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FOREWORD 

The Assembly Taxation Committee was directed to study 

assessment, equalization and revaluation pursuant to AR-3003 of 

1977. Although the Committee 1·s study placed emphasis upon these 

three particular subjects, it became evident that they could not 

be properly considered separate from many other matters which 

affect them both directly and indirectly. 

Witnesses who attended and spoke at the public 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 of the property 

tax in the past, and recommendations made for the improvement of 

assessment, equalization and all of the other elements pertaining 

to that tax, for the most part such studies were rather limited in 

their scope. Subsequent action on reconmendations made in such 

studies were even more limited. As a result the laws governing 

the property tax and its administration have b.een dealt with on a 

piecemeal basis to meet an individual situation and then were 

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

The Assembly Taxation Committee presents this report to the 

General Assembly with a two-fold purpose: to make recommendations 

for immediate implementation of those elements which we feel have 

been thoroughly examined, and to provide the background for 

conti~uing examination of those elements we do not feel have 

been sufficiently examined, in an effort to modernize both the 

statutes and the administration thereof. 
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I 

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS. 

There were many proposals made to the c,5>mmi ttee as n~ted in. 

. the following summary. 
I 

All have been tonsidered aarefully and, in 
• . I 

most cases, it is our opinion that these proposal~ have merit and 
i 
j 

will contribute to the irnprovement of local tax acilministratfon. 

· However, the committeedoes not believe it has sufficient data 

to make specific .recommendations for the irnplementation of all 

proposals. For that reason we shall separate our recommendations 

into two parts, those which we believe should be)mplemented 

immediately and those which we believe need the development of more 

detailed information. 

There are,three immediate recom1nendations which the.committee 

makes: 

1. A Tax Court should be established in th~ judiciary 

and the present Division of Tax Appeals ~hound be abolished. 
i 
! 

2. The time alloted for County Boards of Talxation to render 

decisions should be extended.· 

3. Decisions of County Boards of Taxation should be on the 

. record. 

Legi~lation to implement the fore~oing reco~mendations will be 
\: 

introduced in the first weeks of the forthcoming ilegislative session. 
i 
I . . . 

The second part of our recommendations will !be· implemented by the 

introduction of an Assembly Resolution to redesignate the Taxation 
. . • . . I 

i 
I 

Committee as a group to further study those area$ for which we need 
; \ •. ' ' _' • .'. ·1 • ' j . 

more fa~ts, and. which win be discussed i.n the bqdy of this report. 

- 4 - . 



• 

SUMMARY OF TESTIMONYAND CORRESPONDENCE 

The five public hearings held by the Committee were well 

attended and the number of persons 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 significant aspects of the corm1ents 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 agreement was the necessity for 

improving the appeals process. There was not one dissenting view 

on the questibn of replacing the present State Board of Tax Appeals 

with a full-time Tax Court. There was general agreement that the 

County Board decisions should be on the record, and that County 

Boards should have a longer period of time in which to consfder 

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 wfde 

number of methods for improvement, therefore, we cannot say there 

was agreement except that the pr~sent 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 wetl~nds and flood plain areas. In 

. _addition to the: commeirits on these ma~ters, at our, public hearings 

this year, the Committee .has received a large number ·of co111T1ents 
i 

in hre past .. both at publ-ic hearings and thrdughj correspondence. · 
- - • I • • , 

Among assessors there_ is g·enera 1 ~greement! that the present 

method for equa 1 i zat ion 1 eaves a J,,gt_ tci be desired. However, 

there is no general agreement·as to the means for improving the 

system or. changing the system.·_· The same may bei said ab~ut rev a 1-
•• I 

ua ti on. lt is genera 11 y agreed there ii re many prawbac ks to our _ 

present system of revaluation but there is no concrete proposal 

~s to;the exact ~ay.tt should be.done~· 

Many additional subje~ts were tou~hed upoh by various persons 

who testified and who 'corre.sponded with the .C:0111mihee; Although 

these:· subjects -- were: not speci·fic8Hy part of the dfrectfon given 
. ·, .. . . .. . ;· ·. -. . ; . 

. ·. ' ' . ' ·. . . . . .·-./- ,. . 

the Committee byAR~3003, they .did have indirecit influence upon 
. . ·,. ' 

. . . . ; . . . 

the. three specific subjects under consi.deratiorii and should be given 
. ' ' ,_ . ' !. .· . '. 

more study .. Among these are the relationship o/f the State to county 
I. 

• • , • I ' 

and municipal o'rficials with.responsibility iri 1the property.tax area. 

As is the case in 
~~renu~er6u~ iommenti 

a number __ of:othfur' non-re;lated'areas', there' 
·- -. . .. . .. _ -! . ·· .. : '..· .. 

and· complaints that many; things c1re mandated 

by the State but not supported sufficiently by .the State to insure. 

the mandates are properly followed. , I -
i 

Here again, the sug~estions covered a ~idJ range _.:_ some are -

concrete proposals, -others merely raise questions. In eithet case 

a great 'cteal. of considerati~n should be given fn ihe future .. 

. --_ Rather than i_dentifying comr11ents,; ~nd suggestions on .an individual 
'' ·_ '. ·_ '.. ·1 ' •. 

,basis, those which_the Co111T1ittee feels to have 1validitywill be 
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commented upon in other sections of this report and in the 

suggestions and recommendations for future study. 
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. _ PART l- HlSTORICAL BACKGROUND 

·i 
-1 

I_ 

:_;··_.., .. : 
I 
I 

•. ·-.,1 

·-•·Th~·history-_cif taxation parallels the,hi~tory·pf:civilization_. •·--_-_---

'Although-we·may believe that 1TI()dern man has been in~enious in devising 
I 

methods of taxation(an examination of ancief1t 5ocifeties indicated 

our forebears established most-of the""precedents .. This extends to 
' . 

' ' 

since the dawn Ot civil izatfon; propertY tax which has been known 
' - . i . 

that 

the 

although it has been dressed up and modified the. b~sics are stiil there -I -

inciuding the tendency to be liberal in granting e~emptions. Thus, when 
. . . . . 

