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" FOREWORD

The Assembly Taxation Committee was directed to study
assessment, equalization and revaluation pursuant td AR-3003 of
1977. Although the Committee's study placed emphasis upon these
three particular subjects, it‘beCAme evident that they could not
be properly considered separé%é f;om many other matters which

affect them both directly and indirectly.

Witnesses who attended and spoke at the pub]ic hearings held
by the Committee, and those who furnished written suggestions and
testimony, in most instances included these other elements of

property tax administration.

Although there have been many studies made 6f the property
tax in the past, and recommendations made fdf the imbrovément of
assessment, equaiization and a]]vof the other e]éments pertaining
to that tax; for the most part such studies were‘rather-limited in
théir scope. Subsequent action on reconmendations made in such
studies were even more limited. As a result the laws governing
the property tax and its administrafion have been dealt with on a
piecemeal basis to meet an individual situation and then were

relegated to a low priority item until thé next crisis arose.

The Assembly Taxation Committee presents this feport to the
General Assembly with a two-fold purpbse: to make recommendations
for immediate implementation of those eTéments which we feel have
been thoroughly examined, and to brovide the background for
continuing examination OFIthosé elements we do not feel have
been sufficiently examined, in an effort fo modernize both the

statutes and the administration thereof.
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© COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

There were many proposaTs made to the comm1ttee as noted 1n
"gthe fo]Tow1ng summary ATT have been cons1dered carefuTTy and, in o
most cases, 1t is our op1n1on that these proposa]s have mer1t and

| w1TT contr1bute to the 1mprovement of Toca] tax adm1n1strat1on L

However the comm1ttee does not be11eve 1t has suff1c1ent data

- to make spec1f1c recommendat1ons for the 1mpTementat1on of aTT

vproposaTs For that reason we shall separate our recommendattons ,

 into two parts, those wh1ch we beT1eve shoqu be 1mp1emented

'ai1mmed1ate1y and those wh1ch ‘we be11eve need the development of more o

1deta11ed~1nformat1on.
There are, three immediate recommendations which the committee
- makes: o

'Tt 'A Tax Court shOqu*be~estathshed 1n‘the§judictary ’

-and the present D1v1s1on of Tax Appea]s shouﬂd be abol1shed

' 2}v The t1me aTToted for County Boards of Taxation to.render B

dec1s1ons shou]d be extended

T3,f;Decisi0ns of County Boards5of1TaxatTon.sh0qubbevon’the
".reeord, ‘ o - | ) |
'Leg1sTat1on to 1mpTement the forego1ng recowmendat1ons w1TT be '

’ 1ntroduced in the first weeks of the forthcom1ng,1eglslat1ve sess1on :

The seCond part of Our recOmmendations wiTT be~imp1emented by the_ﬂ'.:v -

1ntroduct1on of an AssembTy ResoTut1on to redes1gnate the Taxat1on
Comm1ttee as a group to further study those areas for wh1ch we need

more;faets, and_wh1qh-w11]_be djscussed in the body,ofuthls‘report.



SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY: AND CORRESPONDENCE

The five public hearings held by the Committee were well
attended and the number of persbns who testified gave the Committee
a broad cross-section of both local officials and the general

public. ‘ ]

In addition to the information derived from the public hearings
the Committee received a considerable volume of correspondence from
those who were unable to attend the hearings, or those located in

areas in which hearings were not held.

One of the significaht aspects of the comments and suggestions
made to the Committee was the agreement upon many proposals which
in the past elicited divergent views from those in various parts of

the State.

One of the general areas of agkeement was the necessity for
improving the appeals process. There was not"one.dissenting view
on the question of replacing the present State Board of Tax Appeals
with a full-time Tax Court. ’Theré was general agreement that the
County Board decisions should be on the record, and that County
Boards should have a ‘longer peribd of time in which to cbnsfder

appeals.

Another area which elicited many views and general agreement
that a Change should be made was in the area of Farmland Assessment.
However, the proposals and comments on this subject covered a wide
number of methods for improvement, therefore, we cannot say there

‘was agreement except that the present Farmland Assessment is faulty.

To a lesser extent there was agreement that there should be a
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" a better method for handling wetlands and flood plain areas. In
~addition to the. comments on these matters‘at'our9pub1ic hearings
this year, the Comm1ttee has. rece1ved a ]arge number of comments

1n the past both at pub]1c hea.1ngs and through correspondence
‘ v g

Among assessors there 1s general agreement that the present
method for equa11zat1on 1eaves a 1ot to be des1red However,
there is no general agreement as to- the means for 1mprov1ng the
system or. chang1ng the system The same maynbeisa1d about_reva]-
uat1on It is genera]]y agreed there are many drawbacks to our
present system of reva]uat1on but there is no concrete proposa]

as to the exact way it shou]d be- done

Many add1t1ona1 subJects were touched upon by var1ous persons
who test1f1ed and ‘who corresponded w1th the Comm1ttee A]though
these subJects were. not spec1f1ca11y part of. the direction given
the Comm1ttee by AR 3003 they did have 1nd1rect influence ‘upon
the three spec1f1c subjects under cons1derat1on.and shou]d be g1ven
more studyt Among these are the re]at1onsh1p‘oh ‘the State to county
and:municipal officials nith respons1b111ty»1n %he property tax area.

":As is the case ih a number of other non-reﬂated‘areas,rthere
werevnumer0us COmments and comp]aintslthat manyéthings are mandated
by‘the State'but not supported sutfictentTy by:the State toiinsure‘
the mandates are properly followed. ’ i i

: B . L
Here again, the suggest1ons covered a w1dd range -- some are

concrete proposa]s, others mere]y ra1se quest1ons In e1ther case

a great deal of cons1derat1on shou]d be g1ven 1n the future

Rather than 1dent1fy1ng comments: and suggest1ons on an 1nd1v1dua1

‘basis, those wh1ch the Comm1ttee fee]s to have va]1d1ty w111 be

~6-
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commented upon in other sections of this report and in the

suggestions and recommendations for future study.



© PART 1 - HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

The h1story of taxat1on paraTTeTs the h1story of c1v111zat1on
.ATthough we ‘may beT1eve that modern man has been 1ngen10us in dev1s1ng o
ymethods of taxat1on an exam1nat1on of anc1ent soc1Ft1es 1nd1cated that
Lour forebears estabT1shed most of the precedents This extends to the
property tax which has been known since the dawn oﬁ c1v1T1zat1on, |
although it has been dressed up and mod1f1ed the bas1cs are st1TT there
A'1ncTud1ng the tendency to be TtberaT in grant1ng exempt1ons Thus when ‘
3the present day property owner comp1a1ns of h1gh property taxes and decr1es
',i_the increase in exempt1ons, he is: foTTow1ng in a trad1t1on spann1ng more
than one hundred generat1ons | “' |
The or1g1ns of the property tax 1n New Jersey antedate State government
'. The f1rst property tax was levied by the Assembly of the Prov1nce as a
,'qu1t rent or’ rent tax of one- han penny an acre for the support of the
hcentraT government w1th the separat1on of the coTony 1nto East Jersey
and West Jersey in 1682, East Jersey was d1v1ded 1nto four count1es for
f;jud1c1a1 adm1n1strat1on and to support the count1es the revenue was ,J
~ derived from a property tax on Tand and. T1vestock Therefore we see the
‘ '._or1g1ns of f1rst the reaT property tax and then, the add1t1on of the J
| personal property tax | N |

Jg
Y

In these earTy years assessment was made by a s1x—man board in each
county However, 1t was 1ncumbent upon: the 1nd1v1duaT property owner to .

