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ASSEMBLYMAN WILLIAM K. DICKEY (Chalrman) I would
like to call the Commlttee meetlng to order agaln.' This is
a publlc hearlng on Assembly Blll NUmber 2443, an Act concernlngv
revaluatlon of real property for property tax purposes and '
creatlng County Boards of Revaluatlon.,

I w1ll call as our first w1tness the pr1nc1pal sponsor
of the bill, Assemblyman Robert E. thtell. v'” B

ROBERT E. LITTETLL: Thank you, Assemblyman
Dickey and’ fellow colleagues._ Thank.you for the opportunlty ,
to air our ldeasbefore your~Committee and:the public today°

The purpose in introducing A 2443 is to bring about
unlformlty to our system of revaluation in New Jersey, The
taxpayers have a lack of trust and confldence in our present
system. If property taxes are, to contlnue as a major tax forcer
we must take a close look at our present system of revaluatlon.
There is somethlng wrong when we penallze people that 1mprove
their property and keep it up- and we reward those that let
their property deterlorate and fall apart.

- We use real property as a tax ‘base in the State of
- New Jersey to raise revenue to. operate our counties, mun1c1pallt1es
and schools. These assessed valuatlons are also used as a
base for distribution of State school ald as well as other
forms of . State aid such as urban a1d. ' _ i

In an effort to equallze ‘these values to lOO per cent,
we have for the last 20 years had revaluatlons in most municipal-
1t1es,: ThlS system varies from. county to county and. may be
ordered by the 21 County Tax Boards with the approval of the
Dlrector,of.the Division of Taxatlon., However, presently there
is no requirement for the taX“asseSSor to use the figures after
the mun1c1pallty pays for the revaluatlon .work.

The mun1c1pallty usually has to pay in excess of $10 to
$12 a line item for this serv1ce.' The added expense comes in - -
one tax year for the local _property. taxpayer who has to add
this to his present cost of local government.‘ Although. the
increase 1n assessments usually results in a lower tax rate,

the mun1c1pallty,,1n”some,Casesy,loosesﬂstate school aid or urban
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aid. In addltlon to 1ncreased charges per llne 1tem,vwe arev ,
‘faced w1th an addltlonal number of llne 1tems as property 1sbmm
sold and sub—d1v1ded throughout the Statea : :
In many 1nstances revaluatlon flrms are not local

or even State: orlented and are not famlllar w1th the area or
the peoplee ThlS seems to be a great factor 1n the publlc s
lack of faith in the system. ‘

o Mun1C1pa11t1es are free to=choose‘their own firm
to do: thelr revaluatlon and as a result" you will find' anywhere
from 2 to 5 dlfferent revaluatlon firms doing work in‘ one -
county in any glVen yearm “The present system is not geared
to unlformlty but rather tends to 'do just the oppos1te@f*
-Obv1ously when separate munlClpalltles are - hlrlng and paying |
. separate’ flrms, they have to come- up with dlfferent values
for s1mllar propertles in each municipality. "I don't 1ntend
to 1nfer‘any_wrongd01ng by my prev1ous statement, but’
hope to point out that'different firms;and:people’doing‘a“"
s1mllar JOb will not only go- about it 1n a dlfferent way but
"_w1ll come up with dlfferent resultso ‘

" ' The usual results of these dif ferences are an 1ncrea51ng
number of tax appeals to the County Tax' Boards@ .
" The intent of thlS leglslatlon is ‘to establish three~

‘ member County Revaluatlon Boards in each of the 21 countles&"
' ~ These board members would have “to meet minimum
‘;quallflcatlons as. establlshed by the Direéctor of the Division
of Taxation. They would have the power to employ appralsers
and other technical” personnel or could contract with a
'revaluatlon firm to help w1th ‘their work,’ This could bring "
about uniformity within each'county while at the same time -
have local people that'are“familiar“withfthe“area and7theﬁ'
people d01ng the revaluatlon, thus creatlng trust’ and
' confldence,v e B ‘ j‘ & R S _

It would further require’ the mun1c1pal tax assessor
to use the valuatlons establlshed as' a result of’ the revaluatlonm
It also provrdes for the’ tax" assessor ‘to appeal ‘the ‘use of
" such valuatlons to ‘the County Tax" Boards and then to the State
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Division of Tax Appeals.

One of the main objectlons, I ewxpect, will be the
cost of ‘doing each munlclpallty at least once every five yearsg
However, most experts will tell you that that is a reasonable
length of time. Another mlght be that the cost should be
)borme by the munl01palltles and not the countles@ Others
might even suggest that the State pay for it all. ‘since it
is they who are requiring it be done.

By making the cost a county expense, we will be
retaining home rule rather than having State domination.
It would reduce the expenée to the taxpayers who now have
to pay revaluation costs in one tax'year by spreading the
payment out on a couhtywide basis. If revaluation is established
on acmnmmywide basis the cost per line item should be stablized.
Now we find the less complicated jobs costing less and the i
more difficult jobs costing more. With a countjwide system,
this would not be the case. If 2 or 3 firms are now operating
in any given county, they have 2 or 3 times the basic
expenses that a single flrm.would have, such as rent, heat,
light, telephone, etc. There are certain operations of
revaluation that could be combined,withvthe present County
Tax Boards, such as the use of the same computersp duplicate
tax books and records,jthus eliminating an additiohal‘expense
which outside firms now incure '

Attached are the breakdowns of-Atlantic, Essex and
Sussex Counties for the last five years.SO‘that you might
get some idea of the costs involved. Also attached is a copy
of an editorial from the New Jérsevaerald, dated October
20, 1970. For those of you who don't know, the New Jersey Herald
is a daily newspaper in Sussex County. | R

(The breakdowns and editorial mentioned
by Assemblyman Littell can be found
on pages 36 and 37, rsspectlvely )

I don' t expect this idea to be a panacea to all of
our revaluation problems, but do hope that it will bring
together the efforts Qf_the‘Legislature and the Executive

Branches of government in oﬁr'State_tqlerk with the assessors,
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to pxov1de a sultable solutlon for the tax~paylng publlco

Now I didn't attempt to break down for you all of
the costsa I have a file here and I am sure we can get a
duplicate copy ifvthe members of the Committeé would like to
have "i.t., listing all of the revaluations done on a municipal
basis in each county for the last_20 years. Some of them have
done a very extensive and very thorough job: others have
done a rather slight job and probably inadequate.

The biggest factor that I find is that when you

get into counties, the municipalities end up using different’

.firmsﬂandqas a result of that, you have got to have differeut‘

figures. You can't have uniformity with different pebple,
doing things in a different manner.

I understand you had some testlmony about equallzatlon

thls mornlng on another plece of leglslatlona So I am sure
you are very well versed in that particular subject and I am
not. So I won't attempt to tell you about it.

Thank you. .

ASSEMBLYMAN DICKEY: Thank‘youw Mrw Littell.

Are there any questions? N ‘ ,

ASSEMBLYMAN FIORE: Assemblyman, you.say in your
statement we penalize people that improve their;property
and keep it up and we reward those that let their property
deteriorate. Let's say I have a five~room house and I decide
to add two rooms on it. I bought it for $20,000. I put the
two rooms ono Does the value of myfhouse increase or does it
stay the same as far as assessment7' o

ASSEMBLYMAN LITTELL: If you added two rooms to
vour five-room house, it would 1ncrease@ _That_wasn t what I
was intending by that statement@ If you want an explanation;
I will be glad to give it to youe : " ‘

ASSEMBLYMAN FIORE: I would like an explanatlon@

ASSEMBLYMAN LITTELL: If you and I had identical
houses, side by s1dea and you kept yours painted and kept the
grass cut and everythlng shlpmshape and kept the roof from
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leaklng by repalrlng it when it needed it etc‘, and T just let
mlne go, obviously I would have a lower assessment over: the>,
years and yours would J.,ncreaseo - So we: would be penalizing you
for keeping your place in better repalr than my house. which
I let deterloratemv;b L R f ,

- ASSEMBLYMAN FIORE° Again I am not famlllar with
' evaluatlon ~-but don't you evaluate a plece of property --—v'
For exampleﬁ if T have a sevenwroom home and I keep it in
A-l condltlons and ‘the. owner of the house next door doesn't
keep it 1nﬂA-l condltlon, why should that affect the: assessment
of-my property? That,s,what I don,teunderstand,' Oor- how -does
~ it affect the assessment.ofﬂmy3property?,;Let‘s.put it’that
- way. ,> o S : e ,'v’ :
, | ASSEMBLYMAN LITTELL‘ In theory,vlf you use the
argument that all property is- revalued on the cost to replace
lt “that wouldn t happenm But ‘the human element certalnly is
,part of our problem and the 31tuatlon 1s if you take an area
where houses are 51mllar and 1dent1cal those that have
been kept up. you w1ll flnd have hlgher assessment than those'
“that have been let go ~which have lower assessmentsr':This is
a ‘fact of life that 1s with us.f o ,' _

‘ ASSEMBLYMAN FIOREw Assemblyman, may I ask th18° Say
we built two seveneroom-houses in 1950 and I malntaln mlnef
and you do not'maintainfyours;g»i'Was:told earlier by someone
from the County Tax Board that“the assessment is based on |
;the square footage and the 31mllar1ty of the homese Now‘if
your ‘house needs ‘a paint’ jOb does that mean you deduct from
the valuation? Ba81cally the houses have the same foundatlon.
Now we are startlng from the foundatlon up.

