kills .. , .. , 

everybody is the instant shift of all this revenue ancl there ·should be, 

in no mattet what, formula uti l i :zed, a. sa,ve harmless cil ause wher~up~n a ' 

municipality who is used to a given,·a~dunt,"of X dollars b~cause_;of t~e' 
·return from the gross receipts tax, ,all of-a sudden is stripped.of a good 

portion of it, and it is funneled elsewhere to Oil~ lo.cation where we-'ll 

say a nucleur plant happened to be constructed. I know of one rnunicfp...: 
. . . . 

al i ty pardcularly when that nucleur plant in Lacey Township was only_ 50% , 
' ''' ' '' i ' -· ., 

built, we lost $35,000 and it wasn't even putting out One kilowatt tq 
. . . . . . . . 

make one light burn -- it wasn'tdoing anything, it wasjust 50%built. 

$35,000. _- We' were used to_.that $35,000. so·now we had to incorpot-ate 

it into the :tax rate. Sayreville lost a quarter of cl million'. ddliars 

the same tirpe, and the plant _wasn-•t even b.uilt, it .was'only half done: 

So I feel tnat a save harmless clause i.s most necessary, arid most laws 

do have save harmless ·clause in it --- 'this one does not. Another item 
I ..... -· ·- . : .. 

I would like:to :touch upon which hasn'tbeentou~hed upon is demolitions._ 

If you shoui d 'be unfort~nate. enough to have:'a home burned down in say, 
. - . 

February 1,' the Assessor must assess that per $1,000 a year. We-11 you· ·· 

try to explQin that toa taxpayer,especially when you don't believe it 

yourself. _.However, if a·house is built and .. tompleted·by.february 1' •· 

you tax them for eleven months of the year.·· 1t shouldn't work one wa_;y 

Say a person i-s ordered to demolish a structure or·. and not the :pther. 
. . 

' ' 

whatever it -is., by a municip!llity, i~ the course of a year, they donit 

give a damn about our deadlines, and the end-result we haye to assess 

him and here the town itself o.,rder~d it,be demolished.· Itis just 

not right· and-we should have the power to remove or Justff_y, if we hav~ •-
. . : 

the power to tax, and I feel that if a house burns down there I s enough 
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· · 1 ass there, why -shbul d we compound this -by .al so taxi l'.1_9 them to December 31 

· That's one item. With regards to my .next point, it was already mentioned 

and I almost chuckled out loud, paymenfin lieu of taxes with regard to a 
' ' I ' ' • 

. . . . . ' . . . 

county level where the State makes a·payment in lieui of taxation. Well 
·. .. . . ' ' 

let me tell you about this payment in lieu of taxat.ion, it amo.unts to 10¢ .··· 

an acre .and if you consider that II J n lieu -1of taxa ti ori 11 , I 1 11 eat it. 

Because I Ive got myself ten mil es of beachifront al one and two State Parks . ·.·- '. . ' . 

in my town and when you talk about a 2 ;000. acre park: of beach front and 
.· . . . . ., ... '· 

. . 
you can't even think about thebuildings;'you c~n't ~ven think of any 

. .· . -· . : . . .· 

type of improvement, and- when I get an in lieu ·of payment of $200-~oo I 

think ·something's :a little wrong. A little house ih my town only pays 

$200. 00 and. that's not b~ach~front;' .that property fo worth more money 
. . . - . 

than the computer'.s got .digits to hold --: and that's. the truth -- c1nd we 

- get $200.00, ten CEmts .an acre. I think it's .a sharri. l think you should 

forget the $200.00 and spend it 'someplace els.e, but.:this in my. opinion,. is 

an insult. Another item r would like to touch upon :is unjformityversus 

market value. We have two different laws on the books, one says ,you've 

gotta be uniform, one says you've got t9have m~rketvalue and very 

rarely can the two. be the same.· A market value islwhen a couple of folks· 
.. .· .- ,• ,' 

get tog~th~r a~d go . find a piece. of property; the11 1nou'gh of the~ get to-

gether ·and develop the market, and then that throws I your uniformity right. 

out t)'le window~ - .When you' get that squared away again, then a. couple more 
. folks in the fne'.antime haye gotten together and you're right ba.ck to where .. · 

. . ' : . .. ' ,' . . . . ... 

you s·ta:rted: - Market ·value· is something your~ally;can't keep up with and . ' . . . . .. j : .. . 
. . . 

you .really.can't get it into·somebody'.:s head at the.time of.closing or 

time of contract, and figure· o_ut what determined th~ir decision _to buy a : 
.. . . ·. . . . . : '··· 

certafo pie-ce of property. at a given 'prke: .. The wHe may ''oh m~n, - . 
. . 

that purple b.athroom reall_y is great; and the kitchen is superll, and the 

husband m~y·. look at the workshop an·d that I s Just what he wanted, and then ·. 
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he had no idea of local values, ~nd of cburse the brokerwhO wa~ involved, 
. ~- . . . . ' .. 

the more h~: sells, it for the more his commission fs,· so rarely ·do yo~ see 
. ' . ·. . 

an instance where you have properties going down but_ you rea11/don 1 t know -
. . . 

what goes. into the person:a lized thinking as to how much so111eone will pay· . 

. for a piece o:f'.cproperty. Therefore, I ·woulci'think that the laws :wi.th re.gard 

to uniformity would be more equitable because if everyone is paying we'll . . ' . . . 

say$5,000 -for a b~ilding lot or ncfon~, can complain that that'swhat,they 
' . . 

· .. own is a6u1lding lot and everyo~e else is paying the $5,000 t<lO.- However.~ 
'· .. , . .·. . 

afte't·~ you've established $5,000 to be a reasonable value, the next-thing you 
.-, . 

know no soof}er has that irik .dried on th:at piece of paper when .that conclLJsiori 
: . : 

had been. reached . and you find people underpaying $7, 10, ~, I mean it I s ·•·· ... 
' . . . . . . 

all over th~ ballpark market va,lue· mostly upward and it's something y-oujust· -· ·· .· 

can't keep up with and I think_ it's .more important to treat everyone fairly 
. ·. ' j ·" 

and uniformly than it is trying to guess what so~ebody's going to buy a piece . 

. of property for because that I s what you have to d_o on October 1 is.project 

what they're going to .pay for it nextyt;?arbased on the guy thathas come i ,. .,.. . ;',. ·. 
. . . . . ' . 

· befo;e you ~nd like I sai·d before if you go~ a decent size town.you're re~lly. 

stu¢k, I niean youJust flop on by the wayside and next thing you knQw.somebody's 

knocking and sending you the~e notes -- revalue, another quarter of a million 

dollars thrown away. With regard to wetlands, most people don't know that 
. .. '. .. •.• . . ·. . . . ( . 

there's only four or five items .that the wetl_ands act real:ly says you can't 

do with your property~- Yes, ,you ca~ get a permit if you don'tyiolate one 
'· 

of these prohibited items which is dumping.debris, fluids and spraying and 
. 

things of this nature. It doesn'.t say you canitbuild but in order to get .. ·. 

a P.ermit yoq' re going to pay one parcel of .money befo_re you run. the • rink. 

And1 in some cases the land just doesri.'twarrant the. expenses in~olvedto get 
.- > • ; ,·· • - ' _ •• • ·, 

a permit arid I think the._wetlands ~ct h,rs a. definite purpose, however, L think 
. . . . .· - - . . 

. it's 'being hand~i~dentirely wro_ng, l' think. the·_suggestions made, so far ha.ve •. 
1beenentirelywrong .. · I would like to prop_o~~--that·tne mapped we:tlands area 

... -· 
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. . '.· \_ 

i, 
. i . 

~h,roughou't.the State: of New Jers~y be re-reviewed arid 'let the ecologists 

- -- determine just exactly what is needed for the- p~rpose of 
i . 

e_cology, _ 
J' 

food' b~lance and whatever:_ :else i~ vit~l'ly important iwent into. the purpose 
I . . . . 

of.the wetlands and then.afterre·-rev.iewi~g if corne 0 Lip with a~tuai'l:y-what 

is necessar'y tO retain the -ecology balance. Upon t~at determinat'ion have the 
I :, • • .. 

~t-ate p~rchase those properties that arfvita] to t~e balan~~ of~the ecology .. 
. : . . . : .... , -: 

·and release theremairider to floo/ with thernarl<et.c :rdo not: feel it is fair 

.. for a: . taxpayer to. pa)' bn ,· to pay: taxes. on: land;. whi ¢h has the stigma. True'. -

. we all realize the; can do. something with, it if thef wish to.: go through the_· 
• • ' •~ C • ' ' .• ' , • I • , ' , 

- expense qf the permlt "in ~roviding their initial request for the perrtiit was 

.reasonable,· howev.eY;, l fe_eJ th:cift!,e ecofogi_sts,if'~hey feel.thatthe ent,re -
. . '• ·• . . . . ' ' 

. ; '._ . . . . . :··. ·_ . : . ., .;.-; ·._ . ; .' ._. . ".,.: . _- . ·:_.. . ; . . - . 

e_xistin'g areas that have been mapped are 11ecessarY, ;then the State should. be 

. prepa~~d to bu/ everr Jnch o'r it: And we should not ~!(pect thes·e people. 

--that are curreritly ~-alled :owners;of record to have their -property almo:st to 
I • • • 

the-pointof .• confi~tation.withouf compensation.· An~ I.fee·l that the oni;:_· 

way Jhis·can be done'' is forth~ ttate to· buy what 1$ necessary .. · 'lf they -
. .· . . ., '', ·: ' - .. 

. -mapped.mbre thah is;nece•isary~ w~ll, demap it.: ~it~: regard to the ~iVlsfon 

_of +ax Aepeals~ I 've,:be~n ;ardund fbr seve~teen y~ar{and I hate :to ~ay this' ' 

because 1.· feel that l,personally am someorie-,\'~ho respects; aut:llor'it,Y; t•vebeen -

':brought up and raised that way, but J really·don't ~avetoo much +espect'' 

for' the Division'. T've h~d -too mudi' experienc:ej I j~'e. seeri too much, ~no most. 

of ·i\ 'ha's not :been· g,O'od.: I 1m frat crying taxpayer, t•m rmt crying ta{asse~sor, 
' . I'm just crying reasonablel'.less .. And I t;fdnk that the: whole outlook if bad'~ _,. 

: . . :· . ; ' .' . 

. I think the Waiting line is too· darn longj, there'-s ~o question about th.at. 
· r · --i 

. f thfok in anyone's ,rni nd,· the State Dep~.rtments the assessors 0( Jhe_ \1ppel] 

themselves. - Now we:·have_ ·a law to conten~(wfrh whicf now s'ays that if reduction _ -

_- is,'granted-, munic:ipall'ty·~ow must pay a·g:,i\ien percehtage, !think it.'s e'ight 
. . . '•' ' . .·. •' . . :. ., ; . 

_·percent/ on reduce-d amounts/ Son•o~ .we're 'going to! have .municipality being 

: . a banker for these courts that don It .get ~round to hearing a case forthree' 
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four years. This is ridiculous .. It is a very cornron practice and I won't 

name judge, I'll just say that I've come across all of them, to nofwant 

to hear a case-~ they don't want to hear~ case~ ,They want you to settle. 

If there was anything to settle, it would have been done Jong before 

it ever got put on a cale.ndar. But, they more or less indicate that you 

settle or \'ie' re going to make _it ever worse. 1_ We.ll, it had been mentioned 

before that the only way to settle unless the municipality goes down, there's 

not even no damn reason for the municipality to settle, had it been settleable 

issue, it would have been done prior to reaching this point and to me it 

is a shame just to get out from hearing and get rid of the cases and you read 

the writing on the wall, if you don't settle you. 're going to get wacked worse. 

And big propellants love to go·before the Division because this -is the 

practice, this is a conman practice. With iegard to postponements, that's 

another honey, somebody would .be granted a postponement, the other party 
• I • 

doesn't knpw it, you travel up to Newark or some other God-forsaken place 
L-

and you bring your attorney because that's another mandatory situation, 

and you go through the calendar which is another hundred cases which nc/one 

can possibly be hurried, unless you're a magician, and then you come up to 

the fact that your case wasn_'t called. You find out if was postponted. 

You went a hundred mil es or so for nothing and you've got to pay the 

attorney, more money thrown out the window; \le throw more money out the 

window with regard to these things, itsreally pitiful. It's bad news. 