A'prov1de a "true account” of h1s Tand and T1vestock» At th1s Juncture the

—;tax was a fTat tax on Tand and T1vestock equaTTy ahd d1d not yet const1tute

an. ad vaTorem tax ;:,:7
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Soon after the delineation of thé CSUhtfes,provision waé made for
the assessment of taxes by towns for fhe'méintenéncé'df streets and
bridges and ofher pubTic mafters. Thé Assembiy of the Province established
quotas for each county for thé apportiohhent of the provincial taxes, and
for the provincial gbVernment's revenues land énd personalty were taxed at
different rates. Also, land was valued different]y in each of the couhties.

This system continued to ogé}été within the same framework for more
than one,hundred years until in 1798 the Legislature defined the rights of
‘the various taxing jurisdictions -- counties and townships were fncofporated
and taxing poWers were stipO]ated. County freeholders were given the power
to raise money and to direct the assessors of the townships to assess
property for the amount necessary to support county government. At the
local level the voters of the townships were empowered at town meetings to
raise mohey fof objects they deemed proper or necessary. The levies for
both county and township were assessed in the same manner but were still
assessed on a flat rate basis rather than on value.

It was not until 1820 that authority was given to the townships to
raise money fqr.the,pub1icrschoo1s. The Legislature had created a Board
of Trustees of the School Fund for the following year but appropriated no
money until 1829. The Legislature enacted a school law to establish
common -schools and dirécted the Trustees of the School Fund to make annual
appropriations of $20,000, and to apportion such monies among fhe counties
in the ratio that taxes to support the government of the State were paid
by the counties; The Freeholder Boards in turn apportioned these monies
among the several townships in proportion to the county taxes paid by the
townships.

The Aét of 1829 was significant in_that it authorized townships to

réise money for pUb]ic schools and by doing,so it became eligible for a
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‘\share ofdthe State)aid Tt prov1ded for the d1v1510n of townsh1ps 1nto
‘schoo] d1str1cts and for the Ticensing of teachers |

In ]838 legislation was enacted Timiting the amount the townships
~ could ra1se for schools to doubie the- amount recelyed from the State, and
in 1846 the townsh1ps were required to raise a sum equal to but not more
than doub]e the amount apportioned by the State | |

Dur1ng this period taxes rema1ned arb1trary in that they were not
assessed upon value and as the tax burden grew 1nequ1t1es grew. F1na11y,
jn 1851 the Governor ca]]ed for the passing of - a 1Bw equa11z1ng taxation.
The Leg1s1ature responded by changing the method for"va1u1ng property
Under‘the'general:property.tax. The 1851 Act;required all property -- real
and'persona1 -- to be taxed "upon an equa1 ratio according to_actua1 va]ue“.

‘The .broadened definition of personal property brought the intangible
wea]th‘representing’the ownership.of corporations under the genera] property
tax, Prev1ous]y Banks," Insurance Compan1es, Cana] Companies and Ra11roads '
~ had been subJect to spec1a] taxes | |
| In 1875 an amendment to the New Jersey Const1tut1on was adopted -
vprov1d1ng that property sha]l be assessed for taxes under genera] Taws ‘and
by un1form rules accord1ng to its true va]ue‘l (Art1c1e IV Sect1on VII,
Paragraph ]2) The most important effect of th1s amendment was to requ1re
assessment of ra11road property at. true va]ue 1nstead of at cost. |

In 1884 the.assessmenttofnra11road and,cana1 property was taken from
the jurisdictfon of Tocal assessors and'placed in the hands.of a State
'Board of AsSessors Although assessment 1mproved an unforseen consequence
of- the 1mproved assessment of . ra11road and canal property resu]ted in the
d1scr1m1nat1on aga1nst such property However the courts he]d under the

1

1875 amendment that c]ass1f1cat1on of property for tax purposes was

perm1tted and that the exempt1on of certa1n classes of property was a]]owed
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When the tax burden was 1light the number of exemptions were not
important, but the exemption\Of many types ofbintangib1es -- particularly
as time went on -- created greater and greater inequity. Local assessors
did not have the faci]ities nor the knowledge to assess intangibles and
thus it was comparatively easy to hidé intangibles from taxation, and much
of the intangible personal property in the State escaped taxation.

Later on the condition worsened when many assessors failed to enforce
the law agdinst large corporations because of competition ambng taxing
districts for the domicile of corporations owning large amounts of intangibles.

Finally, the problems connected with the taxation of intangibles were
studied and dealt with by the Commission on Taxation of Intangible Personal
Property (1945). Subsequently, as a resuit of the recommendations of the
Commission, intangibles were rembved from the general tax base. In lieu of
other taxes a tax on corporate net worth was adopted.

Although this solved one aspect of the property tax it did not relieve
the growing problem of the taxation of tangible personal property. It was
not practical to remove the tangible personal propefty from the génera]
property tax base for the simple reason that the total revenues involved
represented 13% of the entire property tax revenues at the time. The growing
inequities in the taxation,of tangible personal property was not solyed for
more than two decadeszhen in 1966 the State assumed the assessment of
business personal property and set thevflét rate of taxation on a Statewide

basis.

-
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PART 11 - ASSESSHENT UDER THE COPSTITUTION OF 1947

A]though'it was~never really artiéa]ated dn'So‘mahy words,
many felt that the probiems which had'beset;assessment and
eequalizatidn_of‘the property tax m0u]d be‘soTde With the
addptiontbf the 1947 Constjtdtion.,-HoWever;yquite’the Opnosite
proVed to beltrUe ‘For.the neXt decade there were more studdes,
forma] and informal, undertaken in an. attempt to reso]ve the
' prob]em

 The property tax was simple in Co]onia1’t3mes.'“AdmintStration
was simple. Then,‘as society became more c0mpiex,vthe'tax beCame}
more comp]ex‘andvadministration'bedan'to present‘an even greater
problem. | | | “

:When we speakjofﬂthé prob]ems of admfnistratidn, we do not
refer'to day to dayvrecord keep{ng and.making'up taX’dup]ieates,
Administration in the context that We“are'studyingyis a subject
that has been addressed by many Governors many Leg1s]atures and

many study commissions.

Perhaps, the best deScription of the probﬂem as,ithexistedy

in the'ear1y 19505 is tontained in a*statementfin the SiXth Report

of the Commission on'State Tax Policy (1953). In its appraisal of

property assessment, the Commission stated:

"The general property tax in New'Jersey is no
Tonger general and there is beginning to be

some question whether it is a tax or a negotiated
contribution for the support of government ! ‘

The decade of the 1950s gave rise to a number of attempted

improvements in the administration of the property tax.

By Chapter 157, Laws of 1945, the State created the Commission

-2 -
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on State Tax Policy. The Commission was established as a permanent
non-salaried organization made up of two ‘members of the Legislature,
one from each house, and five lay members, chaired by Professor thn_

~F. Sly of Princeton University.