~ ASSEV ’ DICKEY:' Mr. Fiore, I don t think ‘that
is germane t }ilth»”He is trying to establish a

County. Revaluatton,Board ‘not to get 1nto the mechanlcs of
‘,how revaluatlons are made. . - o g :

‘ : ASSEMBLYMAN FIORE: - All right. vAssemblyman, you‘have
1n your statement°‘ These board members would have to meet |
minimum quallflcatlons as establlshed by the Director:of the
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‘miVisiﬁn of Taxation. They would have the power to employ
appraisers, etc.” 'Who is going to pay for all of this?

f - ASSEMBLYMAN LITTELL: It would be paid for on a
countywide tax rate. ‘ , '
ASSEMBLYMAN FIORE: Would it increase the county
tax rate? ' ' '

ASSEMBLYMAN LITTELL: It would depend on how the
program was established, Assemblyman. If, for instance you ) Y
took Essex County, for the last five years they spent $884,500;
now you ought to know better whether three men and an office staff
could do that work for that amount of money over the last

five years or whether they could not. The point is if you
had a countywide firm or a countywide board responsible for
either hiring a firm or doing the job themselves -- and this
would vary from county to county, again based on the size
of the county. In a county like Sussex, they might very well
find that a three-member board might be able to hire enough field
people to do the work themselves. In a county like Essex, they
might have to go out and contract with a révaluation firm or
several firms to do the job. But then they would have a ' |
similar system for the revaluation throughout that county,
so that Essex County would not have Newark doing a revaluation
under one system and Belleville or Cartaret or East Orange or
some of the other towns in Essex County doing it under another
system. That is the basic idea. ‘

In order to bring about’uniformity, I feel somehow
you have to get this thing on a countywide basis. Maybe a county-
wide board is not the answer. Maybe you have a better answer.
But I believe we have to have uniformity in revaluations on

a countywide basis. ' '

ASSEMBLYMAN FIORE: Thank you, Assemblyman. N
ASSEMBLYMAN DICKEY: ' Mr. Littell, you have mentioned
in your statement a five-year period. Do you think that is

a realistic time interval? o : : - i
ASSEMBLYMAN LITTELL: ‘I have talked, Assemblyman |

Dickey, to assessors and some people in the revaluation business
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and they indicate to me that a five-year period is a reason-
able length of time in light of our présent inflationary
spiral, in light of -the increasing land costs and other
things that cause real estate pfoperty to go up. I am not
an expert in the field, but that is what people that have
been involved in it said tc me was a reasonable length of
time.

ASSEMBLYMAN DICKEY: With reference to the Revaluation
Board, I think you have certain qualifications spelled out
in your bill as to who could be appointed:; is that correct?

ASSEMBLYMAN LITTELL: Yes, sir, on page one,
"The Board shall be composed of three members appointed by
the Governor, with the advice and consent of the Senate. Each
member shall be a resident and citizen of the county in and
for which he is appointed," = that's a reguirement - "and shall
possess the minimum gualifications for membership on the Bcard
established by the Director of the Division of Taxation," -
that's a requirement - "No more than two members shall'belong
to the same political party." That's a reguirement. "A person
who does not possess the minimum qualifications may be
appointed to the County Boards of Revalation and shall have

one year to obtain said qualifications. If such person does

not obtain .the minimum gualifications in one year, his appointment

shall be revoked and the vacancy shall be filled as herein
provided."” That's a requirement. Of course, it goes on to
spell out that the terms are five years and tells how

the first time they be staggered on a 1-, 3-, and 5-year
basis. Basically those are the requirements set down in
the bill. ' '

ASSEMBLYMAN DICKEY: In other words, it delegates rule-
making power to the Director of the Division of Taxation:
ie that wight?

ASSEMBLYMAN LITTELL: Yes, sir.

- ASSEMBLYMAN DICKEY: - And he would establish the
cgqualifications which might be ‘more stringent than those set
forth in the bill? -



i‘to hlmr

_ ASSEMBLYMAN LITTELL’- Yes,‘s1r, that s right., :‘I can
‘tell you my reason . for: that if. you would like, Assemblyman
chkeye, . : ; : :
' I feel if you try to spell'out in legislation‘require~
mentS;for‘employment, first of all, it'would-be a tremendous
'problemo Secondly, with the changing life that we are all

faced withb you would be forced to come baok to the Legislatnre’vt

to change the requlrements if it was found to be necessarym
I am,sure we all have faith and confldence in the Dlrector‘
o to establlsh such crlterla,‘and I think it is best left up

A ASSEMBLYMAN DICKEY° In_yourfown_county'of Sussex, haye‘

you' made any estlmate of what the cost might be‘to7yourucounty?
ASSEMBLYMAN LITTELL° Assemblyman Dickey, we haven 't

gotten into that part of it yet, but a lot would depend on

whether they were on a part-time basis, as your County Tax Boards,

or whether they were on a full- tlme basis and did the work

themselves@ ’

, This was somethlng I hoped mlght come out 1n our

N discussion here today, to.see. whether there was any interest

in it and whether the thought or feellng might lean towards. part-

,tlme boards hlrlng revaluatlon flrms to do the work rather

than go into a full-time basis in the smaller counties, and

maybe in the larger counties it would have to be on a full-time

basis. | | | T
ASSEMBLYMAN DICKEY° What would be the advantage of

hav1ng a County Revaluatlon ‘Board hlre an outs1de firm?

Couldn't the mun101pallty do that anyhow under the present

system'> } . . R ‘

ASSEMBLYMANLITTELL: Couldn“t whohire them? =

'ASSEMBLYMAN'DICKEY“‘ For instance, in my town of

Colllngswood we can and we are at thls time retalnlng the

servrce of “an outs1de firm to make a revaluatlono‘ What would

be "the need then; if you are just go;ng to have a County Board

of ‘Revaluation to do the same thing, to. select an outside firm.

to do that job? '




ASSEMBLYMAN LITTELL:. Well, the need, Assemblyman, is
that the municipality that you live in is hiring a particular
firm. Undoubtedly there are other municipalities in Camden
County going through the same process at the same time and
I would imagine if you checked, although I am not positive,
that you would find there are two or three, maybe four, firms
operating at the same time in Camden -County doing revaluations.
And each of those operatés independently and works for the
_>municipality that hired them. Obviously they have to come
up with different answers because they are each operating
under their own system with no uniformity at all.

With a countywide system, you would not have the local
municipality.hiring'theSe firmss; you would have the County
Board hiring them; or you would have the County Board doing
the work or it might be a combination of the two. But you
would not have a municipality going out and paying a firm to
do the job. You would have the county doing it. This would
give countywide uniformity so that you would not run into a
situation where you have four different firms doing four
different jobs and all doming up with 100 per cent valuations.

ASSEMBLYMAN DICKEY: In:oﬁher words, you fesl the
value is in the uniformity of the methods that are used to
evaluate real property then, or at least on a county basis.

ASSEMBLYMAN LITTELL: -- since there is not any
uniformity now. That's my opinion.

ASSEMBLYMAN DICKEY: Beg pardon.

ASSEMBLYMAN LITTELL: Since there is not any
uniformity.nwa except in instances where several municipalities
in a particular county hire the'same firm to do the job.

'ASSEMBLYMAN DICKEY: Well; won't you always}have some
disparity anyhow because of merely the lapse of timeé |
For instanée, if:the same firm did my town this year and did
Haddonfield next year and iBéirﬁLirl Township the next year,
the lapse of timéAWDUldkindicate that there would be some
changé in‘Valuation because‘of thé progression of inflation.
Isn't that true? - | |



ASSEMBLYMAN LITTELLo‘ Yeéﬁféirquéu;aré"abééluﬁélybv'
' ASSEMBLYMAN' DICKEY»'-Sb‘wﬁen you get around to a
‘cycle of 5 oY - lO years, you are” always g01ng to. have some
dlsparlty because obv1ously 1t can "t all ‘be done s1multaneously;t
I assume. L e _v' o o .
~ ASSEMBLY LITTELL,? ‘That's right. I would agree with
you that probably 1t can 't be- done- s1multaneously, ‘ ' f
ASSEMBLYMAN DICKEY° That ls why we have the equall—
zatlon between mun101pa11t1esg isn't 1t7 £ o o
' : ASSEMBLYMAN LITTELL@ That s rlght.w’ ; .
ASSEMBLYMAN DICKEY@ v-iso we get- a unlform county
appllcatlon of the tax rate, that 1s, the county rate,‘and
supposedly the unlform payment of State ald to those munlclpal—'
'gltles where it 1s applacableg,ﬁgyhi;xbie@ > S ‘
' ASSEMBLYMAN LITTELL" But where you have 3 or 4
‘dlfferent flrms d01ng revaluatlon 51multaneously in the
'same county, they are very llkely to come up w1th dlfferent -
,Vanswers in those partlcular mun1c1pa11t1es.v That lS my ’
l"gargumente o L

the appllcatlon of an- equallzatlon procedure»‘
' ASSEMBLYMAN LITTELL:  Yes, srr,
_ ASSEMBLYMAN DICKEY° Any other questlons from the
- members of the Commlttee9 ~ (No response ) o ' -
‘Thank you very much Mre Littell@_» .
ASSEMBLYMAN LITTELL: Thank you for your tlme, sir.
‘ ASSEMBLYMAN DICKEY' | Mr, ‘Richard’ McCarthy.» -

RICHR RD '*]F;. McCARTH Yw-f I am Richard Fmr

.'=McCarthy, the Tax Collector of Berlln Townshlpw Camden Countys

--Mr; Chalrman and members of the Assembly Commlttee T_-

b'on Taxatlon, I w1sh to express my apprec1atlon for the opportunlty,"

to appear before you regardlng Assembly Bill Noo 2443, whlch

'concerns 1tself w1th the creatlon of County Boards of Revaluat:.ono
I have prepared a rather lengthy statement regardlng

my thoughts on- assessments and revaluatlonoﬁ My present comments

.flo:

ASSEMBLYMAN DICKEY: Yes. So that would agaln call forf




~will be 1imited to the highlights of this statement, but I
| trust that this Commlttee will £ind the thoughts contalned
in the complete statement worthy of consideration. o

In your feasibility study of Assembly Bill No. 2443,
I respectfully urge this Committee to include the study of
the methods and the basis for determining real property
assessments, the impaet of revaluation on low- and middle-
income families, and the cost of revaluation in relation to
the financial ability and the need of county and local govern-
ments. » | | |

Prior to 1947, the State Constitution provided that
real property was to be assessed according to its true value.
the new Constitution adepted in 1947 provides that the assess-
ment of property be according to the same standard of wvalue.
Title 54:4-2.25 defines the same standard of value as true
value. True value was»rejected in 1947 because of its vague%
ness. It led to too'many law suits. Today, 24 years later,v
we are still faced with the problem of vagueness and law
suits.

