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State of Hefo Jersey

OFFICE OF THE TREASURER
_ CN-002
TrenTON NY 08625-0002

CHRISTIRE TODD WHITMAN Brian W, CLYMER
Governor : : T State Treasurer

Dear Concerned Taxpayer:

Thank you for joining in the mission of thIS admxmstratmn to ¢ nght -size”
government. For far too many vears, government on all levels~local, state, and federal--
has moved in only one direction: ever larger. As government has mcreased 50 has its
cost. This growth has not necessarily resulted in better servlce 10 you

- The philosophy of the Whitman Adniinis-tration is that all govermnent can be
leaner, smarter.and more responsive. Newer, more creative solutions are required to
break the oid patierns that led to this as well. :

That s whv this taxpayer manuaI was prepared We are happy to he!p mform you
about some of the ways that we have discovered to reduce the cost of local government.
Perhaps in the process you w;Il discover even more efﬁc;enc:es that you can share with us.

Ultimately. our goal is to create high-performance government at the lowest cost
possible to the taxpayer. Thank you once again for helping us ach:eve tha‘t goai

A_Smcerf:ly, i

" Brian W. Clymen
State Treasurer -

Ko brreos: ¢ Aw Enwal Olmvaviniwite Ewolnusr ¢ Deiwtod an Qemelad Paner and Recuelable
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In 1994, Governor Christie Whitman and State Treasurer Brian Clymer created
the Local Government Budget Review Program to conduct a detailed analysis of the cost
of local government services and to document opportunities to control those costs. The
Local Government Budget Review teams analyze municibal and school district operations
and produce written reports outlining their recormnc;ndations and proposed savings. The
reports also identify and evaluate the best practices olccurring across the State of New
Jersey in an effort to transfer innovative solutions between municipalities and school
districts. Innovations, both large and small, are evaluated and presented to speed their
replication across the State. Municipalities and school diétricts rﬁay save considerable
expense and effort in addressing their local concerns by zinderstandihg the successes

occurring in other communities.

As outlined in the attached charts, the cost of Jocal munici'pai governmént has
increased at a rate greater than twice the cost of living. The review teams investigated
and documented the opportunities for c.han.ge which exist in each municipality and school
district in an effort 1o assist local elected officm}s n reducing their cost of government.
Each segmcnt of the iocal government operatlon would be reviewed by experzenced
pub]xc adrmmsirators to fmd savings and 1 improve operatlng efficiencies. These
exarmnatxons looked beyond the numbers and transactlons reported in annuai budgets and
audits to document the operating policies and systems 1n each commumty and thear effect
on the efficiency of the organizat;on Opportumtles to improve the dchvery of services
by usmg competltive confracts, shared services or regzonahzed resources were ali
eva!uated for thelr apphcatmn to the commumty Each rewew focused on the mdlvxdual
needs and opportunities prcsented in the communlty and provided specxﬁc

recommendations for change tailored to that community.

An equaliy SIgmﬁcant portlon of each report is dedicated to a look inward at state

regulations and statutes which the communities believe add no value to the:r operation
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| As part of the review program, the teams seek to identify those expenditures
which are driving the‘ cost of local government, while highlighting the “best practices™
which should be emulated statewide. This summary of the first six reviews will be
updated as additional reviews are completed an& will be coﬁipliménted by a similar

summary of our school district reports.

Two of the practices which have been identified as innovative successes in
communities have also been identified as critical short-comings in other communities.
This observation begins to validate the premise thai the success of one community may be
the critical need of another. The Local Government Budget Review process shares these
observations across the State in order to match the strengths and weaknesses of the

individual communities to form a stronger more successiul State.
a) Planning

The long-term planning capabilities of individual communities varies
signiﬁcantly New Jersey statutes require that all commuﬁities annually prepare a capital
program as a portion of their budget All too often these budgets do not represent a true
| effort o develop a 1ong—term caprta} program for the community, resulting in a
deter;oranng infrastructure and unnecessary expenses. A number of communities,
however have recognmed tha value of a 10ng~tcrm capital plan and the orderly
_replacement of equipment and mfrastructure These efforts enabie communities to invest
wisely in their 1nfrastmcture avo:dmg costly emergency repalrs whlle capitalmng ona

strong mumcxpa] bond market or cap1ta1 grant opportunities.