On én intermittent basis, the Commission was directed.to stﬁdy
elements of fhe State's tax stfucture.b Initially the Commission
devoted itself to studies of business taxes, Ihtangib]e Personal
| 'Property”(1945), Financial Business Taxes (1946), Taxation of
Tangible PerSonal'Property and the CbrporatiohvBusiness Tax Act

(1947), and the Taxat1on of Railroads (1948).

In 1950, the Commission submitted its Fifth Report, Taxation

and Public Policy in New Jersey, which dea]t in part with the real

property tax for the first time. The Commission devoted only a
relatively §mé]] part of its attention to the real property tax in
this report, but its observation that the property tax was high

could not have been stated more clearly.

Perhépé the most sighificaht part of the stﬂdy:relevant to the
preSént study was the cbnsideration of a]ternatiVe methods for
'1oca]'financing. The}report quoted a statement Which had been
made in a heafing by a representative of the New Jersey State»Leggue
of Municipalities as follows: .

“A program of new and adequate revenue
resources in the form of 'home rule' tax
legislation of a specific nature, providing
for State administration of locally imposed

~ taxes within the framework of uniform tax
measures would provide an orderly develop-
ment of local financial independence.

Just as the State would prefer a
reallocation of tax resources as between
the Federal and State Government, to get
away from the need of going hat in hand to
Washington, begging for the return of a few

- 13 -



of the dol]ars that‘New Jersey's c1t§zens have -
- paid in tribute to the Federal Government, so
~ we, in the municipalities would recommend that
‘the broadening of the tax base should carry
’w1th it the recognition of 1oca] autonomy."

The th1rd report of the Comm1ss1on on State Tax Po]acy to dea]
w1th the property tax was the Ninth Report 1ssued in 1958 Thef"
‘study was undertaken pr1mar1]y as a resu]t'of_court dec1s1ons
culminating in Switz v. Midd]etownfTownship,'23‘N.J. 580 (1956).

The decision in the Switz case»probably has had'more inf1uence
on assessment‘and equalization than any other stngfe deve]opment in
~-modern times. - It was the cuTmtnation in a series of decisions which
dea]t w1th equa]1ty of treatment in the d1str1but1on of the tax

' burden among 1nd1v1dua1 taxpayers rather ‘than equa]1zat1on of the

- tax ro]]s among tax1ng d1str1cts

Equa]ity of treatment under the tax 1aw'is guaranteed under the
Const1tut1on ‘whatever the standard and the rule of equa]1ty will
preva11 over the Tegal standard ~ However, theglega] standard of -
assessment would be enforced by the courts andzaS'long as the’1ega1
-sLandard was set by statute ‘at 100 percent, the courts wou]d

mandate that standard

When the Court mandated 100 percent assessments, the average
“ratio of ‘assessed to true va]ue 1n the State was 29.1 percent
Thezrange was 8.31 percent to 77.61 percent. N1th1n the d1str1cts;
regardless of ratio, individua1_taxpayers were‘be1ng.assessed above
andybelow the ayerage. The litigation was directed toward’those
below average. pInequalities=Were so,great thathon]y'a'compiete

reassessment could correct the situation.

‘After the Switz Casecdec151on;'there were’many’proposed
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methods to meet the pfob]éﬁs pOSed byvthe deciéionaand to bring
| some equity to the prbperty’tax system. One of the mbré popu]ar
© proposals was for a tax convention which had been'pfoposed for
~a number of years. The Legislature Tooked upon the necessity
to assess property,atlIOOfpercent as the immediate "crisis", but
that the'situation’ca11ed'fdr a fundamental revision of the State

and local taxvsystem.

On December 27, 1956, the Legislature adopted S.C.R. 28
requesting the CommisSionvon State Tax Policy to make a special
“study of the impact upon the State tax prdéram of problems‘related

to the taxation of real property.

The study undertaken by the Commission was undoubtéd]y:the
‘moét,comprehenéivebever undertaken on the asséssment prob]em;
| Pub]ic hearings were held throughout theFState énd perhabs-the
‘complaint most 6ften heard was prdtesting[the estab]iéhment Qf -
100 percent aéséssmént. o .
| Thé'Tack of understandjhg on the"pakt of the public'was
difficulf to overcome. Thehaverage homeowner believed it would
be inevitable that his pkoberty'taxes would double or treble. Of
course, this would be true if the assessment on a residence was
at one-half or one-third the general level of the assessment in
the municipality, but in most instances it was‘an unnecessary fear.
. '0bjections by Toca]:officials; hdwevef, Were bésed upon a
legitimate fear; that the establishment of a true value Tevel
of assessment would shift the Tocal tax burden from business to
' résidentia1 property in thosétmuniCipaIities»whfch.had consistently

aSsessed‘buSihess property at a higher level than residential property.

- 15 -
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After much de11berat1on, the Comm1ss1on recommended that the
‘.'TeveT of assessment be made at 50 percent of true vaTue It stated
that 1t feTt thTS wou]d not create the TocaT prob]ems attendant

’j”aupon f1x1ng the Tevel at TOO nercent

|
A
I
i

However the Leg1s]ature found 1t d1ff1cuTt to get agreementf
\?upon the TeveT of assessment to be establ1shed and comprom1sed by .

vaTTow1ng the 1nd1v1dua1 countles to set the assessment TeveT for>'_

.

property w1th1n the1r severa] Jur1sd1ct1ons at not Tess than o

20 percent or more than 100 percent of true vaTue

Th1s proved to be. sat1sfactory as a trans1t1ona1 method to »
: br1ng aTT property to 100 percent Dur1ng the 19605,-one by one ;’
the count1es graduaTTy adopted the 100 percent Tevel wh1ch now has

”'been state w1de for aTmost a decade

Subsequent to the Teg1s1at1on dea11ng w1th the Teve] of assess- .
Qment add1t1ona1 probTems were addressed :

In the earTy 19605,ktncreas1ng concern for the encroachment
of deveTopment upon farmTand Ted to the passage of a proposaT to
amend the Const1tut1on to aTTow qua11f1ed farmﬁand to be assessed
at a d1fferent standard of vaTue than other property The amendment

was approved by the eTectorate 1n the GeneraT ETect1on in November 1963

: Throughout the deT1berat1ons on the TeveT of assessment there
’were comments about the 1mprovement of the assess1ng funct1on - :' , : ta
“The Leg1sTature responded by estabT1sh1ng standards for assessors, |
brequ1r1ng tra1n1ng and cert1f1cat1on EquaTTy 1mportant assessors

‘were g1ven tenure after a second four year appo1ntment or eTect1on

The probTem of taxation'of busineSSTpersonaTty'stj]T;persisted._ :

- T6';’f-



In 1966, the Législature enacted a new program to tax business

personalty on uniform basis throughout thé State.

Although a great deal has been done to improve the assess-
méntbprocess,'therevare many»prob]ems'whichvpebsist.v If we are
. to achieve truevtax reform;:these problems must be overcomé.