·- the present--day. property owner complain·s of high p~opertf taxes and decries 
I - -. . . - . 

the increase in exemptions,-he is-following ina t~aditiori spanning more 

-__ than one hundred generations.- .-
. ' . 

. ' . 

Th_e origins of the property ta·x ,; n- N_e,w Jersey antedate State government. 

_ The first property tax was levied by the Assembly the Prov.ince as a . . . . : 

. quit-_rer:it or·rerit .tax_ of one-haJ f penny an·. acre_ for the support of the 
. . . . . _:· . . ·.,·. . .. - ''·.·· . · .. 

'central ·government; With the. separatipn_ of the col any into East Jersey 
- - -- - . - . I - -- - -- -- . 

and West Jersey in J682, EasLJersey ,was divideci i~to four co1mties for 
. . : . 'I . 

I 

judicial administration; and to support the. counties ... the revenue was 

-• deriv_ed from a property ta~c •. on land and liyestoc;k •• Therefore,. we see the 

origins offirs~,, the ·real pr,opert.y tax and tben, the ad.dition-of the 
. . 

persona~ property_ t_ax .. -· 
I 

In these early years" assessment was made by .al six-ma.n board in .each 
- - - - - I - • 

county~ However, it was incumbentuponthe fndivi~ual_ property ownerto __ -
. - . - - I . - . .. -·. 

provide a 11 true account 11 of his. land and iivestotkJ .. ,At this juncture the 
- -- -_ -- I - -

tax .WiiS' a flat tax on land and l ive_stock equally ard did not yet con$titute 
. ·. ' ! ... · .. 

an.ad valorem tax. 

- 8 -
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Soon after the delineation of the counties,provision was made for 

the assessment of taxes by towns for the maintenance of streets and 

bridges and other public matters. The Assembly of the Province established 

quotas for each county for the apportionment of the provincial taxes, and 

for the provincial government's revenues land and personalty were taxed at 

different rates. Also, lancl was valued differently in each of the counties. 

This system continued to operate within the same framework for more 

than one hundred years until in 1798 the Legislature defined the ri~hts cif 

the various taxing jurisdictions -- counties and townships were incorporated 

and taxing powers were stipulated. 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 money for 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· 1320 that authority was given to the townships to 

raise money for the public schools. 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 directed the Trustees of the School Fund to make annual 

appropriations of $20,000, and to apportion such monies among the 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 Act of 1829 was significant in that it authorized townships to 

raise money for public schools and by doing so it became eligible for a 
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share of the State ai_d, 
l 

It.provided for the dtvisiion of townships into· 
' ' 

school districts and for the licensing of teachers;, 

In 1838 legislation was enact~d limiting the Bmount the townships . ' . . i _' ,• ., 

could raise for schools to double the amount recei~ed from the State, and 

in 1846 the townships were required to raise a sum equal to but not more 

than doub 1 e the amount apportioned by the State. ' 

During this period taxes remained arbitrary in that they were. not 

assessed upon value and as the tax burden grew inequities grew. Finally, . ·- :i', . 

in 1851 the Governor called for the passing of a l~w equalizing taxation. 

The Legislature responded by changing ;the method for valuing. property 

under· the genera 1 property tax. The .1851 Act required all property -- rea 1 

and personal -- to be taxed 11 upon an equal ratio according to actual value 11 • 

The.broadened definition of personal property brought the intangible 

wealth representing the ownership of corporations under the general property 

tax. Previously Banks, Insurance Companies, Canal; Companies and Rail roads 

.had been subject to special ta~es~ 

In 1875 an amendment to the New Jersey Constitution was adopted 

providing that 11 property shall be assessed for taxes under general laws and 
i 

by uniform rules according to its true yaluell (Article IV, Section VII, 

P~ragraph 12). The most important effect of this amendment was to require 

assessment of rail road property at true .value instead of at cost. 

In 1884 the assessment.of railroad and canal property was taken from 

the jurisdiction of local assessors and placed in the hands of a State 

Board of Assessors. Although assessment improved,' an unforseen·consequence 

of--the iinproved.a~sessment_of.railroad and canal property resulted in the 
' ' 

discrimination against such property. However, th~ courts held,under the 
I 

1875 amendrnent,that classification of property for! tax purposes was 
' i 

permitted and that the exemption of certain cl assek of property was a 11 owed. 

- 10 -



When the tax burden was light the number of exemptions were not 

important, but the exemption of many types of intangibles -- particularly 

as time went on -- created greater and greater inequity. Local assessors 

did not have the facilities nor the knowledge to assess intangibles and 

thus it was comparatively easy to hide 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 ag~inst large corporations because of competition among 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 result of the recommendations of the 

Commission, intangibles were removed 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 property from the general 

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 solved for 

more than two decades when in 1966 the State assumed the assessment of 

business personal property and set the flat rate of taxation on a Statewide 

basis. 
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. . . . . ' . 

PART JI - l\SSESSHENT ~fJDER THE COMSTITUTIOl'l QF 1947 

Al though. it was: never rea 1 ly · arti.cu) ated· in so many words, 
' . . : - ' . 

many felt tha.t the problerils which had beseta:s:Sessn1ent and 
, ·•··.. , . .· •·•··· ·.· . . I . . ·. . . equalization of the property tax would be so lv:ed with the . 

adoption of th~l947 Constitution. · However, quit~; the opposite' 

proved to be- true. For the.next d~cade there. were more studies, 

formal and informal, undertaken:tn.an attempt t~ resolve the 

problem.· 

. The property tax was simp'le tn Colonial. tlimes. ··. Ad~'; nistration 

was simple .. Then; .as society became more complex, the tax became 
. , . . •·. ·.· 

more complex and adtnin+stration bega~ to present an everi greater · 

problem/ 
'.' ,·. _,.i .· . :, : . 

When we speak Of the problems of adri1ini stration, we do not· · 

refer to day to day reco~d keepfng arid making :up tax duplicates. 