And, not only is ft impossible for a judge to hear the amount a,f cases that 

are calendared before him, .but he wants to go home real early. Like, noontime. 

He don't want to have to come back in the afternoon, he may have showed 

up late in the first place and this happens to anybody, anybody can be late. 

And anybody may have an appointment i_n the afternoon but when you're 

supposed to be a judge and you'. re. supposed to hear hundred cases, well 

you just can't make it by noon. No way. You can't even make it by midnight. 
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I have also run into a problem particularly .in my ea:rlier years, par~icularly 

of pre-judgement. That really grabs me because wheri you haven I t even been 
' . 

sworn in yet and you're informally talking, because !we're not really mad 

at the other guy, we get paid by the year to do our job and Mr. Clayton 

can come before me and I really don I t have a personal _ ax to grind, he's 

a man who thinks he has a problem and so does my other taxpayers and 
' 

we're friendly, we just don't agree on certain matts'rs, perhaps, but we're 

friendly. And the judge jbins us and says to the taxpayer 11 What. kind 

of things you got over there that you I re ~ompla inind about?'' All I got 
. ' . 

this meadowland, this fs before wetlands, and all th:at stuff is worth 10¢ 

an acre and he's says ''That's right, your.Honor•~ "let's _swear in and let's 

get this case going here'! 
. . ' . i 

You. know right where you '[are even before you 

· start. This is the 'sort of thing thatwe really liV1e with and after enough 

of it you kind of lose respect: I feel you d~finitely get a better shake 

at the county board .. The. only prob lein with the co unity board. is that you 
J 

can I t make the appellants at the county board produqe a 1l the evidence. 

And therefore, when Jou go up before the.State level, you're talking about 

a brand new trial with brand new evidence and you 'vie already shotyour 

wad at the county .level, I believe this has already )been. mentioned .before, 

and you' re talking about a brand new trial. i They ' . .re: going to come up with all 

kinds of guns and how that they know your testimony iand you· have no charce 
, , 'I, ' . 

to even ver;Jy it. You're miles :away from your file;s and your records 

·and it's brand.new -- some of.it maybe totally unanticipated and lots 

of times afterwards, after everything Is over and done with and you find 

out half of it's a bunch of bologney, but it's alrea:dY too late, it's already 

part of your testimony but, you weren't, you didn't have this data before, . 

but that•s what thi judge heard, that's the few that he could get around 

to hear. To make a long story short, something drasiti ta Jly has to be done 
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in my opiniOh to make the 'Division an equitable appellate division and -
. : ·. . . . ' ... · . . . 

I feel that_ c,ll taxpayers, immaterial of what level, should ha.Ve the,ir day 
,. ,_ -. .- ·.. : . - . -· '• , 

in court and: I.don't feel that it should be .so lopsided as j f is right now.~ ·_-
. . . . 

You can beatcity hall in my opin}on any day of the week, just go t~ .th~ 

division.· You've lost before you've started in ninety percent of the 

cases. I'd like to hJt another .. ~tha(may be pretty stron-g, but that;'s 
' the way I feel-. Elected assessors, it's_ already b~en touched upon, Ii 

don't go along with county assess fog and I think State assessing. is 

worse. _ I 1hipk the higher up you go in Government,. the worse it gets. , 

Federal 's even worse that' State~ if you can believe 1that, thati•s my•-· 
' ' 

opinion. I think it's better a.t the groi;Jnd .roots, you have a ino~e in touch. 
, ' 

feeling with:things, and you'repersonally:jnvolved and it's bef~re you 

everyday. and I feel kind of agree with part time assessors that they basically 
. : . . . . . 

should be ph~s~d out and have regi ~na li zed assessors picking up the> 

to ha~e it worthwhile to have a true professional assesso~ iervice.these 

small towns so that they can have .the quality of experience .of a good 

assessor. Mi3,nyparttimers, they_do what they have to do andy~ucanit, 

reany blame them but it really gives the townpeople that they serve pe,rhaps 
' . . . . :-: 

not the best. job in the world and they may $Uffer financially for that lack , , 
... - .: • • • ' • ., • '1 -

. . . . . . . . ' :-_ . ' . ' . 

of expertise. Another item we:have to go on with regard to>is the New Jersey 

State Manual, this is in the process of being redone~ It has been redone-

but the results have been very i.Jnrel iable when it was tested anf l feel that .. . . .· ., . . 

the program should be scrapped, that the commercial 'ma.nu al s ·that are on -- -·· 

the market which the expert uses agairist<us in co~rt and wh,ich are 
. . ·. ·. . . .' ' . . '" 

recognized i11 courts, such as Marshall Swift or alon'9 that~ nqt particularly 

advocating atiypri~ particular- rrianual,, these can be purchased for a .nom.inal_ 

amount. _Right now we mu~t vse·:the State·man~al whi.ch is v~ry a·rchciic;:. - It . . . . 
. . . . 

was made in l 954 and updated cm o'c~as ion, :bl.it knowing, we must use these 
. . . . . 
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. . ' ·•.- . . . . . ..: :--- . ' 

.manuals, New Jersey State Manuals' when we revalue ~nd yet it is no·t worth 
, , I . . 

too 111uch. ·I think this thinking should :'be revamped jand 'the o"ject is:'to get 
••• _- • • • • • I 

good assessmen;t rules: Not having an ego probletn t~at yoti have to·use 

good if• not a.· 
:* 

<the State Manual if anothe_r manual will g·ive you·jus!t .as 
. hell of betterresult's. As it Sti!nds right noJ, ,we can it have. a reva_l ,approved -

. . . . . . ... 

if we use anything other than thJ State Mcinual which leaves something tobe 

. ; desired. A-lot of revision. Exemptions~ iflrst off~ let me .Say at the' .. · . 

. offset, exemptions erode' ~;he fax base .. Everybody's}n:lcioking-for something, 
. , . . . .• _ . • .· . '., - I •. . . 

to kri?ck a little·· b)t offtheir ~ax bill-~- you can't /blame peopte. •· But it: 
_., . 

is really gett'ing out of hand and- there's'.no end in isight. Qi sabled ··veteran~. 
' · .... ,- .. · - ' ' . . . . ' 

. ':here- is the n~w disabled veter.ans .law, my goodn·ess ,, that man could have 

.· a heart attack· 3H years ~fterhe got out of WWII and ·an of a sudden he's. 

· a: disabled· veteran. _· Well, ttiS .not ·a service~conne~ted thihg: Sure he's: 
' 

a veteran, s_ure '. he maybe disabled, but·he's not {disabled veteran> .· 

Nowlcan see iftheman<had a problem,9c,t·shof at,: fell off a jeep·,-.-
. -- ·_.··.: •:'. 

·•-~hatev_er he_ did wh_eri he was in uniform._-·· Thaf's a.diisabled veteran. s·ut, •·· : I . . . 

When you're 30 years oldet than when you· got out of \he- wa·r; you're b·ou11d. 
. . .• ~. . '"- ' . . ·- l • . . 

. to get heart .attack~', ~Ol.l know? It goe(with it. ~s, you 

.. •. ~lde.~ an9that'.s,it.: :,And you ~et a\lot of'.thing's th~t :you . 
. . . -~ . . . . ' . 

get older, yo·u: get_ . 
. · .. . 

didn •'t have ·when 

you were·younger'. But y~u don'•t'get: a f~ee t~x bilf. /Now you'do'. We.had 

before this new amendrnerit.Came,through, we had ohe ffellOw that met the· 
', . . '• .. •,, . . . .i ... 
q~ali fi cations and, :he was :a d'isab led 'vet and he di dri I t'pay a~y ta~es~ 

.. ,, We made·this ~en"dment that,•you can get disabled ahj old darh,.tjme you._· 
. . . ,. . . . -. . . ' -. - . ' . . ,'' . . . 

:_ .· . ' ·•·· . . . . _·. . . :- :· ·.. . . . ·• ;, . ', ,. ;.. . ·.," . :. •' . · .. 
. want a.rid you become i3. di sab}e.d vet and now we have_ a Whole flock of them. 

Th i's isn't my town' ':this iS all 'over the: State of New J~rsey.,> It's'· a 

gi Ve-away program. . Th-at''s• 'ahat the:y all are·: A giJe-~way program .•. And 
' ·, _1 . • .•• 

what happe,ns? They ,:ve. re{ncorpofated into the. ta)( tat~' the tax rate goes 
' . ' . 

higher and th~n people' ·co~plain about'that too~ . Nm·/ with the disabled vet, 
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he doesn't even have to prove now he wasn'·t disabled in the service, 

a 11 he has to do is give us a letter with a percentage in it. A form 

letter that doesn't even have his signature on except that something that 

went through the mimeograph machine saying that he's 100% disabled. They 

don't even te Tl you why, you I re not even supposed to ask why. So, every 

once in a while the VA they re-:-evaluate these fellows. The guy is better 

for whatever his problem may have been that you weren't even aware of in 

the first place because you're not supposed to ask and he's 50% now or 

something other than l 00%. You think that guy's going to give me that 

new figure? No way! 3ecause he'll have to pay his t~xes again. So thi\t's 

totally inequitable and we have no way of finding out when the VA revaluates 

these people. The senior citizen exemption, that is something that the intent 

was good~ the results were not. $160 isn't going to do anything for anybody 

who needs it, . Maybe a little bit but really doesn't amount to a hill of beans. 

What it's really come down to, it's the current method in the laws·is a pawn 

for the greedy rather than providing for the needy. I think it should be taken 

right out of the tax realm entirely and a bureau set up in the State Department 

where individual applicants can be revfewed with regard to their basic needs. 

Then they should be serviced accordingly maybe on a step scale based.on what 

they would need. I don I t feel $160 is the trick. I think everybody, I should' t · 

· say everybody, I think many people have perjured themselves in order to get 

$160 that they would have normally not qualified had they told the truth, and 
' < 

I think that if you are really in need, $160 isn't going to make it through 

the year. Veterans' exemptions? Our boys didn't get a bonus, one of the 

few states that didn•t get a bonus and you get a fellow now that he got a 

bonus in his state and he moves into our state and now he gets this exemption, 
' . 

too, so he gets it both ways. And then you get our boy who moves into his 

state and he gets nothing and you get the guy that may not be fortunate enough 



to own any property and he never moved out of his state and he's a New 

Jersey State vet, he gets nothing. Here again, I fe~l that it should 

be taken out of taxation. Our boys, i-mma te rial 
·, 

of w~ere they are, should 

possibly get a bonus but this should not be in the realm of taxation in 

the form of, exemptions. The farmland assessment has i al so been touched 

· on before. ·The initial intent was to relieve the farmer of some of these 
I 

expenses since he must own, depending upon:the type <i>f farm, a multitude 
. . 

of acreage. OK.· This is fine. The intent is good.: We all know that every 

speculator ts getting on the bandwagon so, therefore, something is lacking 
i 

in the existing law. l had an instance where I went 1 before the Division 
I • 

and I was informed that if a farmer had 50 acresthat he was farming --. and 
, ' ·, . ! 

he owned from Ocean County to Trenton but he only farmed 50 acres -- it was 
. -• ' 

all under format because the intent was "open space" 1 I didn't think that 

was the intent of the legislation when they made the iformat, and I .feel 
. , . '' 

that this· type of attitude and outlook is an abuse of the law. As I have· 

mentioned before -,. and other speakers before me have mentioned -- this is 

really a windfall for the land owner who doesn I t want to pay very much taxes. 

With regard to State".'owned property, and county-owned too for that matter, 

they just do pretty much as they pl ease in a municipality. They don't 

bother to inform anybody of any improvements they want to make and as a 

result the assessor who is. supposed to assess all prqperty .in his mu'nicipality, 

finds out about these things more or less by stumbling across them. I went 

over to Island Beach State Park and they let me off 4t a beautiful pavilion; 
I . • , 

redwood ti le. I didn't know it had been built. ·And this is in rrty town. 
I 

l , , ; 

Things like this happen all the time. I get the sa~e thing through the 

county with county property. Why do governments oper:ate this way? I mean, 

how is anybody supposed to do their job? Let us do. our job .. Let us know 

what you're going to do before you do it. Mention hqs been made of 

equalized ratios. Well, the inftial intent of ratio came about 
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when they' re trying to figure out how to do le out school aid. From that· 

point everyone uses a ratio for every damn thing you can think of and it's 

gotten way out of hand and the assessors are playing little games, they don't 

play a little game/ they're going to die. lt's a survival of the fittest 

in this game because it means a lot of money to your municipality. And 

anybody that doesn't play the game is going to pay more than their fair 
. . 

share, it 1s as simple as that. I think that the ratio concept should be 

done away with .. I feel the school aid purpose shollld get back to a flat 

rate per child and that system would be so simple riobody could play games with 

it. We've got so many and so much a kid, and that's what you get. And 

what can you do with a system like that? Nobody can misinterpret it, nobody 

has to play games and nobody has to take school state aid formula and throw 

it into taxation, court cases and a whole ~Ost of other happy good things. 