It is to these prob]emslthatvthis'Comnittee has addressed

itself.
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PART'IIIs- EQUALIZATION

The equa11zat1on of property va]uat1on has a s1gn1f1cant bearing

“on the equity of the property tax in New Jersey At present there are

two 1nstances in wh1ch equa11zat1on is used in an effort to provide the
'equ1tab]e'd15tr1bUt10n Of tax mon1es. These are the equa11zat1onaforv’
;"the apportionment of-eounty_taxes'and thé‘eqUalizattOn to determine the
v'distribution of Statedschoo] aid; N
A]though guidelines are laid down for assessors tovass1st.them in
_the1r assessment of rea] property, there st111 rema1ns a certa1n degree
- of subJect1ve Judgement ut111zed by assessors This 1stpart1cu1ar1y true
1

~in the assessment of property which does not fall 1nto any norma] pattern,

property such as. 1arge commerc1a1 and 1ndustr1a1 comp]exes

The equa]ization by the County Board of Taxation'for‘county tax'bUrpose
~and the equajization:by thevDinecton‘of‘the»Divisionfof Taxation for State

sChool aid purposes are attempts‘to pkouide equity}iw_ o
. I

Both equa11zat1ons are made on the bas1s of s1m11ar 1nformat1on, sa]es
ratio figures. It is obv1ous that the c1asses of property in wh1ch the
" ‘greatest number of sales are made w111 prov1de a better basis for the eva1— :
vuat1on of assessments than those classes in wh1ch the number of sa]es is
m1n1ma1 Thus, it fo11ows.that the’bas1s for‘equa11zat1on on res1dent1a1
| property and on Yaoant land Wi11:be broadek‘than:that for other o1asses of
‘property, generally. However, even‘these'figukes‘wiTl varyﬁwide1y~among
different areas of'thevState and among individua]¢municipa1ities.

Hitherto, we have been‘dealing uithbmunicﬁpaliaverages, We must Took

at these same*problems from the point of.the-indindua1 taxpayer. If the
’ |

‘Director says that the ratio of assessed to true value.tnvmunicipa1ity X is

i

’87’peroent’and that in municipality Y is 107 percent,_in’effect_he is saying
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that‘prOperty in municipa]fty X is.heing”undenva1ued‘and that in munic-
ipality Y is being oyerva]ued. |

However; these nromulgations are based upon sales-ratfos wfthin»h
the respect1ve mun1c1pa11t1es In municipa]ity X sa1es‘figures:indicate
that the assessor is assess1ng below true value and in mun1c1pa11ty Y
is asseSSjng above true value. Does th1s mean that this is true on every
dparceI? Are not some bropertieswassessed.at 80 percent,‘some at 9Q-percent
and .some at 100 percent? If this isdtrue, and there is every'reasnn to
believe that it is, if a Statewide tax is imposed and the ratio of assessed_
to true value is pTaced at'90 percent}:these propenties'assessed at 80 per-
cent will not be pay1ng the1r fair share and those assessed at 100 percent

w111 be paying more than their fair share

The immediate quest1on wh1ch arises is, "How can we avo1d such ineg-
uit1es?" “Undoubtedly, we cannot avoid every vestige of 1nequ1ty, but we
can and must endeavor: to br1ng them to a minimum.

First, we should examine the‘eharaeteristics of property in the State.

At present, an "unusual sale," one which involves a 1arge’¢ommercia] or
.indUStria1 eomplex in a municipaTitysCan alter the ratio'of‘assessed to
true value on every parcel of prdperty in a‘mUnicipality7‘ If the selling
bprice of such a piece of breperty fndieated that it'had‘been assessed at
80 percent of its value, does it follow necessarily that other types df

property are being assessed at the same,ratio? “That is doubtfu1.

At present, there ahe about 2.2 million pahce]s of property in'the
State. Of this number, 1.6 m1111on are res1dent1a] and on]y about 117,000
are commerc1a1 and 1ndustr1a] It would appear more 1og1ca1 if we would
cons1der sales of property within the various c]ass1f1cat1ons separate]y

in arr1v1ng at our ratlos
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This might best be illustrated by a hypothetical sales year‘in a
municipality' Because Cherry Hi11 Township in Camden County is a fast-
grow1ng mun1c1pa11ty with a mobtle popu]at1on we can expect a s1gn1f1cant
number of sa]es in. that mun1c1pa11ty There are 18, 361 parce1s of property
1n Cherry H111 of th1s number, 15, 664 are re51dent1a1 541vane commerc1a1,
91 are industrial and T, 956 are vacant land. The average assessed value ber
parcel in Cherry Hi1l is $35, 525 the average assessed value of residential
"property is $25,363,-of commercial is $334,755; of ]ndustr1a1 is $366,259,
~and, of vacant land is $17,218. If ten average commercial preperties and
~two average industria] propenties were se]d‘in the course Qf a year, they '
would repnesent the equiVa]ent‘of'160+eresidentia1.pnoperties or 236+ parcels
"of vacant land. It is obvious that the weight of a commerc1a1 or 1ndustr1a1

property sa1e is far more than that of a res1dent1a1 sale.

Furthermbre, except in.eertain areas,7the ratio_of aSsessed to‘true
value on vacant land is Tower than it is on residential prdperty. In fact,
in some areas the ratid on residentia] proberty‘éppéansvto be higher than-’
on ‘any other class of property. Where this is true; the promu1gation of
assessment ratios mitigates against the homeowner; CIn an evenegreater
. number of munfcipalities business has’beenjassessedfat‘a‘higheh ratio of
assessed to true value than other classes of property. - |

Even within c]asses of phoeprty there appear to be d1screpanc1es
betweenvmun1c1pa11t1es, This is to be found w1th1n count1es in some .
instances and cektainly'between counties. |

One of the most flagrant discrepancies withﬁn.One class of property
is that to be found in farmland, particu]ar]y'thatgnot eiigib1e'f0r farm-
Tand assessment vIn seme aneas farmland 3A (regu1ar)_is aSsessed at or

below the per acre ‘assessment for 3B (qualified).

- 20 -



'An.eramination'Of'the saTesdprtcefforptracts"of'vacant land and
the'asseSsmeht'on such 1and9is a’further'area in whiCh’there'are' |
f]agrantzabuses Th1s 1eads to the subs1d1zat1on of the ]and specula-

“tor by other property owners and d1storts the rat1o of assessment when

vsuchgpropert1es are so]d.

o While our present system of'equalization represents'a tremendous
~improvement over past'practices, it still 1eaves a great deal to be
desired Let us examine some steps wh1ch m1ght be taken to. 1mprove

the process and thus reduce the 1nequ1t1es

o Existing PrOb]ems i
One of the maJor d1ff1cu1t1es fac1ng us in dea11ng‘w1th the
problems of assessment 1s the 1arge number of 1nd1v1dua1s 1nvo1ved
at the 1eve1 of or1g1na1 assessment Each of the 567 mun1c1pa11t1es
has an assessor or a board of assessors In many of the smaller
mun1c1pa11t1es the assessor 1s a part t1me off1c1al whose remunerat1onr
: is such that he cannot be expected to devote an apprec1ab1e amount of -

t1me to h1s JOb as assessor.

