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.Yi;t~:· My'nariJe is ··i~:;;erilbiyn.iari:Ctiairl'esr;Yate$. I'.:ii'Iii a· member<:9J.· .. 

the -~s:,sem~LY··TilX~tiJn ··•·cbmmitte·e·/:~~.~;.'in··\thaticap:~c:ity.J,l ,~~·;s.erving: •••.. 

··as chairmah· ~'f thi~' ~~~:t:ir19. o'~- nty};"left. i•S .J.siembl72{wothan :M.ary . 
,\_. '). 

Crocey· cirid, on-··my•rig,ht::~,r·~; q·~~r:dorf~ ..... ·th'~, staif :i,rOiesi'to'nal 6,f:·.•··• 

the. As$embly~ Ta~aJ::i,ob. d!,mmittee. ·:. ·.·.·····,· .. ·· . 
:· ,The pub~ic heci;:r::init toriigh t:F wli:ich 'is' being. tran·scrIJ:,ed :for·>' 

the Comtnitt,ee I El futuf¢·: \;·1e; ,is,:.t~e .· 'f:i,rst of i1 riµmbet' o{·plarihed 

. public.· hearings :in vafious· ;parts. of/thf;! ~tate .••. Th~:-~s s•embJy . 

Taxation Comrttitte.e \i.s sludying t:he ,l)Z'.oblems .. of. asse~snient; . 

. equalizat,ioil ciJld reva.l u;atidn:~; a:·~d;, cii•l the·, thing~· whi;ch affect >' 
.. i . . . ". : .-: .. '~··.: -:·. . -~"·_ : 

thos~ and ·are\affected ;by/them. · ':l'~is mea,rs ( a9t:ualty, . that .we 
. . . . ... 

~re stt1cl~ing: l subj¢ci ;\4hie,h, affed:s .every property; 9w11er·· ip the 
- . . .. 

state~ · 

and wis'h t6 speak, P:le,a;se C,C)me_ llp fro11t- and •.give: Y9¥,:r i:lame le>· 
the.· yolln<] l;a.:Y herf?> f:f :yo'u w.:lsh to,: ~peak·.· and :.~ave:',a p:r;-ep:ar¢d ' 

. sta tem~~t, .pleaie• JiV'~• ,a· c::Opy _o,f YOU,1\ pfepa:ted .~_tat::ement. to·· t:he . 
. <· 

· ... • - .. ··::· .-. . ·._ -.. . ,., 

o~der th~t th~y appea·f '.oh~ the/ :i.ist: ; If: yo·ll. have<a ,I>re,pared 

st~temen:t;.;. 'and it is, lp;n,g,,,,",;i:¢. tt1ake ,it easier for us• to .take )iotes' 

rather than· read it,, woi:'.d for .wc>rd, • ttease: s1,1mmariz~·Jt in th.e' 

in tere s'ts; ·• o!· brevity. 

One more thing/• if you; wish to submit ·a st:atement .or • 
... _· ' .-. >-.:·. ··: :.,' .... :·,., ·,· 

suggestions to the Cormr1it:tee afid you have: noe p~·ep~r·ecf one. at 

t'liis tiine,: y~u may ,sub~.;i.t 6ne to the. Ass~inbly:Ta.xatj,011·Coinm~;i~ee 

in tbe State; l:lous~ iri 'tei'e:nt.~,rt ·and i 5;ti. wi:11,., be entered, into the: 
',1 

. recor·d · for• thi~ ·11eaf.i.ritj .. 



CRANE: · Ass'eniblyman Yates and the Committee; I :am Joseph Crane, 

·· President-elect of the State As~ociation of Ass~s.s,ors of New Jersey. 
I . . -, ·-
I 

First of all I would like to In?l~e the request t~ai we defin~tely 

hold another hearing down here. n South, Jersey •. The timing of this 

was re.al bad. I got word bf :it quarter o,ff fou:r.1 on Friday aft~rnoon .. 
'. • - I _, •. 

There has. been no newspaper advertising down here. Being July it 
1, ' ' ' ,·,·' ' 

was ridiculous .for me to stay hqme this. week-end arid call people 

in Burlingtonj G~oucester,, Camden;and ~ale:m counties. The net 
. ., ' . __ I 

result, I, did call Monday all day -- th.e first reports I got "sorry· 
' ' 

we Ire comrri,itted, we definitely ~an:t to appear bl.it .cannot Tuesd?ly 
i '. • I 

night~" So I w.ould c1.pp:r;-eciatE? if youwould honqr that re.quest. 
' ' 

1 Sec6nd of all, I did not h~ve time to prep4re a statern~nt 
' ' ' 

for :this e~en±ng. I ~an touch on several subjedts ptrictly off 
' ' 

' ' ' 

the cuff, that I have run across durihg the years, as Assessor. 
'•' ·, I • 

' : . ' . 

· I am currently the Assessor in De;ptford T9W'rlp:hip anci the 

Borough of Claytoq. I have. been .,.through three revaluations, twq 

in, Deptford, on~ ~n C1ayton, and .,if you like~ ~ili touch on that 

first~ I think definitely that. it shoUid be mandated .that when 

we .get.into a :r;-evaluati9n,· that:the Assesso,r is :the officer ip I . . . . . 

charge £or that program .. There has been. too Illany going• on i'n. the l .. -· . •. _- ._-· . 

State where the Mayor,. or the Finance Director, or 'sorneb,Ody else 
' ' 

in ,the Borough capacity h<1.'s been :the o.f;ficer in. charge, to oversee 

and ru~ that revi1. The en4 re~ult, a iot of t~e• donjt know whit 
• • L ' 

the current' assessment procedur~ is apout, what they 're. eveh J,.ook--' 

ing for, or what they are .trying to arrive at. Ariother. thirig, the 
' ' 

revals should be definiteLy taken off o.f the first 'of the year 
I 

depending upon th.e size of that district, so that they can be 

done, sectionalized, and back t~ that Assessor~ it gives him 
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more time for review. What is happening, a lot of thernare 

corning in the last m~nute; no chance for review~ and there's 

bound to be hundreds and hµnd±eds o~ computation errors into 

it which· creates a lot of appeals. If you get it of.f the grou'na 

in timet get it done i,n, time, and maybe · some districts might 

have to be a two year program-~ a year to do it, a year to reyiew 

and so on, and adjust your figures accordingly. I think we have 

seen some very great examples around the Stat~ where reval. has 

gotten off on- the wrong, direction and has· created utter chaos. 

I can speak for my own two districts.. The first year out a ten 

thousand line item bo6k I had less than 23i county appeals, weht 

out with approximately 41 State a.ppeals.. The Bo:r;ough of Clayton 

which is twenty~three hundred lLne ~terns~ I cam in with 43 county 

appeals, four State appeals the first year out. Only because I 

had time to go ~horoughly over that, make adjustrnehts and 

corrections. Again, .on a reval.~- and this is going to relate 

to equalization -- I think definitely there should be some type· 

of standardization of what they are going to charge for and what 

they're goirig to deduct for within the county. I don't say this 

would relate from county in county but I ~m talking about in the 

county, .because if you get the same builder building in two 

mun~cipalities, brand new, .board fo~ board and nail for nail, and 

you' re doing a cµrrent .reval. in those two municipalities (which 

happens a lot of times), there is no reason that building should 

not come back at the identical number in the book. The only 

difference would be your land value, and it was possible somebody 

would p~y more for a lot in one municipality ~han in the other, . ·' ,· ' ",' ' ''• . . . ' 

that would give you your aggre~ate totaJ difference. Again, if 

you go into this theory here, and by the same token I have seen 

- 3 -



. -'. .. · '•_ 

it ti·me and time again_ wh~n you Je:t dowri to deveJ{opin; a cost-
. . 

factor in revaj_, · and it <is bE!i~9 ::d6ne the · same y~ai and you get.·. 

t6. know that the ~a:terials,; the: iab<;>r a'ria. what have you- are 

c_oming right from the· same 5ourc~ Iriost.gE?ne·:t'al~y~·- They are 

,co~ing out:, wit'h two .. ent'ireiy dif:ferent co-st~.factor~ with re~l. 
I; : . , . 

. ·.· disparity into it which .really rlfiects· another ~alu~. Th_en he . 
. , . : : . ,•. ·,· . . . . . . '• ·!. . · .. : : --, ' : . . 

i 

gets the' cros S>'. fire ha.Ck i.~i th~ ~s Se ssor Is off icJ • . my: mother 
! •. , ·. •, : . ·, ,. ; . , . . , I • • • '. 

1 hadth~ same hbuse<bu±id_over· ::i.ri!a11other mlinicipality and she is 

only a_ssessed ~~is;, ~his c~uses :a lot :;;f' pro'bl,e~s •. ·· Ok'l · We 

have had. a• man·µal. ·we·•y,e• beeh tel1, thro~gh the 'y¢-ars, > as a ~J.(ide .. 
. ·: · .. ,. ·- ._ ·.' ' ·,. :· ·: 

- 'Fine. But. a9c3.{n., ·i-· q~~s_ti•ob how jmariy are. relatirlg ·t_o the ·manu~l--: . . 

.:°rl--~ a:ii kno:w the ma.n·ua1 is outdat1d/ we· krio~ the. :state has :bee·n 

). wgrktng.,~n it, hbpef,u.i°iy, aha whJn this' new manuli, c6m~s ou.t, .if 

-.·. - . eierl :t~at' s the 6.4 thousa~i:l dollar ques't;ion. at tthe mom~nt. 
. ··.•. :;. : . . l . . . ·-... , . 

At thai. tii:ne I.· think ~gain·,:. it 'should no:t he.· ttsiuJgestedl' •. as a . 
. ! ···.· ' .• · . ·. · ..... ) . . . ': ·. ·.· .. '· - ,. - . 

_guide/ it 'J;},.ould. be ''maridat,bdl' tl:'~a t\ that manual J:?e used .. 
• •·,_.•. :- · .. ·• I , .. . , . 

ier~. again, 1:,he -0ne. big thi~g we are chargef with., .i,s 

uniformity. :~ria.: ~quali t~. ·. N.,bti.7 i'f we> were; only. sa.yirig - use it as-· 

.·_a·gu,id~ a.11.a.'·iea;ing d.i~'cret;ion tQ gc>_wh:i,chever; ··then you··_are. not 

getting uniformity aiic:l.this: ref1JC:ts' thri~nighout th~ S~at.e as far. , .. 
. . . . . .· .· ; . . . . . . . 

as I am. concerned. <True·. p.r:operty S•e11s ,·:for mt>re i and it costs 

iJ}ore in, N:c,,~th . Je~sey ~han i;t. doe$ :i'..ri Soi,lt:u Je"rseJ_~ .·· 'By the! same 

;:(~kep. you. have.: gc:)1: some g.o:o~d basics there that s{o:µld be uriiform-
. . . . : ·, .: .... _. 

ally ~ppl i~d .. thr9ughout t:.he Stat~ if it .:..,a~ mandated. 
·:. .. ·_ ,_-. -· :· : . ·. 

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

One·~roble~ we haii,ruri inio in th~ past ~h~n ~e torich. on 

a subj~ct~and w:~say ~~m~{hingan~ we~~ back to4 ~a~. it 6h well 

;ea:liy I don't'know>~.b~t if yo1.ipul the: 1word 
,• .• •., •• ,••• , •• : I ;. " • , 

"sh~ll" in the · 
·. ·,/.-

sta.t'ute i·t. is mandatory.· But . . .·, , .. - . . .. , ·-. . 
- •, .... ·. ·.-

. ~· . . 

eve:•/, so· often· you: find this. wo.rci 

"_1na:y" in. legisiation which so of-ten le.aves it - oprn· 

- 4 -
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YATES: I would like to get your view ori the question of 

ieassessment done by lotal person as opposed to outside 

companies. Do you hav~ a view on this? 

CRANE: Yes! do. I think there is a lot of assessors in the 

field who can definit~ly do it locally. Again we have run into 

the problem of this in the past particularly down here in 

Gloucester County where I·am from; ~e have had.a couple ~f 

districts done that wai, and' done very thorough, but the county 

board had the discretion to apply the page 8 ,formula or not to 

apply, and it was a real grey area where it. was a reassessment 

oi a reval because it was done at a local level. I think if the 

assessor is qualified tb hold and mairitain that office he should 

\be able to do it providing that the Borough gives him enough 

additional help to do sb and compen~ates him fdr it. By the same 

token, if you go outside, again I think the assessor should be 

the officer in charge. He should really call the shots, and again, 

he should be compensated for that additional work because there is 

a lot of hour~ if you are really going to sit down and review 

that in the proper fashion. One man cannot do it. He needs help, 

and again he would be there to supervise and deputize that help. 

I have a feeling this way, as far as being done on a local level 

I think the ave rage a s s e s so r i s be t t er than the " ave rage " ; I 

think they have more interests at heart than what some of the 
( 

outside companies do. Because there have been some good companies 

come and go and I have found that some of them have 'now gotten so 

far removed from that local level of reval., that the good 

personnel, the first thing we know yoi've got numbers coming at 

you that somebody crank~d in wrong. 

YATES: Let me ask you this. Is there.~ problem of, you might 



say, the political importance of revaluation, it can be a 
{ 

disas.ter once it• happens or it can be a proble'm that they can 

get by. with, but for a local ass~ssor do,esn't revaluation have 

local serious poiitical problems? 

i 
CRANE: W~ll the Mayor and Councilmen seem to thi~k it does bit I met 

that.head on in Deptford T6wnshi~ in 1972. They had appropriated 

money two years prior, all set to go, about ready to sign a 

contract and'they ~ulled their h~els in, and when I went up there 

and was hired as an assessor that was on.e of the fi.rst, _questions 

they asked. They asked do you ihink we need a reval? I said 

looking at your coefficient and ~our ratio you're behind, you 

ne.ed help. I almost didn't get the job. However, when we did do 

it we were not the uncumbants , ran that following year, al .. l came 
l 

back strong, by bigger majorities than they ever had in their life 

before. But it took a lot bf work, and I am going to take a little 

credit on my part to relate tc;::, the publi:c. This,is dne of the 

biggest problems. The £irst fhirtg you know, when you hear if you 

upgrade your assessment you are going to be paying more in taxes. 

I had the pleasure of listening to a man talk one night for two 

hours in front of my council saying how much morJ he was going 

to be paying in taxes in his community due to th~ revaluatiort. -I 
( 

don't know how he came up with a number because those numbers were 

not in the .book un ti 1 the f.ol lowing year. 

but I think you know who I'm talking about. 

I wont mention any names 

The thing is again, 

the assessor has to have an open office, an open book, he has to 

be. able to relate to the taxpayer. I don't say± send everybody 

out of my office jumping with joy, but I do send them out ~ith a 

little better understanding of what it is all about. 

YATES: If it is going to be done by a local rather than an 

- 6 -
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out~ider, is ft go~ng to be.better done? 

CRANE: I would ~ay so yes_ On~ of th~ big problems here again 

·when you get outside and they come in for the public hearings 

prior to 1:he se going ·into the book., the.re has been a tendency in 

some of the co~panies to say ok we'll take another look, we'll 

get back to. you. Would you please let me know when you are coming. 

Well it's almost impossible but aga'in it is a big question unless 

the assessor is on top of it, some kind of assurance that they 
' 

reall~ went back and took another lo6k. And again, if you have 

a Mayor in charge or a Finance Director in charge,.· no way . is he 

eve.r going to know. see what I mean? It has got to be somebody 

who is with that day in and day out, and that can be nobody but 

your local asiessor. 