It doesn't belong there and it should be just abolished. State mandates. 

The State has a habit of making laws in the middle of the year and they do 

it immediately and you're completely unprepared, unstaffed, un-everything 

to handle the job such as rebates. One minute you're happy as a lark, 

next minute you·got six·thousand people in the hallway. You know, it's 

feast or famine all the time.· The State shouldn't make laws mandatory 

immediately, effective immediately. They should give municipalities a 

little time to prepare for these things, make it today, but have it effective 

next year so that we know how to budget for next year, we all work on budgets 

too, same as you fellows. I think there should b.e a little cooperation · 

here, right now, it's a total lack of communication. I agree with Mr. Fox 

in that State should bear the cost of these little goodies, too, because 

our local governing bodies, as a rule, are not too happy about being hit 

with a host of unanticipated expenditures since even what you had anticipated 

you can get initially for your year's budget anyway~·· The homestead re.bate is 
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at stage bf talking right now, so, it has been kicked around so I won't. 

even bothergoing in there. AH I can say is that t<Je have a meeting 

tomorrow and if what I hear isn't going to be happy:, I .think l'll get 

back to you, Gil. That's a 11 r can say about that. That's h_ow 

disgruntled· I. am about that thing. That's the wars~ piece of ~egislation 
I 

I have seen in seventeen years, so. that's all I'll say abbut that. With regard 

to added assessment time schedules, it was brought ;up that the law says. 

October 1, but v,e really don't have October l. We have the beginning of 

September or may the middle of September, depending] upon when the cut-off 

date is because you 're on computers now.tand the computers have to crank 

all this stuff out and be ready by Octob~r J because that's what the 1 aw ' ' 

says. OK. ·Now we run·into problems. Fi.rst off, if you got any kind of 

activity you I ve missed a dozen or so houses in thos.e few weeks you couldn't 

go out in the field which is a loss of revenue for ;the municipality. ln my 
·1 : 

ca~e, you're talking many dozens because we have that kind of activity in 
' ' ' 

our municipality. But you also have another problem, which was very 

. prevalent when rebates came around, is that people :;n homes have moved and 
. ' 

' ' ' 

complained between our cut-off date with the computjer and October l. · A 11 of 

a sudden they were eligible for rebates, we didn't jhave anyrecord of them in 

the first pl ace. Had we, had the opportunity to work up until October l 
there wouldn't have bee~ this kind of an administr~tive hassle that we 

,- -·' ; : ·. :· ·, ' ' -::- . ' . 

experienced and these people experienced cl:Jecause they ran in that void period " 

of time and moved into their houses and had their Homes instantly completed 

before October l. We need that extra time, it's cqstf!]g us money and it's 
I 

1=ausing us problems.· Basically; people complain about taxes. Taxes are too 

high .. That's why this country was founded because ;everybody is groaning 

about .taxes and they got upset with England and a whole bunch of other things. 
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People are complaining about taxes today, is because so much of 
. . 

it is school purposes. 65:... 70% is not uncommon for school purposes. .·· 

So therefore, everybody is c:laimi ng for exeinpti oris. iher~ just has to 

be a. way to remove tax exempt tons from propertie's. ~: fund them dffferentlY:~ , 
.J" 

if they are justified, some .of them I question as to bei~g justifiable 

However, the school taxes I imagine -will be coming out of the tax' range 

in some form or another: .· Hopefully in the near future. I think once-you 

can fund these things differently other than taxes,you will find that 

people are going to be-_a lot more happy. Just say taxes and everybody 1· s 
gack gets up. ·If you can fund it through anpther bureau, develop it by the 

. ' . 

tax but; let me put it this way, property tax hits them in the pocket. 
. . . . 

So do all· the other taxes, hit them in theirpocket. But the other taxes-_. 
' . ' 

aren't so h1ghly resented as property taxes are. So, therefore; the court. 

more or less said that you should take school ta:x out so.that you.come out~· .. ,, . . ·. 

· . and that's about 65-70%, that's a good. huinp .· · You take out the ex~mpf.ions · 
. •' . . ._·:_. . ·. 

and fund them elsewhere after giving them a thorough review to see which should 

really should stay on the boqks a.ri~ which should come off. In gettfog all of 
this no untaxable stuff out o,f taxes' and then the people wouldn't be so upset 

about the taxes. I'm a tax assessor,, a tax app;aiser, whatevef youwish to 

call me, I've been called many things._·. I feel this way, Jim not a rebater, 

I'm no~ an exemptions exemptioner or senior citizen exemptioner, I 1m supposed 

to value property. Anc:i. the way the laws are these days, they•·v~ gof me dofog 

just about ·everything but. And I feef that I s'i1ould get back t6 myjob and -

leave rebates to somebody else and leave the elde_rly to so~ebody else, and 

people who :say they're disabled and so on. Let me assess. the property~ 

Thank you. 

DEARDORFF: Thank you, Lorraine. Nr.'John A;Coan please come forwatd~ 



• • , I _.' ·,. • • • • •• 

COAN:, I affi John A~ Coan, Jr. of Forked River, New Jersey. I. speak as 

·. ~he Secretary, Board of Assessors; of 1·ace:y Township,! 0c::ean 
.•· . . • . . . . . · •.. :- ; . . _! . 

held said poslticinsince September 1976. :Prior to tris, I . . . . .· 

was employed 

by the Local Property arid Public Utility Branch, Div~si~n. of Taxat10n'1 

c;"ty o{ South Amboy' Middlesex County. as Secret~ry, ~oard of 'Assess·ors·~ · ... 
-- ; .. . . 

a,nd two ~evaluation· concerns practicing iii the State! of New J~rsey. 
' ,•,, ' ,. 

· I am a member ,of the_ Ocean County and State Asspci at ions of 

Munici;pal Assessors and serve on the Farinl[and, WetlaJnci, and E.D.P . 
. ; 

. Commjttee, however.,. I db not speak on their behalf.,: 

I I wish to re~d and submit mY.cotrnnents and rec;:om~endatia'n~ .concern-
-· - ' ' 

ing the- fol lowin9 areas of assessment ad~inistratfon: fo.r yourt:onsicfer-· 
·, • ' • • • ·, ·- •. / I • • • • • : • ' 

. ati on; .: Wet~ ahds' . Farml~nd, Assessment, a·nd Revaluati\ons .• 
( 

Wetlands - . Si nee the. enactment of the Wetland~ Act df 1970, Asses.sors 

. ~ave beenCo~nizant of the: p~ohlemtnis A~t is' causii~g:c:lue to its extreme 

----- _regul ~rti'on of our "Coastal Wetl. ands 11 • - A ftudy by oJr Wetlands Committ~e, ---
.. · . ' . ' : . - . 

i. 
: of the range of He~l ands sa l.es throughout:' the State ihas ;. I >believe, 

. -: ' ,· 1· 

previously been submitted. to this committe~-,- and :an§ f1.1;ture studies· wfll 
' j· 

\be so submitted.· i 

Assembly_ Bi.11 numb~i l 063, and its 'senate comp4ni on (~ill number :638), 
. . . ·. ' ... · ,- i. . _.. . -· 

--_._ f believe~_are a_ step in the_ rfght direction, howev~r, they do not go far 
. . . 

·enough in alleviating this. problem~. lt is w·ith th1f in mind that. I 
··. :·,. -· . respectful_ly offer· the foll owing recommeri.dat, ons: 

. ! 

l. Addition:· .Creation of<a State .Wetlands Adyisory Evaluation < 
-_ Committee (similar fa the State Farmli:1.nd Evaluatlon Advis_ory _ 
Committee) the membe_ts of whi_ch shall be· the Djrector, Divls.fon -

-- · of Taxation; Ofret-tor, Division cff Marine Servkes; -and ;bne 
_Assessor .from each county h'a vi ng ma piped Wetl anps·. -- Th~ "primary 
objective of this Committee would be' to review[ all Wetlands 
sales and other indica of v:alue which such land has subJe.ct 
to its being under the Wetlands Act,: The Commiittee -would 

.annually establish and publish a range of values for the 
_ entire State by: district or, at lea~t, Cc>'unty,; in order to> 
. _ improve _:t:he uniform assessment of si,milar pr_operties. 

2. Addition: - All notices of change inuse (i~suance of a Wetland 
Penni t) _ to be recorded with the County Clerk ih the ·re•spectiye 
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county and an abstract be sent to the respective Assess.or. 

3; Addition: Application by 01tmer be submitted similar to 
Farmland Assessment appl katfon, by August l of the pre~taX 
year. 

4. Addition:· Reimbursement to the munidpalities and counties 
involved resulting from the loss in ratables. This could be 
done On a "sliding scale" starting at.100% and decreasing to 0%. 
This would offset drasti~ effect a sharp decrease in ratables would 
have on the financial stability of many municipalities •. 

Farmland Assessment - This piece of legislation, once regarded as one of 

best in the nation, is in the proc:ess of bec;omi ng or has become a. farce and 

a sham, subsidized by smaller property owner~.· 

It is my understanding that the 1963 Constitutional Amendment provid-
1 

ing for use-value assessment on farmland was an attempt to save the 

declining farm industry in New Jersey, thereby, allowing us to preserve 

some of.our open spaces. I do not belfove the amendment in 1963 mentioned 

. preserving al 1 open space in the State, rather the llopen space 11 theme was 

a tool used to insure the passage of the amendment. 

Today, 13 years later, we are not protecting the farmer, we ar:e being 

forced by, what I consider a loophole, into giving wealthy speculators 

tax breaks on large tracts of 100% vacant land not appurtenant to a harvested 

. or cropped farm because they cut a few trees (exactly enough . to meet the. 

·minimum income requirements). This problem is being faced by Assessors tn. 
I 

all parts of the State from Passaic, Morris, Hunterdon, Sussex, and Somerset 

Counties to Atlantic, Ocean, Salem and Burlington Counties. It would be a 

bit more palatable if these owners were adhering to proper forestmanagement 
. ' . 

practices and actually providing for a continuation of our open space, how-

ever, many if not most, are only interested in meeting the income require-

.. ments in order to qualify for a .very nominal assessment ($15.00 per acre 

in Ocean County) while they continue to hold the land for speculation and 

then reap substantial gain upon its sale and development. 

It is in view of this that r make the fo}lowtng.recommehdation for 

this Committee's consideration: 



.. ·-i-· 

··. j 

l;. Enactment of Jegislationwhich ~ould provld{for use.;value 
assessment qn open.space or 100% vacant woodland tracts which 

. :would have more 1'teeth 11 and· insure that the Ta~d is p-reserved 
.. as open space. Some specific :recommendations· :would be: .. 

a. Ow~ermust enter i.r1tb a loh'.g-term agreement. (I .. 
would suggest a minimum of 10 years) to have the. 
l:a.nd. remain iri open space or woodlarid mana:gement. 

. . .. · ... 

·_ b; 11Sliding Scale 11 _roll-back taxesfdr the;length of 
the agre~ment. _ , -

c: H!3ve and' f61 1low an approveci" Fbrestry Maihagement Plan.·. 
• . • • • I • 

- d. Reimburse~enf to the: rnuhi cipali ti es and: Co~nties 
involved on a 11 Sliding Scale 11 basis as waslmentioned 
previously. . ·' · · 

. ,· For. _the 'small JamriY fanner a two. yei\r . rol l-~ack tax could possibly 

- be a substin~ial burden, however, for a m~jor land ~pecul~to:r it is a _ 

_ pitance ~bich he ~Outd'bnly_pa.ss:along in his-devel~pment coits.: 

·-··'Re.valuations -~ During- the past ten ,years: :in Ocean~ County a Tone; -the taxpayers 
•. . ., ·•. ._ .. _ • . . , • , • • I_. •, •. , 

of this tqunty exp~riehced 45 revaluation:~ -and 15it?mplete reassessments at 

a cost of $5. 75 mill ion< 'The proj~ctfons for the n~xt: ten years indicate at 

least a~· many' _if riot _more' r~vaiiiations :and reasse$sinents ·occurting. but~-•.-
·. .. .. ·,· . - . .. ' ·' . , . 

v· . .. I . . ·•. • .. -· • • 

. with fhe cost of.inflation and the.growth .in the nu~ber of line hetnsain 

this county{20% fr6in l9i2 fo _l976L at a ~cost estimated to b~ :6ver $8 million. 
•. . . 