A number of communities have recognized the value of annual work plans and/or
written goals and objectwes for each operatmg department of the mumcxpal or school

board. These annual reports enable the elected officials and the pubhc to understand the
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The analysis by Local Government Budget Review teams of the first six
municipalities has identified a number of categories of expenditure which appear to be
driving the upward spiral of municipal budgets. The average increase in these municipal'
budgets, 8.13%, was more than twice the 3,5% average increase in the cost of living
during this period. It should be noted that this review is of only six of the 567
municipalities in New Jersey, and the results may be skewed as these communities may
not be typical of New Jersey. However, based on this analysis, the municipal budgetary
categories of Deferred Charges, Reserve for Uncollected Taxes, Debt Service and
. Salaries and Wages appear to be significant to the increased cost of local municipal
government. As outlined on the attached charts, the Deferred Charges, Reserved for
Uncollected Taxes and Debt Services expenses of the municipalities all greW ata
significantly greater rate than either their municipal budget or the rate of inflation. These
three categories during this period, 1989 through 1994, increased to represent 18% of the
total annual budget. With almost one-fifth of the oﬁeratingbudget dedicated to these
non-operating expenses, it is critical for closer scrutiny to be placed on these
expenditures.. As was to be expected, in the labor-intensive business of local government,
the cost of salaries and wages represented an average of 42% of the total budget and is a

predominate factor in overall budget growth.
a) Salaries and Wages {Uniformedl@exﬁvices} o

Analysis conducted in the six municipalities indicates that on average the salary
.. and wages of the municipalities increased at.a rate of 7.74% and rcpresé_:nts 42.83% of
the t{)t_alybudget.. This percentage nearly equals the 8.13% annual average.changé in
expcﬁditures,- is more than double the 3.5% increase in the cost of living_ and clearly
represents a driving force behind municipal budgets. As this analysis focﬁses on dollars

of expenditure, it does not represent the average percentage increase in individual
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b) Salaries and Wages (Other Employees)

The statistics presented indicate that the salary and wages for other employees
grew at a rate signific“antly less than the uniformed services. This category accounts for
14.49% of the total operating budget. Municipalities appear to be exercising greater \
restraint with regard to the salary increases granted to the non-uniformed employees
while also moving to reduce the size of this work force. In spite of these efforts, the
7.57% average increase significantly exceeded the general cost of living of 3.5%. This
suggests that the salary increases granted to the uniformed services through the collective

bargaining process have a spill-over effect onto the balance of the work force, producing

higher salary increases.
¢) Personne]l Management/Productivity

During the course of the budget review process, a number of issues were
highlighted relating to the management of employees within the municipalities.
Significant costs associated with overtime, sick leave time and work incurred injury time,
all contributed to the overall cost of salaries and wages at the municipal level. These
categories of expenditure are all included under the category.of salary and wage and
contribute to the percentage of increase outlined above. Additionally, long—standing
public employment benefits such as longevity, educational incentives and shortened
work weeks all contribute to the disparity between the salary and wage cost of public
employees and their counterparis in the private sector. Public employees with a regular
work week of 30, 32.5, ot 35 hours per week are working at an effective hiourly rate
si'gniﬁ"«::antly higher than their private sector couriterparts who are routinely employed for
a 40-Hour work week. Similarly, the policy of adding an increment to an employees
negotiated salary in recognition of their years of service, longevity payments, is a tradition
in'the public sector which is unmatched in private employment. These issues all serve to

compound the cost of maintaining public employees and the cost of local government.
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During the review period, the Reserve for Uncollected Taxes grew by 20.28% to
represent, On average, 7.84% of the total municipal budget. This results in approximately
8% of the average municipal budget now being raised beyond the true spending
requirements of either the municipality, county or school district simply, to ensure
adequate tax collections to provide 100% of the required funds to all three. The growth

in this spending appropriation is significant as it is indicative of a trend in property tax
collections and of an increase in the overall level of expenditure for local government.
When contrasted to the 8.13% average annual change.in total municipal expenditures, it
would appear to indicate that significant budget increases have occurred at the county and
school district level, Aggréssive-efforts to collect current year taxes to alter that side of

“the equation are absolutely necessary to bring this appropriation in line.
f) Debt Service