Again, when you get into a reval he needs that extra help, 

and when you go outside-:: and definitely it is done on the local 

level -- he. has got to have additibnal help, he.has got to have 

qualified people bec.ause when that man goes out in the field he 

has got to be able to classifi that property 6ut there in the 

field. Because the guy sitting behind the desk doing the com-

putation has not seen that prope~ty; he .is going off a work sheet, 

arid ~11 of a sudden if he domes up ~ith the wrong class, you get 

off on the wrong foot before you get any farther. 

I would like to say a couple of fhings about equalization. 

When that program came into being it was a very worthwhile tool~. 

Today. with th.e market in. the very recent past years, the way it's 

going, the equalization process doesn't really do the trick. You 

take a district that has.not been through a reval for maybe ten, 

fifteen, twen.ty years, their ratio; is. down a given number and 
\ ·. 

thr9ugh the equalization process the county board makes an adjust-

- 7 -



ment to bring it up .. Ford tkue example, the Boro~gh of Clayton, 

the year prior to it, I had about a 62 ratio; I had about a 

roughly 21/22 million dollar book value;at the time of equalization 

it was up to 38 milli6n ·dollars. I came back the following year 

with a reval at $57 million but we were not up to where we should 

have been with the $57 million after reval, and as I told you• 

earlier, of the 43 appeals I had on twenty-three hundred line 

items, and four State appeals o~t of that, I am satisfied those 

four State aypeals I'll win. 

YATES: What was the reason for the equalizatioh b~in9 so far 

off after i~val? Was it because ~here were a lot of new houses? 

CRANE: N6, it was older property. 
\ 

Again, we have a 1 lot of houses 

which we call fac houses; it was an ol<l glass works town, the old 

_J 

narrow, 2~ storey 14 fodt wide_ .... we had it in there like for 

maybe $6,000 with a lot, and they're getting $18,000, $19,000, 

$21,000 for them on the market today all because the average 1,100 

sq. ft. new.home today on a 90 x 100 lot is going for about $32,000 

in the swamp with no utilities, no kerbs, no sidewalk, no s~reet---

no nothing~ This is what affects this really bad. Again, getting 

down to equalization and ratios and so on, yes, we have our SR6 

forms which we can use to question the determination of the ratio 

department in Trenton. I. think most assessors have stopped using 

it, I myself have stopped using it. I have sent numerous forms up 

there, they lay u~ there for a mo~th or two, back they come no 

change. I have done six-page letters accompanying them, to have 

that knocked out, and it comes back no change. It is impossible: 
I 

Like a wasted· effort. 

YATES: Is that in the tax appeals? 

CiANE: No, that is in the ratio. To get my ratio adjusted because 

- 8 -



what happens. Again, we had a case a few years: ago in Glouce s t~r 

County where there was a_gas station/house combination, one of 

tbese little gas stop jobs. Unfortunately it had run through as' 

a commercial. One commercial sale that changed the ratio around 

in t~at,distri~t so drasti~ally it cost the other twenty-three 

municipalities about at.least anywhere from $8,000 to $27,000 

in county tax money that year. What I am sating here is now we 

have ~wenty-seven reasons that we can use to knobk ou( a sale; 

I th~nk we need at ~east two more in there t6 cover some other 
) 

ca tegor ie,s. 

YATES: These 'are all categciries for not using in determining 

the ratio? 

CRANE.: Right. 

YATES:_ D6 you have the problem of too.few transactions to use 

in ~~king the rati~? 

CRANE.: This has happened too in Gloucester County. We have a 

couple of m.~.rnic ipa 1 i ties if they have six trans£ ers a year this 

is a lot of work; yet we have other municipalities l1ike in 
• C I 

Deptford Township, .I tun at ieast ieventy7five a month, a lot 

o:f: times _100 to 125 a month. In a~other community, Washington 

Township, we are not hitting 200. a_ month. So when you get in 

thesevarious fast-moving districts bd~ed in with the districts 

where there is not too much activi~y, and then you get'one sale 

in that· strata category, and commercial, you can really shift 

that equalization all ~ver ihe ball lot. 

YATES: Do you have a 1itiiation where ~hen you sell a ~ouse you 

will sell that house with cert~in articles such as drapes, carpets, 

something which is not part ~f the house.For your purpose does it 

appear in the .price of the hous~? 

- 9 -



CRANE: That is correct. 

YATES: And yet th~ selling ~rice of the house would inclti~e the 

price of these items. Do you have any way of adjusting up or down 

for this type of thing? 

CRANE: Well actually what I have. done in my two districts when I 

have gotten what I consider a wild sale that doesn't really reflect 

what I think is the mark~t value of real property, I went out and 

made an inspection on it and tried to determine what else they 

bought besides real property and this is where you find ·the ·ara~es, 

the carpets, and all the goodies, the den room furniture, the whole' 

bit, you know,. Ok. This is where I used to come back and try to 
I 

run this thing through on an SR6. I know.one district who con-

stantly over the years, they have thrown out more sales residential-

wi~e just by writing on there "personal ~roperty included", which 

is r~ally not acceptable. Most of them ~ob J6hns6n's departm~nt 

has kicked out and used them, but again I know for a fact there 

have been s~fficient of them that have gotten by. Not any one 

particular person's fault but this happens when you go through 

all these processes. Again this tends io juggle that ratio around 

and you're looking at .a district here now, and i speak of this 

particular district with a ratio of about 42 and a coefficient of 

11. 

DEARDORFF: Joe, isn't one of the problems that the whole ratio 

idea is an average for a community and if the average is 80, you 

may have many above 90 and others below 70, so if somebody files 

an appeal and they're actually being asse~sed at very close to true 

value, if your ratio is 80 they appefl on that and not 6n the basis 

of the individual property. 

CRANE: This is right. Every so often you get the appeals c-0ming 

- 10 -



in, and I have run.into this at the State level on tax appeals, 
l 

\ 
the first thing they come along and say, ok, we want to determine 

true value of the property, then the next thing out, they now want 

to apply the district ra.tio or so-called common level. Basically 

that ratio to.my way of thinking -- and I may be wrong -- is there 

for equaliz~tion purposes at the county level. It's there for.the 

s<::hool aid, the old BatemaI1-Tanzman formula. I don It think it 

applies.unless you apply the common ratio throughout the district. 

I take a real strong exception when they want to apply the common 

level or the weighted avera~e ratio, or the district ratio, or 

whatevE!r they wan1t to callit, and you get three different.numbers 

when you fool with these things. Tie .that to the true value 

because they come back and say well, •this is where the other 

property ~s atj which is wrong. One thing I did do in my own 

distriqts three years ago, I toqkall my multi~family income-

producing properties and other income producing properties off 

the brick and mortar less depreciation, ~rid I put them on the 

income stream, and I fluctuate with. the economy. Up to that time 

every year here c6mes the same appeals, the same six multi-family 

apartment complexes. Sip.rce I have done that I haven't had one. 

Understand I took some ~oney out of tbe b6ok when I did it. I 

came in with a numb.er! co.uld live witll; I came in with a number 

they could live with~ and we stopped that. And by the same token, 

I go out each year, now it is going out iri next Monday Is mail, 

requesting their income expenses frorn the past year up to now in 

relation to assessment for next.year. I'm not saying I'm going to 

make.any adjustments up or down. Again, I am going to run through 

them and see where we sit, ~nd it has basically worked. You know, 

the time you wind up at the couniy appeal end, the first thing you 

- 11"'" 



know the county people they dismiss without prejudice, goes 

up to the State, lays up there for three, four or five years. 

Then you go up there with entirely new testimony again, •nd 

entirely rework the whole thing, then you get hit head OH with 

the common level or the district ratio. Four years ago I was 

very interested in Judge Lyle's opinion ~here because in 

referring a judgment for say 1973 year in 1977 that no way locks 

that into a freeze because they don't know i~ they're going up 

further, they don't kno~ if there have be~n further developments, 

if they have higher value from 1974 on right across the street 

from that subject property. And I think there's been a lot of 

assessors once they get that appeal judgment down from the State 

put that property under the freeze act, and the end result was 

they actually lost money for the municipality for doing it. 

Again I would like to say a couple of things in relation 

to farmland assessment. I think basically the farmland assess-
\ 

rnent is good, and I am well in favor of the good, legitimate 

farmer who wants to maintain and run that farm, to give him every 

consideration we can possibly give him. I think we need some open 

spaces, if we don't, the first thing New Jersey will be a black-

top State. However, I take strong exception to these builders, 

developers, speculators co~ing into the tow~ship, buying up land, 

pulling all kinds of deals to keep that farm going in some sort 

of fashion until their market's right, mortgage money, or setl 

their product or whatever ft may be. It is an injustice to a 

district because what happens, you shift that burden right to the 

residential owner. I had that problem in Deptford Township. 

The old Grove Farms involved some 850 acres. At the 

time when we did a reval in 72 that had been laying fallow for a 

- 12 -



numb.er of years s.ince Abbot.t' ·!5' Da.ir{es. closed up. The end 

.resul.t when we did. tfre. reval they,came in· for a.ppeal arid the 

· only thing we st1pulated to, and th~ only thing everybody agreed 

to, was about a· 30i low land in one tract. Two weeks after that 

appeal here comes the. farm,; they cµt, tore it down, they planted 
' ' 

' ' 

wheat in some areas, they got some cattle going in another area . 
and so on, and the end result basically is that now the whole 

· tl1,ing is qualified farm. and .it took some$8 million in value out 

of Jny books. by qualifying. - I. h_ad .to· put that $8 million right 

' ' 

YA'l'ES: <What kind of a thing? How big was the remainder o.f the 

tract? 

CRANE: At the· t.ime_ it was roughly about $217 million~ total book. 

Of course it's we 11 over ,that today with the new Deptford Mall in 
' ' ' 

there. Unfortunately I had the Mall coming in right behind it 

which helped cushio~ it a 1,it tle bit, but the Mal 1 didn't give us 

the gain to effect the .tax dollar relief everybody was really 

looking for because of·this on.e prol:>Jem here. . . . . ' . ' -~ 

YATES: Was the property prior to - t:.lhat, paying on the roughly 
' . - . . 

$8million valuation? 

CRANE: - :Yes, on true land value. 

YATES: Is it under farmland valuation at present? 

CRANE:. Yes. A long ~hile ago Abb?ts ~airies closed up there. 

The fa.rm was unusable, it was just laying there~ Basically it was 

yacant 'land except. for a f.ew tenant _houses scattered arourid the 

. acreag.e. 

YATES: So that applying f.or the f~rmland assessment was only 

, seeking a wayto'keep the value down? 
' ' 

CRANE: It was·. an. aha tement · fo.r taxes' that was what it was. 

- 13 -



I 
YATES: Was it held by a developer at\ that time.? 

CRANE: Well this is right. You have a rollback with .the change 

of use in land occurs. c~ange of ownersh~p doesn't necessarily 
! . ,' ' 

do it~ I might say, .and I was, wrong and xnaybe it was a wrong bill~ 

but Assemblyman Herman and myself .drew up an amendment to the 

Municipal Land Us€bil1 where we eovered that s'ituat:ion where upon 
' . . 

preliminary .approval; 'now when you get to a pr;el iminary approval 

part, the developer has al.ready spend many. a good dol.lar on engin-

· e'ering, development rates, .and a f.ew other things and we said at 

that time section 1. would be .effective to rollback and back to 
. . 

true land value. Again, i:his.c:ould be maybe 40 acres out of a 

400 acre tract .. Again he: could moJe furtn.er bu:t .we · cou1dn' t 

move furthe.r to take th.e rest of it .off the farmland set-up. until 
. ' 

the first section was, SO%• oc. We had some pad ;bits in there that 

don't belong. in the Municipal Land Use bill, but I say it definitely. 
. . 

belongs in the .Farmland Assessment: bill; and as far.as I am con-. 

cfurned,. after November wh~n I tike over presidency 6f the 

Association, I am go'ing to work to get th,;3.t back inwher~ it 

belongs in some form or fashion~ I think fit i~ a ~eal vital thing 

and I think it definitely. $hould be there. 

A couple of other things that have annoyed me in the past c:tnd 

I think we have got this straightened out! to some degree' in county 
. ' . i 

appeals, .and I think what was happening id the past~ an appeal 

would come in from an inc~me-producing,pr~perty, . - . . . I no supplemental 

statements not a thing attacbedr You ~o .back to the guy, try 

to request it and he would ignore it. He 1 would go. into the county 
I . • 

board that day and dump· all kin.as of papei out, comparableSincomes ,, .,, 

expenses and so on• 
.· / .•.·.· . 

Currently the cocinty rules and reg~l~tions 
J 

say five days. As I said~· we have brought this up before, asking 
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·, 

to be·· at ·,le~_Sit .,f{fteen. q~ys ;'t:o g,i ve: ~h~t::'·as~e_ssor _a chance to 
. . . 

\r:~vi~~ t:his becalJ.Se >{i 1:h_e a~~es)i~l;-~()~s.h:f t have 'stfffici'~nt time to 
.· ., . . . 

.· •· revi,ew it 'befcn:e; the hearing·, hb\i/:' car(he go . in and properly defend 

·. ·•·that·asse·ss~ent.~henhe is gqin~ to ~-et 1all this-thrown at him there? 

:.·.·,. ·.YATES; - _DO you mea:n that ~heri you go :1,n to defend before a county 

·* --: ... ·.· 

.. 

. -;.· . --~-- . 

b·o~:r::d You do not, get any information, :.on what ~rounds the. appellant 

is makiri9' his , ~ppeal:? ·: · · 

~RANE; bsui=illy a. siµiple sitafeme~i of app_eal discrimination. Where 
; : .. .. : .' .. : . -. ~... . _: 

thei~ 1f3 disc:rimination he -shouid have the comparable$ atta~hed. 