Adm}nistriltion tn the' context that :we' are stud~i~g- is a subje~t 

that has been; addressed b.fmany Govetnors, many L~gislatures and.· 
·I 

.. 1 

many study commi.ssions. j 

Perhaps, the best description of the probrem ~s it existed .. 
·.. . .. ·. . . ! . . . . < . •· . · .. ·. , . . . . 

in the early lgs'os is contained iri a statement in the Sixth Report 

of the Commission on State Tax Policy (t953). tn: hs appraisal of 

property assessment, the Comrn{ss ion stated: .l .· 

11The. general property tax . ; n New·. Jersey is . no 
. lon~er general and there is beginning to be ... 

some. question whether it is a tax or; a negotiated 
contribution for the support of gove

1
rnment.11. 

-! 

The -decade of the l 950s gave r.i se to a numb~r of attempted 
'·i 

improvements 'in the administration of.theprop~rty tax. 

· By Chapter l57, Laws of 1915, the· State c'reated the. C9inmj~sion · · 



on State Tax Policy. The Commission was established as a permanent· 

non-salaried org.anization made upof two members of the Legislature, 

one from each house, and five lay members, chaired by Professor John 

· F. Sly of Princeton University. 

On an intermittent basis, the Commission was directed to study 

elements of the State's tax structure. Initially the Commission 

devoted itself to studies of business taxes, Intangible Personal 

Property (1945), Financial Business Taxes (1946), Taxation of 

Tangible Personal Property and the Corporation Business Tax Act 

(1947), and the.Taxation of Railroads (1948).· 

Ih 1950, the Commission submitted its Fifth Report, Taxation 

and Public Policy in New Jersey, which dealt in part with the real 

property tax for the first time. The Commission devoted only a 

relatively jsmall part of its attention to the real property tax in 

this report, bLlt its observation that th~ property tax w~s high 

could not have been· stated more clearly.· 
: ' . 

Perhaps the most significant part of the study relevant to the· 

present study was the consideration of alternative methods for 

local· financing. The report quoted a statement which had been 

made in a hearing by a representative of the New Jersey State League 

of Municipalities ~s follows: 

IIA 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 
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of the .dollars that New Jersey's cjdzens have 
- paid in tribute to -the Federal Government, so 
· we, in the municipalities would recommend that 

the broadening of the tax base should carry 
· with it the recognition of local autonomy. 11 

Tbethitd report of-the Commis'sion'on Stale Tax Poncy to deal 
. . 

with the property tax was the Ni nth Report issued_ in 1958_. The -

study was undertaken primarily as a res·u1t of .~ourt decisions-_ 

culminating in Switz v. Middletown Township, 23 N.J. 580 (1956). 

The decision .in the Switz case probably hbs had more influence 
I ; 

on assessment and equalization than any other single development in 
.\ 

modern _time~. - It w~s the culmination in a series of deti~ions which 
' . ·> . ' ·. 

dealt •with equality ~f tr_eatment in the di,stri-bution of the tax 

burden among individual taxpayers rather than·equalization of the 

tax rolls among taxing districts; 
. . -· . 

Equality of treatment under the tax law is guaranteed under the 

Constitution,· whatever the standard, and the rule of equa 1 ity wi 11 

preva i1 over the 1 ega l standard. However, the! lega 1 standard of --

assessment would be enforced by the courts and! as Jong as the lega 1 
; 

standard was set by statute at 100 percent, th~ courts· would 
·. . 

mandate that standard. 

Wheh t~e t~uri mandaied 100 percent assessments~ th~ average 

· ratio oiassessed t~ true value in the State was 29.1 perieri~. 

The. rdnge was 8.3l percent to 77 .61 percent. l~ithin the districts, 
' I 

regardless of ratio, ·individual taxpayers were; being assessed above 
. . 

and below the average. The litigation was directed toward those 

below average. Inequa 1 it, es .were so great that only a complete 
. . - . . 

' . 
reassessment could correct the. situation. 

""! 

After the Switz case deci sior\·, -"there were many proposed 

- 14 
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• 

methods to meet the problems posed by the decision and to bring 

some equity to the property tax system. One of the more popular 

proposals was for a tax convention which had been proposed for 

a number of years. The Legislature looked upon the necessity 

to assess property at 100 percent as the immediate "crisis", but 

that the situation called for a fundamental revision of the State 

and local tax system . 

On December 27, 1956, the Legislature adopted S.C.R. 28 

requesting the Commission on State Tax Policy to make a special 

study of the impact upon the State tax program of problems related 

to the taxation of real property. 

The study undertaken by the Commission was undoubtedly the 

most comprehensive ever undertaken on the assessment problem. 

Public hearings were held throughout the State and perhaps the 

complaint most often heard was protesting the establishment of 

100 percent assessment. 

The lack of understanding on the part of the public was 

difficult to overcome. The average homeowner believed it would 

be inevitable that his property 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. 

Objections by local officials, however, were based upon a 

legitimate fear; that the establishment of a true value level 

of assessment would shift the local tax burden from business to 

residential property in those municipalities which had consistently 

assessed business property at a higher level than residential property. 

- 15 -



i 
. . I . . 

I 
·, 

. 1· : . 
-· 1 '•.: 

After much deliberatfon.; the, Corrmission re/commended that the 

. level of assessment be made at .50 percent of true yalue: It stated 

that it felt this w0:uld not create t~e local problems attendant 
. . . 

· · upon fixing the level atl00 percent. 
I 

i 
. I 

· However; the Legislature found it .difficul f to get agreement 
. . . . · ... 'I 

.upon the le~el of assessment to b~- !=St.9blis~ed·/and cmnpro111ised by_ · ·. 
. ' ' . ,··, . . . 

. al lbwtng the individual. coun.ties to set the assessment lel(el. for 
. . ,.: 

property within their severai jurisdictions .at not less than 

20 percent or more than.lOO perce~t o:f true xaLe . 

. 'This proved to be satisfacto_ry as a· transhional method to 
,· . 

bring all. property to 100 percent.· During the 196Os, one.by one 
. .. . .. . 