The Debt Service appropriation represents the expenditures made by
municipalities to pay both principal and interest on funds previously borrowed. During
the review period, the debt service portion of the budget grew by 13.56% to represent
8.27% of the average total municipal budget. Due to stringent State laws governing the
issuance of debt before 1991, the debt burden of New Jersey municipalities has
historically been well below 10% of the annual budget. The introduction of fiscal year
adjustment bonds in 1991 permitted, for the first time, the issuance of debt. by
-municipalities for current operating expenses. ‘The relatively low cost of borrowing -
between 1991 and 1994 coupled with the liberalization of the debt regulations allowed
the significant increase in the amount of funds borrowed and the resulting increase in the
future cost of debt service. . Two of the commiunities included in the analysis issued fiscal
year adjustment debt and changed the beginning of their fiscal year from January 1st-to
July 1st. ‘The inclusion of two fiscal year communities in the sifc communities studied
may, in fact, skew the analysis which was performed, as only 60 communities in the Staté

have issued this type of debt,
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4. GERERAL PROPERTY TRK ISSBES

‘While it s critical to understand and focus on the level of local government
expenditures in order to gain control over the local property tax, it is éqﬁaﬂy important {0
recognize other factors which influence the tax rate and the amount paid by any '
individual taxpayer. Every municipal and school budget contains revenues other than the
local property tax which are generated in support of the local government operations.
Those revenues, which include the amount of State aid, as well as locally derived
- revenue, are critical to the ultimate calculation of the local property tax. In addition, the
local property tax is calculated as a function of the funds needed against the total assessed
value of tﬁc property within a community. Consequently, it:is possible for a community
to decrease its spending but to suffer an increase in the property tax rate as a result in the

decline of the real estate market and the assessed value of the community.
a) Non-Property Tax Revenue

-As indicated, each local government budget contains revenues derived from
sources other than the property tax including surplus, fees and investment income.
Analysis of this category indicates that local governments need to be increasingly
aggressive in maximizing these non-property tax revenues. Many communities appear to
fail to correlate their fees and charges for services with their increasing cost for the
delivery of services. Failure to recognize the need to match the fee for service to the cost
of service results in an increase in the public subsidy through the property tax. The
budget review teams have'identified a general lack in aggressive cash management
_ policies at the loéa'l- level. A comparison of the returns generated by the New Jersey Cash
Management Fund with local investment programs, indicates that significant additional
income-could be-earned for the local government if greater attention was paid to this

objective.

11
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averaging as much as 33.0% annually, has not slowed the increase in spending by
municipalities.or the increase in the property tax. It is critical to recognize that the impact
of changes in State aid are diminished by its place in the overall revenues of a
municipality. In 1994, State aid accounts for an average of 24% of the revehues. A 10%
increase in State aid would result in only a 2.4% change in the total budget revenues of
the communities reviewed. In five of the six communities evaluated, unrestricted State
aid 'contributed less than the combined other revenues to the total revenue. Clearly, State
aid does not drive the spending or revenue decisions of a comniunii:y. The opportunities

for significant property tax reform must be driven by the spending plans of these

communities.

13



DEFIMNITIONS ‘ Overview

Cost Center

y .
STOTAL BUDGEY Budget for the fiscal, calendar, or iransition year. Audited numbers 2re uged for 1989 thorugh 1993, Budgst numbers are used for 1994.
8 .
i)
8
n
wy....m\mamm & Wages Includes all salary end wages ldentiied in the budgel. Also inclutes fund money normally used for salaries such as Sale Neighborhoods,
9 . H the budget or audit did not identify which porticn of the Bbrary or municipal court costs ware used for salarlas in a givan year, no attampt was mads o add thosa costs into this lins lem.
2
[}
N .
Brtatutory Expenditures includes glt pension; social sacurity laxes, workers compensation, and unemployment takes mandated by law, including some costs Ret put under the “statutory” section of ihe audit of budgat.
£ . ‘
2
k=
>
Q. . .
nwobmam:c:m.. Expenses tncludes all ather costs not included in the other line tams al this favel of review. This is a Wl numbar.
3
>
=
S
< . ’
.mlwmbnmh Improvements Inclizdas onty those items found in the Capitat Improvemernts portion of the budget o audit.
> -
£
2
2
V .
ofet Service tncludes all puncpal and interast costs dor muimcpal debl service and (4 applicable) schouol debl servive. Bond issuance leus, f Weotitied separately, wars not included.
<
>
o
>
Deferred Charges includes caly ihosu tems wenitied as Delerred Chirges {buth within and uxclugded kom the CAP) it the budgat o audit

Reserve Uncoll. Taxes Includes only the ine fem costs identifiud as Reserve Jur Uncoliected Tuxes.