Revaluation 1ncreases the taxes of the majority

of the homeowners and it often causes some of them to sell

 their homes against their wishes. This situation works
against the announced'policies of Federal and State governments
to provide decent housing for all citizens. |

When we consider the high qualifications the State has
established for the position of'TaX Assessor, County Boards
of Revaluation could develop into a very costly government
function. In view of the financial problems of county and
local governments, I do not believe that these Boards should
take priority over other tangible programs that are beihg
delayed or completely ignored. '

- The purpose ef revaluation is to equalize the tax
burden among all owners of property. I question whether this
purpose is or can be fulfilled, especially when we consider
the advantages granted to farmland and to commercial and

industrial properties or the exemptions granted to the
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”senler c1tlzens and the veteranso‘ It must be remembered that
every tlme speClal cons1deratlons are glven or exemptlons
vgranted the tax base. is narrowed and the burden is shlfted :
to property not so favoreda‘_ . , '

I do not wish thls Commlttee to regard my statements
anthOsevOf an expert. I am a layman who is only drawing on
_ 1/2‘years" eXperience as aTax'Collectorm Thereforea please
'b regard the follow1ng proposals ‘only- as suggestlons submltted
to you for your consideration and studyo » '

To eliminate the need for costly revaluation programs
vand to establlsh a tax base that the average homeowner can
understand I recommend the followrng proposals for study by}»
‘this Commlttees

1-— That all real property be reassessed at the time
tltle 1s transferreda_ » '

'- That the reassessment of real property- be based on
the purchase prlce of the property in the cases of bona fide
lsales and on true value 1n all other cases. , B

- - That the lmprovements;on vacant land be assessed at
true.value'atgthe.time of completion and partially assessed
~in like mannerbif construction exceeds one yearsj‘
b. | ‘- That all additional lmprovements wrthln’flve years of
_constructlon, to be assessed according to true value, that only'
additional lmprovements affectlng the size of the orlglnal
_ 1mprovements,-to be assessed at true value after the flve-
"year perlod ‘ »

- That veterans exemptlonsbe replaced by a one—tlme
bonus or that exemptlons for outmof state veterans be ellmlnated
.completelyﬂ , o
Again I wish to thank you for your tlme and your
,courtesyo ' '

(ertten statement submitted by Mrg McCarthy
can be found beginning on page 38.) :

, ASSEMBLYMAN DICKEY: - Thank you, Mr. McCarthya
An*y."q’juestions'> '~ (No response.) '
' Thank you, Mr. M.cCarthyo
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'The next witness is Mr. John Kerr, President of
the New Jersey Taxpayers Association. R
JOHN KERR, JR.: My name is John Kerr, Jr. I
appear before you as the President of the New Jersey Taxpayers
Association, a non-profit, non-partisan governmental research
organization interested in efficient, responsive government.
The Association's offices are at 104 North Broad Street,
Trenton. And I have here with me Mr. Frank Haines, who is
EXeéutive Director of the Association.

Assembly No. 2443 would -

1. mandate creation of a three-member county board of revaluation in each
of the State's twenty-one counties, appbinted by the Governor with Senate consent,
with responsibility for conducting property revaluations in any taxing district in
the county at the request of the taxing district, or on the initiative of the county
revaluation board, if there had been no revaluation in the taxihg district for
four years;

2. require each taxing district to have a revaluation every five years;

3. require county freeholder boards to fix salaries for the board of
revaluation and its staff, and provide funds for its operations..

NJTA Position

NJTA does not view creation of»suéh an agency as a constructive addition
to the structure for administering the New Qexsey,propetty tax.

Among major reasons for not favoring this bill are:

1. The power to conduct revaluations should not be the responsibility
of a county government agency with revaluation as itsvsole purpose, particularly

an agency such as would be created by‘this“bill, with -
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a. faépoxntment by the Govexnor with Senaﬁorial cénsent. '

b. .qualzfxcatxons as determxned by the Dixector of Taxatxon, but

not requxred for xnltxal appoxntment.

c. salary and operat;ngfappropriatiqns f;xed gt the discfetibn of

» fréeholde:s ﬁho have no poliéy>éontr§i'dver-the éééncy::

d. power to order revaluation whxch conflxcts with powers of the
county board of taxé£1on to ordet revaluatzon (R.s 54 3-16),
in fact fails to cons;der the telatlonshxp .of the county board
of taxation, except on appeal from'use-pf_the'revaluation to
the county tax board by the locéi géééssor.

2. The bill fixes a mandatory perioa‘of'fiég yea;s-for revaluation in
each taxing district.

There is presently nQ‘general law in Neﬁ'dersey requiring periodic
revaluation. Realizing that such a statute:may be deSitabie; we: do not agree with
prbvisions of section 4, lines 6 to 12. It is our opinion that the minimum period
for revaluation should be more than five years, prefgrabig eigﬁt or‘ten years.
Further, discretion should be permitted.within the period if evidence demonstrates
.the necessity for a revaluation. ' In other words, if it is so felt, it
could be for a period even less than five years.‘ We think‘é statutory
definition of "revaluétion" is also an*essentiéi addition to the
existing assessing law. |

3. We find no fiscal note. for the bill. However, we‘récognizevthat
because of the general nature of thé bill, numerous assumptions would be needed to
estimate the cost. wé suggest that the amount will be farJin‘excess‘ofﬁcoat Of'
ope;ating couhty boards of taxation which waS‘slightiy over $1.5 million in 1969.

Moreover, we question whether a municipality whichjcontfacts for and pays
for its own revaluation will be willing to accepﬁ sharing the cost of revaluations
whxch mxght be performed by the county revaluation board foz other municipalities,

since fxnancxng of the costs of the office in the county budget are apportxoned
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among all munxc;palxtxes .in the county. There 15 no prov151on 1n the b111 for the‘

county revaluatlon board to contract with a munlcipallty to charge for revaluation
services performed. L ' -
'__gqested Alternatives : . S o

NJTA believes that there are more desxrable alternatives to Assembly No.,

2443 and offers these alternatlves.‘

’fl.' Regulatlon of revaluatlon flrns and review of contracts by the
Dlrector of Taxation as prov1ded 1n Senate No; 2195 now wa1t1ng actlon 1n thei;*
Assembly. | | |

2. Estahlishment‘of'an office of countyvassessoriin each county headed
by a quallfled, full-time assessor appo;nted by the Dzrector of Taxatxon servrng in
place of the present Board of Taxatlon. The county assessor would have the
responsibility fo: assessing all real property.in the county at the same standard
of value and would be authorized to utilize:the,best qualiflea‘nunicipal assessors‘,
Vavailable to serve on abfulletime basis. Reyaluations would be~made under the
superv151on of the county assessor usrng hlS own staff or contractxng for professxonal
assistance. The county tax board would become solely an 1ntermed1ate appeals body “
with its present admlnlstratlve duties assigned to the county assessor,

We'hope that_thezéoyernor's Tax Study Committee will‘recommend‘adminis-
trative‘reforms in_thegpropertyvtar; Therefore, we suggest‘that anyyaction_on’
legislation that uouldralterithe propertyitax administrative structure befheld in

abeyance until the”Comnittee!s report has been received later this yearg”
Thank you for the opportunity to appear before you today.

ASSEMBLYMAN DICKEY-* Thank you, Mr. Kerr. Are there any
‘questlons‘> » (No response ) Thank you very much s:.r.

} The next Wltness is Mr. Lawrence Lasser, New Jersey
State Chamber of Commerce. a '
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LAWRENCE L ASSER:  Mr. Chairman and members
of the Committee: My name is Lawrence Lasser. I am a Newark
attorney. I have been active in the field of State and local
taxation for a number of years'and I am appearing on behalf
of the New Jersey State Chamber of Commerce.

' It is the position of the New Jersey State Chamber
of Commerce that we would oppose this bill. The reason that
we oppose this bill is principally because it introduces an
‘unneeded level of government, a level of government that is
now either handled by or may be handled adequately by the ,
assessor, the County Tax Board and the Director of Taxation.

We point to Senate Bill 2195, which has as its
purpose the implementation of the powers of the Director
of Taxation by providing that the Director of Taxation should
fix standards for revaluation companies and should review
"contracts of revaluation companies.

The State Chamber of Commerce favors vigorous
compliance with the property tax statutes. They favor periodic
revaluation by competent appraisors. They agree with Assembly-
man Littell that the principle of uniformity should be nutured
and fostered in the development of our property tax law. But
they feel that this can be best accomplished through the use
of independent specialists who are working throughout the '
State, that is, the existing private revaluation companies.
We feel that the approach to be used should be‘the approach
of using these experts who are presently available rather
than imposing upon the préperty tax system a governmental
setup to be substituted for this. 1In other words, we would
prefer to see the private sector utilized and regulated
rather than moving the entire function into the’governMental
sector. |

The reason that we would advocate this position.
is that the utilization of the governmental sector for this
task will be at extremely high cost. To aécomplish'éomplete
revaluations every five years at thefcounty level through the
use of a County Board of Revaluation will result in a

16

@



proliferationvof‘governmentalijbs}'questionable expertise”—éf"'
I might note parenthetlcally that in- the quallflcatlons as .
set forth 1n ‘the blll "the Board of- Revaluatlon is composed

of people elther who have the quallflcatlons or who can.

obtain them w1th1n a one- year perlodo I thlnk that the one-

- year perlod is- entlrely unreallstlc,: Assessors go- through
»rather stringent and lengthy courses and’ programs of tralnlng.%

. Appralsors s1mllarly go. through this type of educatlonal

setup. It would appear to us 1t would take a great deal i,
longer than one year: for anyone to obtaln expertlse in. the g
fleld R o '
v So we feel ‘that the addltlon of thlS new level of
government not only w1ll result 1n added expense, but it w1ll
" result in a shlftlng of this expense from ‘the mun1c1pa11t1es
- who. now bear the cost of the revaluatlon to the countlesg N
Shifting the expense ‘from the mun1c1pal level to the county
»tlevel may not be completely Warranted,
The questlon of not only the complex1ty but also
“the poss1ble conflicts ‘when we have all of these dlfferent
boards operatlng in the,same fleld - the" County Tax Board, the -
Board of Révaluation‘aSTWell as the assessors, the Division
of Tax Appeals and the Dlrector of Taxatlon‘- all operatlng
'together, may result 1n some confllct. I might even venture
to say that there could be a pOSSlblllty that when one polltlcal
party 1s in power,.ltvmay.turn out_that revaluatlons are:
accompllshed of muniCipalities"Which'may'favor"thevopposite”
'polltlcal party and: perhaps vice versa when there is a change
in-: polltlcal parties. e : . RO '
“We also questlon ‘the need for a leglslatlve mandate'
that there be revaluatlon every flve years. We thlnk the

