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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

January 12, 1971
To the Honorable Members of the Senate and General Assembly of

the State of New Jersey:

At the timé of transmittal'ofvthe final reportAof”the
Commission to Stuay the‘Laws of New Jersey Exémpting'RealvProperty
Held by Religious, Educational, Charitable, and Philanthropic
Organizations and‘Cemeteries from Taxation (created by A.C.R.-42
(1968) and continued by P.L. 1969, c. 142), the results of a
survey of tax—-exempt property by the Di&ision of Taxation under-
taken at the request of £he commission were not available. The
commission agreed with the Division‘that the results of this’
survey would be appendéd to the commission's report when they
became available (see p. 26 of the report).

The survey has been completed and the results are now
available. Atva’public hearingvof the‘Property;Téx Task Force
of the Tax Policy Committee on Nbvember 18, 1970; I submittéd‘
qopies of the commission's feport togéther wiﬁh the results of}
the tax-exempt property~survey_to'the cbmmittee for use in its

study of the entire'tax_system of New Jersey. I respectfully






transmit herewith a copy'of my testimony before the Tax Policy
Committee and the results bf»the tax-exemp£‘propertyjsurvey

furnished by the Division of Taxation as a supplement to the -

Report of Commissibn to Study the Laws of New Jersey Exempting

Real Property Held by Religious, Educational; Charitable, and

Philanthropic Organizations and Cemeteries from Taxation

(January 30, 1970).
f'Respectfully youfs,

/s/ Chester Apy.
Chester Apy, Chairman
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STATEMENT OF CHESTER APY,
CHAIRMAN

TAX-EXEMPT PROPERTY STUDY
COMMISSION

PROPERTY TAX TASK FORCE

TAX POLICY COMMITTEE

NOVEMBER 18, 1970
Gentlemen:

I am Chester Apy of Little Silver, a former member of the‘
General Assemblyv(l968—69), from Monmouth County, and chairmsn of |
the Tax-Exempt Property Study Commission. My purpose in
testif?ing is not only to submit to you the specifis recommenda-
tions of my Commission conssrning tax-exempt property, but also

to present factual information not heretofore available.

REPORT OF THE COMMISSION TO STUDY THE LAWS OF NEW JERSEY

EXEMPTING REAL PROPERTY HELD BY RELIGIOUS, EDUCATIONAL,

CHARITABLE AND PHILANTHROPIC ORGANIZATIONS AND CEMETERIES

. FROM TAXATION.
| 'nsIn March of this.year the Tax-Exempt Property Study Commis=—
~sion submitted to the Legislsture‘a detailed study of the status
of tax-exempt real prqperty in New Jersey,_tsgether with specific'
recomméndations for changes,in our existing statutes; Attached
as a part of this preséntation are 25 copies of the Report dated
January 30th, 1970.

Needless to say, you will only be able to appreciate the

Report's scope, findings and recommendétions by studying it






thoroughly. Initially,\i direct your attention to the membership
of the Chmmission,,for I feel that the quality of the men who
composed it gives thé Report greater“weight than it might otherwise
be entitled to.

The highlights of the factual findings and Commission Recom-
mendations are as follows:

1 —‘we confirmed once again that it is the proPérty owners
in the'older,‘urban areas which have the greatest neéd for tax
relief. But we also pointed out for<the'first time that these are
the areas with the largest concentration of exempt properties.
Finaliy, ouf analysis disclosed that in many-fif not most--
instances, tax-exempt institutions serve people from outside the
taxing district, e.g., hospitals, Y.M.C.A.'s.

As a result of these findings we recomﬁend the redistribution
of charitable,.religious,,educational and cemetery exemptions on a
countywide basis as a faiiér system than the present one (See
pp. 31-35). Proposed'legislatipn to accomplish this result is a
part of the Report (Appendix II, pp. 58-63), as isian example of
the effect of such a redistribution‘in‘one county (Appendix III,
pp. 64-65). At»our requeét,'the'Division of Ta#ation is presently
undertaking an analysis of the rémaining twenty counties so thét
we will know the precise effect of our'proposal on them if and
when it is implemented.

I would also point out to you, as does our Report, that the






/

formula suggésted would be equally applicable to county—owned
property, and would rédistribute tha£ burdén of tax exemption on

a fairer basis. The‘famifications‘of,so doing can be ascertained
from the Table annexed hereto and discuséed later.

2 - The people.Of New Jersey do not want, and we do not
recoﬁmend, ;ny major changes'in the‘basic constituﬁionally pro-
tected principle of tax exemption for exclusively religious,
educational and charitable inSﬁitutions, But we found that a
ceﬁtury of case law decisions, legislati@e enaétments,vand county
tax board.rulings hés resulted in glaring ipcpnsiétencies’and
omissions in the treatmentrof tax-ekemptbproéerty, Accordingly,
we have recommended'specific statutory changes (pp. 35-42,
Appendix II, pp. 52—58), designed tb "tighten up" the law, and.
by so doing assﬁre more equal treatment'of all,‘consistént with
the historical purpose of exemptions.

Included iﬁ our: recomméndations are some which reprééent a
departure from £he past."we make them,howe&er) becauée.we
conclﬁdéd that'Whatever theirvﬁeriﬁ,might-have beeh, they cannot-
be justified today £o meet the needs of tomorrow. LWe will never
extricate ourselves from two cenﬁﬁries_of dependence on real
property taxes.with inconsistent and unequal exemptions‘without
some oﬁtcrybahd protest. You know that as well aé I, but if you
aré not preparéd to make hard dedisioﬁs and withstand4the

resultingApressures,iyou might just as well adjourn now.






THE VALUE OF TAX-EXEMPT PROPERTY IN NEW JERSEY.