BAADLEY BEACH
POPULATION - 4,475
SQUARE MILES - 70

AVERAGES - 1869 thiough 1994

SUMBARY OF MUNICIPAL EXPENDITURES

1HES-1984
OYERVIEW
KEARNY ‘
POPULATION - 34,674
SGUARE MILES - 9.30
AVERAGES - 1959 through 1994
(Not Including TY 1991)

LAKEWOOD
POPULATION - 45,048
SQUARE MILES - 24.40
AVERAGES - 19089 through 1894

PASSAID
POPULATION - 58,041
mnm.._»mm MILES - 3.20

AVERAGES - 1989 through 1984
{Net Including TV 1991)

Annuat % Annual % Annual % Annuat %

m Total  Changein % Ol Toal.  Changalin % Of Total  Changsin %0l Toial  Changeln % Ot
m Cast Centar Expenditurg Eupands Butgat mwﬁmnnzcs, Expends Budgai Expenditure Exponds Budgst Expanditure Eupands Budgat
Q
©
n_vu,_.qogw BUDGEY $4,513.499 ‘2.89% 100% $40,673,652 B.58% 100% 527,845,408 4.15% 180% $46,128,180 12.31% 108%
[ -
5
2
2 : y
2 Salarias & Wages §1.694,478 0.73% 37.54% $18,692,118 6.82% 45.96% $11,558,225 5.44% 41.81% 320,153,580 10.83% 43.69%
< .
ES
m Statutory Expendifuras 3200,646 . -5.96% 4.51% $2,707,266 -5.06% 6.66% 31,309,612 7.81% 4.74% $2,791,068 2.42% 6.05%
>
s .
O Operationat Expanses $1,637,4980 3.62% 36.28% $11,414,328 15.76% 28.06% $8,530,952 0.43% . 86% $18,237,287 6.85% 39.54%
T :
=2 .
= .
m Capiiail Impiovemsnts $92,241 -8.43% 2.04% $99.400 -43 86% 0.24% $313,192 -2.76% 1.13% §$71.600 -19.28% 0.16%
c
T . . N Ea H
.nmu Debt Service $321,586 - 11.4% T43% $5,172,513 12.79% 12.72% $1.867,106 2.02% 6.75% - $1,442,300 37.34% 3.13%
S .
m Detecrad Chargas $58.880 2.57% 1.33% $607.573 -5 26% 1.49% £494,197 -0.67% 1.78% $480.935 108,45% 1.04%
>
kS

Faserve Uncoll. Taxes $504.170 B.D5% 11.17% $1.3680,454 . 3.56% 4.87% $3,572,124 16.2% 12.92%

$2,949.410 55.4% 6.35%
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BRADLEY BEACH
POPULATION - 4,475
SQUARE MHLES - .70

AVERAGES - 1289 ihfough 1584

e

SUSEMARY OF MUNICIPAL EXPENDITURES

1888-19%4

BETAIL

KEARNY
POPULATION - 34,674
SQUARE MILES - 9.30

AVERAGES - 1888 Huough 1994
{Not including TY 1991)

LAKEWODD

POPULATION - 45,048

SQUARE MILES - 24.40
AVERAGES - 1289 ihtough 1984

PASSAIC
POPULATION - 58,041
SOUARE MILES - 3.20

AVERAGES - 1989 fhvough 1884

{Not Including TV 1881)