'the· counties gr~dually ado'pted the JOO percenf level which now has 

been sta:te-wide for al1nost a decade. 
' ' 

Subse.quent to the.·legislatic{n dealing w\tn the level of ass:·ess-

m~nt, additional pro bl ems 
0

were addr~ssed, ' '' 
'.·i .·.' 

. ' i 
In th_e early 1960s, . increasing concern fo 1r the' encroachment, • 

·• ·. ·: . . ·.· . . . . l .· 
of deve1 opment· upon. fa.rml and ·1 ed to the passag,b .. of a proposal to 
. . : ··... . ,_ . . . . . . ·. -: ·_· .. ·.. . . ••· . .. . . . . . . . I - .. 

amend the Constitution to al]ow qualiftedfarmland to be assessed 

af ·a different ·standard o'f va 1 ue than other property. The amendment 

was approved by the elect~rate in the General Election in N·o~e~ber 1963. 
' . . . . .· . . . . : ,. ·=- ·. ·. . 

Thrqughout the deliberations· on the 1 evel of as;essment there 

were comments about the improvement of the a'ssessing function. 
. ' 

. The Leg·; s lature r~sponded by es tab lfshi ng standards, fqr <assessors~ 
., I • I . 

requiring train1ng and ~ertif,cafion. : Equald important, assessors . 

. wen~ given tenure, after; a ·second four~year;appClj.ntl'l}E!~f or election . 

. Ttie problem of taxation of :business 'persJnalty' stilt persisted.'• 
! . . . . ' . 
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In 1966, the Legislature enacted a new program to tax business 

personalty on uniform basis throughout the State. 

Although a great deal has been done to improve the assess-

ment process, there are many problems which persist. If we are 

to achieve true tax reform, these problems must be overcome. 

It is to these problems, that this Comni ttee has addressed 

itself. 
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PART I II - EQUALIZATION 

' The equalization of property valuation has a s~gnificant bearing 
I 

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

two instances in which equalization is used in an effort to provide the 

equitable distribution of tax monies. These are the equalization for 

the apportionment of county taxes and the equalization to determine the 

distribution of State school aid. i 

Although guidelines are laid down for assessors to assist them in 
i 

their assessment of real property, there still remains a certain degree 

of subjective judgement uti Hzed by assessors. Thi~ i's .. particularly true 
I 

in the assessment of property which does not fall ihto any normal pattern, 

property such as. large commercial and industrial complexes. 

The equalization by the County Board of Taxation for county tax purpose 

and the equalization by the Director ofthe Division of Taxation for State 

schoo 1 aid purposes are attempts to provtde equity. j 

Both equalizations are made on the basis of si~ilar information, sales 
! 
I 

ratio figures. It is obvious that the cJasses of p~operty in which the 

greatest number of sales are made will provide a better basis for the eval~ 

uation of assessments than those classes in which the number of sales is 

minimal. Thus, it follows that the basis for equalization on residential 

property and on vacant land wi 11 be broader than th:at for other cl asses of · 

property, generally; However, even these figures will vary widely among 

different areas of the State and among individual municipal'ities. 

Hitherto, we have been dealing with municipal iaverages. We must look 
. ' . . ' : 

at these same problems from the point of the indivi1dual taxpayer. If the 
I 

Di rector says that the ratio of assessed to true vll ue in municipality X is 
I 

87percent and that in municipality Y iS 107 percent, in effect he is saying 
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that property in muni~ipality Xis being undervalued and that in munic-

ipality Y ·is being overv~lued. 

However, these promulgations are based upon sales ratios within 

the respective muni ci pa lities. In municipality X sales figures indicate 
. .· .· . . . . ~-

that the assessor isassessing below true value and in municipality Y 

is assessing above true·.value. Does this mean that this is true on every 
,.,, .. ' _ .... 

parceH Are not ,some properties assessed at 80 percent, some at 90 percent· 

and some ·at 100 percent? If this is true~ and there is every reason to 

believe that it is, if a Statewide tax is imposed and :the ratio o.f assessed 

to true value is placed at 90 percent, those properties assessed at 80 per-

cent will not be. paying their fair .share. and those assess·ed at 100 percent 

will be paying more.than their fair share. 

The immediate question Which· arises is, "How can we avoid s.uch ineq-

uities?" Undoubtedly, we Cannot avoid every vestige of· inequity, but we 

can and must endeavor•to bring them to a miriiillum. 

First, we shoUl d examine the· tharacteri sti cs of property fo· the State. ·. 

At present, an "unusual sale," one which: involves a large commercial or 
•.· ; 

industrial tompl~x in a municipaiity can alter.the ratio of assessed to 

true value on every p'arcel df property in a municipality.' If the selling 
.. ·- . 

price of such a piece of ptoperty indicated that it had been assessed at. 

80 percent of its value, does it follow necessarily that other types of 

property arebei~g assessed at the same ratio? That is doubtful: 

At present, there are about 2.2 million parcels ·of property in the 

State. Of this number, l. 6 million are' reside~tial and only about 117 ,000 

· are commercial and industrial. · It would appear more logical .if we ·would 

consider sales of property within the various classifications separately 

in arriving at our ratios. 

- 19 - -



This might best be illustrated by a hypothetical sales year in a 

municipality. Because Cherry Hill Township in Camden County is a fast-

growing municipality with a mobile population, we can expect a significant 

number of sales in that municipality. There are 18,361 parcels of property 

in Cherry Hill. Of this number, 15,664 are residential~ 541 are commercial, 

91 are industrial and 1,956 are vacant land. The average assessed value per 

parcel in Cherry Hill is $35,525; the average assessed value of residential 

property is $25,363; of commercial is $334,755; of industrial is $366,259; 

and, of vacant land is $17,218. If ten average commercial properties and 

two average industrial properties were sold in the course of a year, they 

would represent the equivalent of 160+ residential properties or 236+ parcels 

of vacant land. It is obvious that the weight of a commercial or industrial 

property sale is far more than that of a residential sale. 

Furthermore, except in certain areas, the ratio of assessed to true 

value on vacant land is lower than it is on residential property. In fact, 

in some areas the ratio on residential property ~pp~ars to be higher than 

on any other class of property. Where this is true, the promulgation of 

assessment ratios mitigates against the homeowner .. In an even greater 

number of municipalities business has been assessed at a higher ratio of 

assessed to true value than other classes of property. 