A]though legislative enactments haue proutded for the profession-
alization ot assessors'through;education; the competency varies widely.
Also, despite professiOna]izatton”and State guideiines;for'assessmente
there‘remainsvthe'fact that there is a.certatn‘amount of‘subjective
'judgement:on the"part:ot each- assessorbv As thefnumber»of-assessors
1ncreases, var1at1ons in- the. Judgements made w111 1ncrease This is
'not meant as a cr1t1c1sm of such Judgements as are made but to illus-
trate the d1ff1cu1ty in: reach1ng a un1form assessment procedure throughout

" the State.
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- If we examine assessment procedures in~other3states, we find a
considerable variation in the practice from that in New Jersey. Full-
 time county assessors have'been»established7to maké assessments info
some 1nstances and in others to superv1se Tocal assessors where they

have been reta1ned o R
. o ' o

In states wh1ch levy a state property tax, a permanent off1c1a1
'»vor body has been establ1shed 1n every. state to superv1se Tocal assess—

ments and 1ncrease the1r eff1c1ency

There are 28 states in which assessment is done at the county
'dlevel In a number of these certa1n cities have the1r own assessors
'or assessment boards Of the states usuaTTy cons1dered the "Northeast "

'onTy Pennsy]van1a and DeTaware do not reTy on the assessment of property

-at the Toca] Teve] Th1s 1s, of course, ToglcaT because in the maJor1ty e

b; of states outs1de of the northeastern states, 1ncorporated mun1c1pa11t1es
'i'occupy a m1nor part of the Tand area and thus, the county 1s the onTy |

'governmentaT un1t below the state TeveT wh1ch has Jur1sd1ct1on over. much

Cof the property '!'

Approach1ng the prob]em from the standpo1nt of the 10ca1 assessor,
'there 1s 1nsuff1c1ent ass1stance g1ven h1m at both the county and State o
,‘TeveTs To some degree, the State pr0v1des ass1stance through the Loca]
| ‘Property Tax Bureau The county prov1des T1tt1e or none o
‘ At the time when the‘assessor needs assistance most, he is on his
:’awn. That time is dur1ng the appeals process ' An;examination‘ofdthe '
v,outcome of appea]s on assessments demonstrates that most adJustments on
‘the average res1dent1a1 type property are nom1na1 and have 11tt1e effect
’5upon the tota]va]uat1ons in a tax1ng d1str1ct ‘ However reduct1ons 1n

- the: assessments on Targe commerc1a1 or 1ndustr1a1 propert1es in many

, e



instances have resulted in sizable tax losses to municipalities which
subsequently have required an increase in the tax rate for all property

owners in the same municipality.

While there probably are many instances in which the assessment

of commercial and industrial complexes may have been too high and the
adjustments therefore jﬁstified, the asseésor is at a disadvantage in
defending against appeals on suéﬁupr;perty. Corporate enterprises retain
experts in every factor relating to such abpea]s and such expert testimony
weighs heavf]y with the court. The assessor, on the other hand, is left
to fend for himself, so to speak, unless the municipal governing body sees
fit and is able to retain experts to assist in opposing the appeal. This

is seldom the case.-

It shdu]d not be necessary for a local assessor to be forced to
oppose appeals without expert assistance, nor should it be necessary for
him to "go outside" for help. Such help should be available to him at one
of the upper echelons of government whefe a staff of experts could be
maintained to assist him at any and all stages of the assessing process.
This, of course, is predicated upon the assumption that the present system

of Tocal assessment is retained.

What are the alternatives to the present system? Should we Took to
~an alternative and, if so, what alternative might provide the most equi-

table use of the property tax?

The Alternatives

The first, and most obvious, alternative to our present system is
to establish the county as the basis for an assessing district. As has
been pointed out previods]y, the county is the basic assessing district

in 28 states.
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There'are distinct adyantages'toic0unty‘assessment . The county
' 1woqu be f1nanc1aTTy abTe to ma1nta1n a fuTT -time, staff of qua11f1ed J
: assessors, together with experts to back them up County assessment
_iwoqu equa11ze assessments throughout the county 1n[a more mean1ngfu1
»,way than the present system of equaT1zat1on The reduct1on from 567
:‘assess1ng d1str1cts to 21 d1str1cts woqu fac111tat% Statew1de equaT-

1zat1on 7 RevaTuat1on coqu be made a cont1nu1ng and cont1nuous process

. through a greater use of EDP.

D1sadvantages.1n county‘assessment woqu be more poT1t1caT than
techntca], LocaT assessors naturaTTy woqu oppose such a move and
| the EXist1ng Taws affecting'the tenure of asseSSOrs*woqu»be’difficu]t:_'”
- to_repeal.‘ Large tax1ng d1str1cts w1TT contend that they are already
‘gearedgto'operate on a TeveT equaTvtobthercount1es,3 Th1s of course,
“could be;countered by,making~exceptions'based;upon'popuTation or
,;vaTuationstasfisvdone in axnumber'ot:states;with county assessments".
A further var1at1on wh1ch would. be more feas1b1e poT1t1caTTy
”woqu be the retentlon of the assess1ng process at the TocaT TeveT
!

‘b»u1th d1rect superv1s1on by the county through a county assessment board

'or through a fuTT t1me county board of taxation. *ff"

On'a TogicaT}basis,wthe thirdimajor_aTternatiuéb{s_assessment’p

, by:theiStategﬁ‘The advantageS:ot’State-assessment'are obyious T'EqUaT-

“jzation COqu'be made'more’meaningful The State coqu empToy h1gh1y

quaT1f1ed experts and be in a pos1t1on to chaTTenge appeaTs on an equaT

bas1s with Targe corporate 1nterests 'tf

The d1sadvantages to State assessment are aTmost equaTTy obv1ous |
”Such a method woqu create anotherTarge bureaucracy w1th doubtfuT

: eff1c1ency. The average property owner woqu f1nd 1n1t1aT appeaTs far

: I
!
!
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more costly and time consuming than at present and probably far more

frustrating. It would be a further erosion of local government.

Undoubted]y, such a course would be politically unfeasible. Not
only would it meet opposition from local assessdrs, but from the counties

and ultimately a great number of taxpayers.

The first question to be asked in making any determination as to
the best method for improving the equalization of assessments is "Should

we scrap the existing system or can we work within that system?"

There is 1itt1e‘doubt that there are deficiencies within the existing

- system. What might.be Ea]]ed the "ideal" might be the system of county
assessments with certain vériatibns plus cioser State superviﬁion. To

call it "ideal" means‘sole1y in the matter of administration. The practical

disadvantages have been pointed out previously.

As far‘as the establishment of assessment districts is concerned,
there seems to be 1ittle to recommend this approach. Such districts would
have only one advantage over the existing system; the conso]idationiof the
assessing process in the smaller municipé]itiés would provide full-time
assessors in all taxing districts. If the system is to be changed, county

assessment would be far superior.

It seems obvious that State assessment, as a practical matter, probably
would not be feasible. From an administrative viewpoint, it is doubtful if
it would provide the taxpayer with anything better and, in fact, it might

work to the detriment of the average taxpayer.