In ()the~ W()r~s· what he sa~s 1'~ he. is :being discri'~ina~ed ~gain st 

or vice '1er~a: ~..:. what:e~er thc1:t means. !~ 'i,t. is. ~rl income.:.producing ·'·-.--. - . . 

prope:l:'ty. an4 so :on,we ar•~ requi;red bY, law to iipproach. that on 

~~~ket; ;~ost,andfinc::ome. Aga~~, if ~j 4~ rtot ba~e nllmbers supplied 

t>ie can l.ook.at that and maybe stabil.ize it and come Up with a value. 
' ··-: . ·: . ..· .··. . .. . .. - :: ... ; .· . .· . 

?Th.e end ·r~sult. t 0h~ie 's ~ot tbo muc;:li te15t}mony Oh. the. assessor's 

given h'Um_ber either a't .. th:~ county Qr: a:t- the State: level without 

:first: dpih~. tha ti cotning up with' a ne{ j_rfcome: and 1::hen; capitalize 
';.··· .. : . •, .. 

it o\it. :Thfs ·should b~ the 011ly a:r,g~mbnt _:._ the. cap r'ate because 
I • . . . • • 

.-· --- ·.if· .. they tjse : the , ~taiida:rd. ded,.(c.ti~ns ~s; ai1owed ~n expense~-- t:hose 

,~umbe·rs :h~;e got to Jei fti~re i~ w~ys: of checking 

< ,;he:~:, s 119·: J>robl_em in f'indin·g. o,u,t _ 1:he: ~conomic. ren:s, to . find-out 

them. 

,: . . . .: ·.: 

thi"~ater~i~~ sewer~ so on arid so toith wh•t ~as ~h~~ged to that 

'prope_rty.' th~t year. The oflly. d~bat: would be ~gafn ,· Whether the 
·'\-. 

wis,e . in:JJ,stor got a gob'd :irivestmeht on his money or he got a "poor 

i.rivestm.eht . 

·~ATES: ,Would the~~ be ariy p-roblem:if the appellant would make 
. . .•:· ' 

. ' ' ., . . 

,Jhese ,£ i9:u,re:s a vaiiaple a_t. lel'lst:. ten days b-ifore the ·hearlng? 



. . . . . : ·.. . .·· ',· '',·, .· ... •··' ' •. ' . > · ... 
. . . ' 

~h~~e•s an exchang~ of informatio~;and tt~ suit is sonducted 

'on the disbovery proc~ss; : after all the. f~cts a:re :ie~~lved t:he~ 
. . . . . .. . . :- . . i ' .. ·.· . . . . . ·. -'_ ., •. .' : ' ,· . . . . ,. '. .. . ·. . 

they cain .90 before the j u~ge for d~t~rridnqtion . In ,e e; sence,: why 

O,sh6uldn't this 1:>e'do,ne' ·betor~ .thecoµnty Joar~:?:.· 
. , . 

' ' . 

CRANE: · · This .is . right .. • Ag~in, two: year.s ago · I /in troquced a . ' ' . . - . ,,., 

d.iscov~ry met.ho.a by: havin~ interrogator~es' issu"i'ng a County: 

·. bo~1;d, Order ... ·.· I ha,d good .results with. it .. 

YA.TES:' Have you los't any·?, . 
,' ' 

CRANE: Yes, I se.e noth~n~ ,\'lrong w·ith i't, I have g_otten some ·back •. 

.. First of citi, · ~hie;' cuts d.o.wn time at the .. i6tual he~ring •b~c~u~:e :. 

here- agaiµ you .havl:! .,the }"OU' ha~e; every,t:hing right i'n 'front i 

or yoti. I_t· do.es _gJVe you:i a wealth of informat:iion~ t' c!-m not say:;ng ' 

every assesior~ incLuding!myself, bas aiways·b~e~ rJght. I ,am 
I .. • • .'.", •. ..·., ·-· :_; ·:·., 

.sayin•g ~h~n I got some oi' :this infotmat;.iop 'I We!,~; off of ·th,e baa.ten 

· .. path i; 11 be· th~. first: on.e to admit. it/. :t will :try to work out 
' ' .. ' ir.·:,:--- .,·· - . :. ·. 

:- .· '·_·. '.. 

an' equitable settlement a.pd cut o:ut ail, this malarkey. '· It costs 
:- . . . . ' . ,·. . f 

money to go into a coun:tyi a.ppeal and; .it cpsts ~o~ey to go to·. 
·-, : ·. ·_: ·.:· - ·. . . . 
: . - . . 

State.·. appeals,. <ind ',the enid result. is th~t: it c6sts the muni~ip'ality, 
.- ,"_. .. ·,, _,·· • • • • • ·1 

'! ', ; ' 
money also.·.· .. Wheri this .hajppens you .. ,get t;h;es~ r~~uctions ba~•k; 

what happe'hs. then. when yoju ,say the ratio jar _Y0'1r. commo·n lev~l, e>r 
.. ") . . '~ . . .· . . 

whatever back' in the y~ari 11 ·· X? '~ow you J1ear, ~ix big State app~als 
I • .· .. ' . ,·· ... 

. this year that 'get rend,e~ecl different nutnbE;?rS ~• .. Now,. what I S yo1.u:, 
0 ••' ,: • • •• •, •,•• • C O 1 

ratio back ·in '74 x?·. A11:0£ a sudc;ien you/might. have been the. 

highway robb~r ·~ack in ' 
,, . . . . . · .. - : · . .-_- . I 

A~semblyman Ya te~ . .I !cpuld go, on but :there are. other people 

,who wa:.n.t to Say a few WO?fds; it'.s .July., iit's hot, ,and I'm ready 
j' 

. · ... to_ take o f;f on vacation qri Friday n ~ght Jysel f: so· I'm going to .let 
·. I ·,." • ' 

s.omeone eise talk for· a w,hile 

YATES.: I think you can ~ee that t.here is a. lot of information 



and that this Comm.it tee is getting an ;.education, a,nd we I re going 

to hear froin other assessgrs about s.ome of the other problems. 

CRANE: Right. If Gil will set up another hearing down in South 
, , 

Jersey and have enough lead time, we'll get the.attendance out I 

guarantee it. Tn the meantime after 1 get back from vacation I'm going 

to put some of this in writing and shiP it off to you. Thank y'ou. 

Thank you very much. 

YATES~ Thank'you, Mr- Crane. Now we:will hear from the next 

·!Speaker. I believe the next one on the list is Walter Salmo9. 

SALMOJ5{: . Gentlemen: My name is Walter W. Salmon, residing in 

Moorestown, and I am pre~ently retired from the profession of Tax 
, , , 

Assessor after nearly 15 years in that office, and I am of the opinion 
\ 

that J:ha t service pl us the additional d.e !:ligna tions that I have 

accumulated over the years qualifies me to make a few statements 

regarding the Assessment furiction as well as on the Appeals Procedures 

that have come to the attention of taxpayers and courts alike. 

May I at t&is time suggest that y6u re~d-Volumes I and II of the reports 

oh Public Hearings conducted by Senators th~mas Dunn, Joseph Maressa. 

and Peter McDonough, relative to appe~Is procedtires in the State of 

New Jersey. I am sure that your reading will be most educational, 

and~hop~ that future legislation can be written to dorrect some of 

the abuses noted in the reports. Representing the members of the 
. . '. 

·Assessors Association, some 900 gtrong, I presented a paper stating 

the .assessors views. That report is found on pages 25 thru 31 of 

Volume II .. 

I again state ·as before, that there is nothing wrong with the 

assessment system in the State of New Jersey. The constitution 

mandates that assessed values must be at market value, at a value 

tha,t a willing buyer ,and a willing seller would knowled9eably exchange 



value for value, whether the exchange includes money or some other 

valued item or not. Collectively the assessor~ endeavor to establish 

fair market value by th~ tise of sales of like properties, either 

land or builidng or both, and then conscientiously apply that 

procedure to properties in his/or/her jurisdiction. There is no 
' 

better way to establish value than the use of cu~rent and recent sales. 

However,' no matter what procedure the assessor uses he is confronted 

with the decision of the courts of appeal ~hen the property owner feels 

that his prop~rty is over-assessed. 

At this point, t~e assessor comes out second best in 90% of his cases 

eveJ though he has priced land all the same, used the State Appraisal 

Manual for replacement and depreciation figures, only to be confronted 

by appeals decisions which have invok~d the "equalization rate," 

thus reducing the total value well below the fair market value. 

The purpose of the ''equalization process" was not formulated to set 

values of properties, but to equalize School Aid, and to determine 
\ 

County taxes among the several municipalities. During the two years 

as President of the Assessors Association I made numerous attempts 

to have the "equalization process" reviewed and revised, but always 

the same answer came back to us--"In the absence of someth~ng better 

there is no reason t~ make a change." 

Only today was I asked to appear here in the place of the Vice-

President of the Association who could not be p~esent, and I 

apologize for not having a more comprehensive report to file with your 

committee, however, I will be only too glad to answer any questions 

that I may be able to, and will prepare a detailed written statement 

to be mailed at a later date. 
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·' . 

YATES: .Where did you serve as assessor'? 

SALMON: I was assessor in Moorestown for 9!:i years and Mt. Laur.el 

4!:i years. 

YATES.: Does local. politics get involved with the assessment 

. process in a way that i_t causes problems? 
' . 

SALMON: You can b~t your .bottom dollar on it. If you want to qhange 

your counc:il, just have a revaluation ·and next time they would be there. 

YATES: The council is generally reluctant? 

SALMON: Generally, yes. 

YATES: I have heard that people in pQlitics tend to have better 

change on appeal than other people, at least alot 6f people feel that 

way. 

SALMON: I think that's the newsprint that points that out. To give 
. ) 

you an example of some of.· the things that happen and I don• t mind 

using myself a.s an example. While in Mt. Laurel, I had one taxpayer 

who paid i think it was $47,500 for a $39,000 house and when ~he got 

in it she .found out she couldn't swing it and it was only assessed 

at $39,000 same as all models. She got six women to come in and they 

all requested them to.lower their·assessments because they felt they were 

too high~ I couldn't do anything about it because they were all 

·alike. One ,even had a swimming pool. she wanted me to take off, 

that sort of thing. Whal the outcome was she got hold of a reporter 
. . 

from the Courier and they came out and tdok pictures of this and wrote 

a beaufiful article condemning.me and my brother whose house was 

properly assessed and this can upset the apple cart in the, assessor's 

office, but primarily its bad publicity .because of the new~print. 

' I left my post .last year because Of age. I am a little over 70 right 

now and I was too 'old to stay by the statutes. Joe mentioned the 
. . ' 

equaliiation rates arid I mentioned it in mine. What I would like to 



say about the equalization ratio is that when that ratio was 

compound~d in municipalities where we ~re practically guided and 

told how much farmland should be by figures put out by the farmland 

evaluation committee, there's almost a set figure that goes on 

farmland. Now, these aren't any farms sold for farm use, not many 

anyway. I think that during the last 2 or 3 years not more thah 

6 farms statewide have been sold from farmer to farmer for farm use. 

And they're not usable for usable sales because there is a rollback 

feature if its sold for a pon-farm use. But, if there are no 9 ales, 

then to formulate the equalization ratio where in their infinite 

wisdom I don't know where [t comes from but they apply the ratio of 

residential sales, which are the~eal culprits in the municipalities, 

'to the farmland. So that if you have a statistic, say $1 million in 

farmland and you have a 50% ratio on residential, the figures jump 

he farmland up from $1 million to $2 million and this is wrong.( 

The whole equalization program is acknowledged to be' wrong. In its 

original conception it was fine because it was designed to get the school 

aid properly distributed and the only way to do it was to say, okay, 

these properties are such and such and the same way with the county 

taxes. I don't think any assessor would object to that. However, 

there are other things that happen. When I was at Mt. Laurel, I had 

38 cases that I put in at th~ State level to have the equalization 

.ratio changed. I hafr statements from the 38 property owners where they 

had sold from $2,000 to $10,000 worth of personal property with the 

properties. They were signed statements. When I went to the hearing, 

they said "This is ridiculous because down at the shore where they all 

had these houses, they include all the furniture there, why not in 

Burlington County? You don't have a case. So that cost Mt. Laurel 

Township about $144,000, but this is the irrationality in the thinking 
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.of th~ court~ of what goes on in the assessors office t~ deflate 
- . . . 

the.values. The ratio keeps going down and down and down. We're 

not living in an era of decision of actual values by book. We are 

living in values by decision. The State says 100%. The Constitution 

says 100% of market value. 

thing knocked down to 50%. 

You can gd into the cou~ts and get the 

An example, I did an appraisal on an 

apartment complex in the city of Woodbury .. This appeal was for the 

year 1974 and was heard in 1977~ Th~ property spld in 1973, so in 

1971 for $1~300,000, it sold in 1973 for Jl,400,000. It was assessed 

at $1,037.,600. Every other property was cons,iderably lower than the 
\ 

sale pr:ice. Every othe~ property, every other apartment that had been 

sold haa been sold for something in th~ $8,000 to $10,000 per unit 

class, so we went through the routin~~of.a State Division hearing and 

when it came out, the judge in hi~ infinite wisdom figures out what 
' . . . . 

the thing was worth and then applied the .ratio and dropped that property 

down to $800,000. It cost the City ot Woddbuiy about $50,000 in lost 

taxes and it has. to stay that way for the years 1976 and 1977, because 
' . 

he said, the judge said, we're going to carry that over your freeze year! 
1 

we're going t6 carry it one year further un1ess you have a revaluation. 

The revaluation was only in 1971 in that case. As I mentioned, in 

the hearings ~eports, volumes 1 and 2, t~ere are 6 or 8 pages, something 

like .that. I think they'll give you a pretty good idea of what I'm 

trying to say right here. I would 'like to have, as Joe asked to have 

the opportunity .to present a properly prepared statement to give you 

some inst~nces, some act1.1al cases. I can't get hurt any more, I'm 

not.an asse~sor, but.J a~ a. taxpayer. I know some cases in municipal-

ities ~n Burlington County which you should be interest~d in where the 

records of that municipality are such that everypody else in 

-'J,_ 



Burlington County is helping to pay the load, and, I, think that I 
. . ' . . •. 

may' , in my retirement,· t~ke, a suit again.st the to~~ship and the 

. c~·unty ~card ~o £6rce a tevaluation or have a e.omplete ~xaminati:on 
. . . . 

·I ·: .· . : ... 

of tha_t. mq,nicipaJ..ity. It Is not only a couple of bucks;·_ it is quit.e 
. . . ' . .~ . 

-- a lot. 

YATES: What type of, thil'i,g? • · 
../ 

SJ-\LMON: • It's everything;, every violatio~. 

YATES: Not proper valuarii~ns?' . . ( ' .-
. . ·. . . 

SALMON: N6t when iou haie properti~s hot even Oti the ~ecord . 
. :.- · .. ' . _: . ,. ·. . .· ·:.- ··. __ ·: .· . ·. .. . . . 

,People arE:! get.ting ved:eran-' s and senior ¢itizeris who· d.o. riot' live. 

' ' in the pro1>erty arid that 'sort of stuff, and it affE;!cts everybody 

iri Burlington CoUrit1• Ndw,if-you wish., I'lll:>e glad to- ... 
\ 

YATES: Later on I'd lik~ to disc'1SS this with you. 

SALMON: It's.··in your district~-
. . . ·. . '.. ·1 .• . < ' . 

DEARDORFF: It~ s beei;i ,suggested a numbe .. r of times. I.' m not _:sure 

~hether it's been sai~ ii+ ,.Senator Dunn's ·report--th·~ t we shall have 
.' ·.. . . 

assess~ent~ for two year~ 6r thre~ years~ Wouldn't that save the 

a~sessor a lot ~f time h~ c6u1d devote td other things, ~ouid . ' . ,. \ . . ' . 
, . , 

this. enable him .to have a local 0 revaluatfori _or reassessme~t?. · One 
, . , 

of the reasons w.ould be to make the. whole eq_ualization process 

much better. 

SALMON:, Gil, as I understan~ y;u~ quest~on~~you Say that o~ly 
- . . . ' . 

tax lis;t would be. fil_ed ~Jrery third year.,,;-is that what you' re saying? 
. ( . . . 

Let's tak~ Joe Crane's d~strict where he 1might: have~ hundred 
, , 

changes 1 a,month, they ha~e them by :the tHousands some places---

DEARDORFF; I '.m not taik1ing about ownership changes-.,-the 

aisessments--naturally where you have t~rrio~~rt~ addiess~i, 

improvements, et~-- Why _not have the asse~s~r durin~ that tim~ 

' be.,cha~q~d, with help of,cour•e, w~th th~ reassessmerit of the 

~ommunity? ••· I, 

--

, , \ 



.. 

SALMON: Gil, let me address ohe p~~t oi that q~e~tion; th~t is 

have the assessor himself do it. Burlington County being the 1-argest 