Even within classes of proeprty there appear to be discrepancies 

between municipalities. This is to be found within counties in some 

instances and certainly between counties. 

One of the most flagrant ~iscrepancies within one class of property 

is that to be found in farmland, particularly that not eligible for farm-

land assessment. In some areas farmland 3A (regular) is assessed ~tor 

below the per acre assessment for 38 (qualified). 
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An examination of the sales price for tracts of vacant land and 

the assessment on such land is a furtherarea in .which. there are 

flagrant abuses. · This leads to the ·subsidization of the rand specula...: 

tor bi other property owners and di starts· the.ratio of assessment when 

such properties are sold. 

While our present system of equalization represents a tremendous 

improvement over pastpractic,es, it still leaves a great deal to be. 

desired •. Let us examine some steps which lliigh·t be taken to, improve 

the process and thus reduce the inequities. 

Existing Prd~lem~ 

One of the major difficulties facing us in dealing with the 
. . . 

problems of as.sessment is the large .number-or individuals involved 

at the level. of origin~l assessment, Each of the 567 municipalities 

· has an ~sse~sor or a .board of assessors. In many of the s~aller 
. . ' . 

municipalities the assessor is a part:-tinie official whose remuneration 

is:such ·that he cannot be expected to devote an appreciabl~ amoun~·of .. · 

time to his job as assessor. 

Although legislative enactments have provided for ~he professiori-

alizat~on of assessors through e~~cation~ the competency varies widely . 

. _ Also, despite professionalizatfon and State guidelines· for assessment, . ' ' ' ' . \ 

there remains the.fact that there is a certain amount of subjective 

judgement on the part of each assessor. As the number of assesso~s 

increases, variations in the,judgements made will increase. This is· 

· not meant as a criticis~ of. such judge~ents as are ~ade, but to illus-

tr~te the difficulty in. teaching a uniform assessment~rocedure throughout 

the State .... 
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If we examine assessment procedures in other states, we find ·a_-_ 

Considerable variation in thC. practice from that i1 New Jersey .. Full" 

time c9unty assessors have been established to mak~ assessments in .. / 
I 

some instances and Jn others to supervise local a_s~essors. where they 

have been retained._ 

In states which ]evY a. state property tax' 
··· w:,··,1 · 

I . 
I . 

I 
' 

a ~ermanent official 
I 

or body'has been established i_n every state to sup~rvise local assess~ 

ments and increase their effi~i~ncy. 
i 

• : ' i 

There are 28 states in which a·ssessment is done at the county . 

. level. - 1~ a hUmber of these, certai~-~ifies have their own asses~ors 

or a~sessnient boards> Of_ the states usually considered the 11 Northeast, 11 

on.ly Pennsylv~nia and Delaware .do not rel/on .the qssessment of property 
• • i • • 

-at the loca•1 level. This is,of course, logical because in tile ma]ority 

of states outside of the north~astern -states_, incorporated municipalities 

.occupy a:minor part of t~e land ~rea and,_ thus, thEf county fs the only 
•• • •• , • I , 

gove'rnmental unit- below the· state lev·e1. which has Jurisdiction over. much --
. . . 

· • of the property~ · I· 
i. 

: j 
. . ' . . . . i . . . . 

Approaching the problem from the standpoint 6fthe local assessor, . 

there if insufficient assistan.ce giv~n him at both) the county and State 

levels .. Til so~e deg;ee, the State provide"k as~istance through the Local 
.- - - - - --_- - - - - I·•- - : -

Property Tax Bureau~ The., county provides little or rionei • 

. Atthetime when the' a.ssessor·needs assistance most, he i,s on his 

own. That time ·is quring the appeal·s prC>cess. An examination of the --
: . ' ' . . . .. 

outcome of appeals on assessments demonstrates that mo.st adjustments on_. 
--.I ._--.. . . - • .. 

the average residentia·1 type ptoperty are nominal hnd have little 'effect 
. . 

-·upon the totalvaluatioris in a taxing district. Ho~ever, reductions in 
-I -- • .. 

the assessments on large commercia·l or industrial properties in many 
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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 justified, the assessor is at a disadvantage in 

defending against appeals on such property. Corporate enterprises retain 

experts in every factor relating to such appeals and such expert testimony 

weighs heavily 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 should 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 11 for help. Such help should be available to him at one 

of the upper echelons of government where 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 local assessment is retained. 

What are the alternatives to the present system? Should we look 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 previously, the county is the basic assessing district 

in 28 states. 
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i. 

I 
! 

There a·re di sti net advantages to county assessment, .. The county ... 

. would be firrnncially able tb maintain a fulJe-time s~aff of qualified 
.. · . . . . :'. ' . ' ·,: '. 

·assessors, together with experts to bac~ them_ up. O,ounty assessment 
. . ' - : ,. .··- . , . 

would equa 1 i ze assessments throughout the county in i a inore meaningful 
.'': , , .· , ' . , . , .•• '. . , . ·.I! , . . ' , , 

way than the present system of equalization. The raduction from 567 

assessing districts to 2l distric~s would facflitatJ ·statewide equal- . 
.• -.-i,, ··;: ,~ "'"'" 

.. , 
ization. Revaluation could be made a continuing and continuous process 
. . 
through a greater use of EDP. 

·. . . ··, ' ·. i 
Disadvantages in .county assessment would be. mo1e .political th.an .. 

I 

technical. · Local assessors,: natura·ny wou]d oppose·'such a move. and 

the exi.sti ng laws affecting the tenure of assessors would be di·fficult 
. . . 

to repeal .. Large taxing districts will contend that they are already.· 
. . . . . 

geared to operate on.· a lE!vel equal to.the counties.; This, of course, 

could be countered by _niaking exceptions ba·s.ed :upon population or 

valuatfons as Ts done in a,nuinber of states.with coun:ty assessment. 