'»questlon of the tlme perlod between revaluatlons should be - -

left to admlnlstratlve dlscretlon. ‘We agree that there should

 be’ perlodlc revaluatlons, but the exact time. perlod depends

“upon the munlclpallty, the_economlc actlv1ty, the state of
the real estate market and the excellence of the job done
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by the assessor between revaluatlons@‘w.; : ; PR
, I would also llke to p01nt out that the blll ralses-f
isome question. Can the County Board of Revaluation use
independent appralsal firms? The blll 1sn't clear as to ;>
whether they can. use, revaluatlon firms or whether they must
use their own staff There 'is a provision in the bill- that
1nd1cates that the mun1c1pallty may use. 1ndependent appralsal
firms and, 1f they do so, apparently they must bear the cost .
themSelves° I don“t thlnk the municipality would be- llkely
to do its own revaluatlon if there ‘was a county organlzatlon
avallable to do it for them for nothlng. ) '

- I mlght also p01nt out that there is a procedure in
the statute for appeal by assessors to: the County Tax. Board ‘but
without any of the procedural requlrements necessary with
respect to. such appeals. In the admlnlstratlon of the property
tax, tlme perlods are very. 1mportant - the assess1ng date, -
October 1sts the date that the tax dupllcates must be submltted
to the county, January lOQT All of these have to be: taken
1nto cons1deratlon and a spec1f1c procedure would have to be
enacted 1nto leglslatlon to prov1de for the procedure for
the assessor: to appeal from the determination of the Revaluatlon
Board w1th respect to that revaluation. I thlnk for that -

reason,.lf this leglslatlon were to be adopted it would have to

have that type of procedure added. IR S

I say. therefore,bln closing, that we would favor
Senate Bill 2195, whlch we think will accompllsh the same
purpose and accompllsh it in a more . eff1c1ent less costly.
'way, that the Director of Taxatlon, who has certaln expertlse
in this fleld should use that expertlse for the purpose of
'preparlng and enforc1ng standards among revaluatlon companles@
' Assemblyman thtell referred to.the fact that dlfferent
flrms have dlfferent flgures, dlfferent systems. I. think
that this criticism can be corrected by prov1d1ng for standards-
which all revaluation companles would adhere to in making
thelr revaluatlons@ o : '

Thank you, gentlemeno )
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ASSEMBLYMAN DICKEY: Thank you, Mr. Lasser.
Any questions? (No response ) ' :

Mr. Arthur West, President of the New Jersey Farm
Bureau. (Mr. West is not present?) I think Mr. West gave us -
a statement which we williput into the record.

(Mr. West's statement can be found on
page 46. ) -

- Also Assemblyman William Schluter of Mercer County
asked me to 1ntroduce into the record a letter from the
Tax Assessor of Princeton Townsh1p, and he expresses his
opposition to the bill.  We w1ll make that part of the record

(Letter from Stuart Robson, Tax Assessor,
Princeton Township, can be found on page 48.)

, The next witness lS Mr. Samuel Befarah, Jr., President
of the Mun1c1pal Assessors ASSOClatlon of New Jerseyo Mr.

Alfred Greene is also llsted from the Assocmatlon, as is Mr.

Salmon. , .
- - Mr. salmon, are you going to speak first?
© MR. SALMON: Yes, sir. _ _ o :
ASSEMBLYMAN DICKEY: All right. Mr. Walter Salmon.
W A»L'T E R S ALMON: ~ Gentlemen, I do not have a cepy

of the comments that I am going to make. I will have to read
these from the notes that I have. | -
ASSEMBLYMAN DICKEY: Will you first of all give us
your title again for the record. , ' o
~° MR. SALMON: I am Walter W. Salmon, Certified Tax
Assessor, Assessor of Mount Laurel and Moorestown Townships,
and co-chairman of the Leglslatlve Committee of the State
Assessors Association. , S
The immediate question that arises is*the‘need for
such law. Present laws on the books already dictate what the
assessor 1s required to do. The Local Property Tax Bureau
" has produced an easy%toque manual for guidance and its
Appralsal Division ls always avallable to those who need
a851stanceo ’

e ¢ . . ' o
Qualified assessors are trained in State law, replacement,
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market and income approaches to value, as well as in the use

of economic, physical,age. depreciation and various obsoleseences.

Secondly, this piece of legislation is a further
erosion of the principle of home rule for the municipalities
and nullifies the necessity of qualification of assessors.
Assessors could become clerks who would handle only citizen
complaints.

Thirdly, will the Revaluation Board defend their
assessments against appeal? If the present assessors lose

75 per cent of their cases to the compassion approach of the

County Board, what could be the result with purely political bodies

opposing each other? There is no state in the Union that
enjoys the reputation of the State of New Jersey for its "
property tax administration. This has come about throughfthe
constant education and re-education of its asséssors® No
matter what the‘shortcbmings,vwe are still tops in our fieldm 

The State of California with its County AssésSor |
system has recéntly had a literally bloody result within its
framework. Eleven of its assessors were convicted of mis-
feasance and three committed suicide.

_ Let's take a look at our neighboring State of New
York. The system has been on a‘semi-county basis. However,
the quality of assessment needed a complete overhaul, with :
the result that the privilege to assume office now requires
education and qualification with terms of office of six years.

In the State of Maryland, the need for qualified
personnel in assessment was so acute that an opportunity was
offered to any person and to any assessor who attained the
designation "certified assessment evaluator" and he would
be rewarded with an increase over the annual salary of $4OO or
'S?OO depending on the size of the district.

In our own State, there are barely enough available
certified tax assessors to meet the requirements of the
states 567 municipalities, so few that Senate Bill 2020 was.
introduced to allow prpvisibnal certificates for persons
untrained to study and take examinations for certification.
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There are pieces of legislation alreadyein the
Legislature seeking the qualification_of mass appraisal
companies and their.respective'perSOnnel@ eManY~of»these
professionals exceed by many years the ususally required 10
years of experience in the field of revaluation. Competitively,
mass appraisal companies are in two marketso  One ig the price
market which we all can understand. The other is the
performance market, a market7Where'there ievno second chance
for inferior or sub-quality programs. .
My own experience with two revaluation programs in
two municipalities in which I have served shows that a task
force of no fewer than four field men plue the»necessaryj
clerical and computing»personnel requires three months in
good weather or four months ih’inélement weather.to‘c0ver
5,000 properties. Eachvman must.do eight preperties
a day for the firm te break even. Recent bids for a 6,000
line-item community ‘ranged from $8 per line to $11, which ‘
price ;ncludes the‘prlntlng of three tax books and the defense
of assessments at both the County'Board of Taxationiand the
State Division levels, not to mention lﬂleldual conferences
with property owners before the tax llsts are prlnteda
'Physically and economically, consider.. . ‘the enormity ’
of the personnel required to cover thevliterally hundreds of @
thousands of properties in Burlingtoh County's 40 municipalities
‘or the 70 munieipalities,in Bergen. Dover Township,in'Ocean
County‘alone has more than 30, OOO line items. ‘Pemberton
Township in Burlington. County as of 1969 had a few over 20,000
line items, exclusive of exempt properties.
Let us assume for the moment that the 567 municipalities
in the State have an average 4IOOOrline items to assess.
That total is 2,268,000, Again assuming that the. job is
completed on a five-year cycle,}the‘annual1reqﬁirement would
be 467,000 proﬁerties per‘Yearm, If a field man is required
to do 8 propertles per worklng day ﬁn:240 days per year, the
statewide program would requlre 243 fleld.men to complete a

flve—year‘cyclevor,approx1mately l2,£1eld men per county, not

21



including an egual number of personnel in supervision or
clerical positions. o

If such a law as 2443 is enacted then we should
dissolve the County Boards of Taxation and initiate a Tax
Court to deal with only the’real property assessments, with'
the problems of school aid equalization, municipal tax rates,
etc., being handled by a central committee of County Finance.

The opinions that I have glven must not be construed
to be those of the Assessors Assoc1atlon but I must be
emphatic in saying that I have not = and I repeat "have not" -
talked to any assessor: who has had a revaluation who is
in favor of this bill. |

I respectfully submit that A 2443 is opposed and
should not become law. :

ASSEMBLYMAN DICKEY: Thank you, Mr. Salmon.
Any questions? (No response.)

Mr. Greene is next.

ALFRED J. GREENE, JKRQ:»U'Mrmgchairman,and,gentleﬂen
of the Committee: My name is Alfred Greene, Jr., Tax Assessor,
City of Clifton; Past President of the Association of Municipal
Assessors of New Jersey: and member of the Executive Board
of the Internationel Association of Assessing Officers.
We strongly recommend further study of any proposed
legislation of this type. It creates another board with wvast
powers that can greatly'addpto the already heavy tax burden
placed upon all’real property‘taxpayersP
We also urge f%rther delay in this proposed legislation
until such time as a report of the Special Task Force on
Taxation is completed and filed with the State.
This legislation could very well interfere with the
report of the said Task Force.
b The minimum qualifications as outlined are too
broad and it makes the assumption that personnel can be
vfound in all counties who possess the technical knowledge of
the field of taxation and the ability and know-how to realize

when a revaluation is needed. I think it is safe to say - and
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I see the members of various firms in the room here - that
revaluation firms at theibresent;time;cannot fulfill the need of .
hiring sufficient personﬁel to £ill their needs. I don’t know
how we are going to. follow.boards with these kinds of standards.

To requlre revaluatlon 1n not less than every five
years can be extremely costly and to include this additional’
cost in county budgets will create extreme hardship and
disproporticnate costs to communities_ahdtheir-respect.ive~
taxpayers. U -

We alsohbelieve_this proposed legislation'takes-.
away the concept of home rule. I know the City of Clifton
violently opposes it. ' ' '

, ‘Paragraph 7, lines 4 50 7, states that'"the assessor
shall be required to‘use valuations established by the
revaluation for property tax purposes unless he shall establish
before‘the county board of taxation clear and convincing
'reasons for not using such Valuatlons@ Comment" To adapt
recommended values in toto by someone other than the assessor,
himself, makes the assessor a figurehead and supersedes the
powers and duties of the.assessor@ The assessor should at
all times have the power to review'reCOmmended values and
make the necessary changes in order to malntaln equallty and
reflect current market valueso , ‘

To.am personally aware of thlsg We have'just completed
revaluatlon of the City of Clifton and I am now in the process
of rev;ew1ng each and every one of the 22 000 line ltems
before they are accepted and put on the rolls.