While improvement in governmental structure is desirable, the first
consideration should be service. In this case service to the property
taxpayer, to insure that all property owners are treated equitably, that

all taxpayers pay their fair share, no more, no less.
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v rwholesale change often presénts’greater‘probtems than it sO]ves :'”
- Wh11e we shou]d not be who11y bound by trad1t1on and past practlces,

- there is a 1ot to be sa1d for work1ng w1th1n an estab11shed system

wh1ch 1s fam111ar to those adm1n1ster1ng 1t and those affected by i:y"

it a11ke h'it

Therefore after we1gh1ng the advantages and the d1sadvantages
of the ex1st1ng system and of the a]ternat1ves, it wou]d appear that
.we shou]d reta1nthe present structure and cont1nue to 1morove that

)

f'structure and the procedures of both assessment andlappeal
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PART IV - REVALUATION

One of the three major components of the study(undertaken by‘

the_ComMittee as directed by the General Assembly, wasAthaf of

revaluation. It is a subject with a high emotional impact in many
fareds.ofvthe'State.: As a resu]t:it is extremely difficult to

~ develop information on which to base recommendations.

It is quite evident that much of the emotionalism over
revaluation results from improper assessment procedures in the

past. It has been common practice in many municipalities to aver-

-assess commercial and jindustrial property and to under-assess

residential property.b The- reason for doing this is obvious.

However, when the necessity for revaluation arises after such -

va,prattice has been in effect for -a number of'years the result =

1s.not”easy to,contemplate;"fok residentialvproperty owners

particularly, if the overall property tax in the municipality

~is already heavy.

There have been suggestions that the practice of differentiating
either in terms of assessment or of rate between commercial property -

and residential property should be formalized constitutionally.

»This.wou1d please the residential property owner but certainly would

méet with resistance from the commercial property owner. What must -

&

be-considered in such a. ‘recommendation.also is the effect such a

practice might have on the a]kgady depressed condition of 1ndu$try

in New Jersey. Although-property taxes in themselves. are not a
matter of major pribrity’to an industry in determining site location,

the reputation New Jersey has in the industrial community as a high

- cost State, would certainly not be enhanced. 'Therefpre, it is
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.'doubtfu1 if this'proposdi should be adopted.

-The quest1on then rema1ns ‘what can be done to prevent revaluation
“from hav1ng a devastat1ng impact upon res1dent1a1 property owners?

_1The answer to this probably Ties 1n_1essen1nghthe dependence upon

. . 1 — .
the property tax generally and in alleviating'the impact of the tax

in those areas in which it is particularly onerous. This, of course,

‘,is a matter which does not‘direct1yrre1ate'to.revaluation;""

One of the most common comp1a1nts about reva]uat1on brought to ,
the Committee's attent1on dur1ng its public hear1ngs, and in its
correspondence was the qua11ty of reva]uat1on in those mun1c1pa1—
ities in 'which it has been undertakena There: were usual]y genera]
comments that the examinatton'of pr0pert1es was totally inadequate,
vthat many of those‘employed in the reva]uation.were not compétent
and, in some 1nstances,_that there was obvious favoritism in the
assessments p]aced,upon'some propenty.g'whereVer any or-all of
these contentions can be substantiated, reva]?ation'is.a'farce and

|

certainly does nothing towards providing equity for the taxpayer.
. PRI ' | & y

It was quite obvious;from the testimonydthat the ro]e of the

© assessor varied greatly from'municipdlit& to hunicipality in the
process of reva]uetion."In some the assessor was directly involved
andin others he was practica11y tgnored‘except'for the .necessity
for him to accept the reassessment figures at»the end of the process.
This‘in 1tse1f, is an indication of ‘one of’the prob]ems which
appears inherent in most:areas which pertain?to the assessment of
’redl-property,-thatvis,vdespite laws governih%-assesSments throughout
the State and regulations applicable to all a%sessorS’supp1ementing
‘these laws, therepis a_wide*divergence Of interpretation and thus

| of'phactice.} S

2.



The Committee at this eoint can make no epecific recommend-
bation on the subject of revaluation except to say that as done
~presently it probab]y creeteé as many prob1ems es it solves ~-
e’perhaps more. There are cdnsideratien$ in the matter of reQa]—.
~uation to which the Committee hopesvto giVe.more attention.which
may‘provfde the means to improve‘fhe meihod of maintaining a
proper and equitable basisuferfcurrent va]uatiohs without the
"necessity for the expenditure of large sums of money now necessary

to undertake a revaluation.
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© PART V - TAX APPEALS
- SRR .

The problems pertfnent‘to'thE‘appeaTs‘process:tOr'taxes;onhy""

real property nave been evwdent for a number of years In'T974ly
’ the then cha1rman of the Taxat1on Commi ttee, Assemb1yman Persk1e,'
1ntroduced‘a b111 to abo]1sh the_D1v1s1on‘of Tax,Appea]s at the
State Tevel and to substitute therefor-a full-time Tax Court in
'the'dudiciathranch of government; R p
The fa11ure of Mr. Persk1e S b11] to pass\the Leg1s]ature d1d
not d1scourage other attempts to do the same th1ng H1s b}]] was
'subsequently 1ntroduced jn th1s.sess1on of the Leg1s1ature.
A;specia1 committee3of thelsenateh‘chaired’by Senator Dunn,
conducted a study of -the appea]s process at the State level, he]d
severa] pub11c hear1ngs and 1ssued a report recomnend1ng the
creat1on-of a Tax Court. Senator Dunn S Comn1ttee a]so recommended
a redrganization of the structurefot the County Boards of’TaxatTon
proposing that the President of the Board be fd]]—tine, and
..prescnibingla sa]ahybforvsuch Presidentbin difterent classes of
| counties.- v 4
During the public heahings.he1dbbykthe Ta#atﬁon Committee the
appeals process'was mentioned by numerous‘persons whoftestified
Genera]]y they agreed that a Tax Court wou1d be an immense 1mprove-
ment over the present system These observat1ons were made both
| gratu1tous1y in the test1mony or when quest1oned by the Comm1ttee
However, in almost every 1nstance there were a]so some very spec1f1c

X
recommendat1ons regarding appea]s at the county 1eve]

The Comm1ttee is gratefu1 to Senator Dunn and his Comm1ttee

l
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for the immense task ‘that they undertood in developing data pertaining
to the:appéals¢prdcessfé;¥an*uhdertakihg‘WhiCh, to‘dur‘khdwTedge, had
not been done brevious]y; The data certainly béérsfddt"the contention
that’there is a heed~for_a change fn,the present ‘system.

wé agree with Sénator'DUnn's‘Coﬁmittee‘s fecommendation_fof a
Tax Court. ;We>élso agree that there should bé a restfuctU?ing of
“the office of County Boards of T;Qatioh, but we do not agree with the
recommendation that the County Board President be madé‘fu11-time.
Our convictions were borne out, in this latter regard, by testimony
given by both secretaries and‘mémbers'of the various County Boards

of Taxation.

’Further, we Feé1 thatbthére should be a great deé]bmoré than the
restructuring of Cbunty Board offices;: Wé believe -- and are supported
by most respondenté ---that County Board decisions should be on the
record. Also, County,Boakds should be given a longer period in which
to consider appeals ahd make their deciéions.v‘F{na11y,vwe~be1ieve
that there‘shbu]d be some accommodafion made by the State to fund the
office of County Boards of Taxationiwithout interfering with the

function of the County Board as a Tocal quasi-judicial agency.

V‘At the present time wh{le much of‘the dirécfion as we]1 as the
responsibilities in the operatioh'of County Boards Qf Taxation are
dictated~by-the State -- except for the salaries of county board
members and the appointment of such members -- the budgetary prob]ems
of County BoardS'afe left in the hands of the respective Boards of

Chosen Freeholders.