Annual % Annual % Annuat % Annual %

Totai Change In ¥ Of Total Change In % Of Total Changa in %01 Yotai - Changsin % Of
Cost Canter Enpenditre Expanrds Budget Expendilure Enpends Budgat Expendifure Exponcs Bugygat Expanditwa Expands Budpet
FOTAL BUDGET $4,513,498 2.68% 100% $40,673,652 8.58% 160% $27,545,408 4.15% 08% $46,128,180. 12.31% ..@&
Potice Salary & Wage $201,334 5.93% 19.97% $7.185,275 8.09% 17.67% £5,713,018 4.53% 2067% $8,201,053 15.85% 17.78%
Fire, EMS, EMT Salary $11.802 44.64% 0.26% $6,384,154 7.35% 15.7% $366,798 12.56% 1.33% $5,731.015 8.9% 12.42%
Othar Salary & Wage $781,340 G63%  I7.31% $5,122,689 8.95% 12.59% $5,476,409 7.82% 19.82% $6,221,492 6.75% 13.49%
Statuie Employ Benslit $207.646 -5.56% 4.51% $2,707.266 -5.06% 6.66% $1,309,612 4.49% 4.74% $2,791,068 2.42% £.05%
Employ Health Benatt $310,823 6.68% . 6.89% $3,187.228 5.93% 7.84% $2,210,031 15.04% 7.99% $3,571.845 13.19% 7.74%
Library Aid $68,833 6.62% 1.97% $621,356 7.18% 1.53% $712,324 1.23%  2.50% $1,013,639 8.68% 2.2%
Municipat Court “$68,662 £.35% 1.52% $265,866 14.18% 0.66% $334,472 12.56% 1.21% | . ssarg22 7.45% 1.14%
Othar $508,850 11.27% $4,605,254 11.82% $£,293,583 4.68% $7.895,157 16.94%
Steet Lighting $73,324 351% 1.62% $401,959 327%  0.99% $625,666 a4%  226% $470,600 0.28% 1.02%
G&T and Recychng $408,717 -1.24% 9.06% $1.869.778 L 203% 46% $2.627,519 3.91% 9.5% $4,619,746 MA 10.02%
Capital jaiprovemants $32,241 -6.43% 2.04% $89,400 -43.86% 0.24% $313,192 -2.76% 1.13% $71,600 -18.26% 6.16%
Non-employ Insurance $178,282 3.58% 3.95% $£257 886 12.05% 8.63% $723,358 5.46% 2.64% $218,577 35.82% 0.47%
Municipat Debt Seoce $321,596 11.4% 7.13% $4,733,754 13.48% 11.64% $1,867,106 2.82% 6.75% $1.442,300°  37.34% 3.13%
School Debt Service 50 NA 0% 478,759 5.56% 1.08% 50 NA 0% 0 NA 0%
Detairad Chiarges $50,880 257% £.33% $6072.573 -5.26% 1.49% $494,197 0.67% 1.79% $480,935 108.45% £.04%
fleserve Uncoll. Taxas $504,170 8.05% 11.17% 51,980,454 356%  4.87% $3,572,124 10.2% 12.92% $2,848.410 55.4% 6.39%
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COMPARISON OF NET TAXABLE VALUATION, COLLECTION RATES, AKD RESERVE FOR UNCOLLECTED TAXES: 1989 - 1