~ All of the powers 1n the Board of Revaluatlon now
lie with the County Boards of Taxatlon and/or the Director
,dof the DlVlSlOn of Taxatlone We can foresee flnanc1al chaos
belng created and many other 1nequ1t1es ln the fleld of ‘
taxatlono We also foresee confllcts not only between the
assessor and between the assessor and these County Boards of
Revaluation but also between the County Boards of Taxatlon and
the Boards of Revaluatlon@ ,

The State Assoc1atlon of MunlClpal Assessors strongly
objects to the passage of Assembly Bill 2443. Thank you,
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gentlemeno
ASSEMBLYMAN DICKEY° Thank you, Mrm Greene.
© Any questions?  (No response ) v o

‘ The next w1tness is- Robert Woodford, Newhﬁersey
Manuﬁacturers Assoc1atlon, Taxation Commltteea>

: ASSEMBLYMAN ENOS: Will you please state your
‘name, sir, and your posltlonov" ;

ROBERT W 0OO0DF O R D: My name is Robert Woodford,
vAss1stant Secretary of New Jersey Manufacturers Assocratlon,
appearlng on behalf of the Assocratlon s Committee on
-Taxatlona o ; ' g ’

our Commlttee has revrewed Assembly Bill No. 2443
and has concluded that the blll has many features that are
both undesrrable and unnecessary. The blll would super~
vlmpose a county board of revaluation on our ex1st1ng system
of assessment in each county,> It would also requlre revaluatlon
in each tax1ng dlstrlct at 1ntervals of not more than flve ’
years. - o : _

h Presently, prlmary responsrblllty for dlstrlct—w1de
‘revaluation lies w1th each munlcrpal governlng body. Fallure
of the mun1c1pallty to revalue at reasonable lntervals can
result in a county board of taxatlon or court ordered
revaluation. While it can be argued that frequent revaluatlon
will lead to more equitable assessments, the cost, work
1nvolved and frequent controversey surroundlng such a reappralsal,
dlscourage revaluation at too frequent :Ln.tervalsm Good assess—
lng,practlces‘often can make frequent revaluatlon unnecessarye

The commuuity revaluing all real property may rely on
its own local assessor or board of'assessors or may contract
with an outside appraisal firm. Recehtly, New Jersey.communities
were authorized to enter into agreements to’providelfor multi-
‘district assessmento COnceivablya a‘group of muhicipalities
served by a single assessor or ‘board of assessors could '

' provrde for district-wide revaluatlon in alternatlng years.
~ Most dlstrlcts,'operatlng w1th a s1ngle assessor or a board
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of assessors serving only - one district,uhave turned t§ outside firm; of appraisers
for district-wide revaluation. . | |

Assembly 2443 seeks to add.qne-furﬁher alternative to the single assessor,
joint asseééor,,outside'appfaisai a1ternatives.' To do so would rquire:a'ﬁew
salaried board of revaiuation éﬁd axcéunty stgff‘df appraiseré. Ihe Question
arises whether this alternmative providés anythingvto the overburdened property

taxpayer>other than an indefensible additional tax burden."

Qualifications of Board Members

Undé: the b;ovisions of Assembly 2443, the‘Direétoriof the Division of
Taxation would establishvminimum qualifications for membership on a board of
revaluatioh. Persons failing”td meet the minimum qualifications could nevertheless
be appointed to serve‘forva period of omne yéar; after which time they would be
removed if they continued to fall short of minimum‘qualifications;> The unqualified
member, stepping down at the end of one year of service, could be replaced by an

equally unqualified successor.

Functions qf the Board’

Each county board éf'reVéiuation Would’have fhe power and the’duty to pe;form
comprehensive revaluation of real property, although they may lack thé qualifica-
tions to perform that function. While given the ""power and duty' to revalue real
property, county boards of}revaiua#ion would have the power’tb_revalue only
(1) if they were requested to revalue by the governinévbody_of a,taxing‘district
or (2) if real property in a taxing district had not been revalued for four years
and the taxing_district had}noﬁ uhderﬁagéﬁ 6r af?anged far a revalqétion during
that period. If all taxing districts in.a county qompliéd'ﬁith the bill's
requirement of a revaluation ‘not less than once every 5 yearS”land'chosg not to
avail themgelves of tﬁe ser&iceébofifhé coﬁnéf“bga§d 6f:févaluation, the board of

revaluation would serve no function whatever, : .~
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As has been mentloned by other speakers, if a-
number of communltles within “the county chose to use the . .
serv1ces of the Board, those mun1c1pallt1es not us1ng the g
serv1ces of the Board would nevertheless plck up a part of
the cost in their county taxes, ' B
‘ Does Assembly 2443 provlde an 1ntelllgent system‘
and an lmprovement over. present revaluatlon pract:l.ces'> If
establlshment of a maximum 1nterval for dlstrlct-WLde
*revaluatlon is de51rable, lt can be accompllshed w1thout the
creation of more salarled governmental pos;tlons,- If revaluatlon,
as performed todayg is performed by 1nsuff1c1ently quallfled '
persons, the establishment. of standards and certlflcatlon
'Tprocedures for appralsors remalns the loglcal responsea o
We - urge your Commlttee to reject Assembly Bill No.
2443, Thank you. ‘ . “.” Pl B o
ASSEMBLYMAN ENO@ -»Are'there any'questions?, (No
response. ) | I have no questlons and thank you, sir, and
we have a copy of your statement.,‘
- Is Mr. Anthony Panaro present°’

ANTHONY PANARO:  Members of the COmmlttee,"’
my name is Anthony J. Panaroo, I am the Secretary of the
iMercer County Board of Taxation and I am the Vlce Pres;dent : -
of the New Jersey Assoc1atlon of Tax Board Commlssloners and" o
Secretarleseg L . o v

- The suddenness of. these hearlngs dld not allow our R
Association to elther ‘meet or take any stand on 2443@ So i
I appear here speaklng on behalf of the Mercer County Board ‘
of Taxation, of whlch I am the Secretarym _ :

At the risk of being repetltumsv~ some of the
‘obgectlonswere prev1ously recounted - I would llke to just
generally outllne my personal objectlons to 2443 on two
grounds, number one being the. tremendous cost that would be :
borne by the county governments whlch are already faced with
tremendous burdens of expenses~ ‘and, ‘number two, I would
like to.address thls_to what_I_belleve to be,the supersedingi




of County Tax Board powers. Under‘the costprthat would be borne
by the countlesy a readlng of the blll would glve some indication
as to what these could entail in the hlrlng and paylng

of salaries for the Comm1351oners of the Board of Revaluatlon@
The County Board of Freeholders would also be obllged to

provide and furnlsh suitable offices and pay fqr all equipment
and supplies. The big cost, of course, would be for the '
conducting of the revaluation programs and the hiring of
professional appraisors and other perspnnél:toﬁéonduct the
revaluation programs. |

This leads me to the second point of my objection:::
the superseding of the County Tax Board powérs; and it seems
“to me that the County Bbards already have the power to order
and conduct such revaluations as they deem fit and proper and
necessary, and that has been upheld by various court rulings
and opinions by the Attcrney General. I can cite the Belleville
Case for one and the Cedar Grove: Case for another. In the ‘
Belleville Case it was determinéd‘that the Céunty Boards can
in fact order revaluations to be made;,and the'Cedar Grove
Case specifically}spélls out that:such costs should be borne
by the municipality in which that particular revaluation is
ordered. A‘ _ . » ‘ _

It seems to me that Senate 2195 is the more logical
bill to adopt because it would still maintain the spirit of
impartiality that onlyvbutside‘appraisors can put into re-
valuation, and also spells out certain guidelines and rules
and regulations that, if adopted by the County Boards, can
bring about uniformity within .the county, which was one of the
objections, I believe, of'onefof the sponsors of this bill.

. Another unfair item in this particular bill is the
fact that the costs of revaluations ére to be borne by the
entire county, and municipalities where such need does not
exist are being forced to part101pate in the spendlng of
sums of money to conduct revaluations. '

The flve-years phase seems to me unfair in that
perhaps five years is too long‘a pericd in some partlcular
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dlstrlcts and perhaps not long enough in others@;

Another pornt which I don t believe has been brought'
out by any prev;ous speaker lS the fact that under appeals |
by taxpayers, the County Board, 1t seems to me, would be
put in a position of conflict in adjudlcatlng an appeal in
- which they may very well have upheld a revaluatlon program
that was conducted by the Revaluatlon Board. '

o So, gentlemen, I humblywrecommend ‘that 2443 not
be moved at this t:Lmen o E } B
| ASSEMBLYMAN ENOSE:" Do you have a copy of your
remarks7 s o L | »
o "MR@’PANARO*7 No., ‘my remarks are made off the cuffm
I would be glad to give you a resume howeverc ' o :

,  ASSEMBLYMAN ENOS: Your remarks were taken steno-
-graphlcally, but I thought lf there was a copy avallable, we
would have it in our hands before we got the transcrlpt@
”,Thank you.very much | - o

MR, PANARO: I speak, Mr,fchairman, as an individual..
I am not representing the New Jersey Association of County
BOard‘Secretaries, although‘I7am its‘vice preSident;» We
 have not had an opportunlty to dlscuss thlS bill nor have we
/ taken a consensus of our. memberso I s1mply speak as the
Secretary of the Mercer County Board of Taxat:.one

' ASSEMBLYMAN ENOS: Thank you, srr, and that statement
will be noted on the recordm Are there any quest10ns7
'There ‘are no further questlons, Thank you very much.

' ASSEMBLYMAN DICKEY:  Mr. Joseph Sollmlne, Secretary

~ of the Essex County Board of Taxatlonﬁ ' '

J_,OSEPHINE." SOL‘IMI‘N E: Mr. Chairman and
gentlemen,fmy'name.is JosephySolimine; ‘I live. in Newark.

» I am a fOrmer member of this House” Freeholder and have been
Secretary to the Essex County Tax Board since l951 ‘

_ Gentlemen, a few hours. ago I had the pleasure for\
the flrst time of meetlng Assemblyman thtell@ I had the
pleasure of know1ng his late dad and servrng w1th his late dad
in the- Leg;slature@‘ He was one of the most able leglslators
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who ever served in the House, w1tty and humorous,'iHe'always
bragged that the best apple came from Sussex Countye I belng
from Essex with no apple orchards could never refute hlm@

But this is not a good bill. This is a very bad bill. |

There are some good polnts in the blll however,
that the Leglslature mlght adopt in a spe01al measure.

Now revaluations as such have not been new to
Essex County. If you will check the actﬂ you will flnd that
revaluation is not mentioned at all in any of the leglslatlve
enactments. The only place that reValuation is mentioned is
in the special statute permitting munioipalities to finance
on a temporary base notes for a flve-year perlod° otherw1se,'
it is a reassessment program.