. _ · The Assessors of this State r1eed a ,computer-as~isted reasses·sment 
. : . 

· ·. progra~ to provide them ·with the analyti~al tools nbces~ar-,Y to ~afotain 
. . .. ·.· ·1 . . : . ' 

these rev~-1-uatto"ns and be able to up-date ass~ssmenfts on ana~~~'al of :bh 

--~nnualbasis. This woul,d:inthe long run realiie al substantial Savin"gs\o, _··.-

·. ;'. the taxpayers of this. State and aJ so result in 'the ~limiriat'ion of the Oft~. ·-
. ·' . . 

he·arcL t.axpaye:r's llp~oar after a 'reyaluatJon resultirg in a rather subst~ritial 

. as se ssme~ t . '; n cr~a s,e • 

·r ~ish to:th.arrk you gentlemen for the opportllnjity, to present my: 
.' .•. 1 • 

- views arid;comrnend you far your·interest and desire)to·•get ir\put frorrLthose . . . . . - . . . . . 

. ·- .: 

: ' coulq t now hiake a few Comments on sorne areas that ihave been covered 

·._ recently? 
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.Primar'ily, since I am the Assessor of Lacey Township, I am you.mighf, 

say·, biased as far as the gross receip:ts tax goes -- I expectecl to hear 
.·, -., ' . : . : .. 

boos from ~im Anderson i_n the,' bac,kgrdun_d' bl.it' I . gue~s not. ·.·A' few points ' 
;, ·, ' .. 

on the gro~s receipts tax and its appo~ti onment. Mr .. Anderson inenti oned 

a second wfod:..fall for Lacey_ Township<- occurr,ng with ·the new plant~ 

However, in my discussi_ons with personnel from the Division of Taxation 

and goi n~ through. their apportionment p'roc~dur~s -~ a wind~fa 11 wi 11, ~o{ 
result. An increase of possibly 10% to 15% is what we are expec_ting oow 

' ' 

from the secondary powe.r plant. 

Number two, the difference between. a steam pl ant and an at~llliC pl'ant·. 

I come from the town of South Amboy, we have and get gross receipts.· from 
' . . . . 

Jersey. Central Power a11d Light, we have been recieiving these receipts for .. 
as long as I can remember and I assume that that steamplant will continue .· .. 

in operation. However, with an atomic plant -"'"•especially the one we.have 

in L~cey Township now·-- will inthe'.year 2003 be closed downpossibly 
. . . . . . . . ;_ .· ·. . . ·- . . 

1 entombed; the result from this wi 11 be 1) there wi 11 be a 1 ass in the total 

. gross receipts because there wonlt be .eny energy being produced from the! 

plant, and::2) I ·am position ~t this stage,' and I thank the Lord that it will 
. . . . . . ., 

'be a couple of years after I am able to retire that this wfll happeri, but 

there will iquite prob~bly be a t~x appeal 6n this because who'$ going to 
I ,, . . .. 

pay .an exh9rbitant real estate ta,con a white elephant. 
' ' 

Point.number three, if th~ law is to be changed and the apportionment '· 

formula is to be changed, it must be changed for all the towns.to 'receive 

gross receipts. I believe that. {f it '~as ju~t changed fa~ atomf~ reactor 

plants that\ there could .be :quit~ a 1cas~ for a discri,mination la~' suit. 
. ', ; . 

What would' this· do to the small~r municipalities throughout the Stat"e that' 

are r~ceiving gro~s rec:eipts from their steam plants?. The moni~s in their 

budgets. are dependen'!; upon thls.;· Lqcey tm-i~ship ~will. get hurt-~ ·je~, so · 
I 

. will all the other munici~alities >ih .the State that recei-v,e any n:ioni_es frorn 



,:, ' .. ·_ 

· "th~ gr~ss receipts~ 
. : : ', 

. , :. My last point as far as the gross r 1eceipts go; is that differentfrom 

Mr. Anderson's view, Jersey Central lo~k;ed~t dfff~rerit si:t~s up ·and down 

the coastof New Jersey for the locatid~: of the first atomi C' p·lant. The 
. . • . . I . 

State and Jersey Centra 1 . di dn I t: come down artd s~y. i•we will take· Lac~y 
.. . . . ,'' 

Townshipll. Many townshtps turned it down, they· did not want. an :ato~ic;pl ant: 

.. · in their town but now: they Want, the rece1ipts froin ~t. ) 

DEARDORFF:-•·· Well, 'you know a ·1ot of people really ~on't realize how !tiide..:· 
• <. I • • , •• • 

· .. ; 

spread the receipts from franchise and g~oss rece,ipt taxes ;and public · 
•' ' ' ·, 1,·-: •, ·. •' .. - i. .· . -·. ," t " _' . •: _-

• . . ' .. ' -_,, . ~; . . . . . ·., .. '. . . ' ' . ! .. . . . . . : _. . ·, '. . . ; . -. 
utiJ ities: are. Granted Lacey Township and Lower Ml qways Creek~ where the 

l . 

atornic installatfons ar~, whe.re you find the -~eal bi'g• bucks .in ~el~tion to . 1 . _·.. . .. · ... ·_.. < :\ : > '. .; . . · ... ·. . .·. . ; > ·.. ; ' .· . ' . '' . . : .· . · ... 
the size ·_oft.he _town, bu~ many places ·wtthc:iut any plant at<all receive_ ve·ry . 

. . . . . .. · ; . . •, ' ,·: . . . . . . . . . ' . : . . . ... 
... . . . . . .• ' . i .J . 

large_ amounts, because if you are in the line of a~l of the transmission 
• . . • . • .. . . • •. . . ' ·•. • . •· . '.· . j . . . . . • .. .· 

-._ lines --:- . and you happen to be wher.e they an. pass .. through ""- you get. a 
• ' . . . . i . ' • ' • 

. . tremendous· amount: or· if. you have a sub:-~ta tion, a kw{tch'i ~g stc1ti on and ;o 
•.I .• 

.. forth~: So that this ·isnot a matter of LJc;~y Township, Rtdgefi~ld, pr South 

.... ·_ Amboy',-but there are manyplaces that would, beJ1ar~ put to)1ake; up that 
i 

. money. ·. 

·_ COAN: )tow are we going to take. away the •. $5 milli.o'.n or' so that towns· 1fke . 
. ·•·. New~;k and JerseY cny, Carney' and Bay~rrne which ~r,e: very hard~pressed . · .. ' 

1 ,. . ' .' _! ' ·. 

towns at the presenf ti~e, 1if you' re:..apporti on thej,r gross:; receipts?' . Thai 's .. 

ano.ther. point to consider .. 

· -DEARDORFF:. A numb~r :of yea~~ ago somebody asked ITle to {j9ure .out how ih~y ·-• • · 

could do it -on. a: p~r c~pita basi~. _ When· they fouricf Out Neviark would' lose 
'. . . ' ' , ,., . . . . . . ' ·, . . .. , . 

. mon~,y they·_qu, t the ·idea.. lt .isn it 'simple, a.l thdugh the_ one thing :-which " .. 
'. ,· . . . ·. --. . -: . . .. r _._-,. . . _.. . .. ;~. ' , ,., . .- • .' .... 

'· . . .. ·• . . . . • .• . • . • . . • ., • .. .. . _I • ,, . . . . .. ' . . .. 

was brought out_ was the fact that of course it is ;built into the system -- -· 
.-· . . . .. ' . .' ', ... ' . . . -] ... · . . , . 

. and :that makes 'it e:xtr~mely difficl!lt to change\J b_yt eve.ry ttme your . 
. . 

electric bi] l goes up, or gas bill, goes up a:donjar/ 14¢ of that goes __ ·,.· 

into the utili ~y ta'x a~,ci this. is cine reason why these things h~ve ·been : 

. f.. '. 



,. 

'!' 

· .. goin'g up so much because the :~fross ret~ipts .ha·ve been going up so much, 

. and as a result really the rich get richer as far as the towns ate 

concerned. 

COAN: Everyone gets a little bit richer. 

DEARDORFF: . It iS not something that you can just make go away because by 
. . . 

doing some of the things that have been recommended, I am afraid .it causes 
: ' . . 

·· as many problems ..:"" maybe mote -- than you: had to start with. 

COAN: Ri g~t. . . I don It want to be ,repi ti tious so I won It get into such . 

areas as equalization, homestead rebates, I think my feelings are generally 

in line with the feelings of Ms. Effenberger, Mr. Anderson, Mr. Fox, as 
far as equalization, revaluations, etc., so I thank you for the oppor...; 

tunity of speaking. 

DEARDORFF: Thank you, Mr. Coah. Ivan Mickel. 

MICKEL: If you don It object, I withdraw rriy request to speak. 

DEARDORFF:· Alright. George Harr?ka; I seem to. remember you . from· somewhere. ·· .. 

HARRAKA: Actually I don It want to testify, the .only thing I would like to 

do is, as Chairman of the Legislative Committee for the Association of 

Municipal Assessors, I would just like to submit some testimony given to me 

for the board. One by the Assessors of Manchester Township, one by the. 

Commissioner on the Ocean County Board of Taxation; · if t could submit their. 

testimony, and also this is a copy for you, Gil.. The only thing I ~ou.ld 

like to say is on behalf -0f the Association, is to thank the Taxation 

Committee for appearing in Ocean County, and to give the Ocean County Asses"'.' 

sorsan opportunity to be able to present some of the inequities that are 

placed in the property tax administration in the areas.of reassessments, 
. . 

revaluations, wetlands, and equalization. I am sure you heard my views on 
I 

these many and many a time,. the only thing. here is that it has· been ·said 
. . . . 

. . . ' . . 

with emphasis and that the Assessors are not pointing out rights, as much·· 

as they are po,intirig out inequities.. Inequities,. thati.f they are rev~ised 
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I .· i . 

and.corrected would benefit the taxpayers in theiir, taxing districts, and 
; 

I si~cerely hope that whatever inp~t they have prjovided the Taxatior,i · 
I.• 

. . . . .. . : 

Committee, here in OceanCol)nty, thatthese would be incorporated in any 

recommendation that the Taxation Commi }tee may b~i~g forth, either ~n . 
',. ,_ . . :- . . . - . . . .. ·. . 

. this session of the Leg:islature or in the coming :sess.fori .nextyear. I.·.· . 
• · .·. r ' ••· ._ . • . 

. · certainly hope that' we Assessors will be gi,ven a~ oppgrtunity t;hat any.· .. 
. ." i ' . . .. 

- .. _·_. ·.-. . . . . . -. . . ' 

recommen'dation that the taxation Cammi ttee propos1es, we. wjl l have an ·: 

. opportunity to review them and assist··:the Taxati~n Commfttee in any_.· . 

manner-, shape or fo~,: Jo enact good legislation lthat;s going to benefif. 

the_taxp~yers·of the State·of New Jersey._ Tha:nkiyou, Gil~_·· .• · .. · ... ·• . . ., . . ' ' .· .. j . . ·.· 

.·· .. ·DEARDORFF: Thank you, .George, Is there anyone e[lse. wh~ -~ou]d]ike:to 
.•' .· , .. 

say something? If that is ~11, .theh Ldeclare thie 111eetjng adjournecl~· 

·: 
i 
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COMMISSIONl-:JlS . 

OCEAN COUNTY BOARD OF TAXATION 
C. N. 2191 

GEOHGJAN KOLBER,·President 
GEORGE F. MAKIN 
JOSEPH F. FLYNN 

SECRETARY 
JOHN R.FOX 

Toms River, New Jerscy-..__08753 

The Honorable Thomas G. Dunn, Chairman . 
Senate Special Committee on Tax Appeals Procedure 
% Mr. Glenn Moore ; 
Room 218; State House 
Trenton,.Ne~ Jersey 

RE: Senate Resolution Number 30 
Senate;Bills 3331 and 3332 

Dear Senator Dunn: · 

· TEl,F.PIIONF. 
. - . ' 

(t.llEA CODE 201) 
_2'4·2121 Ext; 29& 

July 26, 1977. 