county in the State, I t~ink t~eie are orily 5 tull-time assesso~s in 

the county. Now, a part-time man and some of the salaries that the~ 

pay. You, must can't get a man to do that sort of thing. And, a second 

thing, I don 1 t believe in in~horise revalu~tions without adequate help 

and in most municipalities, they -on't give the help to the assessors 

to everi get what work they have now to ~et dbne. Now, another thing 

about the permanent t~x list, the added assessm~nts have to be changed 

every year, so its only a matter of putting in the change forms and 

having the base tape changed and to print the book which is a minimal 

cost but the assessor still has to •ake the corrections and do the 

proofreading every time a change i~ made in the tax li,t, no matter wh•t 

it is . 

DEARDORFF: Would a 2 or 3 year list help or have an effect on appeals? 

SALMON: I think it would take a consti~utional amendment, -ouldn't 

it to change the appeal procedure~ 

DEARDORFF: I d6n't think so. 

SALMON: I don't know how it would change appeals because my experience 

going through three revaluations over the years. the more money that goes 

on the tax list, the more money the schools want, the more money people 

want to spend; so ybu raise your ratables from here to here, and the cost 

down he~e never stays, they usually g9 up here and in about four years 

you're worse off than you every were -- taxwi~e. 

DEARDO.RFF : 1t would have to be statu~qry, naturally. 

SALMON: Sure. 

DEARDORFF: When you take an appeal, it sometimes takes years and that's 

one of the big problems. 
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SALMON: The proper way :for an .a~sessor t.o ,do it, and it sometimes 

hurt~ the ~u~icip~lity, ~s when he ha~ a~ ~~feal is ,not to ~hange his 
' ... 

books until it~ ~~ard; it do~sn~i hurt the ov.rall ratables but· when 

he changes i.t, he Is 'iitked because-,--! lost a case in, mY" first si:x; '.' 
' . ' 

months.:_-·the coµn ty had changed it and they. t~ok it to. the State and I .. 
changed it back to what the county ~ad s~fi a~d when I go~ to the 

. . . . : . . . . . . . . -

State level,_ they said,1 well you :must' have th~tight the· county was·_ right, 

so I lost-it. 
' I , . . ·. 

·so the as~essor sh6ul~ n~~er change th• assessment 
--· : (. 

re~ardless of ·where the appea'i is,, at the' State Diyisio:n 1or the County'. 
' ' ' 

'ievel ... 

OEARDORFF; · DO yo.u think! that there. sho·uld be . a record of the '' 
,pr66eedings before~a Couhty boird. 

SALMON.: You bet!· They should re.duce all_ the~r decisions to writing. 

~hei say they don't have~ the personnel~ :Th~y 'ha~e·,more persori:ne) 
' ' ' I •. • , , . , 

iri the County board than m6st _assessors' o~fices have• and I use~ to tape 
' . ' 

' ' ' . -
.. tome of' mine .and come back and fi,nd--for; instance, .I had five properties 

~hich were identical, the fellow in the middl~ ~pp~aled. They took 
: . . . . 

$7,00b oi£ of him but ne~er touched the 6ther~. That·•s so~e judgement, 
. . . . 

same si~e land, same kind of building-"'-!: think frankly,. and l 've said 

it'publically, l think _we need a tax.court. Any questions?_ 

YATES: We thank you and'. if yi:>.u d:o ha 'lie ':'nyth.i·ng further to, submit, 

SALMON: Wel 1, it was just at the 1 as,t mtn_ute that they contacteci me 

I'll get my committee to~ether and we'll -~ke a writteri statem~nt. 

DEARDORFF: We hope to take a~vantage of'your ~nowledge and experience. 
' 

This committee hopes to put some concrete prop:osals ih. the form of 

legislation before the L•gi~iatur~. 
: ' )' 

SALMON: Right! 
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DEARDORFF: We will be glad for any help. However, we know that often 

the administration of a law is the problem, but as you know so many 

of our laws are old and Title 54, particularly, the first four 

chapters is old and outdated--
I 

SALMON: Maybe we need another co'nsti tut ion al Convention. Befo're I 

le~ve I'd liks to say to the legislators here that Gil and I have 

worked together on many a problem much to the benefit of the tax 

assessors and the taxpaying public. Things that noone thought about, 

we got together and worked on th.em and everybody seems to be happy with. 

th.em . Thank you! 
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YATES: Carl Miller 

CARL MILLER: Well, I'll tell you that I.was formerly the Assessor of Haddon Heights 
- I, 

for 13 years and in real estate for my entire life, and I have written c).rticles on the 

assessment program and assessment problems for the newspapers·and for the State 

Assessors'Bulletin. And I am 1concerned with a facet of the assessment work which 

you have had speakers talk on,• but to me is the one whi-ch I think is the most unfair 

part of this assessment problem as far as .the local assessment is concerned. And 
I 

that is, revaluation. I·have seen revaluation de~troy the reputations of honest, 
I 

hard-working assessors, who ha~e dedicated themselves to giving a uniform program 

in their community, but because of political reasons, it is usually the "outs". ,ho 

grab hold of the revaluation and have used it for purely political purposes to 

upset a community in which .the assessor becomes the goat and his reputation is not 

worth two cen.ts. Now, these are strong statements, but anyone reading the news-
r 

papers over the last several years, pa~ticularly locally, have seen this without 

my having to say it tonight. 

Also, there is happening right now in centr,;1.l New Jersey a similar situation 
' . 

in which a .local assessor, highly regarded among his peers, 'is being harrassed for 
r 

reasons similar to this. Not ~hat he has not done the proper job - because he has; 

but for reasons entirely separate from maintaining a uniform program in 1his community 

whi<:;h he is being paid to do. 

I have come here tonight for a program for revaluation which•I thought many 
' times and I have convinced myself certainly if nobody else that this would answer 

many of the problems that have come out of revaluation. There must be, first of 
I 

all, a county-wide revaluation. Secondly, since we have twenty-one counties in the 

State of New Jersey, I would suggest that three counties be take'n at one time on 

one year, a large county, a medium size county, and a small county.- Then, that a 

sufficient force of qualified revaluation persons~ private firms, those that have 

qualified with the State Divis,ion of Taxation and'whose work has been well tested, 

supervised by the State Divisipn of Taxation and by the local county Tax Board, to 
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conduct. the revaluations in each of the three counties. That means that every 

seven years, there will be a physical revaluation of local property in the State. 

Now, I don~t want to go into the reasons for courity-wide revaluation. I think you 

know what it.is, or if you don't, you should appreciate the fact that it is that you 

revaluate an individual town over a period of time and the revaluation must be taken 

out of the hands of. local officials because it opens the gate to the political problem 

that comes out of it. The revaluation must be paid for on a state basis and not by 

the local community. And sufficient supervision by the County Board the the local 

assessor must be made over the State's privat~ firms, who are doing the work so that 

many pecu]_ari tie's may be found by the local assessor for years will be brought to the 

attention of the firm doing the revaluation. So here we have revaluation taken away 

·. frorn local people so they get paid by, the State, supervised b1y the State Division of 

Taxation, the County Boards, and the local assessor. I think that this program would 

guarantee a greater degree of uniformity in :each county. I know it would guarantee 

a greater degree of uniformity than now exists under the present method of revalua.t-

ing property I might say. 
·, 

I have said this many times - Jesus Christ, Mohhamed, Budda, and Moses could 

sit on a committee just as you have here and you would not be able to solve the 

problems that are inherent in valuating property for tax purposes. The courts 

recognize this face. Value of property is a matter of opinion. It is more an art 

than a science by far. And if an assessor in this program can come up with a range 

of uniformity which by certain statistical tests reveal that there is a high degree 

of uniformity, we all have to be satisfied with that. Because we will never reach 

perfection. 

So, I have presented my plan to you for consideration. I think it is valid. 

I think it has a great deal of merit. Id does ,not open the 4:1ate to all of the non-

sence that goes on with reputations being ruined and towns being torn apart. My 

words are not too strong when I say them because this is actually what has happened, 

and I am sure you are aware of it. 

questions ... 

With that I will close and if you have any 
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YATES: How do you handle the equalization during the seven years after the revaluation? 

MILLER: Equalization based upon sales. Sales is that of the previous year in each 

community. 

YATES: What you are. actually trying to do throughout the State is the variation in 

on'e community from another. The range at which their property is in6reasing in.value 

or decreasing in value. 

It could change from one county .td another or that it could be a significant 

precedent in one county. 

MILLER: Study of this p oblem would reveal exactly that. There is a study I made, a 
) 

study of what we call co fficierit of the dispersion. It :l..s the statistical method 

of detennining if there ·s uniformity within a community. The tests for uniform:ity 

is introduced as a coeff'cient lying below twenty percent, anything from twenty 

percent down to zero is ero's perfection that exists. B1!1,t if correct within the 

range of 20 or below, th n you qave pretty good uniformity in this community. 
I 

One county in the State New Jersey, in one county there wasn't a single town that 

was below 20 percent. E ery community in that county had so much disuniformity that 

it.really had no assessrn t program. The facts and figur~s are in the hands of the 

State Division of Taxati because that is. the book that I read and saw it in. 

Now, that's uncalled for. 

YATES: Does Gil know wh · h coun,ty it is? 

MILLER: Well, I think i is a simple matter of asking the State Division of Taxation 

and other counties at la .,e so uniformity was almost . you just could not find it 

frankly. Tome, an 

If a taxpayer is 

asses1or is ,obligated to maintain a uniform program of assessment. 

supp sed to pay his fair share, the only way he can pay 

.his fair share is to ave a uniform.'rnethod of assessment. And since each 
r 

community reports to he county or t:he state, for State school aid 

purposes, county equa izati'.on based upon cdunty taxes and so on, this 

matter of a lack of u iforrnity puts a great burden upon the assessor who 

is maintaining a unif rmi tyi in pr·operty taxes and allows a community where 
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there is a lack of degree of unifprmity to in a sense not pay its fair 

share to county taxes; and perhaps getting even more than its fair 

share under the State School Aid Program. So that, I think, that a 

statewide uniform program of revaluations, properly supervised, properly 

handled by competent trained people, is the answer to a lot of pro-

blems.that creep up in assessment programs. 

Gil: For years now we have had a bill in the Assembly Taxation Committee 

providing for county-wide revaluation, and we looked into this several 

years ago very seriously because of the things that you mentioned that 

could be eliminated on a county--wide basi,s. But we were advised 

privately and in letters from several of the large firms which do re-

valuations, sufficiently large enough to handle, that there was no 

sufficiently large enough firm to handle ·it. 

MILLER: It is probably true, but there are many firms doing this kind 

of work and I think 

GIL: You don't mean one firm 

MILLER: Oh, no. There is no firm in existence today whose reputation 

leads you to believe that they are competently supervised by the State 

Division and by the. County Board. Several firms have to do this through-

out the three cqunties. I would say it would be a proper program. Yes. 

There is one other thing that has come to my mind which I think is 

important and that. is a bill· that was passed last year permitting a 

community which has been declared run-down and so on, to permit it an 

exemption of assessments, improvements up to $4,000 we call it.· To 

me, I think that is very unfair. It think it was designed to help 

communities like the Cities of Camden, Trenton, Jersey City, and so on; 

but what we are having now is we are having communities of a high type 
' where there is no property which is boarded up or vandalized taKing 

advantage of this situation. Now, the inequity comes about in this way. 



If this community ··sable to do this and the other communities in the 

countyare:notable to do it, and are assessed for these certain im-

provem~nts . their . tal qverall assessments wi_;Ll be: somewhat higher,. 
. . . . . . . 

than the 'aiher Pro' rties that the other' :town has not asses'sed -them', 

so that the. Pa:Ymen . to t~e county is les.s,. ,Allow~ng the $4 ,OOO is 

inequitable, and :se ondli,· in the· community - how about all those 

people in the past ho ha,ve been ?l,ssessed fer-that impr6veinent,<but 

from.this the. same improvement ,will not be assessed? The.· 

people in ears will continue to 1pay taxes· on the very-same 

iJtl:proyement that t ·peo:ple who are not assess'~d and dc:>n It pay taxes . 

on it. It is a 

· YATES : .I think 

curence.of the loc 

· unfavorable and inequitable bill in my opinion. 
' . . ' . . 

the theory of it is presuni~bly with the con~ - . . . . . 

citizen rates, because they are beyond the point·.· 
. . ·, . . . . . . 

of recovery and the -:have th·e feeli,ng that .if we dori't do something 

, to keep them goi 

6£ what does 

isn't in the same 

property isn '.t all 

·.propert:y 

MILI,.ER: You mean 
' •• > 

. and they · s_hould 

YATES: But .the 

of help to the peo 

. I 

:t::>ecause they are rundown more so than the question 

to a taxpayer in another ~art of town. Even if 

rt of tqe town,. it will help the entire town if 

ed to go, down. any · further,: rather than let the · ·· 
,, 

rolls entirely. 

u pick-up all ihese.improv~ments that were made 

cethis fellow's share? 

it 

the 

tis ·thclt the people in one part of town might be 

in the other part of town and willing to pick 
.. . -· 

up that improvemen for the_purpose of improving the t.ow:c. It. is 

only done for the 

people in the 

the .. poorer 

town wants to 

ople !ih. the better section of. tow,n, because 
. ' 

' . . - - . 

r part of town are wi~lihg to help the people in 

so that the entire town is better. The.whole 

MILLER: Well; the· heory,might have be'en that, but it isn't working 

There's too many aspects of it.that th~ honest 
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citizen who wants to pay his fair share, and to do the right thing is 

just • . • 

31 



YATES: Dick McCarthy 

McCARTHY: I'm Dick M earthy, the Tax Collector in Berlin Township and the 

comments I'm going to be making will be an ~tension of what I have submitted 

to the Committee. I I opposed to the property tax completely because 

of its tax lightning mpact upon - ~nd it is a direct threat tci an 

individual's right to own a home. Tax lightning is caused by the equalization • 