The County Boards have the power:to'regulate”reassess~
ments or revaluatlons and I regret to say that up to the
present tlme very few boards have used their powers over
assessors. It has been as a result of meetlngs of our Assoc-
iation over the past five or six years that other countles ’
are now follow1ng suit and revaluatlons are proceedlng in -
other counties. ‘ ' |

I, like Mr. Panaro, cannot speak as Past President
of the Assocratlon for the Assocratlonﬂ for I only learned about
this bill last Monday in Trenton at a dinner glven to the
retiring Dlrector of the Local Property Tax Bureau. So we
have not had any meetlngsm' But we do have a committee, and
as President last year I appornted the committee, to set up
standards for revaluation together with the Director of
the Department. And that commlttee is functlonlng and w1ll
report in September at our next meetlng@ '

Now about revaluatlons - Essex County started about
1952 and the County Board trled to do it itself. We hired
25 of the top appralsors in the county and we picked the
business dlstrlcts because we had information that the
assessors had not ralsed the assessments in the business
districts and had glven them a different ratlo than the
other properties in the taXlng district on the grounds that
they had carried the load during the depression. We upped
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the assessments of all the bu51ness dlstrlcts in- Essex y
County 1n the’ famous Baldw1n Case and the Supreme Court B
said that it was spot-assess1ng and overruled the Boardo; u,.
~We did not stop there and proceeded to adv1se every towni:e"
ln Essex County that they had to revalue@, By 1963 when 3
uthe flgures for Newark were flled after a two-year court
lltlgatlon every town 1n Essex County had revalued at

least once. ; , f_ - »‘ L ' o
1» It was not an easy taska, Bloomfleld was the ’Q' bﬁ?".
'first‘one to flght us and would not revalue and we had to |
,govto.court and we won that caseQ, Our hand was strengthened

*tz versus Mlddletown caaem inswhﬂch1@ustlce
Heher in that oplnlon sald that the assessor should reassess

later‘on by the~

eVeryhparcel of - property 1n that tax1ng~dlstr1ct to 100

’ per cents - He knew that lt was phy51cally 1mposs1ble for the
fassessor ‘to do 80 and sald ln hls oplnlon-"preferably by » '

" .an outs1de commerc1al flrm " That agaln strengthened the__"n
fCounty Board s hand and we kept pushlng the towns for n

revaluatlon and we had very, very llttle troublew The cost ,

‘ at that tlme was ahout $6 to $7 per ltem It 1s up to $lO to »

$12 per 1tem as. of th;s date,n- BT o M

- The next obstacle we had was ln the Town of Bellev1lle

f'where the assessor wanted to revalue or reassess hlS dlstrlct

'and the town fathers would not glve hlm the money@ Agaln, ,

we' went to court and the court 1n the famous Bellevllle versus

‘Essex County Case sald that they had to pay and we had that

‘-other 1tem llckedshv;ﬁvf-; » ‘ ,

: We had on our Board the Late Judge Shaplro, who ‘

o was Comm1ss10ner, And what thls blll proposesa_we attempted

w»to do@. We' sato down w1th flve or srx revaluatlon flrms at o

the Downtown Club ln Newark We asked them lf it was poss1ble

:'b'to revalue the whole county at one tlme by a jOlnt efforte

They sald lt was under the unlform set of standards that the,
County Board would set upo They sald they couldab We went ‘u
- to the County Board of Freeholders - the cost was-$l 300 OOO -
| 'and they turned us - downmf e thought at that tlme 1f thereucould

:
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be a county revaluation at one time, which would take,

we estimated, about two years, .that we would accomplish one
thing at one time without bothering each municipality, but
we couldn't get the money. Now there is a phase that the
Assemblyman sets forth in his bill that might be picked up
by the Legislature. ' ‘

We have had no problems in. Essex County because we
have set up a set of standards and we don't need an Equalization
Board. You say, "Well, what standards have you set up?"

Well, the Legislature authorized the Local Property Tax

Bureau to come up with an Appraisal Manual.  We spent a

lot of money - appropriated a lot of money for that manuai

and it is being used today. ‘It has been updated. We insist
of every appraisal company that: they use the New Jersey manual.

This creates equalization at all levels because
if you have two municipalities. separated by a common street,
it is the same on one side of the street as it is on the
other side. -

. We have had appraisal firms say, "Our manual is
better than the State manual." We are not interested in that.
The legislative mandate was that we had to equalize taxes at
the local level for the local taxpayer and equalize at the
county level for the contribution of county taxes by the
various municipalities. Therefore, if we were achieving
uniformity at that level by the use of the State Manual, that
is what we were looking for. So that was one of the standards
that we set up. ) : o

Number two, we wanted to know before they began if
they would use the three forms of valuation - sales, income-
producing property and reproduction - and we wanted it in
writing as to whether they would use the three methods. And
we get it in writing before they begin.

We want to know also, after they get going, what
is the cap rate that they are going to use on income-producing
properties. We want to be able to review the cap rate in

various areas of the mundicipality before they.start using it,
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and that has- been done,‘ ‘ , ,

We also have a fourth rule that no assessor or
any municipal OfflClal be affiliated w1th any of the
revaluatlon firms becuase of the confllct of 1nterest@r‘-
You ask, "Why was that necessary?" And this is one of the
p01nts that was dlscussed here today and a very, very serious
one. You ask, "Why can't an assessor do it himself?" He
- can't. He can't do it hlmself@ We'had one experlence in

practlces@ We begged him not to do it hlmself He had at
that time - and one: of the representatlves is here today - the
vMun1c1pal Revaluatlonsor He was the .owner of ‘Municipal
Revaluations. We asked him, please,‘don 't do it yourself@
Well, he said, it would-be a reflection on me 1f‘I-don,t-»
do itbmyself and,he‘did it. He did it and-therefWasba
taxpayer's suit and he had tO'change 800 line items out of,
I thlnk, about 1200” and he dled subsequent thereto because
of the aggravatlon over this thlngw That was one proof
pos1t1ve that it ought to be done by an out31de lndependent
firm. . ' | | | S | |
Anotherfsituation‘we had was in Cedar Grove. The‘
local assessor who also hadza‘reyaluationffirm told the
municipal fathers that he could do it for. $4,000. “He: was
being.paid as an: assessor ‘and he was g01ng to get $4., 000 for
a«revaluatlonoﬂ We called the mun1c1pal fathers and told:
them about it.: We told them that we thought it was conflict.
of 1nterest@ They told us to- go chase ourselves@ ' .

Now we examine every revaluat;on after it .is completed
and filed w1th the County Board. After the equallzatlon
hearings on February lst, we go to each town where the -
revaluations have been penformed and filed with us. ‘We want
to see proof that they have: complled with our standards.

Cedar Grove- dldn €. Cedar Grove raised 80 per cent of the
line items, which is the norm under-a revaluatlona‘ In other
words, if. they don't ‘reassess 80 per cent of the line items,
it is not a revaluation. All he did was add $200 here and
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$10C there. We said, it is not a revaluation under our
standards, and we would not accept it@ He went:to'the'state'
_Division‘and lost. He went to the Appellate DlVlSlOn and
lost and the Supreme Court wouldn't certlfy@ So that was
another area where the County Board was successful@

We have a. form,‘and most of the counties throughout
the State are using that form, which has been upheld in the
Bloomfield and the Bellevrlleycases and it rs working out
very, very nicely. | | -

These revaluatlons as I have said, have sexrved
many purposes, not only to equallze at the local level and
for the county basis. They pick up the "do-it- yourself kits."
You would be surprised how many parcels of property have
been omitted from taxation even 1n countles llke Essex County@
It is only a revaluatlon of the whole town ratables that
picks these up. We are now in the process of conv1n01ng
most of the county boards that they ought to do 1te |

I spoke in Burllngton County about a month ago ‘and,
you know, some of the. areas don"t have tax maps, they don'’ £
‘have land value maps and there is a lot of land in the area
that is not even taxed. None of this w1ll be ‘done until this
conforms. But we are gettlng there and we are comlng along.
all the time.

I don't. thlnk that this leglslatlon is necessary. The
County’ Boards have the power if they w1ll usurp the power.
Some of the County Boards don't even know that they have
supervision over the local assessors and this is one of the
causes. But because of these monthly meetings that we are
having now -~ we had a seminar for the flrst time at Rutgers
this year on June lst and June an for all the Commissioners -
they are starting to realize what their dutlee are and that
this is not a job where you are appointed,by the Governor/
confirmed by the Senate,vcollectoyourbcheck and’doh"t show
up. So a lot of the'County Tax Board Commiesioners now
realize that they are there to do a specific job@

May I please respectfully suggest that there have
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been'many hearingsq ‘For instance, there was the Apy Commls51on@
I testlfled for two hours before‘mt,. I dldn t testlfy before
- the present committee because five mlnutes is’ not suff1c1ent
to expound on any theory@ : , '
You gentlemen passed the exemptlon statuteﬂ whlch
I can understand, hav1ng been ln polltlcal life s1nce 1926
I don't thlnk it was a good bill.  But nevertheless, it has :
- been paSsedm There were other formulas that could have been
applled to that bill. . . R
_ ASSEMBLYMAN DICKEY. Whlch exemptlon do you mean'>
‘MR. SOLIMINE: Of fraternal organlzatlona ,"
v ASSEMBLYMAN DICKEY“- Well that hasn 't been s1gned
by - the Governoro o ‘ : o .
MR; SOLIMINE° No, that hasn to "'The Apy Commrss;on
asked me what formula I would recommend Well, I gave‘them
a formula,_ T l" RN ‘ - “ ‘_
B ASSEMBLYMAN ENOS. E,‘xcus'e' n‘i'e;gs but is that»p’ertinen,t'
to our discussion here'> SORRCIR R ."v L R | S
‘ I would respectfully ask, Mro Chalrmany that we'
conflne our remarks to the bill 1n questlon.; It is: gettlng late@
ASSEMBLYMAN DICKEY°: Wlll you do that,pleasem j»
| MR; SOLIMINE° I respectfully suggest - T Just'
went off there a little bit -- I respectfully suggest that
:no new leglslatlon be passed on taxatlon untll these commlttees
report, so that the Assembly can . have a w1der v1ew on thls
whole- tax1ng problemm You have the recommendatlon of the
6th Tax Pollcy Comm1ss1on for a county assessorm' You ‘have
'the suggestlon of . the fermatlon of the Tax: Court and there »
are many other thlngs@‘ I suggest that thlS be held in- abeyance-
| and that you not create any other agenc;es untll such tlme
as these other commlttees report@ ‘ Lo
Thank you very much. . S . |
ASSEMBLYMAN DICKEY° Thank you very much Mru Sol;Lm:Lne°
vAre there any c_[,uest:f.ons'> (No response ) ‘ R '
‘ - Mrs. Ethel Yahnell o i - : R
ETHEL YAHNE L L:- I think I can 'very briefly say
I am Mrs. Yahnell and I am speaklng on behalf of the Mlddlesex .