.. J' 

I have:read the full transcript of testimony taken.bef6re 
the Senate Special Committee on Tax Appeal Procedure in th,e 
Committee report. I wish to commend you and the Committee on 
the in-depth study made on the op·eration of the State Division 
of Tax Appeals and the recommendations as are re:flected in Sena.te · 
Bill 3332. : I only wish you had conducted as thorough a study on .... _ 
the operatiqn of County Boards of Taxation. I realize that Senate.·· 
Resolution 30 concerns itself with the State Division of Tax 
Appeals, .however, you did incorporate. certain recommenda titms for. 
County Boar~s of 'I'axation. a$ reflected. in your report and Senate 
Bill 3331. · I do not agree with many of the provisions provided·. 
in Senate Bil,l 3331. Based·. on the -testimony I am of the opi;riion 
that the Committee did not have a true picture of the operation 
of the County Boards of Taxation and I would like to comrnent on 
each of the reconm1endations as in my opinion it would affect 
County Boards and the appeal process~ 

I 

Let me•· begin by introducing myself. I am- the Secretary of 
the Ocean Co~nty Boa.rd.of.Taxation: 1;1.nd prior to that; served.for 
three years.as a member of that Board. My comments regarding the 
recommendations contained. in the Committee Report are:· 

RECOMMENDATION NUMBE~ 8 
I beJ.iJve' the. requirement of a Record and Findings of Fact 

will improve.the quality of the appeal proceedings. ·1towever,: 
without a substantial increase in tn~ time to hear .the appeals -
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one month is wholly inadequate an administra tilve and unworkable 
nightmare will result. I ba.se: my opinion on tn.e·following: 

, .. ' ; ! 

1. The hii;:r,her value commercial property appeals we now hear 
will require a substantial increase in hearinr;.time. Under our 
present system, irrerardless of the jud~ment by the County Board, 
in the majority of cases eithe.r the ·~ppellant pr the municipality 
will take the appeal up to the Division. In c~ses that we hear in 
say 30 minutes time, tt takes many hours or da'ys of testimony be.;. 
fore the Division. The fact of the matter is tha.t both·pa.rties to 
the appeal know the case will go up before theY start and they only 

· enter enough testimony in order not to be dism[issed at the County·· 
level. With a new r~quirement that a record of the proceedings 
goes up to the Tax Court and that the Court may hear the case.de novo 
will · cause both parties to present their entirie .case at the County 
level. This is the way it should be. However, you can see that 
this will require a suhstantia1. increase in hearing time at. the 
County level, not only for testimony but to al(low · the parties< to 
prepare their case. Anotner time problem that! we will be faced 
with is the production of the transcript. The: courts now usually 

·allow a court reporter 30 day!! tc, produce a transcript of the testi-
mony. I would recommend the time frame of one year for County. 
Boards to hear and detennine appeals for a giiven tax ye.ar and that 
appeals from County Board Judgments be· filed ~ith the · Tax Court· 
within 45 days of the County Board's Judgment date. 

2. In regard to the $5.00 fee for a copy of tti.e transcript· 
and the County Board findings, this fee do_es 11ot appear to .be 
realistic. I have done an analysis using appeals heard in 1976 
by this Board, a copy of which is attached.· :Dn using the new·. _ 
proposed filing fee schedule, we would have increased our fee income 
by approximately $10,000. However, the cost of producing a tran-

. script of each appeal heard before producing a:ny copie,s for any 
parties to an appeal, far exceeds.the additiorial revenue •. Had the 
new· law beep.. in effe.ct for 1976 our Board. woul1d. have incurred a 
loss of approximately $15,000. .It is my unde:zistanding that the 
new appeal fee schedu1e is. supposed to defray :the additional · re-
cord requirement·cost. · If you will follow the analysis, you will 
see that this is not the case · in Ocean Gounty.i I would recomm~nd . 
that if the fee for copies of transcripts are to !be a nomina.l figure, 
then the appeal filing fee should be higher tnan you recommended· 
in order to cover the. cost of producing the r~cord and a nominal. 
fee per page for copies of a transcript to cover the additional 
copy costs. ' 

RECOMMENDATION NUMBER·9 
. . 

' • I , • • 

I have a1r·eady touched1. on the time probl~m that County .Boards 
face, but in addition to tha1t, one must recogn:1,ze that under the' 
present statutes, a problem exists. Although :the County Boards. 
can hear appeals throughout the year up to Nov,ember 15, the fact 
is the ma.jori ty of appeals are not. filed unti~ just .before the 
August 15 filing deadline. In 1976 in Ocean Gounty, of the 3,000 
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plus appeal:·· riled, 73% were filed between August' 10 and August: l5 .·. 
with 30% of ~hese being. file.d .on Au,gust .15. Scbedules · for -these ... , 
appeals must be established and at least J.Q days· notice -o'f the hear~ 
ing date must be given to_ the parti~s •. ,' As you m~y well ungerstand,; 
hearings. do not usually.· begin until· after September l, and then· they 
must be crammed into a· schedule ana· be completed by November '15. · · -
Th;l.s·restrfctfve time limit makes.no sense adminisfratively'and cer-
tainly. does t::lQt do justice to. the appellants or ·th~ munfcipal 1 tie if •. · 
Rule 18:12A-l.9 (k). under Chapter 119, Laws· of 1973, requires that · 
"no person shall te~tify at a hearihg of the Board concerning an .. 
ass·essment Ul')less he. shall have inspected the ·property subsequent· .. · 
to the filing of the tax appeal." Thi·s is a very sensible rule, ' _ 
but cah you ~ell me how an assesscir Who.has Just put int6 effect-~: 
revaluation and has· say 300· appeals filed on or about August ·15: · .·· 
and who may have to b_e ready for a hearing within a few weeks c~n •_.·.· 
accomplish tbis? If he was physically able to inspect all of t-he·se .··· 
properties, what kind of a thorough inspection could he possibly ·, - · 
make? Again I the problem exis'ts because of the time frame. If ·the'. 
County Boarc;l :~ could hear the appeals over a 12-month period · start'lrig· ; 
August 15 of ,the tax year and ending August 14 of the following . ·.· 
year; an orderly schedule of hearings-could be provided allowing ~il 
parties to adequately prepare their case. Many· more cases coulc:I p.~: · 
settled or withdrawn if there were sufficient time for the assessor 
and property, owner to get together and discuss·• their diffez_:ences . or;·.· -
opinion. ' Many cases invo1 ving resident.ial property involve some , ,. ·· 
fonn of error, like the assessor having the. property assessed :for .. 
air conditioning and· tn,ere · is none, or an. error in measurement of'. -.. · 
the building; . . . 

RECOMMENDATION NUMBER 11 

I· strongly believe that this :recommendation will destroy the·_ 
team concept1that most County·BoardMembers function under.·,county'. 
Board Members in most counties. sit together as a Board at hearings~ 
In some of the larger counties of which I include Ocean, some _. _ .· · .: . 
. Co1r.missioner~ sit separately e.s hearings officers. However, unliJ.i;e: 
Division or. Tax Appeal Judges,-· they _cannot make an indepe11dent .· ·: 
judgment. All judgments must be mad~e by the majority of the Board. 
You must be associated with the·members of -County Boards of: Taxation 
to truly realiz~ the high caliber. of the Commissioners in· the <Sta·te· . 
of New Jersey •... In Ocean· County, t,io of our members· a.re -former 'free-
holders and the President has been a member for over 16 years.-· -I,._--·.· 
ques.tion ·the: quality of a fuli.-:time .attorney who earns· $20,000 •a'· ' •·· 
year. I question ~he fact that .he 'Would not be required t'o also oe 
a CTA •. What does the.·ract that a ::person is an attorney have to d'O 
with his knowledge of real estate values or· of tax administra,tiori'. : . 
On the contrary, I have found ,that _the majority of attorneys who ··. 
have fine legal·mj.nds don't know the first thing about real estat·e · 
values or-tax administration. As J~dgeEvers testified/ "It has. 
taken me some· three ye_a.rs to. re~lly know what the heck· I am doirig in 

. this business of taxation.'.' The same holds true for County Tax - .. 
Board ~embers." I can attest to that in my own case·. .I did not feel 

' 

I I 

I. 
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com:fortable until I .had two years of appeal ·hearings under my be1t 
and· I had 11 stroh~ real estate' background inclUdinp: ·both ·reaL estate 

· and insurance brokers ltc·enses ~when I began. As it ~tnnds now, a.11 
members are on equal. standing.:· None·. have any.· more. authority. than ·. 
the other :f.ncluding the· Presid~nt. They' share'. the lc,ad and wo·rk a-s 
a ::team to get the. ,1ob. done· and that is the way 1 it· should re.rna·in~ · 
Wha·t will .the · Pres:1,cte'nt of the: Board· do the rest of the y_ea.r aft~r 

.· appeals·.• are -finished? W:111 he also .administer: the office? ·That' 1~ 
.. the Secretary's Job. Will we have two captains to ,run the ship?. . 

· When will the President write· the Findings of fact and Op:inions of Law. He wil·l be hearing testimony all day. Maybe by hiniseif •. Will . 
he. write them at night or on weekends? · Will he have tq r_ead .. the·. 
t~arisc.ript·s of the_ cases and 'dec:j.sicins of the. J39ard to writ~· these . 
findings?· We know\you will not have a transct;i.pt from a_given case 

.. f_o_r 14 to 21: days after the hearings~ ·. I say tne answer to many of . 
.. the. aboye questions 1$ t.o· authorize the CountyJ-Tax Board to. retain 
the services of an attorney for the time ne is.: required to write 
theE.;e Findings of Fact and Opihic:mf? of Law,. an~ _that ·these· ffndingf? 

.be available to the parties not at the ·t.ime they appeal .to the Tax · 
. ',, Court, l;>ut withiri a reasonable' time; after that: appeal is filed, say 

60 •· days~ .·. Thi.s ~i:t.1 allow sufficient time for. \'Jhoever write$ the·.· · 
findings to revie,._,_ tbe transcript arid the ·Boar~' s reasoning in .· · . 
arl7'1ving a_t their judgment. The continuity of the Board wili not 
be' disturbed and .the job will get done. 

. .": ... ' ~' . . . . : . 

RECOMMENDATION NUMBER 12· ,· 
··.: ., :.: 

I agree wholeheartedly that the·· 1ncrease · ln salary for C()unty ·. 
Board Members has been a - long tiine overdue •. R~garding the. Secre~. 
tary's salary, I canno't :unders:tand the logic b~hind .this;. ! can •· 
only assume that the.Comrnittee,did not have·a·t.rue·picture of ·what 

. the. Secr&tary does,· or.' the.responsibility 'plac¢d on hi~. shoulders.: . 
Since I. only have first-hand knowledge of>how· Jhe Sec-retary 'of t}:le< 
Oc~an County '!'ax Board functions; I will liinit) my comment$ -to Ocean· 
County. The title "Se.cretary'' is misnomer and ! qelieve 'Tax . , 

· Administrator'' is more: appropri~te. '.rhe Secret~ry is the ,Tax I?.oa:rd' s 
staff professional, arid with the approval of _the Board, he· is the·· 

• .. · one· tha.t ke.eps t;.he wheels turning. He is. the pareer _Inan, the· Oil'=L 
·with tenure .-'tn many co'u,nties, the functioningJ:lepartment head, . He . 

. usually. hires. the staff, desc.ribes their duties,• and supervises· 
their work. ,- He, with the assistance. of his st~ff:; prepares the . ·.· · 
Equalization .'J:'abJ:e, revi.ews thE! tax list;· strikes the tax rates, . 

. _·. prepares the Abstract .of Ra tables and ov.ersees: the niaIJ.Y· tasks per-. .·. 
·· .. fornieq on a day to day basis. · Mr. Leadori, in[ his testimony, ou.t.,;. ·.· .. 

-lined thes,e 'tasks, ,but I am afraid he' may have: given th,e impression 
that the Tax_ Board Members or Commissi6ne.rs as: they are cc;,mrnorily .. 