table and by revaluat on. The property tax is not a politically or 

.financially proper wa to support government. The .true value standard 

is so flexible that i is impossibl~ to determine the taxable value of 

property with any rea onable degree of uniformity and equality. For nearly 

125 years it has prov n to be discriminatory and regressive. I propose a 

gradual reduction 6f he proeprty tax over a pe~iod of 10 years and that 

it be r~placed comple ely by a graduated loophole free income tax. There are 

four ways of bringing about iax changes, by judicial action, legislative 

action, public demand and a constitutional amendment which is a combination a 

fo the last two. I a convinced that property taxes will be abolished 
I . 

completely within the ne~t 25 years throughout the country and I'm 

interested in p~omoti g this change. Therefore, I will be using any one or 

all oi the four m~tho s mentioned above. I am even more convinced that the 

true value standard i unconstitutional and if I ever find the m~ans, I 

will proceed through lhe courts to prove this. As a matter of fact, I 

already have a suit r ady to go. The thing I used is the money to bring 

it all the way up to he U.S. Supreme Court because I think that is where it 

will have to end. 

As far as the eq alization table is concerned, you have to look at. 

the residential prope ty owner and taxpayer as a member of county government 

and therefore his cdu ty taxes should be uniform throughout the country. 

With the equalization table this'is not true. If, for example, the she~ts 
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I haveJgiven you which shows the. cumulat~ye usable sales was the report 

which was given to us by .the State and it shows in v~carit land one 

property was sold and the ratio between assessed value and true value,, 

or the sales price rath~r, wa~ 78% ahd an6the~ property was sold with a 

ratio of 187%. 

76% to 271%. 

In vacant and residential property the ratio ran from 

On farmland, commercial property it was 172%. No place 

are you,going to equalize the burden in Berlin Township within the 

equalization table. I think our ratio now is about 106%. We had revaluatioz 

in 1975 and it ~as used in 1976 and it came in at 113% and I believe, I'm 

not sure, it's about 106% or 107% now. ~o. using the factor of equalization, 

~ow can you. p6ssible equalize the county burden within Berlin Township when 

you have a range from 76% to 271% on residential property alone. Another 

factor is the non-usable sales. In order for a person to deteimine if he 

i 9 being taxed correctly or not, he has to be aware ·of almost every single 

sale that take.s place in ;the county, the reason why it is used as a usable 

sale or the reason why it is used as a non'-usable sale. 

I know alot of the asse$sors and I know they work h~rd to bring about 

equality and uriiformity but everyope wh6 has appeared before this microphone 

so far has testified that it .can't be d6ne~ or they say we have to try to 

imp:r;ove it. This is not what the Constitution says. The Constitution 

says to the State, you cannot tax inequitably and nonuniformly, therefore, 

you cannot devise a sys tern that i.s so inherently defective that it produces 

that result. 

My comments are not a criticism of anY assessor or any collector or 

any legislative person~ This problem go~s back tQ 1845 when prop~rty was 

first as$essed according to actual value.and then in, 1875 according to true 

value., In 1947 we had a constitutional amendment and the wording was 
-

changed from "true value' to "the same standard of value" with the intent of 

the delegates and, the understanding of the people that the true value 
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standard is dropped," and that is in I think Volume II of the minutes of 

the 1947 Constitutional Convention at pages 1322, if I remember rightly. 

I wouldn't swear to it but'I think so. 

I think that one of the problems is that if you are going to look 

at this situation and you are going to try and devise a system of fa~r 

and equitable propert tax, you would have to devise a system and go backs 

years and superimpose it and bring it up to date to see if that is what's 

going to happen. Thee were many cases as to property and property taxes 

in New Jersey. One o the most important cases was World Manufacturing 

Company about 1909 wh re the court had ruled that a person was enti~led 

to have his assessmen reduced to the true value l~vel, but it others 

were assessed lower tan that, his only recourse was to sue to bring 

them up to the true value level. It was used mainly in personal property 

and gave rise to the ~uestion of tax lightning and New Jersey became 

known as a tax lightnlng state. It wasn't until 1945 in the Hillstonough 

vs. Cromwell case whele the U.S. Supreme Court overturned that and said 

h . h bl. I . f h t ' d. . . t. tat it waste O igrtion O t e Sate to remove iscrimina ion. 

It wasn't until ~957 in the case of Sivitz cs. Middletown Township 

that the State finall made a concerted effort to revise the system of 

assessment in order bring about uniformity. So the Sixth Report of 

the N.J. Commission ~ax .policy showed that it was discrim{natory and 
I 

regressive. That was in 1953. In 1972 there w~s the Cahill Committee on N.J 

Tax Policy which drew the same conclusion. In order to determine what you 

are doing is going to meet constitutional requirements as I said before, 

I would strongly urge that you take the plan and you put it back five 

years and you work it forward. I don't know how you're going to do it. 

I don't know how you re going to bring back equality and uni£ormity 

when yqu use the true value standard. You can use another standard --
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_ you can use me~suremerit ~- and tax •qcorddng to the square foot. Now, 

I don't know what the rate would be qn a s,quare foot but that' t not the 

question. The question is whether you're ~oing to have equality and 

uniformity. You forget value completely and you go out and measure and 

you say "Yes, I have a property 100' x 100' arid they are taxing me ~o much a 

square foot. " O.K. l'.'.in fine. When they come to me and tell me my house , 

is worth $35 ,000, I •·m not an expert and I have to assume this is right. 

· If they te:J..l nte John Do,e's prope.rty down the street is worth $45,000, I have 

to assume that it's right. The only proof that the·city is accepting, 

that the State is accepting is when the property is sold. And when that 

property is sold they say, "Oh! We will accept the average ratio within 

that municipality and they raise or lower everybody's assessment according 
,• 

to that average ratio~ ~hat doesn't.~ring abbut ~qualityi and that's 

the constitutional command. I hope tbat •.. 

YATES: Just a minute. Are you saying that the words "same standard of 

value" would permit a measure of value that was arbitrary and that 

from now on we should use the area under the roof and we'll Value it on a 

square foot and that that would be ·permissable under the cbnstitutional 

require~ent for the "same standard 0£ valuei" 

McCARTHY.: , Yes. 

YATES: . Arid that could be done? 

McCARTHY: Yes. 
, , 

YATES: Do you kn.ow how' a: system similar to that established early in the 

1980's, established a number, a synthetic number. 

McCARTHY: When Congress first started, in the charter they established 

that they would charge so much per acre. Animals were taxed according 
( 

to type and age. They also had according to the. use of the building~ · A 

b:J..acksmith's shop was taxed so much. During the 1947 Constitutional 

35 



Convention, there was a strong argument to classify property according 

to use, but Jersey Ci fought that because they wanted to tax the railroads 

and therefore classif'cation was eliminated. N ° , i f the y p u t the w~ rd 

classification in, yo 

a business property, 

could tax whether it~s a residential property or 

egardless of its value and value would have nothing 

to do with it, and th refore if someone is going to buy a home, he would • 

know how much taxes. h · was going to be paying and th.e.n if the taxes went up in 

the rate he would kno who to blame; but if his assesswent goes up and the 

assessor the fin an i a 1 in s ta hi l i t y of t h.e mun i c i pal it y for pol it i c a 1 

reasons -- it is fina dangerous. Take Winslow Townsh.ip for example ... 

They came out of revaluation at 152% of true value. Now, to me that is 

just as bad as being at 52% of true value. Yet, it is accepted, And th.en 

it started to drop dow, and every time you lose any points in your 
I 

revaluation or in youi assessment the county taxes go up if the rate on 

equ&lized value remains the same. Camden County, for example, I think it 

was a 4¢ drop in the t x rate if I'm not mistaken whicb meant in Berlin 

Township a 2¢ increase. But you try to convince people that county taxes 

went up when they read that the freeholders said that the tax~s went down. 

They said, "Well, what are you doing to me?" Again, you have political 

instability. Getting ack t~ Winslow Town~hip ,·Levitt ~ame in and bought 

alot of property, prop rty values skyrocketed. Homebuilding has died down in 

Winslow Township, yet he assessment could be up but land values could start 

to go down. When land values go down, then the people who own them are 

going to be penalized nd then if they have a revaluation th~y•re going 

to have to have such a high rate because they're going to come in wit~ a lower 

assessment, and they'r, going to be back where they started from~ I 
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' . . ' . 
don't think property taxation- is the proper means of supporting 

;·. 

government becaµse it's not related t;.o a person's ability to pay. 

-Even in the commercial area it takes somebody who is a profess-

ional man, whether he is an attorney or ~n insurance man or 

somebody in that area where they're ma)<;ing a fairly substantial 

infome, compare the income from· his Office to .. the income from a 

7-11 store and the relationship of the taxes that they pay in 

relation to that income, and it's not r~ght~ As far as the home~ 

owner is concer~~d, there is one standard of value. You can't 

use income, you ca,n't use replacement cost,·you can only use --

what will it sell •for? Now, if you take all these factors and 

come up with that figure -- O.K. -,.- but if yo1u say what is the 

income for it an.d base it only on income -- . suppose the man moves 

or something, does. that mean.·· the building is worth nothing? 

And .you take the homeowner, nothing is considered as· far as his 

income from th!=lt property is. concerned .• He may buy a hoiise for 

$40,000 and let's say he puts $10,000 down, what does he own? 

He owns $10,000. 

YATES: He owns the rigbt to pay tax on the other $30,000. 

McCARTHY: On the ot:her $)0,000~ Which is h~s future income. 

So I think we're in very, very, ser'ious'trouble and until we 
. . . . 

look at the probl~m and go through all the records, and ask, 

lfcan it meet the constitutiQnal requirements of equality and 
) 

uniformity?'' and, you·know, l filed that suit ...... Robinson vs. 

Cahill before Jersey City did, arid when I filed that suit a lot 

of people laughed, and I filed this suit and it was thrown out 

of courb.and I didn't have the money to appeal it, but, if I 

get the money I'm going io go. 

YATES: Dick~ thanks very much. 
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- - YATES: 

SHARP: Ladie~ and ge 
. . ,·.· , ... 

·of t~i-s have 

three years now. 
' . ·'· .. ·-.. · .. 
~ove:rnmeni for 1 

in assessmen1=· I>articu 

I b6w ~o thri supe~io~ qri~lificatiohs 

m1, for. r ~ave oniy been :1 a:n assesSor for 

t did hav~ some prior experience in.local 

and I was ma~~ awaie of so~e ~f the ~roblems 

YATES: I can, but th pe.e>ple in the· back -"'.' 

SH A RP : 0 • K ! • 
.. · . 

-x:ea·.iJ,y- add anythi.ng, -- - u t I would 1 ik~. to siy a fel<i thing$ about the 

.problems -I 
:: ' .. , : ' ,;,· ·. 

eve;ybody's mind is 

tb•t•s been_ sai~ 
··.· .· . 

-burden upon 

revaiuati6ns 

really think 

done · is very .unr air, 

for example, 

rate is ~ay below som . . 
. ' 

re Cent or alot _ 

the county_:tax_ 

that al 1 towns_ 

able to get a~ay 

. . 

assessment are~. Of · 9ourse:, one that's.on 

'r . 

revaluation. -- ; 'I fe~l ''t:.hat th.is j_s a tremenao,u~ 

·- #he local' taxpayEirs to. ha,ve _to finance these 

i:l'ix years'. or as· the period may be. t don't 

~nd fur~hermore-, the basi~·on whi~h-it is 
y 

the:re a~e town Ei in _Burling t~on County/ 
' • • • • 1 

e not had a reyaluatidri for 1~ or 15 years: whose 
. . ' . . ' -·-•. . ; . . ' ,. ' 

towns which have had revaluations a lot .. more 

ten within tha~ - same pe_~iod. Now, apparently-, 
I 

very _lax - in informin;g _its duty here. to. require 

' lu~d dn consi~tent basis and some town• are 

it, ~hile others eventtially,gi~e in, 

ey wanted to -hold out ,that -- long they could too. 
. . . 

I think_t~at,·in my ~ersonal 6pinion-, ~ould be to develop a county-~ide 

compute,rized · f5ystem _ o reassessment or revai'uation or what you want ot I • . 

call it, whe.re:by_-all of the properti~:s.hf the_ county.would be reassessed 

each. year by a computerized system assist~d :by a perisonal check .of. 

. .. .· . . . . ' : · .. : ,' . 

that are aVailab.le · fro a cdmputer you could point_ out the properties 
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in each municipality that need to. be manually checked. I think 
. ' :·. . ·: - . . . ' ' ·:_,··-, ' 

that the revaluations;, what they<ptiricipaily do is that they upgrade 

all the properties in the township to account for the rate of 

inflation<that has occurred since the previous one. At least, the 

Jllajority of. properties; I think tha.t the great majority of properties, 

parficularly the residential properties. actually have very little 

effect up911 their total tax bill f•rom a revaluation because as the 

i assessment go~s up tbe rate goes d~wn~ Most peoples• taxes don't change 

that much .• · . Of course, there are exceptions and then there is the 

industrial~ commercial and _vacant I.and which is another matter, but 

in' order to get at' these eX.ceptions_ we '.re doing everything whether it 

needs it or not,- and· I think that J;jy us·ing · the· .computer and the tools that 

ar~ availa.ble today,. this modern data - pr.ocessing, that alot of this 

unnecei:;sary reval.uatiOn of properties where you' re· just upgrading to 

meet the inflation rate, tduld be eliminated; and they could be 

upgraded by a factor each year and the assessor could concentrate 

on those that do not :l:it in the normal pattern a.nd make a manual 

check of those based.on·the information he receives fromthe·computer. 

The second i terns I'd like to touc.h on briefly is farmland assessment. 

don't have/too many farms anymore but the few that we do have, most 

them -ar~ Legitimate farm~. 

pure larid speculatiob matters. 

However., we do have o.ne or t:.wo which are 
t ! 

I think it very unfair that anyone who 

owns 5 or 10 acres on U.S.•. Route 130 who is a real estate firm who 

obviously owns it for speculation purposes, then rents it out to someone 
. . 

. who does an absolute;ly minimal amount of_ farms is able to hold this. land 

practically fo:reve:r and pay ~ractically no. taxes· on it whereas a half a 

mile .away oh the same highway,• someone who has ,4½ acres is. paying 

$4,00Q.or $5,C>00 a year taxes for the,-,same type of land. 



';i: f:hink th~t on ·• t~i~g U1at I S ,wrong: ,in a C~s.e' like .t~i.s i$ t.hat ... 
i 

the:. o~nef, or ·"·ydu · co ld0s~r·the renter,· beca~se the ,o~ner dt>,~s abs.ol~t~ly 