. County Board of Taxation. » . ‘

Our Board is defihitely opposed‘to this bill. We
feel it will duplicate work and be a tremendous expense
on the taxpayer and there will be no benefit by it.

We favor either Senate Bill 2195, which gives the
Director authority to review revaluation contracts, or
Assembly Bill 2164 which gives the County Tax Board this right.
This will be helpful, as far as that is concerned, but to
create a whole new commission which will-only duplicate the
work that is being done is hé£g‘ - |

ASSEMBLYMAN DICKEY: Thank you, Mrs. Yahnell.

Does anyone else wish'tb be heard on Assembly Bill 24432
If not, I will declare the public hearing closed. Thank you
‘very much. '

(Hearing Concluded)

- o o= o
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SUBMITTED BY ASSEMBLYMAN LITTELL

SUSSEX COUNTY -- FOR LAST 5 YEARS
YEAR # LINE ITEMS COST
1971 3,901 $47,750
1971 _ 1,233 14,500
1968 5,385 : 35,000
1969 2,205 ' 17,000
1969 - '9,803 - 67,000
1970 876 12,000
1970 . 2,568 31,000
1970 1,557 18,900
‘ $27,528 © $243,150
ESSEX COUNTY ==  FOR LAST 5 YEARS
YEAR # LINE ITEMS CoST
1968 3,469 - $33,000
1968 1,300 13,500
1966 9,633 59,500
1966 6,200 45,000
1970 2,229 20,950
1971 . 11,305 120,000
1968 7,874 57,650
1966 1,568 11,000
1969 6,878 67,500
1967 : 8,493 52,000
1969 9,512 106,000
1966 2,215 15,800
1968 742 7,000
1970 1,737 22,600
1971 11,545 128,500
1969 8,389 93,000
1968 3,380 31,500
$96,461 © $884,500
ATLANTIC COUNTY -- FOR LAST 5 YEARS
YEAR $# LINE ITEMS COST
1970 2,698 $17,800
1970 1,126 | 3.000
1069 1,343 10,700
1969 13,675 30,000
1968 4,814 20,000
1970 2,753 . 22,500
1971 _ 519 5,000

$26,928 $109,000
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Merltorlous plan

Agsemblyvman Llyttell’s proposal for a county- team of propert)

- evaluators has a good deal of merit. The plan would be to have a small

board—possibly three or five persons—to. revalue property assessments in
all the municipalities ot'the county on a rotating basis.

The present method is for each municipality to hire. pruate fu'ma
to revalue pr oper tv within each taxing district. This is done on a district-
by-district basis \\1thout any correlation between districts, .except that by
chance the same firm may do-adjoining municipalities:

Revaluation firms submit bids to the municipality, and the munici-
pal officials chose the f,nm they think best qualified at the lowest price.
1t is estimated that t}m procedure has cost Sussex, Cownity ‘municipalities
in the neighborhood of :»100 000 over the past 10 years, or an. av erage of
$14 a property. |

Under the thlelwl proposal, a board. of quahfled evaluatnn \muld
be appointed by the county or the state to operate on a full time ‘basis

* under salary. They \wu]d serve all the municipalities of the county for

periodic revaluation pln[mqe\ and.thus eliminate the necea\m for. each
township or borough to hire a private firm,

Revaluation (ould be dune on a rotating and on a \ectlondl basis sir
that contiguous mnmupahlxm would be on an -equal assessment footing .
at all times. This would keep viluations throughout the county up to
date. It would not. 1mceqwnlv. eliminate the local municipal assessor.
He would still be novded to axsess and add to the tax rolls new propertte~
that come on the scene between revaluations.

The success of quah a plan will depend on the safeguarrL set up
by the legislation to assure that the board of evaluators is composed of
qualified, disinterested de unbiased people. Certain professional standards
would have to be e\ml)lmhul the jobs could not go to political hacks. The
board would have to have the¢ respect and confidence of ta\payers to be

effective and to make the plan work.

Asgsemblyman Lhttcll should be encouraged to Larry on hm qtud\ of
the proposal and dovolop a formula that can be incorporated into. legisla-

~ tion for c‘nl‘ umsldenwtum in Trenton.

. l
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Mr; Chalrman and members‘of the Assembly Commlttee on taxatlon, Il
wish to express my apprec1atlon for the opportunlty to appear before you
regardlng Assembly B111 No; 2443, whlch concerns 1tse1f w1th the creatlon‘
of County Boards of Revaluation, ?___‘-_v | | : o |

In studylng the feas1b111ty of thlS blll, T respectfully urge thls\
commlttee to take 1nto con51derat10n the present method and ba81s of
assess1ng property, w1th the obJectlve of determlnlng whether or not pro?
perty could be assessed on a bals that would ellmlnate the need for expen—
sive revaluatlon ‘programs. At a tlme»when county and 1ocal governments
are financially hard pressed to meet tanglble respons1b111t1es,'I belleve
that every effort should be made to reduce the expendltures of 1ntang1ble
functions: ‘and because reValuatlon 1ncreases the amount of taxes pald by
the average homeowner, I believe the 1mpact of asses51ng property at true l
value, and the 1mpact of revaluatlon upon‘the homeowner,'should also be a
part of such study. I reallze ‘that these‘subjects w111 probably be a part
of the Tax Study‘CommiSSionireport, but I am maklng thlS suggestlon because
it may be the'intent'of this Committee'to‘lntroduce thls Bill before the
report is released. | : l

Assessments, and“therefore'révaluatlons,Jaretbased“on Title 54:4-2. 25,
which directs that all real property subject to assessment and taxatlon
for local use be assessed accordlng to the same standard of value, Wthh
shall be the’ true value of such real propertygﬁ I'do not belleve that
this statute reflects the’ 1ntent and the sp1r1t of the State Constltutlon,

as approved by the people in 1947. Just the term "true value" was part of



the’Constitution prior to 1947, and-it was. changed to the "same

standard of value" when the people approved the ‘new Constltutlon 1n 1947.
To deflne the basis for assess1ng property in terms that were rejected
by the peopel-constltutes, to me, an amendment,of the_Const;tutlon 1tself;
not‘merely an enactment of a law within the constitutional powers of the
'legislature.‘ To evaluate this thought, I believe this Committeegshould
review the public_hearlngs that were held by‘the Committee on‘Taxation
and Finance during the 1947 Convention.

1he_term true.value was‘replaced becausevknowlegeable tax experts
discrrbed:it'as'being too_vacue and that it'ledyto‘too many law suits.
Now, 24 years'later,_true value is stlll_the basisrof assessment, and ,
the sltuation is even WOrse thanvbefore- The legislature'defined the
same standard of value as true value, but how does the Local Property
Tax Bureau define true value7 The tax assessor s_manual,_prepared by
the Bureau,,ltemlzes the costs of all the,various’types of material,.
the costs pf puttinc them in place with union labor, and within the var-
ious economlc zones. All assessors are supposed to assess property
accordlng to thls manual. If all property was so assessed then s1m11ary
homes w1th1n the same economlc zone should have samllar assessments. An
examlnatlon of the tax records of the varlous mun1c1pa11t1e§V1th1n these
zones w1ll show that th1s is not true. As a matter of fact, varlatlon<~
exist. ‘even w1th1n a 51ng1e mun1c1pa11ty.; Wh11e~1t 1s_p0551b1e.that
County:Boards of Revaluatlon w1ll correct these 1nequ1t1es, there are.
Stlll other factors wh1ch make the present ba31s of assess1ng property
a threat to the individual"s rlght to own property.

Deprec1at10n and obselescence are cons1derat10n in all assessments,

but apartment dwellings, 1ndustr1al and commer01al are assessed accordlng
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to preflxed federal and state schedules. No such degree of con31deratlon M
is glven to re31dent1al propertles. Therefore, on the bas1s of the true

value theory, res1d1ent1al propertles carry a substantlal amount of the

‘tax burden tbat rlghtfully belongs to these sub51dlzed 1ncome produc1ng

propertles.‘

When we con51der the varlous allowances that are granted to commer—’
c1al and 1ndustrtal propertles, to farm 1ands, to veterans, to ‘senior
01t1zens, to rallroads, and the exemptlons granted to non-proflt corpo—

ratlons and publlcly owned propertles, We can reallze how narrow the tax

base has become. In view of these con51deratlons,'1t is essentlal that

we ask flrst, 1f 1t is rlght to use property as the ba51s for supportlng

the 1argest portlon of the costs of governments-'and second 1f it is

,rlght to asseSSUpropertyrpartlcularly re31dent1al property- at true value,

1n today s 1nf1actlonary market It 1s hoped that the present 1nflatlonary
trend Wlll be reversed vand that property values w1ll be adjusted accord-
1ng1y., However,‘an owner w111 not reallze the true value untll 1t 1s’ :
sold. If he pays taxes on. property whose assessment is based on‘today s
market, and then the market decllnes, he would haVe been pay1ng taxes on
a false.value, compoundlng the 1n3ust1ces prev1ously descrlbed

The present ba51s of asses51ng property, and the property tax burden _:
1tse1f 1s archalc and 1t undermlnes the polltlcal and s001al realltles
of this day and of th1s age. | | ot o |

Whlle both the federla and state govérnments have developed programs
to prov1de decent hous1ng for all the c1tlzens, (New Jersey Hou51ng has |
recently authorlzed over 28 mllllons of dollars to flnance new low cost
hou51ng for low nad moderate 1ncome famllles), revaluatlon, and the resul-'
tant tax 1ncrease, 1s forclng the very same type of famllles out of the,

the homes they already own. " g,f; R T o




The purpose of revaluatlon is to equallze the tax burden among all
- property owners, 1n accordance to the true value of thelr property.__h,

'.Whlle on the surface thls alm seems proper and just I believe the under-

’lylng hardshlﬂFevaluatlon causes does not recelve suff1c1ent con31deratlon;»