' re:rerted to, perform these tasks personally. > ¢hey are responsibl¢ . ' 
under the law to see, that the job gets dcirie. '." 1.-,ike the )nunicipali ty · .. 

· that hires a ~urifcipal Administrator who admin.~sters. the day to day 
business of the mu·nicipality, · the Tax Board hires '.or appo.ints a· 

· Secretary to take ca.re of the d.a.y to day busine·ss of .the ·Tax Boar,d. 
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r could go on with o'ther details' but l tn1.nk T have mlla~ :my. po;lnt ~· .. 
Not a11 ·· County BoaOrd Secretaries pe.rform these· functions to .. the 
same· degree. · Some a,,re part time. Under the present statutes,, 1 t , 
'is up to ea"ch individual County .. Boa r,1d to decide if they ,want to . 

· .. appoint a ,Se:cretary. .. ( 5't :3~7) "Each co·unty Board 111ay appoint a 
, Secretary.'·' , The duties of the Secretary are vague and· mtnimal • 
. Under Chapte::r 119, Public Laws of 1977, Rules for County Boa_rqs of' 
·Taxation· {18:12A-l.3). the specific duties of. a SeGretary .are as .. · .. 
determined by each individual Boar,d. ·· 11 (a) The Board may authorize 
its Secretary to conduct the daily business of the Board as may be· 
deemed neces_:sary." The only specific duties under this< law .states, 
"(b) The Sec:retary shall keep a.cc\lra te a_nd complete ,Mi11utes and , 
records of a:'11 procedures and official actions of the Boa.rd."· • In < 
r~gard to the Secretary's salary, .. the present statute RS54 .:3;..8 pro'"'. 
vides "Salary of the Secretary shall not be less. than the -salary .---
payable to the President of the Board of that County pursuant to 
RS5~ :3-6." :"The Board of Chosen Freeholders. sha11· fix the: a.nnua.1 
salary to be paid to .the Secretary of the County Board of Taxation . 
and the annu:al compensa tiop to_ its other clerical assisJants." .This. · · 

. law implies that the Secretary is a part-time clerical ~ssistant· to_ 
the Board •. · .I believe a stuc:ly would clisclose that in practice that _ · 
is not the case and that-the majorityOof Secretaries are function:-
ing as Tax Administrators .and deipartment heads~ The requirement . · 
that the Board of Chosen Freeholders .fix the salary of the· Secretary ' . 
makes no sen:se to me at all. In the first place, the C::ounty Board • .· 
o-r Taxa tiori ,is not. a county agency, it• is a State agency. _ The County · 
Board of Fre:eholders has no control ove.r, and I believe in most · · 
respects is .not aware o.f how· it functions.· ·rt seems to n:e that the , 
most logical body to fix the salary of.the Secretary would be the . 
members of the Board o:f Taxation~ .· They are the only ones that know 
what the worl{ load is, and how much of the work load th,ey wish him. 
to assume. A municipality f;i.xes-the saiary-of its Administrator. 
A school Boa,rd fixes the salary of its Administrator, and a Board 
of Taxation ·should fix the salary of its Admin.istrator. ·· 

-I hop~ my comments wiiL be of some benefit, and Iwould 11ke-
to state tha:t the opinions I have expressed are my opinions and not 
necessarily those of _the members of the ·ocean_ County Board of 
Taxation. · · · 

JRF/sd 
Enc. 

i (!Ctt/11y;u~r.:·: pd,-_·_ 

·.· .,~/~~ (/V// 7 ' 
,John R. Fox .·- ... · - .· . -. 

/ Secretary . '. 
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ANALYSIS Of C~STS iCR PROVID[~G 
TRANSCl~IPT OF :zECORD 

OCEAN COUNTY BOARD OF TAXATION 

A. Estimated Cost for Providing Transcr'ipts of 1976 Appeals 

B. 

1. Number of appeals heard · 

2. Number of days of testimony 
· ,'c'Based on an average 6 hour day 

3. · Number of hours of testimony 

4. Average time per hearing 

5. Average number of pages of testimony per hour 

6. Total number of pages 35 x 360 = 
7. Cost Breakdown 

(a) Court Reporter $50/day x 60 days* = 

(b) Transcript $2.00/P x 12,600* 

(c) Total Cost for Record 

*Fees for transcript verified by two large 
freelance Court Reporter Service Agencies 
located in this area. · 

Effect on New Fee Schedule 

1. Approximate fee income by old fees 

2. Approximate fee income by new fees· 

3. Additional . income '·. 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

1600 

60* 

360 

. 13.5 Min. 

35 

12,60() 

'3,000. 

.,25,200. 
''· 

28,200. 

•··10,000. 

20,000. 

'10,000 • 
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.Page 2 Analysis of Costs for Providing Transcript of 
Record - Ocean County Board of Taxation 

C-. Effecttve Cost for Record. 

(a) Total cost for Record $ 28,200. 

(b) Less Additional Fees Received under 10,000. ·. 
New Rate· 

(c) Effective cost ' $. 18,200. 

(d). Cost per page ill-1200. ·= 
12,600 

$ 1.44 

(e) Cost per extra page copy· = .15 
$ 1.59 

(f) · Total cost per page. for copies $(R) ·1.60 

Average number pages per appeal = 8 

Average cost per Appeal trans:cript • $ · .12.80 

Number of.State Appeals 640 

Est. Average Number Pages on Appeals .that 
go to State 15 

No. pages ~equired tobe copied 
640 appeals x 15 x 2 = 19,200 

Cost per page to copy .15 .. 

Total cost of copies 
l9200x .15 

Fee for copy. of Transcript 

Total Number of Transcripts 
640 X 2 1,280 

$ · 2,880. 

$ 5.00 

?. 

~. 
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Page 3 Analysis of Costs for Providing TranscriRt of 
Record - Ocean County Board of Taxation 

Total Fees 
1280 X $5.00 

D. Recap 

Cost of Record 

Cost of Transcript Copies 

Total Costs 

Income from additional filing 

Income from transcript fees 

Total Income 

Net loss 

$ 6400. 

$ 28,200 

2,800 

$ 31,000 

fees $ 10,000 

$ 6,400 

16,400 

$ 14,600 
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TOTAL l'OTAL 'Z 
1-INE LINE INCREASE 

MUNICIPALITY _ ITEMS ITEMS OR 
4(\"7?· 1973 DECREASE 

.. t:Bamegat Twp .. '>'lD2 2837 18.60 
2. Barnegat Light Bora, 1093 '1095 . .• 18 , 

'.· 3. Bay Head Boro. 1015 1019 .39 

4. Beaeh ffaftn Bora. 1999 1999 0 

5. l!e~cfiwoj>d Bora. 5463 ' 6543 ., -19.77·. • 
6. Berkeley Twp. lli.887 20 434 ·21 00 ' 7. Brick Twp. 22 523 23-i13 .• 2 62 . ·, 
8. DaJer Twp. 30,692 ' 31,811 .. 3.64 

. 9.~aadTwp. 1504 1450 ,;,3.59· 

10. Haney Cedam Bora, 1157 1172 1.30 

it, &!ind Heichts Bora. 801 804 . .37 

12. Jackson Twp. 11.603 11 73Q . , ,., 
13, Lacey Twp. 17-303 17-768 2 60 

14. Lakehu,st Bora. 825 825· 0 

15. Lakewood Twp. 20 034 21 521 ·- 7.42. 

16i Lawillette Doro. 2145 2147 .09. 

17. Little Egg Harbor Twp. 6401. 6850 ., n, 

18. Long Beach Twp. ·. 6499. 6633. 2.06 

19. Manchester Twp. '5554 6324 13.86 · 

20. Mantoloking Bora. 607 603 - e.e.. 

21. Ociean Ti,p. 3710 .. 88 .. I,. t.,; 

22, Ocean Gate Bora. 1474 1472 -.14 

23. Pine Beach Bora. 988 985 -.30, 

24. Plumsted Twp. 1646. 2037 23 1~ • 
·. . i_~,. 25. Pr>int Pleasant"Boro. "7396 .. ,.,,. . 

.· ._ 26. ~- Plea~nt_S.ach Boro. 2854 . 2864 .35; --
·' ... ·. 

fl. Seaside Heq,hts Boro .. 1588 1593. .31.· 

28. Se;..ide Paik Doro. • · .. 1930 .. 1857 . :3,78 •; · 
•. ... .. . , .•. 

. :29 .. Ship Bottom Bora. · 1769 1775. : 
.. 

.33 .. 
• 30. South To!"' River Boro. 1 •• 

.. 
1202 · .. 1203 ~08 . 

31. S1offord Twp. 
'. 

9180 9193· .14 . • 

"32. Surf City !lloro. 2114 211'1' 21• 
33. Tuckertnn Doro. 

I 

1766 1778 .68 

TOTALS 194,U4 • 204,860 . 5.54. 

TOTAL 'Z TOTAL 
LINE INCREASE. LINE-
ITEMS OR ITEMS 
1974 DECREASE 1975 

3546 
·1 

24.99 : . 7903 
·. 

1168 .• "1 10; ,~ft. 

1020 ' .09. · · 1035 

2011 .60. 2010 

- 6558 -: 23 6"'·n ' 
22.562 ,n ,., .,., Oftft 

2.,_ R26 . 'l ftO ?#;. ,_,.n·,• 

32,365 . '. 1.74. 32,799 

1455 -3"4 147? 

1176 · : .34- 1178 

809 i .62. 808. 
; 

11 .,,,;1 ,;,._.·.,.,·_: ;, .,...,_ 

17 "'·" 
,_,,_ : 11:s14. 

.. 

871 5.58 ' 874: . 
- ' 24.931 : 22.501- 4 .. 

2158 • 51 ?.HD• 

'>'>ftO ,,_··-e,. -.eo,. 

6710 • 1 16 ,;71,.• .. 
--

12 160 . <12- ?R : . 1? e,n . 

Ln • "' . 601 

A?7n .D 0'7. I..,,,. ... ·• 

1475. . ,n · •. _.,ft. 

Q'7Q • - e., • Q77 . 

?nao ? DD• 2136 • . 
7426. , .. """" . 
2861. -.10. 2856' ·, 

.· 

.. 1587: - _.,_II . u, .• 

1: 
. -.27• 1852 · 1851-

... 
1178 . n ,.,&.,, 

... 
1205 • 17' 1??0 • 

.' 
12,276. 33.53. 12,973 .• 

?l?Q. • 47· 2126': 

17117 .51 17'lli'-

219,669 · 7.23 · 231,334, 

OCEAN COW'ft .UHE ITEM GROWTH 1972 

'Z 
INCREAI 

OR 
DECRW 

I 

E 

,.,.,· •1 

·. - ~, 
• £7 

· --115 

-· .. 
., .. , 
,, •1 

1.34 

! , •t 
i ·stt 

-•.12 

•7 
u 

.· i. 1U. 

! '10 .... 
1 · .. .. 

- -1· 
;· . 

C't. 

'>H, 

·- ""· 
·v. 

.· 

- ···---
; ... 
- &'l 

- ,., . 
.,·,. .... 

·, n~. 

.... 
l;.QQ; 

5.68· 

- .... 

TOTAL 
LINE 
lTEMS 

-AA76 

791j 

1104 

1038 

2024 

6526 

22971 

26938 

32270 .. 
•·; 1472 . 
• 1178. 

816 

11357 

17848 

876 

24979. 

2Mi5. 

7650 

6783. 

13076 

601. 

4295 

"1466 

·. 959. 

2169 

7417 

2854 
-.--

. ·· 1626. · . 

1865 

1783 . 
1227 .. -

13120. 

2126 

¥1 ·. 
1832 . 

232,624-

. 
'Z. 
INCREASE 
0~ 
DECREASE 

.13 

27 

.29 
•· 

.70 

~;21. 

• 75. 

1.66. 

-1.61 

0 

0 

.99 

-.20 

-.15 

.23 : 

.19 · 
., 

14.17. 

• 87 · 

• 56 

4.46. 

0 

.05. 

-.27. 

-1·0 84. 

1.54. 
-

.34. 

.· .07 . 

' . '-1.03. 

.76. 

.i>6, . 

-.16. 
'. 

1.13 

0 

2.00. 

- 1976 

.% 
INCREASE 
1972-1976 

230.81 

1 n, 

2.27 

1.25 

19.46 · 

36.03 . 

19.60. 