It is only logical that budgetary considerations for the support

of County Boards of Taxation are very low among the priorities of
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i
the. Fréeho]der Boards for there are.manytcompeﬂling responsibi]ities _
'wh1ch the Freeholders have to wh1ch they devote the greatest part of

~ the county revenues

Instead of des1gnat1ng the Pres1dent of a County Board as fu]]- :
» t1me we recommend that the Secretary of the County Board be : h
redes1gnated as e1ther the County Tax Adm1n1strator or the Execut1ve
D]rector of the: County Board; that.thls job be requtred.to be.a-fu]]—'
- time.johiand‘that the remuneration for the position”shouid be such
that it can attradt}the necessary taient; We further:recommend that
there be no ftxed Salary but that the salary be-ptaced within a range
C hased Upon7theeresponsibi1ities.accruing to‘the position depending'

_ ubon the'size{and compTeXttytotZthe county, and that such salary

should be funded by the State.

|
o
|
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PART VI - STATE ASSISTANCE

An area in the field of assessment, collection and appeal of
taxes on real property which was given considerable attention by
various individuals who testified at the Committee's public hearings,
was that of the role of the State in reiation to that of the local

and caunty officials.

The Legislature, b& statute, has established the framework
within which assesscrs, collectors and counfy boards operate. - In
addition; the Division of Taxation in the Department of the Treasury,
and the Bureau of Local Government Finance in the Department of
Community Affairs have established rules and regulations governing
assessors and collectors respectively. However, there is little

coordination between the two.

The County Boards of Taxation are ahother matter. Other than
operating within the statutes, the County Boards are governed to a
great degree by the County Boards of Freeholders through the budget
process. County Board members are éppointed by the Gévernor with
the advice and consent of the Senate. The State specifies the
salaries of County Board members and president, and pays those
salaries to the couhty; otherwise County Boards operate within
the county budget. The staff required is paid by the county, and
salaries, equipment and office space are provided by the Boards of

Chosen Freeholders in the several counties.

- In a number of instances the situation relative to the County
Boards was brought to the attention of the Committee with the
suggestion that if the State wished the Boards to operate in a more

efficient manner and provide better service to the public and to
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“the 1oca1>assessor the State should then consider-subsidizing the
County Boards to whatever extent it felt. necessary to accomp11sh
these goa]s Th1s, of course, is but an add1t1ona1 area of a -
State;mandated;program funded locally.. Howeven,,the Comm1ttee ool
beTieveslthat tt'is one which shoold'be‘given-éonsideration and
will be considered by the'Committee.in the future with some specific

recommendations for its imp]ementation.

| tnIn the matter of the assessors-and collectors, the situation

s ouite different than that nith‘the County Boards in so far as
State responsibility for funding is conoerned. However, it is the
considered viewrofvthe‘COmmittee that'there should be a centralized
agency_nith résponsibi]ity for the“supervisionIOf both assessors and
col]ectorsewithin that'ageney,li'ln addition, ‘and perhaps even more L
important, the situation-in whichnan aSSessor finds htmself as
‘regards appeals -- part1cu1ar1y those of large commerc1a] and

.1ndustr1a1 comp]exes -- is one of an a1most "can t w1n“ bas1s

While assessors are given a certain amoUnttof assistance in'
making assessments by the Division of Taxation;iwhen an appeal is
taken there is no support for the assessor in answering that appeal.
Where large amoUnts of money are concerned,the_assessor'1s often
faced with the prospect of‘battlingvhigh-priCed:experts retained-
by the.property'owner to support.his‘contention;» In many such -
1nstanees the'assessor loses on the appea1 and his municipality is

faced with a dramatic 1mpact upon subsequent property taxes.

If on the other hand the municipality fee1s it is sufficiently
worth while to hire its own experts to support the assessor, it

."becomesﬂa~financia1,drainvupon'the municipality: Logic would indicate

-34_

L3



that neither situation should be a]iowéd to continue. Obviously the
: local aéséssor needs expert suppoft, and obviously it is not feasible
for municipalities to maintain éxpekt_abpraisers:and enginners on a
.pérmanent basis. Therefore, there Shouid be .a body of experts avail-
able to all assessors to assfst them in the:first'inétance, where
necessary in reéching an assessment;on a complex property, and in the
seéond 1nstance,,1n,providihQ‘Support to the assessor in anéwering an

appeal on such a.propérty.

In view of the fact thét’the p?dpérty tax generates far greater

, revénue than ahy_othef sing1e‘tax'in9the State and-as a matter of
equity, assessments should notvdepend upon the vagaries of the appeals
proces§vin which»tﬁe cards are stacked against the local assessor in

- many instancés.; It WOuld seem’thaﬁvfhe Staté should provide assist-

~ance to all local assessors when such assistance is necessary.

Proposals have been made in the past to bring within one agency
the sUpervisfon of assessors and_co]]ectors, and a body of experts
to assist the Tocal aséeSsdr, but have not been given support by the .

Legislature.

It is the belief of the Committee that this type of agency
should be considered and it is a further area to which the Committee
intends to devote attention and to make a concrete recommendation

for its implementation.
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PART VII - CONCLUSIONS

There are two basic conclusiohsbwhich_the Cémmittee_has reached
in its study. The first is that assessment:admihiétfétion is far
better in New Jersey than in most states. The,second>1s that this
is no cause for self-congrqtulation, for theré is a great deal of

room for improvement.

One point which stands out with regard,to-New Jersey is that we
are fortunate to have the caliber of pedbie‘we have Tocally when in

SO many instances we'provideiso little compensation.

Pkoperty taxes_éfféct everyrtitizen either directly or
indirectly. Property taxes proVide the 1ar§est single source of
révenue in the State. We pride ourselves on seeking“equity in the
1mposition of other taxes, yet in this the largest of our taxes, We

have only scratched the sUrfacébin providingfequity.

If thé property tax is to be retained (gnd it is inconceivdble
that it will be réplaced completely), the laws and procedures must
be brought into Tine with preéehtédéy circumstances. As we have
noted invthe body 6f this report; éjhumberbof significant improve-
ments Have Beeh made, but it is not enodgh tb_continue fo strive for
farther improvement only when forced to do'so.b The'use of EDP'has
been beneficial, but we should explore the'extended_use.of this tooi
in revaluation and reassesément to reduce the coefficient of deviation

in property assessments which is so prevalent.