:farming, . he simpl r'~nt~ it :out ;,$_0 that be c~n _ge_ t his eJCe __ mptJort. 
,.,. ' 

·•. . .· 

· l think 'th~t the}' sh. uld bk req~ired to :furn.ish .a coniplete fi11anci_al · . 
. , . 

. .... statement $h;owing th i·r· inbome froxn each farmin~_·each yea;r. : 1\.s it :is '. :· 
•" . . . . ·. .> ·:- _'". ... ·. 

·no~, they ;simply cer ify. t~at they ill:ave ov~r fsoo ... ~obody knows' how 
._;.·_,:_. •' : ... _:: . . . ' .. 

much\they have t'. nobo y hasj any ~ay 'of find:ing o\lt how much th,ey have'· 

. or :whethei ~he;( have any i~come at a.11 · or. not~ ?iow we re·quir~ the senior· 

~it:izen~· if 0 we ;ish r we ca!n ,requL:re theII\ to. furnish an inconie ~tatement 

~q justify their $16 ·e~em$>tio~ to prov'e. · that tl'.ley don't .hav.e over $5, ooo· 
. . -. ', .·, . ' 

. inco~e .:' yet these sp cu.la~-~rs who qave thie f_armland who simply say, ''I ... I ' 

. ' 

hav .. e· oy:er , " n6
1
body knows how .. m.uch they b~ve. _·· .. I thi~k thiy 

.·. should., be required t 
. ·.·· . .-· .. ' 

$5bo --~ imia t1ori 

· higher,·· m6J."e .· 

per•a.cre, ... or .. somethi_ 

Another 

We hadi an. example 

. farmed and· '1t was 

subm)it a. sta't¢ment... Furtllermpre, ·. I think the 
.·. . .. . '· 

iculoius. >1 m~an that a.nyone can get a .fa:rmlan.d. 

,Tim)itation. 9n -the income or'. ·at least an income 
I 
I 

lik]e, that a~d they 1sh9ul:d be required· tc;> p:rove .it~·· 
I • • ' 

out t/hat farmland as~i~ssme#t is the. sale of .. farml~ncL 

· sma11.~l farm ihat \o/as: c1ctu~l ly farmed,. legitimately 
.1.· 

1- ·. . . . '. . .. 
f:or1 an exho7F"bi tar{t !Price. Now .. one ·w~y, you wCfuld' ' . 

be .able . to . apply rol. back. jtaxes pethaps, iln. :thi~ cas'e -•• Jlowev~r; as·· 
. .' .· ·_ i . •', : ~---. . . . 

sciori as :the. per.Son s 'land,: he rent:ed _it from the purchas¢r. 

an~ 6ontinued to it ~nd I tooi it toJthe cotinty tax boa~d but:they 

>:r~fusedl to apply rollbackftaxes bec~u~e .it: was s;tiil. fal'."mland. H.e .has . 
. . . . 

~ec1ped the benefit: 'of speqtilatiori his ~c1pd.a~d siill did .. not have to 
,, .. . . .., .. ·. ·. ''• 

. pay any bac~ taxes; .. · During the. :time h.e · h~ld it he, paid I1J.iriimal taxes 
... 

·andwh_en he f;old it ·.e didn't have:to.pc1y ;any ba,ck taxes. 



. . .. 
YATES:.· .. Eventually, 'you .I 11 catch ·someone. 

---~ : : .. ·.: ::" ·::... ::; : . .. '"'. . 

SHARP.:. Eventually., but how many, times could this happen in the 

. :nie'antime? And. i~' s. 011ly', ~WO 'years \~hich ag~in i's not' anything~ 

·DEARDORFF=· : Act.ually, you only have to ha.ve anticipated income to 

quc1li_fy. 

SHARP: ·Yes,• that's true .and who. knows if they_ ever had an incoine .· 
. . . :• . . . · . . _.,·.· .. : 

A third p~int~ i. ddn't kno~ if it1 s·i~ally appropriate, but I'd 
. ·:: -. .·. . . . 

'Tike to· bril)g it up anyhciw. l: guess :t'here' s nothing can be, done 

about it because• you hav~ the human factor .arid as· long as we are 

. all ~uman beings we just have to get al.ong as best as we can with 
-:·- ., . . . . 

it, hut th~ c~unty tax board $eemsto have established a reputation 

whereby. eveiybody ~ho appeals' anyth,in,g gets . something.· And I had 

.two ~xarnl?les where''J;).eople appealed •. rn one case it was a.vacant 

,lot which,was a1read~ ~nder~assessed whi~h was granted a reduction 

. by the .county tax board. It was, asses~ed at· $7 000 was . reduced 
·•:: . 

to $5,00,0 by the county :t~x bo·ar,a'. l showed all of the 
·- . 

. · c~mparable •.. ~ales i:r:i, the. area whic:h. demons:tra:ted that this lot 

*as tinder-asse~sed.: They still red~c~d it $2,000~ Within six 
. -. . . . . .- . . .- . ' : . 

\..' 1I1onths he sold the' lot £or $15,000. I . had another case exactly 

).,ike. that, a· home :that' was assessed for $65,000, · they r.educed it 

$2,000. Within six month~ he ~old it for $125,:000. Now, as I 
. . . . . .. . : . . ·. 

~s~y~-thi~ ~-~tough que~tiori to answer~ but I think.it's 
. .· .·.-,:· . ·'' 

d~fi~itely a ~atter for concern. I think -that the county tax 

<~oards: · should co:risJd.er the facts ·and not just the. emotional 

•., • .". • I 

YATES.: Do you feel, that 'the political p,art has anything to do 

.·. with it? 

SHARP:, That's right, that's.par~ of the problem. 

DEARPORFF: •• Do· you feel the. decisions of the· county· board should 

'. be on the reic~rd? .• Actually, there Is no way for the average person 
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to know the reaso s for the decision of the tax board. 

SHARP: That's tr e. 

DEARDORFF: Would 't that help? 

SHARP: That's a god suggestion. If they were common knowledge, 

it might bring abut pressure on the tax boards to be more 
. ;,;. 

realistic. Thank you. 
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... . . 

YATES;.; Albert Stack 
···?i'·'· . •' . 

'ALBERT ,S't1\CK': .I 'in All:>ert/staclt,' <;!T,A.,i Camgen County an,d President of the Camden Associa-' 

.. ~.i,9n ~f· l'ni not_here representing the assoc.i,ati~n·, beca~se due. to the 'mail 
-. . ' . ·. ' . /·'·· 

or yoµr sched~ie of the meetirig, did' hot r~c:eive enough time or notice ' . ' 
' ' ' 

-:•.,,: .. 
to,rea],ly eve~:9:~t togetber to talk.about this'.hearing. But it was interesting 

·. ·· BV.t I did want to bring to yow;. attention and it wasn't covered in .your 
. · .. ·. ', ... · ' 

. c:i~ilin~ .of· s11hjects, · a ~;i.tuatio~ t.-iat occ:ur£ed· in one of the to~s that I 

work for.·· 

: . . 

.I ~ork:.ev:ery day of: the ,~eek in tax ~ssessment. at a sma:11 t~ in Camden 

. County~. the Bo:r:o of Hi-Neila. · .. I~ has 125 houses .cmd. 400. apartment$. . The . 
'.•,:'I ,'. ,.•,, ;,• ., :.•'. •:••.• ·• ,• ' . 

PF?Dle~ .. t.he¥~ is the nonpaynient of taxes by. the ap~tment 'COillplexes. ' Now, 

· ... ;i: am SU:i:fa that every :,to~ in Ccimden County; or: every town in New' Jersey that 

has th~ ~a;-qen:apar.tJnents~·has·the sam~.prob:Lem ab9ut the OW11ers payingithe 
• . ' '! 

' ' 

taxes~·, 
. . . . 

' 'The only thing is;that in the f;o~ I am ref$rring toweare talking 

• ciliotit:. sixty :percent. of the ratables.,: ~d this occurred last year and it was 

... :d~v~stating~.· ThE;! av:erage hohs~ that, was paying perha~s jibotit, $1,000 in 

.1 :taxes.at·oiie tittle and p~c;:ause of·this rionp~~nt and the r~ductiori for 

·· .••. ,paym~nt ~£ 'tioncollectibles; automat!~ally last year paid $2,000. Now, the . .. ·. ·., ,.·... .· .. •'. : ·.. .. r.,·· .·. . . . . . 

. 6;1!Y pi~tective type ~clause :i,s tha~ ~he/ be t~ ~arters· behind and the 
"j 

town~~titlons the cou~t to be<::ome t.he c;:ollector of the.rent. 
. . : 

It seems<· 

tbat :in Camden Co~ty, 'i.n South Jei,sey ;~nerally, the bul~ of these type of . ), · .... • . . 

• apa:r:tm:ent:s .are vi:?i::Y sh~y in operation:/ 'and ~y ,a~e go~g under, in three or 

· four ·of the towns that ,): work,,. and: ~:i,;eia.y th¢ _6:tiginal mortgag~r ha~ re-

An¢! . the other club that you can use is that, thef are continually ... 

it°ppealln~ on the Inc~me ta:pproach, ,namely, wh,ich .. is. th~ 1pwest ·approach of 

the \,ai;e·~•· Wh~re to ·Jn~intain the app~al p~rticrilai:ly 'in the division,. it 



was 75 percent, and I b lieve, it changed to 90 percent, and perhaps even 

went back to 75 percent again. But even the problem is that any small town 

such as I outlined, eve the payment of 75 percent is still devastating. 

And somewhere alo g the line I haven't really been able to come up with. 
, r , 

an equitable answer to hese types of problems. But somewhere along the 

line this type of devel pment of a town is going to have to have some type 
I 

of legislative action. And I am not just referring to this little town. 

Some of the towns which I work is are much larger and some of the other towns 

have the same problem. 

In fact; I think ,hat the Bora of Collingswood, if you're familiar 

with that case about PJ k View1 •.• after three years 0
1

r three and one-half 

years of this in the di ision ~f this appeal, it was finally a judgment and 

was iss.ued and the Baro of Collingswood,• I believe?, if I recollect, put out 

a bond issue of $380~40 ,000 to be,able to make a refund due to the period of 

time. And, of course, e are ,all aware of the hang up in the Di vision of Tax 

Appeals. 

So, I will follow up in writing al;>out what I just talked about, and I 

did want .to let you kno that the? Camden County Assessors are certainly 

interested in the asses practices, and certainly those things to improve 

couple of weeks, if 'fie eview your letter, we will probably submit something 

YATES: Thank you very uch. 

STACK: Yes sir. 

GIL: Why do you feel hat the. apartment complexes are in such bad shape? 

STACK: It seems to be about when they get to be about ten .years old they 

seem to go to pot. Bu, when these were, originally built, there was not 

too much compE:!tition i the lower sectio'n of Camden County in Garden 

apartments. And since 1966 or '67when some of these started we have become 
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•. 

saturated with garden apartments, and, of course, our population has exploded 

justlike anywhere else in the State. But we have been saturated. The Boro . . I 

just like the town where I live easily has several apartments that they 

didn't six or seven years ago. Gloucester Township is the same, saturated 

· with apartment complexes. Now, they .are very competitive. Some of these 

even, and you read about this particularly if you read the ads on these older 
. . 

. . : . 

units,.they are offering the.first month's rent free, and they're cutting every 

• corner they can, probably to be more competitive without· spending too much 

money to really, truly, remodel'and update to make them first class 

apartments again. 
r· 

That is'my feeling. 

YATES: Thank you very much. 

Is there anyone else interested in speaking? 
.,,,--.,,,.- '::~-:--, 

( CRANE: I would just l_ike to touch on one subject before we close and that 
\.. . ./ ..... __ ···- ------

is condominiums. 

YATES: Condominiums? 

CRANE: That is correct. Under the original horizontal act, plan A or B, 

which _was eventually changed here about a year ago by a bill introduced by 

Senator Maressa to say that·we could go back and assess them the same as 

any other residential property within the taxing district, which I think 

personally is the lowest, fairest and proper way to do it. Now Senator 

Maressa is. getting deluged with requests to put in a repeal bill to change 

that back. What happens here again under the old setup about a maximum 

ratio of assessment, if you want to consider ratio again, particularly when 

you do the revaluation. Already, all the rest of the residential.properties 

are 100 percent. You're lucky if you get 70 ~ercent of that assessed value 

of the sales. The comdominium was a relatively new concept to Jersey 

peopiewho have been familiar with Florida and other areas which have seen 

the light. 

The thing they don't seem to realize is that they were buying a 
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different way of living - being able to come home, kick off their shoes; 

and not having to worry about the yard, painting the outside, doing the 

brick work, maintaining your own private pool, or whatever. Really the only 

thing that they don't gt with local services is th,e garbage, trash, street 
I 

maintenance and oval. The biggest part of that tax dollar paid by 

that condominium owner gain first of all is schools. You know what we Just 

went through. 

percent. Now that 

However, it can be on 

old setup at 70 percent when every towns was at 100 

as been changed and I have 128 units in Deptford. 

e same plan as other residential property with the 

exception of the 53 ap als which I got last year. The county board has 

seen fit to basically 

county board cut $2200 

concerned. 

Again, when you 

take that on up to the 

to the township is not 

so that is where the c 

you have something 

owner has. 

ise their assessment approximately $4,500, The 

it for no rhyme or reason, as far as I'm 

ok at the amount of tax dollars involved for them to 

and get a ~eversal of that decision, the.cost 

it when you look at the tax dollars involved, 

stays. But what I am saying basically is that 

different than the average residential home-

If "A" building s the building you live in, through that monthly 

maintenance or associa ion fees they are paying for it. By the same token, . . . 
when their building he ds fixing, this guy in the other building is going 

to be paying for it to But the average person went and bought this be-

cause they all of a su den thought that here is a building that you can 
I ' get a veterans deducti n, a senior deduction, and now the disabled and sur-

viving spouse, and eve y deduction available to them that every other resi-

dential homeowner does and don't forget the rebates. I wasn't.even going to 

touch on that because felt that Gloucester and Camden got a bad turn during 

th~ rebate time. I ha e heard some remarks in Trenton, but xxm1XH however, 
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when it comes right down toit, the only services they don't get, because 

they getthe fire, they gE:t the police, and the. other items I mentioned, 

and in my c;asedownthere they gotexistirig condominiums amounting to about 

12,00 a year. Basically, what happened was die 128 units, 32 of them have 

never sold. The develoJ:)er went bankrupt; the bank foreclosed on him, and 

he had:.ldm it stuck in the master deed that no units would pay a monthly 

maintenance cha:r-ge until it was sold. The end result is that the ones that 

did 1::>uy had to absorb for the ones that were unsold.· They started at $22 

a month when they were new, and they wereboui;rht, and right now they're 

paying $57 a month. Now the increase of that monthly charge is far greater 

than my increased asses$ment by far. So what I am saying here is that I 

sure hope .. that . Senator Maressa doesn't cowtai';l. to the condominium owner and 

put in'a repeal bill to change that back the way it was. 

YATES: What happens to' the p'roperty in the ;ondominium community that 

cons,ists o{ parking space and roadways and in effect certain things that 

in. ot;h~r parts of town r7ould be public property for compensation. In effect, 
l . 

· the private romeowner doesn't maintain and doesri' t want to. When you go into 

a condominium, where's the value of those roads and streets? 

CRANE: Basically this. Again, this is what's known as the-common elements 

a:s far as roads are .. concerned. In other words, you assess the land as a 

' whole and then you take it right out ~f thei:r: master deed. In my case, there's 

three types of units and a multiplying factor of the one bedroom, lcnown as .690; 

and the one bedroom den is 1.2; and the two bedroom is .73. And the only 

difference between that one bedroom.is they left the closet door off and 

they. left the bedroom, o.oo:i::: off. Tlie square cubic foot is still. there. But 
' ' 

if you're talking about the single reElidence, you're not paying for the 

rooms .. • Bas really they are, because of the market value again. 

Down in.Deptford, depending upon the areas, there is a breezy town 

to work because we·have approximately nine different. sections down there, and 
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very little front foot alue, approximately $20 a foot to a high of $550 a 

foot. We got the low o $3,000 up to 4,400 an a9re. Again it is based on 

market. So really if a person buys in that certain area, they are basically 

paying for that road or curb or sidewalk improvement, because the $25 is 

used in the boondocks were there is no utilities, no curb, no s~dewalk, 

maybe even on a dirt rod. So, therefore,. the market only justifies or 