5.14 

-2.13 

1.82. 

1.87 · 

-2.12. 

.3.15. 

6 ,~ 

24.68 
·' 
14.92 

19.51 . 

4.37 . 

i35.43· 

-.99. 

15.77· 

-.54. 

-2.94. 

31"77. 

.28 

0 

2.3'1 

-3.37. 

i .79 . 

2.01 · 

42,92": 

.57 

3.74· 

19.84. 

*PROJ:ECTIONS DO NOT iiicumr TNFI.ATf- i PR .LINE ITEM INCREASES 

Rr.'VAWATlON & !lf.ASS::$SMENT • 

PROJECTION~ - 10 YEARS_ * . I 
1976 

, ... ,.--..-w •• ,m,-,\s;;~ss "i"U"l",\L· 1:• 
: TION MF.NT & RE-,\S:, 

TAXABLE .@$18/LIN @ $8/LINF. 10 YEAH'.; 
LINE COST$ COST$ COST$ ITEMS ~,n 1,,. 

·7,;ss ? , , .,, " "In , ....... · .on, n>.o 

• 
,nee 19872 1 88•2 '.,:, \ 

1022 1 18684 1 8304 .,,aa· 
.. 

1988 1 3i;1.•2 ·, '""M 52"24 
. 

5468 ' l'. fl.1468 l" s22n• ' "·""r. 
. ·18563 l 413478 0 1l2'7"A _l.'I .. ;_,. 

, .. 
26224 l 484884 1 21eeA,.: SMSfth 

31254." 1 580860 1· 258160 .I·. 839020 

1418 .. : 1.- 28496 'o. I 11116 ! 26496 
; 

1138· 3 21204 1 9424- SOft36 

779 · i2-:· "·"·· nl. ,. .. 29376 
; 

20442& · o l . 908,6· ·2n4t..2~ 9990. . 1-

16714 . 1··· 321264'" · I 142784. 1 21 2"'· 

O?C • I 1. .1 --·--· 
I 7008 i 15168 ' 0 •' 

19212. 1 '449622 0 I 199832 ! · 44962:Z . 
j I 

2435. 2 44370 lo- I 19720.1. 88740 · 

7213 2· ,·•n7nn· n l "'~ftft" 275400· 

6713. 2·· 122094· o-1 54264; 24hs8:. 
: n-1 10460"' ,_.,,. . ., 

·12136 2· 235368 

585- i 10.818 
; i 
2 ' 4808" . 9616 

cl I 

4022- 7731n· , .I 34360· 11167f 
i o ·I '11728. 1338. 1,- 26388" 26388 

! . ·. · . 

1394- ri 17262 1 '7672· 24q34 · 
i 

2107 1' 39042" o-l · 17352 · 39042 

i-328 l'. 133506- 1- I 59336- 192842 

'2788 2.' 5i372 
. I 
O.• • 22832 102744 

·. 1598 2'' 29268' ' 1 [j _• 13008· 58536 

1803 2.i 33570· b·i, 
. I 14920 · 67140, 

1741;- 1.I 32094 ~- I 14264- 46358 

1189. 1"1 22086 I 11 I 9816 31902· 
- ·•.· ' .. ·. 

12884 1 236160" b· i 104960 · 236160 

2100 · 2 38268 o· i 1'1nnR """"' 
·1120· _l 32976 . •- I 

1 ' 14656 47632 

213,903· 4,187,232 1,860,992- 5,806,170 
4.'i. lS.. 



R '" Coll!plete ilcv.!llu11ticn 
A• Complete Reas.scgsmcnt 
p • Partial Reassessment 

MUNICIPALITY 

Bar n!:&1!-U..QJ!'nshin 
Bar nega( Light Borough 
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er Township 

· l eSl!loCd Eag 

Harv 

To9•· ..... "'4 .. 
•. 

ev Cedars Borouah 

Isl and Heiahts Boroui:m 
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Sur f' Citv Dorouah 

Tue kerton,, Borouvh 

TOTALS 
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MANCHESTER TOWNSHIP BOARD OF ASSESSORS 
JOYCE .A. JONES, Secretary 

1 Colonial Drive Lakehurst, N. J. 08!33 

Office Telephone, 12011 657-8121 Ext. 33 

Glenn E. Moore, III 
Legislative Services Agency 
State House 
'l'renton, N. J. 08625 

August 2, 1977 

Board Members 
Joye• A. Jones 

John Novak, Jr. 

The following comments relative to the Assembly Taxation hearing 
on August 2, 1977, are sent for your consideration. 

l. Equalization Program 
The most impossible task a tax assessor faces is that of.main-
taining a 100% ratio as prescribed by law. First, the whims 
of the buyer cannot be anticipated, and most people are d~termined 
to believe that whatever the assessed value is on a property, the 
property must be worth more, and then proceed to prove they can 
get more for it; result: a low sales ratio, leading toward re-
valuation. It becomes a vicious cycle, with the over-burdened 
taxpayer having to pay for a very costly revaluation every few 
years. 

One of the major problems of the sales ratio system is that very 
often, the sales price stated on a deed includes many items other 
than real estate. Personal items, such as carpeting, drapes, 
furniture, boats, horses, etc. can be included in the total price. 
If we are unsucce~sful in getting these sales removed from the 
"usable sales", we end up again with a low ratio. We can assess 
only the real estate; therefore, the consideration shown on the 
deed should only reflect the real estate. Also, "selling points" 
and terms of financing should not be included in stated price. 
In my township, one speculator sells building lots (normally sold 
for $6,000) for $8,000 with no down payment, and holds the mortgage. 
lie admittedly is selling financing, and at _the same th1e he's 
creating a new market value, with our revaluation only one year 
old. 

The present method of establishing equalized ratios is completely 
unfair and unrealistic, and should be revised for the benefit 
of all concerned. 

2. Property Tax Deductions and Exemptions 
For years, tax assessors h.ave voiced complaints about the inequi tics 
in the Jaws on Senior Citizen and Veterans' deductions. The very 
fact that we have deductions on property taxes is unfair, and in 
my opinion, the law should be abolished. 

The income regulation for Senior Citizens places the tax assessor 
in the position of being a watchdog over elderly people, who 
deserve to be treated with the respect and dignity· due them. 
We should not invade their privacy by making them itemize their 
income. ,The law was intended to help Senior Citizens .ho are in 
a low income bracket. However, because of the differe:it ex-
ceptions from the income, one ·couple .with government pensions 
can earn over $13,000 and qualify,· while another couple earning 
much less, with private pensions, will not qualify. 



Also, I have in my township approximately 8,000 Senior Citizen 
families, representing more than half of the total ratable in 
my town, who can't apply., for any benefits or homestead rebates, 
because they are in a co-op type of ownership. This is completely 
discriminatory and unfair. 

A better method of helping Seniors would be on a graduat~d payment 
basis, according to gross income and to benefit all Seniors in · 
some way; 

Example: 

Income $8000 or over 
7000 
6000 
5000 or under 

Check in Amount of 50 .. 00 
100.00 
150.00 
200.00 

There are several states using this type of systerv.i , which seems 
to work very well and does away with the discrimination becai1se 
of type of income or type of ownership. This would also benefit 
elderly people who are too poor ,to own their own homes. 'l'he 
administration should be handled through a State Agency, and 
checks issued by same, just as Homestead .l{ebate checks are. 

As for Veteran's exempti6ns, the law was originally inte~ded to 
benefit New Jersey veterans; howl~ver, a study by the State 
Association of Municipal Assessors verified a large percentage 
of veterans receiving deductions in New Jersey were not from 
N_ew Jersey when they ,were in the service. Also, many were from 
states which gave cost. bonuses, so they received both the bonus 
and now the $SQ.DO deduction, or $100.00 if bothhusband and wife 
qualify. The one time cash bonus· for New Jersey veterans would 
be more benefici'al to the veter.an an'd would bE! a· saving financially, 
inasmuch as the State is reimbursing the Municipality for veteran's 
deductions. It is also unfair that property tax payers have to 
share the burden placed on them by the exemption of Disabled 
Veterans. While everyone agrees they·should receive benefits, 
many disabled vets are financially better off than some of the 
taxpayers who .have to make up the exemptions. Since the law was 
amended to include many other so-called "service-connected" 
problems, this burden has increased tremendously, and the Veterans 
Administration seems quite liberal iri grading at ~00% disability. 

We tax assessors find ourselves spending more and more time on 
a] 1 :;01"IS of dul.ip:; which h.:tve nothirHJ to du with assPssmC'nt of 
rhll pr·operty. Tl i:; V<'ry diff.icu]t Lo perform the, dutip:; 
ncccr;sary l.o maintain the prop<'r values, when ·wp spend so m1.1ch 
time with these non-asse·ssing jobs. The Homestead Rebate Act 
placed an unc6nscionable burden on all of us, at the busiest 
time of the year, especially for those who had no additional help. 
We had to neglect many of the end of the year changes to get our 
new books reacly. I sincerely hope we never have to go through 
another year with the. same system,· which not only wasted much of 
our time, but thewaste_of taxpayers money because of L~e method 
of payment, was unwarrented and ridicu~ous. 

There are so many areas in our tax administration system which 
need revision and I am sure others will comment on many of them. 
We are grateful for the opportunity you are offering us, and for 
the gopd of all the citizens of New Jersey, I wish you the best 
of luck in your endeavor. 

· (Mrs) 

Y~u1s truly_, ) 

i;~;;;~-.c_£~~-,/L ~~-A. 

Manchester Township 
Lakehurst Borough 
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OCEAN· COUNTY IlO/\RD OF TAXATION 
C. N. ~l!ll 

COMM!f;SfONl-:US Toms Hiver, Nt•w ,Jcr~1•y 08753 
1"1':l,IWIIONl~ 

(AlrnA com,: Wl) 
2••-2121 lsxt. 2IH\ CEOBG!AN KOLIIEH, l'rrsitknt. 

GEOJtGE F. MAKIN 

SECltE'l'AUY 
JOHN R. FOX AUr,U!':t 1, 1977. 

Dear Mr. President: 

C~pi~s ef the enclPscd, a t~lk I iave 

en S43, the county tax sdministTatvr's bill at Rutger'~ 

on June l?ti:,- have been requested by varic:-'.ls commissioners. 

Weuld yeu have cGnies made and forv;ard them te the com-

missioners bn yeur board. 

This is an extremely important proposal 

afid dese~ves the careful scrutiny of all c~unty tax b•ard 

C&i_~·m11isslcme:rs. The enclesecJ. reuert given at our last 

~bout it • 

~k/enc. 
Report S43 

I 

Ocean Ceu!'lty Beard •f 'I'axaticn. 
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sorne thirty bills nnd ratt.er than r,ive y,n1 the n1imber and a brief syncnsis 

ef ench, I 9elected the ~ne bill which hns a dire~t benrin~ on thin body 

an~ which will, I h~ce, cr~Rte intere~t and controversy. This bill may have . . ' 

died on the legislative vine fur ~11 I knew,. but it sh~uld be discussed. 

~enate Bill 1Jl~3 1.s "An act ccincernin~ the .effice etf the secretery t• the 

ccunty tax board, and chanr,,;in~ the title e,,f the secretnry t• county tax 

&dmtriistrator, and amendin~ sections 54:3~7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 17, 18, JO, 31 
r 

and repealin~ in its entirety 54: 3-29. Such e'xtens ive chan~es warranted a 

careful examination of this bill. I a~ubt if anyene nresent ~~uld •bject t~ 

~· bill which pur,G)rts ta chanr-:e the title of secretary b, c.>unty tax admin19-

trabu• and which establisr.es adequate com'tlensation fer the,pc,siti@n,. but this 

bill as it is written, in my onin1Qn, roes much further· than th:;.t and .intrudes 

upen and eredes the statutery auth~rity etd considerable p~wers .~f the c•unty 

bv1nrds of ta~::itirm~ Let us ex8.mine the chanr,es it prenoses: 

~1:3-7 Take~ a~oy the discretionary nower t@ hire a secretary •. The nresent 

statute ?;ives the county boards o.f tax;Jti~n to 11 ir,ht to a-:::n~int a 

secretary and with the a.::iprcval •f the board cf ch11sen freeholders, 

such other cl~rical .assistants as may be necessary~. s1.~3 makes the 

hiring tr1f a c~unty tax •gdministrator mandat•ry and ~ive.s the ad.'ninis-

trator the authority to hire clerical assistants. 