The General Assembly is mandated by the?Constitution to be the .
house of origin for tax measures and the-Taxation‘Committee constitutes

the vehicle by which the General Assemb]yiexamines and eVa]uates any
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,,propdsed revende measure:' It is’ on]y in recent years that that
Comm1ttee or the Genera] Assemb]y has become c1ose1y 1nvo]ved w1th

. the property tax and the adm1n1strat10n of~that(tax.' Desp1te the
tmpdrtance of the“tax and the fact that’itdis tnnosed.and'regulated
'by State. 1aw, the State has tended to d1sm1ss it as not being a State
respons1b111ty Th1s Comm1ttee be11eves that this perspect1ve must |
be changed and has taken steps in that d1rect1on {But, a great_deaj
~ more needs being done. |

‘Therefore, wedprdnoseethat theJCohmittee in the'1978e1979'.
.‘Session.be.again authorized and direeted'td‘continue this study and
that itdbe further direeted'to exnand’the'SCOpe of the study to |
encompass any matter perta1n1ng to the property tax for which the

Comm1ttee feels there may be need for legislative act1on
To this end, this,Cbmmittee‘retommends'that the reconstituted
commi ttee in'1978'intfdd0ce:an ASsemb1y_Resd]htidn_td:continue and

»ekpand‘upon this?study,"
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Hear1ng #1 -

CAPPENDIX 1

R N

‘PerSOhs'Testifyihg aflPubTicfHearings”A

Pennsauken New Jersey L

v Joseph Crane,. Pres1dent E1ect

N.J. Association of Mun1c1pa1 Assessors
Deptford, New Jersey

Walter Sa]mon Retired Assessor |
Mount Laurel, New Jersey

_Car] M111er, Former Assessor o

“Haddon Heights, New Jersey .

- Richard McCarthy, Tax Collector

Berlin Township, New Jersey

v N11]1am Sharp, Assessor

. Cinnaminson, New Jersey

"A1bert Stack Assessor

H1 Ne]]a New Jersey

Toms RiVer New'Jersey

‘Hearing #2 -

‘ R1chard P Strada, Deputy Mayor

Township of Dover
. " Toms River, New Jersey
James W. Clayton, Private Citizen ’
Silverton and West Orange, New Jersey

: John R. Fox Secretary

‘Ocean County BOard of. Taxat1on '
: Toms River, New Jersey
James L. Anderson, Assessor :
Pt. P]easant New Jersey

A, James Reeves, Assessor

: Brant Beach, New Jersey
Leo J. K1ernan Assessor _ :
: Seas1de Heights, New Jersey

’_Lorra1ne Effenberger Assessor

‘Bayville, New Jersey

_ John A Coan -Jr., Secretary

Board of Assessors Lacey Township
Forked River, New Jersey

vaeorge Harraka Assessor, and Chairman

Leg1s]at1ve Committee for the Association
~of Municipal Assessors
Summlt New Jersey”

Newton, New JerSey

Hearing #3 -

Benjamin Jager, Secretary ' ' ’

: Sussex County Board of Taxat1on
Branchville, New Jersey _

Frank Gonza]ez, President @ . ' :
‘Sussex County Tax Assessors Assoc1at1on
Stanhope New- Jersey

iChar]es W. Fouquet, Chief Assessor

Parsippany-Troy Hills Townsh1p
Pars1ppany, New Jersey ’
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~ Appendix 1 (continued)

leor1a A Cross, Pre51dent IR
~ ‘Morris County Assessors Assoc1atlon
~ Budd Lake, New Jersey
Haro]d Baumwo]] Secretary .
Rockaway Township -
- Rockaway, New Jersey
Bernard1ne S11ver Private Citizen
v : wantage ‘New Jersey
: Ear]e Schu]the1ss, Mayor -
- Stillwater Townsh1p
Newton, New Jersey

Hearing'#4 - Newark New Jersey

Jack Greenspan, Pr1vate Citizen :
' Elizabeth, New Jersey
Honorab]e Wynona M, L1pman, Senator
‘ - District 29 -
Newark, New Jersey
Bertram R. Brown, D1rector :
- Department of Property Taxat1on
ae City of East Orange, New Jersey
e Marv1n Corw1ck Business Administrator
. ~ West Orange, New Jersey
Kenneth A. Joseph, Tax Collector
; Newark, MNew Jersey
- George Harraka Assessor, Chairman :
' , Leg1s]at1ve Committee for the Assoc1at1on
~of Municipal- Assessors o :
: Summit, New Jersey
' Joseph Fr1s1na Tax Assessor
' Newark New Jersey
'Theodore Murnick, Private Citizen
. ' Newark New Jersey
’NRaymond M. Codey, (for Mayor Capone)
' ~  City of Orange, New Jersey
Dona]d Tucker, Councilman-at-large
' * Newark, New Jersey '
'Ro1and Charles White, Private Citizen
' Newark New Jersey ’

I
i

" Hearing #5 - Bé]videre New Jersey |

L1bby Bea]e Pr1vate C1t1zen ,
“Hunterdon County ‘
Margaret Woscoe, Private Citizen
‘ : Hunterdon County
Howard Shaw, Private Citizen: ,
~~ Washington, New Jersey ‘
_K]ara Tars1, Tax Collector
Alpha, New Jersey
Richard Shepherd, Assessor :
harmony Townsh1p, New Jersey
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Appendix 1 (Continued)

James Williams, Commissioner
Warren County Board of Taxation
‘ Belvidere, New Jersey
Stan Smith, Assessor ‘
: Hackettstown, New Jersey
Robert Merritt ‘Assessor
Lopatcong Township
Phi11ipsburg, New Jersey
Lester P. Stout, Tax Collector
Be1v1dere, New Jersey
Reno Minardi, Tax Collector
Pohatcong Township, New Jersey
Ray Bush, Private Citizen
Franklin Township
Hunterdon County, New Jersey
- Frank Dillelo,, Commissioner
- Warren County Tax Board
Carl Hillbers, Private Citizen
Hunterdon County, New Jersey.
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APPENDIX 2

Persons Submitting Testimony by Correspondence

NAME

Ethel H. Dove, Tax Collector
Mrs. Joyce Jones, C.T.A.

| Georgian Kolber, President

Jerome D. Greco, Mayor

Town of Hackettstown

Mr. Frank Naples, Assessor

Mr. Marriott G. Haines, Assessor

Mr. Dante Leodori, Secretary

Mary E. Sheppard, Municipa]

Clerk

Mr.vaen R. Lyons, Secretary

Mr. Frederick G. Wille,
Assessor/Treasurer

Mr. Joseph Inguaggiato, Tax
Collector

Mr. Joseph E. Rauch, Chief

Financial Officer .

Mr. John Wyckoff, Tax Assessor
Virginia D'Andrade, Secretary

Mr. Orlando L. Abbruzzese, Secy.
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ADDRESS

Municipal Building

Evesham Township

Marlton, New Jersey 08053
Manchester Township Board of Assessors

‘1 Colonial Drive

Lakehurst, New Jersey 08733
Ocean County Board of Taxation
Toms River, New Jersey 08753
The Borough of Verona

Verona, New Jersey 07044

215 Stiger Street
Hackettstown, New Jersey 07840
Township of Clark

Clark, New Jersey 07066

City of Vineland

Vineland, New Jersey 08360
Bergen County Board of Taxation
123 Hudson Street,

Hackensack, New Jersey 07601
East Amwell Township

Municipal Offices, P.0. Bin F.
Ringoes, New Jersey - 08551
Warren County Board of Taxation
Court House

Belvidere, New Jersey 07823

Town of Clinton

19 Fairview Avenue, P.0. Box 5238
Clinton, New Jersey 08309

Box 277

Califon, New Jersey 07830

South Brunswick Township

Municipal Building

Monmouth Junction, New Jersey 08852
Township of Sparta

65 Main Street

Sparta, New Jersey 07871
Hunterdon County Board of Taxation
Hall of Records _

Flemington, New Jersey 08822
Somerset County Board of Taxation
County Administration Building
Somerville, New Jersey 08876
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