TOWN

1980

1881

1892

1990

BRADLEY BEACH _ . AR B
et Valuation Taxable] 338,802,303 341,366,239 335,021,296 330,049,725 § 321,321,053 316,206,698 | (22,605.607)
Projecied Collsction Rate e 91.99%: T 92.14% 92.43%) .. 9355%
Actuat Coltsction Rats 92.78% 83.14% 93.10% - 83.00%§ - 93.58% | NOT AVAILABLE
Delinguent Tax Collaciion Rato Y A3.08% - 73.47%FNOT AVAILABLE
Reserve for Uncoliscted Taxes 318,018 583,574 572,140 ©7 546,780 501,168 819,659 201,641
LAKEWOOD ) - E :
Net Valuation Taxable| 1,163,419,343 | 1,220,165928 | 1,246,765,791 § '1,814,635532 | 1,820,066.825 | 1840404813 | 685985470
Projecied Collaclion Raie 93.50% 93.50%) - 92.50%] - 80.50% . B1.50% '891.50% 1 _
Aciual Collection Rate 93.66% ' 92.78% 92.35%] "~ 81:92% 82.73% 94.54%
Delinquani Tax Colisction Rate 73.39% 65.10% 52.97% 50.64% 47.30% 47.28%¢
- Raserve for Uncallected Taxps). . . 2,538,000 | - . 2,797,000 3379000 - 4471000 . 4013000 . - 4,282,188 1,744,188°
YENTNOR = — o m., :
Met Valuation Taxable] ~ 1,054,848.877 | 1.046.571.304 | 1,048,807.415 | 1,037,316,180 | - 1,015,724,020 | _ 009,143,801 |  (65.705,076)
Projecied Colisclion Rate 85.43% 85.50% 84.50%1 S 93.30%( 93.50% 93.30% .
Actual Collection Rate 93.70% 94.55% . 93.33% 8357%F 0 . 9361% ‘83.27%
Delinquent Tax Collaction Rate $8.00% 92.34%) . 9346%] - - 9366%] - 91.38% | NOT AVAILABLE
Reserve for Uncoliected Taves 6o8617 | 766,013 1000415 1 1,250,389 1,247,991 | 1,369,520 670,803
WILLINGBORO o o R ' —
Mel Valuation Taxable] 888,403,024 976,645,187 978,731,813 ] 981,146,182 987,225,198 988,132,868 | 99,729,847
Projected Collection Rate 95 50%. | B460%1 92 86% L 85.00% 95.00%¢- - 95.25%
Aciual Collection Rate 96.19% ] 95 46% 95 34% ~ 95.53% . 895.34%1 85.86%]
Delinguent Tax Collection Rate - 83.60% 94 .80% 92.86% B2.44%  94.25% O 84.34%%
Reserve for Uncollected Taxes 1,150,800 1,439,076 1,680,500 1588400 437 600

989 1983-15%4
HEARNY o R _
et Taxable <uEmmmn.” i1 :.mwo.w.ma 1,120,312 262 1.008,944,160 4 omm 002,860 1,077,984 515 1,065,643,736 A»m.muw.cmm.w
Projecied Colizclion Raile R A - mw 50%: v o 08.00%E .."mm,..ﬁa\a. .
Actual Collection Rate 97 7% 96 01%] 95.42% ' 96.15% o 05.14%) 93.99%
Delinquent Tax Collection Rate : I541% 38.63% 48.68% | B2.9%% 47 85%
Reserve for Uncollecied Taxes 2,314,066 1,210,178 .7.114,809 - - 1,908,640- 1,814,345 2,575,042 260,978
Nef Valuation Taxable] 278,361,707 ﬁm 214, :m 279328936 *1,421763278 | 4 1,340801,800°7 {80.951.379)
Projecied Collection Rale 97.60% 95.00% , 89.50% 88.50%4
Actual Collection Rate 95 60% 98.01% 91.55% 88.83% '91.29% . BS.90%
Dennquent Tax Collection Rate . R - 90.07% 62.23% 79.46%
| " serve for Uncollected Taxes 823,875 1,738,297 2 3,078,837, 3,318,099 5844 6510 5020 .Smﬁ

whmmbwﬁ Property mmquﬁwﬁaﬂ

1991; ﬁm&ﬁmﬁmew is 1992-199%94

20
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mmmwmfwwwﬂwmw__“ mx»mmmw = |

data not included.

1989 - 1994
TOWN . 1988 I 1980 1991 1992 1993 1984
BRADLEY BEACH - ‘ . _
Statuto 14,620 14,620 14,620 14,620 49 800
Mandato 36,000 36,000 5502 18,200 23,624
- 50,620 50,620 $ 20242 32,820 73,424
LAKEWOOD o - :
_ 124,959 99,580 54,300 84,380 103,390
535,000 . 400,000 375,000 44,810 541,000
659,959 499,590 429,390 129,200 644,390
VENTHOR _ | _
Statuto: 52,000 52,000 C 52,000 52,000
Mandatory 9,588 8.625. 4,108 0
. ” Tot 61,588 60,625 56,108 52,000
WILLINGBORO S ‘ _
Statuto: 715,989 696,394 993,352 10,000
Mandatory 93,393 104,611 102,652 116,858
Total 801,005 1,096,004 126,858
1991 - 1992 1992 - 1993 ||  1993.14984 || 1994 - 1995
KEARNY | _
Statutory 0 _ 0 .0 o 0 0
Mandatory 934,057 2,797,802 1,671,031 2,767,729 1,221,458
Total 934,057 .2,797.802 1,671,031 2767729 1,221,458
PASSAIC | T | o
Statutory 560,000 280,000 - 140,000 140,000 8~ 140,000
Mandatory 49304 | . 9452 [ 14,960 445563 1. ... 1,326,744
Total 609,304 289452 | . 154,960 585563 Fl 1,466,744
Mote: Kearny and Passaic made transition to State Fiscal Year ini S_w\: six Boﬂm transition - .
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COMPARISON OF STATE AID,