54:J-8 T2.kes away· the authGrity of aDnrevin~ war'Tants fer salaries and com-

• nensaticn fr:,m the nresident ef .the cou~ty tax board and gives it to 

the county tax administrater. . . . 

54:3-9 Takes away the ri~b.t of the ceunty tax bear-:: t~ establisr. just rules 

or re~ulations for the standards of conduct, campetence, etc. fer the 
. . 

se~retary and gives it t• th~ ni~e~ter •f the Divisi~n ef Taxatien. 



·- c.. - l . S.tJ 

SlpJ-11 · I quote: "Except as etherwiso orevided l:i thiJ amenJatory ~ctn 

alJows '.!;;rnnty br:ards •f tax1tlon te ha,,e ltll the pe'l:ers fctrmerly 

exercised, If this hill is pas~ed the criqnty b~ards ef tax3tiori 

li~ited ta ~ssessed valuatf~n~ no~ exceed{n~ ~100,000. 
i -

.Sh:J-16 Takes away the supervisory contro1 .r asSess~rs which rs· the sr,le 

resnonsibility $f ceunty boards of taxrtion by sayin~ this super-
I ' •• I : ·, , 

v1.sien and csntrol must 'ce exercised THROUOH TEE C0UN':'Y TAX ADTU~IS-

TRATO~, and eliminates the requirement that the State Cemrnissien~r 
) ' 

. . .. 
annI·ove a.11 rul~s, 9t'ders · er directions· es~B'J_lished by the caunty 

beard's 0f taxat5-,m for maki:i.s assess"l'lents.'. QTTESTION: \'/hy in the 

world would 'any county b0ard want to amend. the statute as it is 

nresently 'uritt'en? The su~;i.ry sts.teme!1t bn the last Dage of 'this 

hill reads "Transfers from' the c~unty boards of t ax::i.ti~n the s•.rper- • 

vising and c~ntrolling of mun~cidal'tax assessors." Question: Do 

y<tu think one man shculd have such extraordinary -OC\7~s? 

54:3-17 Take~ awRy the statutory Authority of the q~unty boards of taxation 

and transfers t@ the .. county tax adminlstra Gr the authority te 

annually ascert~in and .::1etermineaccording t4J EI3 be~t knawleci.?e 

and infor:natLm, the g.eneral ra.ti0 or perce::nta~e of true v'alue at 

which the re11.l prttnerty ~f each. t:3x1-n~ district is in fact assessed 

acc9rdin~ to the tax lis~s and ?ives the cdunty tax administrator 

the auth~rity te urepare the equal:tzatiim table arnendin~ naragr.1rnhs 

a, b, c, d, e, f', g, .h ~nd l to furth~r i:nnle~ent this cr..m~e •. 

54:3-13 Takes away the s:atut6ry autherity of the dcunty boards ef taxation 

t• meet en ?ebrua.ry 1st f.(ir the pur-o•se of :equalizin~ the f.lssess"'lent 

•f nrePerty amen~ the several taxipg distr!~ts in the c~unty and ~ives 
. .. 

the s1tle respensibility to the ceunty tax a:dministrator. Also gives 

the authority .for making chan~es in valuatiens t• the c•unty tax 



. ~. 

ndminintrat.er as well as ti't the county bonrdg ,,r tax1tt_.n. 

to the county· bonr-ds of t:)xatiou. 

Renenl s in tt s e11ti!'ety the requirement thnt the c ?Ul~ty b •a rds nhall 

':>e pr.Givided witll 'racilittes for the tr~nsactton o.f its bu!Jin,,ss and 

unends 54 :J-JO t• read: 

The board cf chosen freehold~rs sha11 nr~vide th~ c,unty heard of 

taxation AND THE SOUN'I'Y TAXADJf:INI$TRATORvrith PAr:'lllo1hent effice•s for 

rec@rds, etc.· The records 1r;f th~ c~unty h0':-1~d of taxation t:ind THE 

COTD~'!'Y T 1\X ADi-~INI'-'.'I'RATOR shall be ooen t.t the insoect:t or) cf. the. puhl tc 
., 

durin~ business ho 11rs. G.H~ctTION: Are we denlin1~ v,tth one a~ency of 

~evernment here er two distinct and se~nrate en~ities? . 

lis bill WQUld strip c11unty boa!':1s 6f taxation of- all a dmi ni s-: rat 1.ve P :iv:er s 

~~reduce it to an eunellate b~dy. L~t us ~eview the st8tutory dutie~ ~nd 

iwers of county boards of taxatien. These duties. fall inti, t~·:e mnJor categ•ries; 

lminlstr3tive ~nd appellate. 

lminis tra ti ve: 
\ 

11· 

sessment: 

The county board of tax.-:tion oerf&r'.':"!s f~nr principal adminis-

trntive functiGns. (1) Sube:.rvisicm; All municipal assessors 

carry out their duties under the direct su-o~r·1tsion ef the coun:-: 

bc»a.ra. The beard may remi,ve an. asse'3s:>r f:ron off'ic~ for failu::,•~-

to file his Asse'ssment List arid du~lica.te; It ~ay reques.t his 

removal hy the Directi>r of the Div:tsi6n c,f Tax~tion in other 

cases. 

The c•unty beard.m::.y act Asan assess@r, viewtn,~ and insuecti:11'; 

prooert ie s, and re vis in5 a:id 001 .. rer,: tini'!; asses c~eh ts un Qn its 
)' 

awn initiative. 
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Equr-.ltzntion: Th~ c~unty b~~rd is ~~Stio;~ible fo~ iscert~ining the level . . ' ... 
I, 

, • • •. , , ,. • -' ' . l 1. • .·. , 

of a2::iensP•ent in eu'ch tn.x.ln"g distrl!ct and r,u, makinr; aopr•ni,i;.. 

~te fldju~tment!! 1n c,rdei• t&> d1:1trib.ute the co'sts or co'unty 

gi;1vernment equ~tably· nrnonr, the t axi:n~ dist1•icts within 'the 

county. 

,' '. 'i . 

··~. 

Calculation af Tax Rates: The county b~aid pr~n~~es g Trible cf A~~re~ates 

~nnu~lly and cslc~l~tes ·t~e tax ratb fgr e~ch taxing ~istriot. 
• ' ' • I 

(The county i)-IJ,U"ds ~r tPxation no lion~er perform th~ duty of 

cale11lr;1tin~ the bank str;ck tax.· This iR now a function of the 
. . • . .,. • • • 1 • 

•. st.ate•~).·. 

. • A:,pel l~t.e duties: ~~ubty boa~d' 0f' iaxa~i~n apneAls from taxpayers 
J 

. . 
.. .. . . I ... , , . . . . ·., 

~rt6 t~xlnt d19tr1ct~ ~trect~ ~djustments in individual 

n:rnessr!ients where, 1:-i its ~·oi:il~n, · such st~ps 
,'. 

:~r.e .·· justif.i~ct ·· 

· by. lo::i. 

• . . • . • I 

·rl1A .,tn._e...,""nt "'""~"'·h ni•!"'l·m""''" .. e·s· t'ni" b1"1'I. "n·a• i .. .., ~,a,,. ... o··r· it •includes ""he : "''9' l-,rl P.V .. ·=J~"-.. _,.S,~ .... ..,._,.. .., w,1,~ .... , ._-,~ .-.'-',· · ,-» - •'!';- ·--~• · .i ... ...,,, • lwr.. . ;. .. . v• 

following chanr,es ,·:hich I f'ind <Ji,j~ctionublef Co3mJie.nsation of. cJerica.1 

··. ~!lutstants ~h&ll J~i!! Oll wa.rro~nts · appz,aved by the C$U.nty tax adniinistrat:,r · 
, I : '. 

\d.tbout the ~oquil,omirnt i'or a:r.:r .-.ddi ti onai signatu~e. . . '~ . . . '. ' . . . . 'i 
,. . .• ,. ,·, •. . . .• , • . • • I 

A .transfer t\rtllm the. o ounty ooa ~:-:i ef t,a:,::at ion to the';. c~unty ._ d • • .,_ t . i..a~ a !"!.l.Dl. S vra ,.,or 

,;,!' ~esp,,ns'lbl1 ity ft,r, ( a) c;ete~~in:!.~,g assessed nnc 1true values., ( b) preparing 

equa,.izat!.~n tnb'J,es-r,r~evie\v 3nd ad~ption by the 1c~unty boar~' ef taxation, 
. . . · .. · . . : . . . ·. . . . . . . )' ', . . . 

•11· 

'l':. 

•ind ( c) SUl.')e1·vi sing . 8lid con tr ollir.6 r:-:~~tci:,al tax a:s se s s illrs. ( d) A statutory \ 
! - . . 

:~eoui~e~ent·that the clerl:~l a~s1st~nt~ to the CQuhty tax ~o~rd be soo~i~ted 
1 . 

• . .' ' ' •, I. \ . ' .. 

by the county tax ad~inlst~at~r and th~ request that the b0~rds or chosen 
\<- , ·:. ·: '_··_..- : •• _:;:· • •• • • : • l. 

,ii, 

f I'Q eh olders ';:lr'CV!. de c~un ty ta;~ a;]~int~r1~:1 tor~ w.i i-h adequate, off 1 ce SP fl ce vrhen . 

the stAtute alreRdy makes such, ~rovis!&n fe~.c~u~t~:tax boArds~ 



. . 

The r-13~n le~isl"'tur~s aopolnt hoar-ds ar.d commis:iions t<J t• create a ~ystem 

Qf cher~ks anr-l bnl~inces and in SQ do1n~, 'C:>~~erve c,ur de".Tlocrncy. s!~3 w0uld 1 

c:reute o. &ne ,,.,nn uut1>cracy. A .concentrati,,n c,f' c-,we1, in cne man is .n~themr.t 

t.o any democrHtic institution. It has nev,..r se::-1v'-',J tht..• best intere3ts of tho 

public and it never will. A b@efd ~r three and flve members re~ults in a 
• diffusion or pawer. The nresumption is a board c~mD~8ed ~f vnrious in<l1viduals · 

i~111 ore sent different Dl9ints (;f view, have different resnonses · and ~ppronches 

te prt1blems and through thow~htful c~msideratien · and disqt)s si on come tC11 a meet in 

cf the minds for wiser dectsion r:ia.king. A dictat,,,rship a{' one ".nan's arninien mus 

be avl':lided at all c0sts o"n ar1y level ef · gnve:r-nment. I ask our county tax board 

cemmiss:f.oners te be·extremely wary of anylegislatian that w"uld denrive them 

of the "Dowers they n,n:. e;ce!'cise under law. Tee mi.my attempts t, er-ode this 
' p~v:er a~e ebin~ made •. I· cited the preoosHl to limit cc.unty tax bonrd apnenls 

' . te assessed valuat1.ons Qf 1;1:J0,000. This .ss9ciat:ian Ts on record as ~on•Stnt; 

this r~~c~mmendHtlon. T1> reduce th~ functions of county tax b.»rjrds to mere 
f 

aonellate bodies and to limit apneals ~o assessed valuati0ns of specific ~mou~ts 

m~~ms that in the near futu:::-e. c;o,unty tax. b1Jards may be ahlllished entirely. 

Pendin~ legi~latiain will exnand the St:i.te Divisilltl ~r Tax Annea.ls by addin,!: 

four new judges te he~~ the state appeals af smaller taxpayers. It is n~t in-

conceiv.able th,::t ·@nc dey,, by further expansi•n, they mi~ht assume the a:p:oellate 

duties of county tax bll'lsrds. The title of cur association is the New Je.,sey 
. . 

Associntion of' c~unty Tax Boe!"d Cormnissioners and Secretaries~ I have always 

b~en undt:n• the impression that b:>ard secretaries. work fer the tax b0ar.d 

commission"..'rs •. If Senate Bill 43 is plil.ssed, ceunty. tax b•t-rd commissic;,ne".'s 

wfJl be w:-rking fer county tax administr,1tors •. I ur~e every cour1ty tax .. baard 

commissiener to rend S43 carefully and opp1,se it vi~oreusly. This bill, as it 

ls written, renresents a· ~r~es usurp:.tif}n ;:if the- statut3ry p~\·1ers .invested in 

Ocean C•unty B11ardof' T9xation, 

Rutger's Fniversity, June 17th 1g77., 
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