A furthe'r variation.~~ii'ch would bemorefeas'ib~e politically 

woufd. be ·the retenti'on of the 

i th direct, s,upervi s ion by the 

. I . . 

assessjng process at ~he local level . I . 
county.· through a co_un~y assessment board 

·. or through a full a..time county board of taxation~ · • j 
. . 

Onalogkal basis,lne thirdmijjoralternativ;e is assess~ent 

by the .State; .· The .advantages. o'f Stite assessment :a:re obvious. Equal~. 
I . . 

ization co.uld be made more meaningful. The ·state 9ould employ.hfghly 

qualified experts and he in a position to thal leng~ appeals on -an equal. 

basis with Targe i:orporate i ~terests ·' .. . 
I . 

i 
. . •. - . . . ·,: 

The di sadva'ntages to State asse$snient are 
. . . . . . . 

I 
.. I 

al mdst equany obvious. 
i 

·' 
. Such a method would cre~te ar:iother large bureaucracy ·w, th doubtful 

. . . ' . . .. • · .. I .. ' • .•• . . . . . ' 

efficiency. 0 The aver'a.ge· property owner w01:.1·1 d find l initiaf appeals far 
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more costly and time consuming than at pres~nt and probably far more 

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

Undoubtedly, such a course would be politically unfeasible. Not. 

only would it meet opposition from local assessors, 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? 11 

There is little doubt that there are deficiencies within the existing 

system. What might be called the "ideal" might be the system of county 

· assessments with certain variations plus closer State supervision. To 

call it "ideal'' means solely in the matter of administration. The practical 

disadvantages have been pointed out previ6usly. 

As far as the establishment of assessment districts is concerned, 

there seems to be little to recommend this approach. Such districts would 

have only one advantage over the existing system; the consolidation of the 

assessing process in the smaller municipalities 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 govern~ental 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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Wholesale change often presents greater problems than it solves. 

While we should ndt be wholly bound by tradition .and past practices, 
I 

there is a lot to be said for working within an established system 

which is familiar to those;administering it and those affected by 

it alike. 

Therefore, after weighing the adv,antages and t~e disadvantages 

of the existing system and of the alternatives, it would appear that 

we should retainthe present stru.cture and continue to improve that 

structure and the procedures of both assessmentandiappeal. 
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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, was that of 

revaluation. It is a subject with a high emotional impact in many 

. areas of the State. As a result 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 over-

assess commercial and Jndustrial property and to under-assess 

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

However, when the necessity for revaluation arises after such 

. a practice has been in effect for a number of years the result 

is hot easy to contemplate, for residential property 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 would please the residentialproperty owner but certainly would 

meet with resistance from the commercial property owner. What must 
. .. 

be considered in such a recommenqation also is the effect such a 

practice might have on the alr~ady depressed condition of industry 

in New Jersey. Although property taxes in themselves are not a 

matter of major priority to an industry in determining site location, 

the reputation Nev, Jersey has in. the industrial community as a high 

cost State, vmuld certainly not be enhanced. Therefore, it is 
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doubtful if this proposal should be adopted. 
'! 

The question then remains what can be donJ to prevent revaluation 

from having a devastating impact upon residential property owners? 

The answer to this probably lies in lesseningtthe dependence upon 
I· 
I 

the property tax generally and in al1eviating 1the impact of the tax 

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

is a matter which does not directly relate to revaluation. 

One of the most common complaints about r~valuation brought to 

the Committee's attention during its public hearings, and in its 

correspondence; was the quality of revaluation in those municipal-

ities in which it has been undertaken. There:were usually general 
I 

comments that the examination of properties was totally inadequate, 

that many of those employed in the revaluation were not c:omp~tent 

and, in some instances, that there was obvious favoritism in the 

assessments placed upon some property. Wherever any or aTl of 

these contentions can be substantiated, reval~ation is a farce and 
I 

certainly does nothing towards providing equity for the taxpayer. 
! 
I 

.i 
I 

It was quite obvious from the testimony tt,at the role of the 
' ' 

assessor varied greatly from municipality to municipality in the 

process of revaluation~ In some the assessor was directly involved 

and in others he was practically ignored except for the ,necessity 

for him to accept the reassessment figures at the end of the process .. 

This in itself, is an indication of·one of the problems which 

appears inherent in most areas which 

real property, that is~ despite laws 

the State and regulations applicable 

pertain ~o the assessment of 
I 
I ' 

I 
governing assessments throughout 

I 

1. . ' . 

to all ~~sessors supplementihg 

these 1 aws, there is a wide divergence of i nt~rpretation and thus 
: ' 

of practice. 
i 
I 
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The Committee at this point can make no specific recommend-

ation on the subject of revaluation except to say that as done 

presently it probably creates as many problems as it solves --

perhaps more. There are considerations in the matter of reval-

uation to which the Committee hopes to give more attention which 

may ptovide the means to improve the method of miintaining a 
(·i> •• 

proper and equitable basis for current valuations 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 

The problems perti'nent to thk appeals process for taxes on 

real property have been evident for a number of years. · In 1974 

the then ~hairman of 

intro,duced a bill to 

the Taxation Committee\ A~semblyman 
I 

. .. . . 1 
abolish the Division of Tax Appeals 

Perskie, 

at the 
l State level and to substitute therefor'a full-time Tax Court in 

the Judicial Branch of government. 

The failure of ~r. Perskie's bill to pass the Legislature did 

not discourage other attempts to do the same thing. His bi 11 was 

subsequently introduced in this session of the Legislature. 

A special committee of the Senate,·chaired.by Senator Dunn, 

ccmducted a study of the appeals process at the State level, held 

severa. l public hearings and issued a report recomnend i ng the 

creation of a Tax Court. Senator Dunn's Conmittee also recommended. 

a reorganization of the structure of the County Boards of Taxation 
. 1· 

proposing that the President.of the Board be filill-time~ and . . . . . ! ·. . 

prescribing a salary for such President in different classes of 

counties. 

During the public hearings held by the Ta~ation Committee the 
I 
I 

a,ppeals process was mentioned by nvmerous pers0ns who<.testified. 
I . 