warrants the $25 for th front foot. 

YATES: Does the land v lue improve when yqu divide.it up? Say you buy·a. 

large plot of land and lace.a condqminiU:m on it. Doesn't that increase the 

value of the land? 

CRANE: Yes'. Right. 

YATES: Doesn't that im rove the use value of the land? 

CRANE: Yes, because yo have improved it. Say a 60 a.ere tract is subdivided, 

would individual lots ad so on take it off an acre value and put it on a. 

front foot value. Base on you started xas depth factor or whatever it is. 

Some cases use the be sight value. I don't agree with that.increase. 

the whole town is down hat way because qgain you are getting off the uni-

formity standard. When you take an 60 acre tract and anyone with X number 

of lots and put the agg egated total of that land value to get it going to 

reflect a high value in raw acreage, and you determine your front foot again 

first part price or acq isition of land,raw land, and then the price of 

improvements to that 1 d, and to those lots, you add;sanitary, sewers, storm 

sewers~ burbs, sidewalk, water and so forth, even landscaping the lot. 

I have currently three ew developments underway in Deptford arid I have met 

with the builders and w'th another fellow and that is how I worked Up my front 

foot value.· And as it ·snow ram operating on a '74 base for land value 

because of our update i '74. '72 was the.base for the building value. 

But everi right now I a still starting to slide right down to that of '75. 

YATES: You don't thin there is any injustice to the people in the condo-

miniurn by not heir whole land value as a parcel of' land? In. 
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other words, if you treat it as.aunit you are not reflecting. 

CRANE: Well, actually when I took the 12 acres and worked it, it was condo-

miniums and worked up a number. And of that I took the same percentage of 

common element into that and this became about an' $800 land assessment. This 

was the bed of roses put in, the swimming pool, the tennis courts, and all 

of the other common elements and then we made a change when we did this land 

update. And then this final change and right now they are looking at a 

$6,000 land value .and approximately a $14,500 to $15,500 on building and it is 

what it comes out to and it comes pretty close to the sa,les price. The 

, bank 
J:!IR:puudt is taking this same 32 uni ts in addition and putting them right back 

on the market. Okay, we had a couple of sales that went the other way becausefa11 

of a sudden the people suddenly realized what they are into and they are fly-

ing the coop. I'd say a lot of the current owners do not occupy; they are 

now renting them out at an average throw of $295 a month. And they are out 

living in an apartment somewhere themselves, or ~they are buying a house. 

But the bank qas now got the 32 units on the market. There is a price of 

about a $300 increase, but you deal, you buy, and 11 months later you get 

95 percent of your money back. So really, right here's the market. I 

haven't seen any sales out on this low market, but a guy is getting a 

chance to sample. That's all I got on that. 

YATES: Any further testimony ... I declare our hearing adjourned. 
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CAROL E. ST~IR 
DEPUTY COLLECTOR 

The following are my ,omments for the hearing by)the As~ernbly Taxation Committee: 

' ' ' ', ' .i ' 1. · The October fir t deadline for added assessments should be changed to 
allow time. for he Assess.ors to get all property c6mpleted by Septem .... 
ber 30, on the ax rolis. We have a problem of properties that have 

•been completed n September not always getting on the added a:ssessrnent' 
list for the rent year and then they iµ-e sold and th,e collector 
still has no •essment figures to.work from. 

) 

2, Additions to ex sting properties are also problems. I think there should 
I . , ·.· . 

be a cut-off da e, whereby smail inproveme.nts not completed by a given 
I 

date be assesse, on the next yea.rs Tax Duplicate and eliminate the problem 
of trying to·as ess the improvement for three or four months for a prior 

J 

year, 

Farm assessment 
resides and f 

4. Judgments 
taxpayers 
taxe.s. 

\ ,. ' ' 

shoud not be granted to anYione tmless the owner actually 
in question~ 

be mailed to the Tax Coll,ectors in time to permit the 
on the adjusted .assessment when they pay the fourth quarter 

c··-· .. , '. r/, 
£- . (' . 1 l - ,-~t'\._ .. (- 01 __ .__ __ _ ,··1..>. ,, '•, .;:,.c,( -

. ETHEL H. DOVE 
Collector of Taxes Township of Evesham 
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A Choice 

.Meaningful Property.Tax Reform 
or 

Property Tax Lightning 

It is my understanding that the purpose o~, this Committee is 
I ' 

to develop recommendations for the.improvemenb of the assessment 

process, a more accurate equalization program for State Aid, and. 

comments on revaluation, the prob~em of exempt property. The 

Committee is aiso seeking "opinions a,rid recorrimendations on any or 

all of the al;>ove, and any matters not specifically enumerated here 
,. \. 

which you may feel are important in the revision of the local pro-

perty tax structure~'. 

When. I rp,ad the letter from Mr. Deardorff I felt as though 
Placed 

someone hadr11n e~aborate erector set in front of me and told me to 

build a model of the Betesy !loss Bridge in one hour • 

. I use the analogy of, the Betsy._ Ross Bridge because it is a 

bridge that leads nowhere; and I do not believe that the hearings 

of this Committee will lead anywhere. This is not a condemnation 

of the Committee or of its purposes. It is a statement made.in 

recogniti.tm,, of the: impossilility of your task. ·1 also realize that 

you are here because of the need 'to keep trying to find solution 

and I commend you for your efforts. 

I do not believe there will be meaningful tax reform until 

there is a general public understanding of the historical development 
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of the New Jersey property tax structure. The first part of my 

statement, theref re, deals with this development as one of the 

matters not speci ically enumerated in the letter. 

Historical development 

Prior to 185 property was assessed according to use and size; 

animals were asse sed according to type and age. The value of 

prqperty was not consideration in the assessment process. 

In 1851 a ne law was passed that required the taxation of all 

_ value, and this is where the real propblem of property taxation· began,, 

In 1854 nor George F. Fort expressed .. concern regarding 

the equity of the roperty tax when, in his annual· message to the 

legislature he 

better mode to 

there is no doubt 

causes, equitable 

"There would be a propriety of devising some 

in a fair and equal assessment. As now exercised, 

hat, :through favoritism, lack of energy,_ and othe-.e 

aluationsof property are often evaded." 
I 

- The State's c nstitution was amended in 1875 to provide for: 

All property shall be assessed for taxes under general laws, and by 

uniform rules, ace rding to. its true value. (Article IV, Sec. VII, 

par. 12). This co stittitional tax clause set off a round of law 

suits that continu s toda~; even though the eonsti--tuional tax 

clause was changed in 1947, from the "true value" standard to the 

"same standard of alue 11 • 

Page 2 of 1t 

" 



: ,,· ' 

One of the worst decisions theNew.Jersey'Court has ever made, 

. in the area of taxation, was made in i909 in the case of Royal Mfg. 

Co. v Board of Equalization of Ta:ses of New J~sey, 78 N.J.L. 357. 
'' ' 

' ' ' 

The Court held: •••••• "the fact that the property of A is assessed 
. . . . 

,.. at its true value and the property of other taxpayers within the 
. . . ·, . . 

. same district is assessed below its true ~alue, affords A no ground 

for demanding a reduction of his valuation, though it cioes entitle 
I - • • , 

him to apply for an increase in th.e valuation of the others. This 

decisiqn •led to a notorious practice· that was referred to through°"ut 

the County as New Jersey's "Tax Li~htning". 

Local tax assessors had become a law unto themselves and they 
a~cording 

were assessing property4t°Ahow they felt about . a property . owner, or 

for political,lldvantc:1ge~ artd as long as the assessment, did not exceed 

"true value", the owner had no recourse. The·term "tax lightning" 

wa.s applied to the taxation of personal property owned by businesses 

more than to real prope3:ty; and it was defined1 as: the difference 
. •'. . • J 

between the actual assessed valuation .of ,tangible personal property 

owned by businesses·and the ''true value•of .. such property. Personal 
. . ,, . . 

property was npt ass,essed at. its ''true value/' in the beginning,· but 

:as the need for more and more revenue grew, assessors turned to the 

personal property for additional revenue. · 
' . 

It .wasn't until 1945 that- the United States Supreme Court· 

overturned the,•New · ;rersey Court's ruling, in the case of Hillsborough v 
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Cromwell (326 U.S. 62,0) The Federal Supreme Court held: 

of 

The equ 1 protection clause of the Fourteenth Amendment ·" 

protects the "ndividual from state action.which selects him 

out 

·not imposed o ·.·. \ l 
· right to ~qua 

achieved 

inatory treatmment by subjecting him to taxes 

otheirs of the same class. · The rxght is the 
l 

treaL111ent. He may not complain if equality is · 

creasing the same taxes of other members of the 

class to th,e evel of ,his own. The constitutional requirement, 
' · .. 

however, t satisfied if a State does not ,itself remove 

\the discrimin tion,: but imposes on him against whom the discrim-

ination has .b I eri di .. ected th.e; burden. of ~eekirtg an upward revis~m 

· of the taxes of other members of the classo 

The Hillsboro case ended 11tax lightning11 as far as the taxatim: 

is concerned. But it led to the case of 
; 

Switz. v. 'Middleto · Town$hip and a new form of "tax lightning''; a 

form that strikes t the.individual's right to own a home. Twill 

say more about later. 
I New Jersy had a constitutional tax convention in 1947 and the 

tax clause was 

·taxation under 
\ 

to provide: "Property shall be assessed for 

al laws and by uniform rules. All real property 

assessed and taxed locally or by the State for allotment and payment · •• 

to taxing district shall be asse:ssed acc'ording to the same standard 
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. "·•,::· .- _:_. _: 

rate of the .J,,(i~ · 4\~t;ri{t iii wi>~cti . . 

th.~_P:¢Qp~ty is situated, for 

,the use of.··sUch taxi.rig di~trict.'': ·._. 

The i.sSUE? of taxation prQved to:1>;e one ot.the most controversial 

"'·· issue:s c>f, the Conyention. · __ . Three , prqposa ls were seriously considered: 

,. 

_-- i) fa,> 1~ave .the tax·: clause of 1875 __ stand .unchanged.; 2) to. add the-

·. phr'ase Hthe burd.en ()~ direc:t :_taxatioil. .upo~ all real property not 
. - . . 

. . . . . . . . . 

exempt shall be equal" -to the old tax clause; · ___ 3)- to ~hange_ the old 
,.. . .: .. ,·· . 

tax clause• complete).y and supstitute:. "Property shall 'be assessed 
. ~- . . ·- ' . . . 

£or taxes under general Laws, a~d by~11niform rules,_ according to 
. . . . : .: .' .. 

• classific&tions. a!"ld Standards of value to he ·established ~y law;'. 

·_-_ -_ . Muni¢ipalities, .but .mainly .Jersey City, ~e~e suppo~ting the 

·- ..•. _ s~cqnd- pt;oposal "1hile _a group· of labo'.['. unions, civic· associations, 
. . . .. . ·. . . -~ . . .. 

' . 

. . the· New. Je:rs~y Asso<!iat:i,or1 of. Real··. Estate Boarc1s·:a11d the ~ew Jersey 

·• Taxpayer~ ·Association were supp6rtit1g the thi;d pr.opos~l •. -The . 
·- . ·. . .· . 

. IIIL1nicipalit:i.es want~g the s~bond proposai · because· they wanted_· to 

.. · __ sta~t ta:,c;ing second;, class rail~-~ap pr_ope:rty; a privilage they lost, 

.·. through legislative: actio"Q., in, 1941/ Mayor Hague was ~etermined to ...... ._. · .. ' . . : ; . '. . ; . . . _.-.. · .. ·; : '_.:, 

r.egai11 this>priv:tiege.r 
. . . . . . . 

-•_ May~r: llague· wa;s recognized as a political power in the State 

_ of Ney, ~ersey and tp.ere was fear,: among the d~leg~tes- to the 1947 

Convention that be would defeat the. $ntire consti.tution,al referendum 
. . . 

if he was ·not satisfied lvith the· tax clause~ · This fear was well 
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founded •.. ·. In 1944;,. Mayor)Hague de:f:eated, ainiost single handedly, 

a constitutional r feren<lum. 
/ 

·The J>resent c nstitutional tax clause was a compromise between 
. . ' . ' . . - . . . . ' 

the supporta,1hf th ·•second ~rtd th.; third· p:topOsals. _ Property was · 
. . . . ' . . . - ' 

not· to be .classifi it was t:o be.assessed l'according to 'the 

same standard of v lue''. · Two fac~ors now ent_er the controversy: 

. What was the inten of the delegates in the way they £ram.eel the 

tax clause;. 

·the clause. 

. . 

twas the understanding of 'the people who adopted 

The delegates expI-"essed·twa intentions in,·adopting the new 
. . _ .. 

. tax clause: they · orialized .thk governor and the legislature to .. 
. . 

recon~{der th~· ent· e railroad tax: law so that: the tax that ls for 

the Sta,te should b adjusted so that the appli:c·ation .<:>f local general 
. . .· 

. . . . 

p~operty tax ~ates 
. . 

... a, harmful ·and •. unfai 

t~e State. 

The 

.·· .... "summary 

• I 

page 1322)~. 
. . . 

thenewtax·clause 

yoters and advertis 

The delegates 

class railro?d property will not impose.· 

tot~l .tax burden ·upori.tJ:ic; railroad industry··of· . ,, .. . '. . •, '. ,. . .. 

•• ' • •• \ I • • ,· •, 

. t was expres~ed in Article 5 0£. the Convention's 
'. •' • L 

· to· tjhe people of New jersey'';· (Ibid Vol •. 11, ·. ··· · 
', •. • I • • • • ' • 

tent·also beca~e the :people's understanding of. 

eca'!,lse the 11s-ummS:ry" 'was mailed to llll registered 

in iall of the papers throughout the State •.. · 
·.· . I. . ., . 

andl the·people's uilderstand:Lng, was: 
. . . 

5. . 'I'HE O D "TR;UE VALUE~' STANDARD FOR ASSESSMENI. I$ PROPPED .. 

This p:r,-ovision of the old Constitution· has 'been strortglyc criti;.;. -
· cized because f the variability in .its iii:terpretation by the 
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,. 

local assessors., The clauifo req\li.ririg. assessment "under general 

laws and by uniforrn rules"' has' been retained because it assures 

equality of treatment of taxpayers and permits legislative 

flexibility. 

Under the new tax clause it will be necessary to revise' the 

present law which taxes second-class railraod property at a 

special rate lower than the general local property rates. 

The control of taxation by the legislature is continued • 

• • e e e • e e •.•••.•• e. e. e .• •.• e e • e e e O O e. e e. e. e •.•• e e e e e ••. e e e e e e O • e e e e e •• e e 

. . 

What is your understanding of the intent of the delegates to 

the Convention, in light of this "Surrma.ry and Address"? If you were 

voting, wouldn't it. be right to assume that you understood that the 

"true value" standard would be ELIMINATED from the assessment process; 

and that. the State could not CLASSIFY any property·:unless approved 

by Constitutioional law? This _would be my understanding. 
-j 

The constitutional tax clause that was hailed as a workable 

compromise wasn't a compromise at all because it didr1' t chal).ge a 

thing as far as the pro~erty tax was concerned, except for the 

taxation of railroad property. There was no change in the statutory 

criteria for determing the taxable value of real, property, it 

remained the ''true value'' standard.· I ' 