Whenever there is revaluatlon, the taxes of the majorlty of the home-
owners 1ncrease, and thls 51tuatlon adversely affects famllles on flxed |
'and 11m1ted 1ncomes. To these famllles, ;. the amount of thelr monthly

payments is a very real con51deratlon as to whether they w111 or w111 not

,_buy-a home. If they do buy, and thelr taxes force the1r monthly payments ?_

"helgher than thelr abllltY tO PaY they w111 be forced to- sell..i
' It may ‘be argued that people should take potentlal tax 1ncreases”
"1nto con31deratlon before they buy, and this may be true.; But what about"
l tax 1ncreases Wthh occur as a result of changes Wthh could not be fore-ﬁ
»l seen° Changes such as the exten31on of a hlgh-speed llne, or the con-"'
1structlon of a new state hlghway, or a shopplng center, or a land devel-
| oper mov1ng 1nto the area° Who, for example, could foresee, ten or flf-
i teen years ago, that an atomlc plant would be located 1n Lower Neck |
'Land1ng° - | o |
: Let‘us Dresume‘for a‘mlnute that two men purchased property twenty
:.mlles from each other 1n a. rural area.» Let us also presume that the
: ’purchases were made twenty years ago, when the men were 45 years old and.
| that thelr 1ntentlon was to retlre on - the property they purchased ﬁfﬁf'
one area, one or more of the changes I mentloned takes place,_ln the |

‘other area, nothlng happens.t The valuatlon of homeowner A S property :

1ncreases beyond anythlng he could foresee,»and hlS taxes become greater .

f‘thanvhls mortgage payments;ever‘were,
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However,. the Value of homeowner B'svpropefty incfeases only'siigntiy; a
and his-ﬁaxes remain,fairiy‘constant."Is it nigh; to‘forCe'homeowne;aA
' no sell his property after he worked_twenty years.to own and enjoy'it?
ﬁe did not buy his ‘home for economic gain, but to meet a social and cuif
tural need; the same needbthat,the present‘government,housing programs are
crying to meet for all the people. Though this is a hypothetical case,
it does represent what is happening throughout New Jersey. Tovme, this
chis is de-facto confiscation of property.,_It must be stopped.

Another bad feature of the true Value‘concept is that it discourages
homeowners ffom maintaining their property at market value, and it '
discourages others from buying older homes‘and fixing them up. - This is
particularly true in the case of a person who wants to buy an‘older home,
either to live in or rent to another. If the older home is purchased and
repaired, the assessment and the taxes will go up accordingly. Wnile |
there are many causes for slums in our urban areas, revaluation and'hign
faxes must be regarded as two of the main reasons. There must'bersomething v
Qrong with a system that makes a man feel that he is being punished-for
naintaining his property at market value, while others_are'being rewarded
for letting their property fall to piecesf | | . |
‘ Aside ffomvthe‘hardshipsirevaluation{causes the_individuai, I think
it is only proper that we ask if revaluation can justify its costs, in
view of the the financial problemsofacing county‘and local governments.
in 1970 Berlin ToWnship had the'27th highest‘effective tax rate in_the
State._'I believe that we will be among the tennhigheSt in 1971 because
the State has given so much aid to thencinies tnat:their_taxes_have'been

reducéd. The problems of Berlin Township,:and othef small municipalitiééf"



have been'ignored Yet, Wlth a populatlon of 5,700, we have only four

_full tlme empolyees‘ “the Townshlp Clerk, ‘and three men who work for the
departments of sanitatlon and roads. Many of our roads should be recon-
structed, we need a full t1me pollce force, and the tlme is rapldly
approachlng when we w111 need to employ‘full—tlme firemen. We do not'
;have adequate’recreation for aicommunity'of‘our size;"Shortly}-I'hope,'
we will be'facedhwith the‘costs'of'installing‘sewers. ‘And:last but not
least the Tax Offlce 1tself lacks the necessary equlpment needed for
accurate and eff1C1ent record keeplng. |

We do not tax ourselves to meet these demands because our taxes are

already too hlgh and because we do not know what other expenses the state

w1ll mandate that we: meet

Should not that 1eve1 of government that has the respon31b111ty of
1mpo51ng the tax, also have the responsiblllty of establlshlng the |
pOllCleS the tax supports7 Or shpuld the State retaln the rlght to
establlsh pollc1es and the rlght ot des1gnate the tax base that should
supportjthem,,thereby reduc;ng county’and‘localegovernments to functlon
merely as ministérlal'bodiés of State policies° o Thls is the result of
"government by mandate", and it dlstroys the . concept of home-rule.‘ Under
these condltlons, how can the average taxpayer be expected to fully -
understand who is really respon51b11e for the taxes ‘he pays? o |

our tax system has,become so compllcatedvthat it is beyond_the_
abilityiofathe~average taxpayer"tolunderstandr and the taXes themselves
are so exces51ve that thls same average taxpayer resents them to the l
ip01nt P'_’ f - f.j‘"j,;; 'ftﬁutfﬁmvtf:'j"VF where he will act-

ively resist'paying’themif Taxes must become more closely related to the
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individual's ability to pay, and goverment spendlng must be placed on a

priority ba51s that closely reflects thlS phllosophy.

I do not wish this Committee to regard my statements as those of an
expert. I am a layman, but I am drawing on seven and a half years of
experience as a tax coliector. Therefore, regard the following'proposais
only as suggestiens, submitted to you for'your.consideration and study.
1. That the assessed valuatlon ozjgroperty be its purchase price.

2. That all real property to be reassessed at the time title is
transfered. |

3. That the reassessment of property be based on the purchase price
of the property, in the cases of bonafide sales, and on trﬁe value
in all other cases.

'4. That improvements on vacaht iand to be assessed at true value at the
time of completion; and partially assessed, in like manner;‘if
construction exceeds one year. |

5. That all additional improvements made within five years of construct-
ioﬂvo be assessed aCcdrding to true value; but only additional improv-
ments affecting the size pf the originalvimprovement to be assessed
at true value after the five year period.

6. That veterans'exemptions be replaced‘by a one time bonus; or that
exemptions for out-of-state veterans be eliminated completely.

Again, I wish to thank you for your time and your courtesy.
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STATEMENT OF ARTHUR H. WEST FOR THE NEW JERSEY FARM BUREAU, PUBLIC HEARING ON
 A=2291 AND A-2443 BY THE ASSEMBLY ,coum'r'r' TEE ON TAYALION, JULY 6, 1971

Chalrman chkey, members of the Commlttee, 1ad1es and gentlemen

Myﬂname is Arthur H West.. I am the owner and operator of . a farm near ,Jr ‘

Allentﬂwn, New Jersey, and appear here today as pre31dent of the New Jersey Farm '

, Bureau, representlng some U4, 000 farm famllles 1n 20 countles. Our statement w111

~ be brlef and to the p01nt.
We have glven careful con81derat10n to both of the bllls you are considerlng
_here today. Our farmers stlll own a. flfth of the total land area in New Jersey, ‘
"~ with more than a bllllon dollars invested 1n that land, in buildlngs, machznery
- and llvestock and for thls 1mpe111ng reason, we have a v1tal 1nterest in any
-leglslatlon affectlng the taxatlon of property | ‘ B
W1th regards to A- 2291, ‘We. are strongly in opp051tlon to this blll, Thi?v',
, blll is the best way we know of to make progress backwards This blll_would_take'
~us back twenty years before we had some property tax reform. As weuunderstandfit,
" this bill ‘Wwould change the law so that the;presumptlon 1n'a‘tax’appeal_case.would:
- be on'the side»of the’asseSSOQ. .The'property owner wouid no longer:be able to -
- use the State or county-determlned local assessment ratlo data as a basis fbr

rellef from dlscrlmlnatory assessment,. Instead, the appeal board would have to

assume'that the assessor had assessed_a?piece*of‘property'at the common level;,and'

the property owner would haye-to prove otherwise without,theybenefit,of-the |
“publlshed data. | | -

Let me say that we agree that th*s.state badly needs reform in property tax*
'assessment, and partlcu]arly the appeals procedure but thls blll certalnly goeS"
;n the wrong d;rectlont | |

Whatdwe need instead‘is'to‘abolish the present appeal boards and‘create a
rpproperty d1v1s1on of the State Court to handle these appeals and alsoc emlnent '

- domain cases. We are partlcularly crltxcal of the State Board of Tax Appeals,




since we know of many cases in whieﬁ itwﬁas(taken twe and tﬁree years to get a
ruling. | J |

" We hope that you Willbreject this bill in your Committee. In our opinion
it does not deserve the considerdtion of the full Assembly.

Regarding A-2443, we are reluctant to eppose it, because it is sponsored by
some of our good friends in the Assembly; but we must in all good consc1ence’
oppose thlsvleg;slatlon. We certainly do not believe that the creation of a’
 new assessment revaluation board at the county level will bring us the kind of
reform we need on revaluatlons. The‘pfesent‘coﬁnty bdards'of'taxation'already’
have the authorlty to order revaluatlons, and it mlght make sense to provlde a
means for the present.boardsito undertake revaluathps on_thelr;owp_volltlop;;bgt
we do not favor settingvup aﬁothei pdlitiéaliyeeriented board’at the‘ceuntyf f;t‘
level to undertake this ]Ob

Instead, the: Assembly should pass . Senate Blll 2195 whlch would give
the State DlVlSlon of Taxatlon authorlty to set up standards fbr prlvate
revaluation firms. We know from experlence that such leglslatlon is sorely
needed; since some of the revaluatlon work being done in thls state leaves much “to
be desired.

We appreciate the opportunity to present our views.
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"Area Code 609
9241058

TOWNSHIP OF PRINCETON

OFFICE OF THE TAX ASSESSOR
TOWNSHIP HALL

PRINCETON, NEW ]JERSEY
08540

June 29, 1971

Mr, William Schluter
/205 South Main Street
Pennington, New Jersey

Dear Mr, Schluter:

My attention has been directed to an article in the Trenton
Times for June 22, 1971 page 11 regarding a bill A#2443 establishing
a special board on revaluatlons for each county.»

I understand that hearings for this Will be on July 6, 1971
I am sure that the New Jersey Assessors Association will be _rep=
resented, but I do wish also to include my own objections to
further Countv intrusion into local affairs,

~You will note that the proposed legislations obliges a local
government to accept the revaluation study by the County Board and
the appointments are political, The experience of -local assessors
- where the County Tax Board hired a computer firm to put the tax books
on computer was one of mass confusion for three years and we are Just
now beg1nn1ng to recover in a small measure from th1s mess.

The proposed bill also means more county expense and at this
stage taxpayers have - just about "had it" with taxes, .- :

I will be away at the time of the hear1ngs but do w1sh to
‘record my obJectlon to the bill, ‘

uart Robson
Tax Assessor
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