Generally they agreed that a Tax Court would be an immense improve-

ment over the present system. These observations were made both 

gratuitously in the testimony or when questioned by the Committee. 

However, in almost every instance 

recorrmendations regarding appeals 

there were aiso some very specific 
1 

at the cound level. 
I 

! 

The Committee is grateful to Senator Dunn and his Committee 
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' . ' 

for the inimense task 'that they U'ndert6dd in develop·ing data pertaining 

to th_e appeals- process --:.. '_ an Undertaking' which, to our knowledge, had 

not been done previously. The data_certainly bears out the contention 

that there is a need for a change in tbe present system. 

We agree with Senator DDnn's Committee's recommendation for a 

Tax Court. We also Jgree that ther~ should be a reitruct~ring of 

the office of County Boards of Taxatton, but we do not agree with the 
. --

recommendation that the County Board President be made;full-time. 

Our convictions wer~ borne out, in this latter regard, by testimony 

given by both secretaries and members of the various County Boards 

of Taxation._ 
' ' ' 

Further, we feel that there should be a great deal more than the 

restructuring of County Board offices. -We believe -,- and are supported 

by most respondents~- that County Board decisions should be on the 

record. Also, County Boards should be given a longer period .in which 

to consider appeals and make their decisions. Finally, we believe 

that there should be some accommodation made by the State to fund the 

office of County Boards of Taxation without interfering with the 

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

At the present time while much of the direction as well as the 

responsibilities in the operation of County Boards of Taxation are 

dictated by the State -- except for the salaries of county board 

members and the appointment of such members -- the budgetary problems 

of County Boards are 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 10\'I among the priorities of 
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the Freeholder Boards for th~re are many compe ling responsibilities 

which the Freeholders have to which they devot~ the greatest part of 

the county revenues. 

Instead of designating the President of a, County Board as full-

time we recommend that the Secretary of the County Board be 

redesignated as either the County Tax Administrator or the Executive 
'""~ ,,. I 

Director of the County Board; that this job be required to be a full-

time job and that the remuneration for the position should be such 

that it can attrac't the necessary talent. We furthe.r recommend that 

there be no fixed salary but that the salary be placed within a range 
I 

based upon the responsibilities accruing to th~ position depending 

upon the size and complexity of the county, and that such salary 

should be funded by the State. 
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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 relation to that of the local 

and county officials. 
f 

The Legislature, by statute, has established the framework 

within \'Jhich assessors, collectors and county 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 Goards of Taxation are another 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 appointed by the Governor with 

the advice and consent of the Senate. The State specifies the 

salaries of County Board members and president, and pays ~hose 

salaries to the county; 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.Board~ to operate in a more 

efficient manner and provide better service to the public and to 
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the local assessor, the State should then c_onsjder. subsidizing the 

County Boards to w'hatever extent it felt neces~ary to accomplish 

these goals~ This, of course~ is but an additional area of a 

State...,mandated program funded locally. HoweveJ, the Committee 
i 

believes that it is one which should be given tjonsideiation and 

will be considered by the Committee in the future with some specific 

recommendations for its implementation. 

In the matter of the ass~ssors and collectors, the situation 

is quite different than that with the County Boards in so far as 

State responsibility for funding is concerned. However, it is the 

considered view of the Committee that there should be a centralized 

agency with responsibility for the supervision of both assessors and 

collectors within that agency. In addition, and perhaps even more 

important, the situation in which an as~~ssor finds himself as 

regards appeals -- particularly those of large Fommercial and 

industrial complexes _.;. is one of an almost "can't \tJin" basis. 

While assessors are given a certiin amountf of assistance in 

making assessments by the Division of Taxation, when an appeal is 

taken there is no support for the assessor in answering that appeal. 

Where large amounts of rnoney are concerned the assessor is often 

faced with the prospect of battling high-priced experts retained 

by the property owner to support his contention. In many such 

instances the assessor loses on the appeal and his municipality is 

faced with a dramatic impact upon subsequent pr6perty taxes. 

If, on the other hand, ,the municipality fe~ls it is sufficiently 
I 

. I 
worth while to hire its own experts to support the assessor, it 

· becomes· a financial drain upon the municipality 1 Logic would indicate 
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that neither situation should be allowed to bbntinue. Obviously the 

local assessor needs expert support, and obviously it is not feasible 

for municipalities to maintain expert appraisers. and enginners on a 

· permanent basis. Therefore, there should be~ body of experts avail-

able to all assessors to assist them in the first instance, where 

necessary in reaching an assessment on a complex property, and in the 

second instance, in providing support to the assessor in answering an 

appeal on such a property. 

In view of the fact that the property tax generates far greater 

revenue than ariy other single tax in the State and as a matter of 

equity, assessments should not depend upon the vagaries of the appeals 

process in which the cards are stacked against the local assessor in 

. many instances. It would seem that the State 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 supervision of assessors and collectors, and a body of experts 

to assist the local assessor, 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 arid to:make a concrete recoITTTiendation 

for its implementation. 
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PART VII - CONCLUSIONS 

There are two basic conclusions wh.ich the Committee has reached 

in its study. The first is that assessment administration is far 

better in New Jersey than in most states. The second is that this 

is no cause for self-congratulation, for there 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 people we have locally when in 

so many instances we provide so little compensation. 

Property taxes affect every citizen either directly or 

indirectly. Property taxes provide the largest single source of 

revenue in the State. We pride ourselves on seeking equity in the 

imposition of other taxes, yet in this the largest of our taxes, we 

have only scratched the surface in providing equity. 

If the property tax is to be retained (and it is inconceivable 

that it will be replaced completely), the laws and procedures must 

be brought into line with present-day circumstances. As we have 

noted in the body of this r~port, a number of significant improve-

ments have been made, but it is not enough to continue to strive for 

farther improvement only when forced to do so. The use of EDP has 

been beneficial, but we should explore the extended use of this tool 

in revaluation and reassessment 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 anC: the Taxation Committee constitutes 

the vehicle by which the General Assembly examines and evaluates any 
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proposed revenue measure~ It is- only in recent years that that 
- .. 