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In 1953 the s·xth Report of the,New Jersey Connnission on Tax~ 

ation was released and this report showed, statistically, that the 
,.' -..s. 

taxation of real p, operty,,discriminatory in that assessments were 

not levied unifonn~y; and that the tax was also regressive in that 

low-valued propert·es were assessed at a higher percentage to true 

value than high-va ued properties. The Commission also noted the 

following: 

The deve1 opment of the tax is marked.: by a patchwork 

response to p rticular evils as. they were noticed over the 

years; but th• basic structure as it exists today, does not 

· ·vary from ,the ·form and ·substance a century ago; and· 

And: 

The grad al breakdown of the tax as a fair and equitable 

method of app,I rtioning the costs of government, has been noted 

:• r~peatedly o er the past hundred years; and while many admin-

istrative cha1ges have been attempted, they have failed to 

bring about t e hoped for results. (P. xvi) 

For over a century, legislatures, governors and)public 

comnissions h • ve recognized the breakdown of the general ,pro-

perty tax and have tried all the remedies of their day-but 

none have suc,eeded. 

None of ,hese remedies has come to grips with the basic 

causes of the breakdown-·an indefensible law and inadequate 

Page 8 of 1'1/ 



provision for administration fn the local taxing districts. 

(P. xvii). 

Equality in the assessment process did not improve with 

the change in t:he wording of the constitutional tax clause and 

this charge is supported by the Sixth Report mentioned above; by 
....._ 

the report of the New Jersey. Tax Policy Committee, issued as lat·e 

as 1972; and by public records-namely the sales data of property 

sold which the State uses to develop its,,Tables of Equalized Values. 

·constitutional equality .and_uniformitymust be achieved if there 

is to be mea~ingful tax reforms; and, in the light of all of the 

prior fail.ires to achieve this, the first question to answer is 

whether or not equality and uniformity·can be achieved as long as 
" . determining 

;. 

"true value" remains the standard for.~g the taxable value 

of property. A review of what the Courts have said, regarding 

constitutional equality and uniformity, will be help:f'.11 at this point. 

The Courts have held, in a long and ·Y · unbroken line of 

judicial decisions, that uniformity is achieved when state taxes 

are levied uniformly throughout the state, when taxes for county 

purposes are levied :uniformly throughout the county, and when taxes 

for municipal·. purposes are levied uniformly throughout the 

nrunicipality. Equality is achieved when taxes are levied "under 

general laws·and by;uniform rules!'; which means that taxes must be 
\ 

levied upon all persons and/or prq::a:ty selected·; for taxation 
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according to a uni orm standard of value. 

Uniformity ca be further defined as establishing who has 
. I 

the power to tax w om; and equality can be defined as the quality 

of the ass~ss~ent 

One of the mo· t important Court cases was that of Switz v 
. . . . · .. I . . . •· 

Middlet?wn Twp. (2 N.J.580). It was this case that exposed rthe 

gross inequities o the property tax and led to a concerted effort 

on the part of the State\ to improve the assessment process. This 
i . ' 

case was decided i 1957 and it should be reviewed by anyone inter--

ested in meaningfu. tax reforms because the inequities of 1957 

· continue to exist oday ~, 

The plaintiff s property was assesed at $31,b00 for 1955, and . 

the plaintiff clai ,ed that if all real property in the Township been 

assessed by unifo rules, th'.en hy applying the Director's ratio 

of 15 .45%, the tru value of the plaintiffs property would he in 

~cess of $200,000; that' the property was not :worth such sum and 

the plaintiff was he subject of discriminatory assessment and was 

required t.o bear a disproportionate and excessive share o•f the taxes 

and tax burden ·of 

In this case 

laws, and by 

e Township. 

Court held, Justice Reher, p. 594:. 

the assessment of. property "under general .~· 

iform rules, '9-Ccording to its.true value," the 

standard laid· own in the 1875 amendment to the 1844 Const.itu-. 
:i 

tion, "requir 

impose 
1 

, and is fulfilled by such regulaticms as should 

\ .. percentage of its actual value upon all. the 
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taxable propertyin the township for township purposes, in the 

county for county purposes, a.nd in;'the state· for state purpoes. 

But this is not true of the'. ':'average" assessment ratio of 

true value, an arithmetical mean of' varying ratios of true 

· value; necessarily making for unequal proportions of value 

between the individual property owners and thus for inequality 

of treatment a.nd burden obnoxious to basic principle~ 
. Q, . 

And Justice Weint:rfub concurred, saying: p.·6O8: 

It seems clear to me that all. of the taxpayers of a county 

are entitled to equa'.L treatment with respect to the distribution 

of the cost of county government.' Distribution among munici-

palities on the basis, of equalization of aggregates of their 
' respective ratables accomplishes· a proper allocation of that 

cost as AMONG THE MUNIC!PALITES, and if equalization of the 

assessments within the Township of Middletown were achieved, 

each taxpayer of the township would bear his proper share of 

the cost of county government AS AGAINST OTHER TAXPAYERS OF 

THE TOWNSHIP. But, so far as the tax for county purposes is 

concerned, each taxpayer is e1:1titled' to equality, not merely 

a.gainst other taxpayers within his own municipality, but also 

against.all other taxpayers of the:county. It is no answer 

to say that the taxpayer is paying no more than his just share. 
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H,e is-entitl 

all taxable 

county gover 

And, on p. 610: 

If the 

to enforcemen.t of. the ·legislative scheme that 
I be taxed equally for.the purposes of 

' ....... 

' 

tax were' separately levied by the county 

itself, the r"ght oif each taxpayer to seek enforc~entof the 
I 

statutory sch e thFoughout the county would be apparent.. If 

the county ta directly distributed by county assess.:.. 

ments ranging from 3.08% to 80%, a taxpayer, would r1ot be denied 
. I . . • 

the right to· nforce the.public duty merely.becuase he happened 

to be paying he saine number of tax dollars he would pay if 

uniformity ha been achieved. If I am correct in this premise, 

then the, righ of a taxpayer of Middletown to relief as to the 

entire county with respectrto the tax for county purposes should 

not be obscur ·d · and denied by the circumst.ance~ that the county 

tax is levied via mun,icipalities and local assessors rather 

than directly by the county itself. 
\, 

The Courts ha e clearly defined the meaning of equal and uniform 

taxation, but the tate has not been able to achieve this goal. It 

is clear that the and only reason for the lack of equality and 

uniformity is that it is 1 impossible to achieve.this goal as long as 

' "true vah1e r remai s the standard for assessing property. Something 
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must be done; arid done now, if there is to be an orderly transition 

in New Jersey's tax structure. 

Two important factors .that must be considered from the very 

beginning are: first and foremost is the.constitutional restraint 

that has been placed upon the State's sovereign power to tax; second, 

is the political and economical forces that will be brought to bear 

in the shaping of, any tax proposal~ 

I believe the people have the right to know who is taxing them, 
c,. 

how they are being taxed, and why. This right is being denied them 

.when the State "mandates" such costs as welfare and the judiciary 
'• ., . \ 

upon county government, or school costs upon the local government. 

The rigll.t to know.how and why they are being taxed is being denied 

to the people when the State levies'a ta)C upon utility companies' 

gross receipts and tha.t tax is paicl directly, by the companies, to 

a municiaplity--regardless of need. In this case, the people are 

not told how and why they are being taxed; nor are they --t:old how 

nruch taxes they are pc:iying, or that they are paying taxes to a 

municipality they don't even live in • 
. ' 

I am in favor of abolishing the present system of income taxation 

. and l:"eplacing it with a graduated-~loop-hole free--income taxo I am 

... in favor of the State assuming all. educational, welfare and judiciary 

costs; 'as well as all other "mandatory'' costs.· I beleive "mandatory 

costs" are. 11nconstitutional, and if· the State does not ,assume these 
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costs then I belei e each county and municipality should decide· 

for itself how muc money is to be spent in these areas. 

I am opposed o State aid to counties and municipalites because 

the costs of these programs are hidden from public scrutiny. I 

beleive the answer to a problem that is too' big for the financial 

resources and municipal ~overnmentsis to move the problem 

up to the proper 1 of government, rather than filter aid from 

the top to the 

··immediate 

State was to ass 

legislature tim~ 

abolish the 

its usefulness an 

years, 

either by legisla 

opportunity to be 

and· it is an oppo 

If property 

then New Jersey C 

a 

be given to the property tax if the 

all mandatory costs and this would give the 

develop new standards of assessments; or to 

tax completely. The property tax has outlived 

am convinced that, within the next twenty-five 

be completely eliminated throughout the country; 

action. New Jersey has an 

leader in the field of equal and uniform taxation 

tunity that should not be ignored. 

ax is to be continued with the "true value" standard, 

n look forward 'to more and more litigation. We 

have a choice; me ningful tax reform now or property tax lightning 

END 
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01304 
00601 

00001 
00001. 
00002 
00003 .. 

200 
aoo 

. . 600 
_ .......... 3, 200 

00009 ....... ETC .. . ............... 400 
00008 1 650 
00002 600 ,-
00001.. , ............. - .... MO 
00004 
00001 
00003 
00001, • .. 
00003 
00011. 
0003A 
00003. 
00001 
00002 
00003 
00003 
0002A 

~'c..00002 , 

....... ,· ....... :LOOO 
........ -·-· 300 

·····--···...: ...... ___ .1,.0 00 .. 
ETC 6,116 

2,000 
'--'----,-100 . 

6,250 
6,2.50 

187,250 
1,500 

31,000· 
37,000 

4,400 
- : .. 3,000 . 

1 
16.500 
1,500 

.35,000 
.. ·-·--45,ooo: .. 

. _______ 3.,500. 
39e500 
29,900 

-~50 
.... - . L __ __.__ 

. ... 7,000 __ _ 
l 

··. 27,9J)0 
.. "·-- --- 2, 000 ...... ----· 

21,900 
27,900 

l .. ~•···" 
l 
l 

..l. ·'·-··-
1. 

.. --~J.b--·• .. 22 ·--·-·---
OCOl6 12,350 36,000 

. 00002 .. 10,400 30,450 
00019 .,.:._ .. _._ , .. St.800 ...... c' ...... , .. ___ ..... · . ..c .... 27,000, ..... .. 
00016 .... -~- ---·-·· .... _ .. 9,200 ... .;:, ... -----•··--· .16,.500 .. a ••• 

00004 14,450 3J,OOQ __ ·•--- · 
00008 11,300 ~5,000 _____ _ 
00009 10,300 14,200 
00012 14,200 37,50J 
00:)01 ...... 13.,750 .. l 
00001 .. 13,750 _ l 
00017 .......... 14,500 32,000 .. 
00012 .9,.300 .. . .26,700, ....... . 
00016 20,200 36,000 
00014 12,450 38 ;000 
00020 7,200 31,500 ....... 
00008 6,200 6,000 
00010 ll, 700. l 
00018 l:4,200 24,500. ··-
00001 9,l0O l 
00003 7,500 22,000 
00002 10,250, 30,100 
00007 _ -· . _10,000 29,200 
00005 __ 12,400 40,000 
00007. 10,300• 36i500 
00013 12,850 38 ,OO'J 
00005 1-2,900 31,000 
00031 11,400 30,500 
00018 12,400 35,500 
00004 . 8,750 1 
00.004 8,750 ::::4,6'.)0 
00011 10,700 25 ,ooo 



--------------
NON USABLf SALES ACCU~ DAGE· 10 

~TY OIST SERIAL fl CLASS NU REC-DATE NAME LOCATIO~ 
_J...Q.'L . .06 ____ .~543921 . 2 ..... 10 12-75 .. J H.EDDEN ···-· _.. 01002 00011 
V04 06 3544449 2 01 01-76 H MCQUATE 00703 00003 

04 06 3544450 2 01 01-76 T FAGAN 00711 00008 

ASS~SSfO VALUf ~UM ~F SALE~ SALES PRICf 
5,400 ... .13,500 

51,400 1 ,. 
31,200 ,1 J 

__ ..l.O!t ____ Qfl ____ --3544451__ 2 12 . O.l-_76 .... J .. COY'LE._SHERlf£. ____ 00605 ..... - .. 000OL.----------~-
__ i_04 06. 3544725 2 27 02-76 J ERHARDT1 O-O-S-64 0-6605 .. 

~l,.500 :!:-= ... _____________ 3.,..Sc.a,6.0.0..... _ _ii 
llt'll-06 . -36 ,31'0 

_v;,1l4. 06. 3545559 2 Ol 03-76 C FREEMAN 01414 00007 .. -- __ _ 
.. 1','-~L 06 3545805 2 10 03-76 N DECICCO 01201 00007 
v04 06 3546365 2 06 03-76 G TURNER 00218 00003 
Jo4 06 3546570 2 05 04-76 N BENEVENTO 00105 00006 -1g-!t,.__il,6__ .. .3547632 .... 2 ... 10_ .. 0.5-.16 EST. OF F. DEME.ZZA ......... _______ 00702 00018 

__,i.Q_'t_Q2, ____ 35H~U ... , __ OL 05-_Jo. 0 THMI NGTCN .... 00807 . 00011 
_•/04 0 .. 6 ......... 3547903 2 17 05-76 UNTO BODY DIS CHRIST 01416 00001 
_./.JJ.4 .. 0.2 ...... 354790't 2 27 05-7.6. S Tl'.JMARCHIO ...... .... 01304 00016. 

";04 06 3548252 2 01 05-76 E DRUMM 02301 0001A 
v04 06 3548941 2 01 06-76 E DEVIVO 00603 00004 

,. -- 13,400 
29,200 
28,450 
21,]S0 

___________ 51., 600 ~- . 
. 32,750 J,,::-

4, '•00 
9,100 

23,800 
26,600 

736,900 
01308 
00106 ... 
00815 ... 
01301 

00039 10,200 
OOOOc....... ___________ 12,500 

.. ggg~}---··--·--:i2- . ·--.l~!: ;f' 
172,000 

. ---------------··---·----··-----

-- -------·-·-···--- .. ,--·· -
" - ___ ,, --- ·-·----------

., ... ,, 

46 

I 
--- .......,,, -··--- ---- -- -----

- __ _31) ,000. 
5,000 
7,000 

-~_,,,...,t, aDOQ . 
. _ll ,000 

l 
______ ---Z6,600 

l 
t 

72 DI STR.ICJJOIAL 

-----------



S.ERIAL ti- REC DATE GRANTOR NAME 

ACC UMUl.ATlVE USAB l.E SALES 

LOCAT~9~. OF PROPERTY CLASS I TRANS ASSESSED VALUE --··----·· - . -
· CAMDEN COUNTY 

-04:.or·-01:RLIN -TWP - --
7'3544953A 02=76 - V BARILor,T 

06-76 C GIAMMUSO 
c-'4546816A 04-76 S KINZY 

i/'3548388A 06-76 P GRUBB 
~546366Q 03-76 T BERNAT 
i,,"3545291A . 02-76 M FREEDAMN 
v3548760A 06-76 H BOWMAN 
V'354 7368A . 05.,-76 . E BODINE,.._,.,.. ____ _ 

~3545560Q 03-76 J FOX . . 
~0s45803A · 03:::16 J-13ARrc--
-v3546160A 03-76 G AUSTIN 

06-76 J HORVAT 
V3547143A 04-76 I SHOEMAKER 
V354Sao4A - 03-76 W KOCI{ 

04-76 T CALANDRA 
05:..:76~ A -IACONO 

.. -v-3548942A 06-76 _____ G AL TIER I 
_ V3544059A 01-76 .J FRALEY ·. t;i·;::~~~:---,-~g~=i~ INC 
-,/3548758A 06-76 C SHONE 
v35465;]1Q 04-76 M DRIEHORST .. 

J{3 5469_59_F_ 04-76 · SEtOND COMMERICIAl~ 

00215 -
01903 
01815 

0020A 1 
00001 1 
00003 . l 

· .... --YEAR TO DATE 1 

00109 00001 2 
00601 00031 2 
00102 00010 2 
00807 . · 00007 . 2 
00605 00004 2 0060.S ______ O<fofA- . - .. 2 

- - --- 01308 ---:-0<>'02'7 -- - -----2-
01308 00044- 2 . 
00082 00006 2 
00802 00008 2 
00814 - --·00001-- ·2 
00523 00012 - 2 
00813. 00010 2 
00521 00008 2 
01306 00010 2 

5000 
8650 

- 3750 

3 --- 17400 

14300 
21100 
20000 
28600 .• 28250 _______ 

------·---
31100 

.. -----·-----------
23150 
23100 
2.5300 
30450 

-·-· --···--· ---~----· --------·-
28850 
28800 
35450 

·--· 28900 
27500 

00207 00013 2 , 01306 00016 2,..:.-...;..._,.;...__ _ _..:....;_ __ -. 31550 
24300 

01304 00002· 2 26000 
00105 00006 2. · 21750 

YEAR tO .DATE 2 19 498450 "••••-•• --"••• •••~---- ••--•-•••------~--•--••--• -•-•a-•••--•-•----

01308 ... 00039 A4 17250 

YEAR ro DATE 4_ 1 17250 · 

_( . . 
YEAR_ TO_ DATE_ _ _ 23 

PAGE 

SALES PRICE 

12 

RATIO 

6400 
7500 
2000 

15900 

18800 
27650 
25000 
34800 
33000 

, .. 
36200 
26800 
26500 
29000 
34250 
31740 
31000 
38000 
30225 
28500 
32500 
23400 
23it26 

8000 

538791 

1.0000 

10000 

564691 

78.13 
115.33 
187.50 

76. 06 
76.31 
80.00 
82.18 --- ·--------
85. 61 
as. 91 
86. 38 
87.17 
87.24 
88.91 
90. 89 
92.90 
93.29 
95. 62. 
96.49 
97.08 

H--•• •--• •-• • 103.85 
110.99 
271.88 

1888. 76 - 'j'f, 1/o -
172.50 

172.50 /7.l- ..... 

2442.22 /PJ,,,' 