PROPERTY TAX AND NON-TAX REVENUES

: 1985-1984
TOWN 1989 - 1936 1981 1982 1993 1984 CHANGE
BRADLEY BEACH .
Otner Revenua || 1,467,356 1,563,860 1,518,182 1,737,257 1,408,777 1,224,864 (242.462)
329188 || 310,824 506,487 487,648 771,663 871,542 542,354
Property Ta 2,250,796 2.852.417 2,357,268 2,304,112 2,250,545 2,546,734 295,938
7 4,047,340 || 4,727,201 4,381,957 || 4.520,017 4,437,085 4,642,170 595,830
LAKEWOOD -
Other Revenue|| 10,199,233 || 8,607,375 7,087,730 7,648,269 8,175,380 8,192,906 | (2,006,327
3,061,846 || 3034,666 5,455,840 5,692,276 6, 8,501,873 3,440,024
Property Tax|| _ 11,363,634 ||” 13,120,759 || ~ 13,133,930 || 13,111,190 || 14,536,969 || 15,426 400 5,062,766
24,624,716 || 25671800 || 25676800 | 96,451,735 | 26,987,041 | 31121175 6.496 463
VENTNOR o : _
Other Revenu 1,729,073 2,187,942 2,546,598 3,434,776 3, 4,120,574 2,391,501
768,699 853,706 883,147 882,314 935,382 893,174 124,475,
Property Ta 7,936,551 8,230,061 8,162,328 8,432,283 8,465,599 8,391,269 454,748
10434323 || 11280708 || 12,012,073 || 12,746,973 | 12.760.047 | 13405047 2,970,724
WILLINGBORO _ _
Other Revenue|| 3,380,554 3,958,581 4,524,753 6,162,317 5,614,254 2,070,162
State Ald]| 2,175,346 2,253,494 3,998,247 3,580,077 3,580,146 1,672,836
Property Taxl| 7,877,500 8,575 800 7,628,100 || 7,638,900 8,326,300 1,342,600
13,533,400 i 16,151,100 || 17,391,294 || 17 628,700 5,085,600
19911982 1992-1993 1983-1294
KEARNY . | A
Other Rovenvel| 6,584,795 || 12678284 || 11,631,486 | 10.578.804 5512,800 | 6,198,200 (386,585)
State Adg 19921133 | 17,014,454 §| 18,521,777 || 19,806,120 || 26.585.172 )  26.970.236 6,349,003
6,476,347 7,461,790 || 10,829,976 || 11,726,298 || 15,729,320 || 15,730,400 9,253 053
32984275 1 37451528 || 411832471 || 42,111,222 || 47,827,301 || 48,196,826 || 15214 557
PASSAIC ; ;
Otner Revonue || 5,065 876 3,036,735 || 10,011,299 9406228 14,512,561 || 13,034,704 7,766,828
Stale Aidf 10.757,785 || 11,948,957 || 12,863,334 || 11,370,644 || 12.863.344 || 12611 589 2,163,804
20,165,284 || 22,687,053 || 25061,505 || 33,642,727 || 31,135,994 || 29,572,072 5,406,788
36,188,945 | 37672745 || 4BB36,138 | 54,419,600 | 56,511,929 || 55,518,366 || 19.320.420
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Brian W. Clymer, State Treasurer
John C. Ekarius, Deputy State Treasurer :
Louzs C. Goetting, IV, Director, Local Government Budget Rev1ew

Harriet E. Derman, Commissioner, Department of Community Affairs
Beth Gates, Director, DiviSion of Local Government Services

Dr.: Lco F. Klaghelz Comrmssxoner, Department of Education

Dr. Richard DiPatri, Deputy Commissioner, Department of Education
Dr. Peter B. Contini, Assistant Commissioner, Department of Education
Michael Azzara, Director, Office of Finance, Department of Education
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