Committee or the General Assembly has become closely involved with 
. . . . . ,· . 

the property tax and.the administration of -that.taf. D~spite the 

importance of the tax and 'the fact that it is imposed and regulated 

by State law, the State has tended to dismiss it. as not be:ing a State 

responsibility. This Committee_ believes that this perspective must 

be changed and has taken sJ~ps i.n that direction. But, a great deaJ 

more needs beirig done~ 

Therefore, we propose that the:Committee in the 1978-1979 

· Session be again authorized and directed to continue this study and 

that it be further directed to expand the scope of the _study to 

encompass any matter pertaining to the preperty tax for which the 

Committee feels there may be need for legislative action.c 

To th1s end, this Committee recommends that the reconstituted 

committee in 1978 introduce an Assembly Resolution tocontinue and 

expand upon this 'study. 
.\_ 



A P P E N D I X 1, 

Persons Testifying at Public'. Hearings 

Hearing #1 - Pennsauken, New Jersey 

Joseph Crane, President Elect 
N.J. Association of Municipal Assessors 
Deptford, Ne\v Jerse;y 

Wa.l ter Salmon, Retired Assessor ; 
Mount Laurel, New Jersey 

Carl Miller, Former Assessor 
. Haddon Heights, New Jersey 

Richard McCarthj, Tax Collector 
Berlin Township, New Jersey 

William Sharp, Assessor 
Cinnaminson, New Jersey 

Albert Stack, Assessor 
Hi-Nella, New Jersey 

Hearing #2 - Toms River,. New Jersey. 

Richard 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 Taxation 
Toms River, New Jersey 

James L. Anderson, Assessor · 
Pt. Pleasant, New J,ersey 

A. James Reeves, Assessor 
Brant Beach, New Jersey 

Leo J. Kiernan, A~sessor 
Seaside Heights, New Jers~y 

Lorraine Effenberger, Assessor . 
. Bayvi 11 e, New Jersey 

John A. Coan, Jr., Secretary 
Board of Assessors Lacey Township 
Forked River, New Jersey 

George Harraka, Assessor, and Chairman 
Legislative Committ.ee for the Association 
of Municipal Assessors 
Summit, New Jersey · 

Hearing #3 - Newton, New Jersey 

Benjamin Jager, Secretary 
Sussex County Boar~ of Taxation 
Branchvi 11 e, New Je:rsey 

Frank Gonzalez, President t 

Sussex County Tax· A:ssessors Association 
Stanhope, New Jersey 

lharles W. Fouquet, Chief Assesso~ 
Parsippany-Troy Hills Township 
Parsippany~ New Jersey 
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~ndix l_ (continued) 

Gloria A. Cross, Pr~sideht 
Morris County Assessors Association 
Budd Lake, 'New·J~rsey 

Harold Baumwoll, Secretary · 
. Rockaway T6Wn~hip 

Rockaway, New Jersey 
Bernardine Silver, Private Citizen 

Wantage, New Jersey 
Earle Schultheiss,-Mayor · 

Stillwater Township 
Newton, New Jersey 

Hearing #4 - Newark,_New Jersey 

JackGr~enspan, Private Citizen 
_ El fzabeth, New_ Jersey 

Honorable l-Jynona M. Li.pman, Senator 
- District Z9 _ 

Newark, New Jersey 
Bertram R. Brown, Director 

Department of Property Taxation 
City of East Orange, New Jersey 

Marvin Corwick, Business Administrator 
West Orange, New Jersey 

Kenneth A. Joseph, Tax Collector 
Newark~ New Jersey 

George Harraka; Assessor; Chairman 
Legislative Committee for the Association 
of Municip~l Assessors 
Summit, New Jersey 

Jo~eph Frisina, Tax Assessor 
Newark, New. Jersey 

Theodore Murnick, Private Citizen 
Newark, New Jersey 

Rajmond M. Codey, 1for Mayor Capone) 
City of Orange, New Jersey 

Donald Tucker, Councilmad-at-large 
Newark, New Jersey 

Roland Charles White, Private Citizen 
Newark, New Jersey 

Hearing #5 - Belvidere, New Jersey 

Libby Beale, Private Citi;zen 
Hunterdon County 

Margaret Woscoe, Private£itizen 
Hunterdon County · 

Howard Shaw, Private Citi'zen · 
l~ashington ,. New Jersey 

Klara Tarsi, Tax Collector 
i\l pha, New Jersey 

Richard Shepherd, Assesso:r · 
Harmony Township, New Jersey 



Appendix l (Continued) 

James Williams, Commissioner . 
Warren County Board of Taxation 
Belvidere, New Jersey 

Stan Smith, Assessor 
Hackettstown, New Jersey 

Robert Merritt, Assessbr 
Lopatcong Township 
Phillipsburg, New Jersey 

Lester P. Stout, Tax Collector 
Belvidere, New Jersey 

Reno Minardi, Tax Collector 
Pohatcong Township, New Jersey 

Ray Bush, Private Citizen 
Franklin Township 
Hunterdon County, New Jersey 

Frank Di 11 el o,, Cammi ss ion er 
Warren County Tax Board 

Carl Hilltiers, Private Citizen 
Hunterdon County, New Jersey. 
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A P P E N D I X 2 

Persons Submitting Test imon__y__!>y ___ Cor_r~?-P_Cmdence 

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, Municipal 
Cl~rk 

Mr. Owen 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 D1Andrade, Secretary 

Mr. Orlando L. Abbruzzese, Secy. 
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ADDRESS 

Municipal Building 
Evesham Township 
Marl ton, New .Jersey 00053 
Manchester Township Board of Assessors 
l 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 
Ea-st Amwe 11 Township 
Municipal Offices, P.O~ Bin F. 

· Ringoes; New Jersey 08551 
Warren County Board of Taxation 
Court House · 
.Belvidere, New Jersey 07823 
Town of Clinton 
19 Fairview Avenue, P.O. Box 5238 
Clinton, New Jersey 08809 
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 Admiriistration BLiildi.ng 
Somerville, New Jersey 08876 
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