When our Cbmmission began its study, we found we had to go
baék tb 1938 to find any comparable review (pp. 21-22, Tabie I);
Although we checked the coﬁnty abstrécts of ratables (Table iI,
p.‘23), the figufeé were so highly Questionable they had little
value. The Division of Taxation, hOweQer, was just beginning a
dompréhensive.sﬁrvey of exemﬁt properties, éﬁd its initial r;port
was made available to us (Table III, pp. 24-25). But even these
figures were unsatisfactpry to‘ﬁs ahd to the Division. vAs a
result»we'réqueSted and the LocalvProperty Tax Bu:eau of thé
Division of Taxation undértbok é_comprehensive resurvey of the
state baséd:on the 1970 tax-liSts. vaery assessor was requested
to revise his exemﬁt property figures, manybof which had been
untouched fpr yeafs, and report to the Division. These results
were then keyéunched bh 350,000‘cards aﬁd étored on 40 r;eis of
. magnetic tape.' Today, for ﬁhe_first time in New Jersey history,
we can»ﬁeginlto’appreiCate fhe séope and extent of the impact of
tax exemptions. |

We aré therefore now’éupplementing our‘éommission Report, as
we said we would do (p. 26), by the inclusion of £he Division of
Taxation Summary, daﬁed September 23, 1970, a cdpy of which is
attachedvhereto,.along with:the:leﬁﬁer.éf transmittal froﬁ :
M#. Sidney Glaser, Acting Direétor of the Division.

The subject matter of our Commission‘s work is shown in only

\
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four lines of the Suﬁmary‘(COdes 20-23),‘but these'alohe represeht.
15,739 parcels of land having a Valuebof about two billion, two
hundred s1xty-four mllllon dollars. Most of the 2 585 mlscellaneous
exempt propertles hav1ng a value of $555 412 022 are also probably n
non-governmental, so we can falrly conclude that our Report applles
to approx1mately elghteen thousand parcels‘conservatlvely valued at f
about 2.8 bllllon dollars. | |

Mr. Glaser cautlons us not to accept these flgures at face
value, and I agree. We Xnow that.desplte‘the efforts‘of the
Divisioh-over the,past two vears} mahyvasseSSOrsﬁhave hot yet:
‘supplied.realistic‘and accurate.valuations.forbexemptbproperty.

We do not say this by’way'of criticism;.fOr most have:cooperated o
fully, but only to p01nt out the dlfflculty of a task which

though 1nterest1ng, may not necessarlly produce more revenue for a
municipality. | '

The magnitude'of reliéious, educatiohal;.charitable_andf
-cemetery ta#wexemptionS‘can‘beascertalned from the_Summary,rvThese
exemptiousfrepresent approximately.Z?%»of:the'exemptvpropertyking"
the state. In this one’area'alone,’therefore, greatfandvsighifi-
cant rgsults can be accomplished lf_the recommendatiohs contained
in the Report Of our Tax-Exempt Property‘Study Commission\are
- endorsed by this Committee ahd implemented by'ourbLegislature;
CONCLUSION. | o ” | |

When all is said and done, our Commission's work was an effort






to suggest a fairer, more equitable distribution of the cost of
government among our citizens. Your task is the same. Like ours,
it is a thankless one, and what many will find "fair,” "just” and
"good,” an equal number will find "unfair," "unjust" and "bad.”
Yet all are agreed that something must be done. I hope that our
Commission's work will make your task a little easier, and that
you will find in our Report much that you can use. If there is

any more which we can do, we are at your service.






STATE SUMMARY
1970 HE'J JEESEY ZXEMPT PROFERTY
B No. of ‘ \ I;nd - Improvement Total Land " Improvement Wli
Co$!e & Name of Owner Parcels 100% Value - 100% Value 100% Value Assmt, Value Assmt, Value __Assmt, Valu_e v
01 - Federal Gover}zmexii ) 1,722 | $1,138,366,863 | $ 629,658;965 $ 1,768,025,828° | $1,123,117,008 |'$ 524,283,961 | $1,647,400,989
o2 - State Government 7,302 427,095,016 559,285,826 986,380,842 331,385,175 361,581,955 692,967,130
03 - County Government 2,251 333,350,684 | - 323,512,025 656,866,709 2U7,962,869 | 255,k55,5L6 503,l28,L15 -
O - Municipal Gove_rnment- 52,926 905,157,309 | 2,886,693,523 | 3,791,850,832 ._72u,3u9,266 | 2,270,290,894 2,99,640,154
05 - Del, River & Bay Authority 6 ' 91,550 1,000,000 1,091,550 91,550 | °© 1,obo,ooo  _1,091,‘5_50 L
06 - Del. River Basin Cam. 2 60,900 179,200 240,100 57,400 - 164,600 ' ‘222,000
07 - Del. River Joint Toll Bridge Com. ol 160,310 1,799,260 1,959,570 112,555 1,645,130 1,757,685
08 - Del. River Port Authority 122 'h,aée,hsvj 12,134,507 16,963,000 2,109, 88 6,032,720 a,u‘z,'eol;
09 - Del. Valley Regional Planning Cam. 1 . " 2,850 _ 5,;?5 ' 8,400 L,k 2,775 1,200
10 - New Jersey Turnpike Authority w1 |© 20,114,130 11,518,770 34,662, 900 12,368,718 8,312,685 20,661,403
11 --Garden State Pku:}. Came L3 ‘ h,§‘9a,150 7,778,400 12,176,550 L, 378,500 7,778,400 1_2,156(,900'
» 12 - Interstate Sanitation Cam. . 13 763,100 29,650 792,750 - hoo, 90 29,656 _ : i,;;o‘,ggo".
13 - Mid. Atl. States Air Pol. Cont. Com. - -- -- - - e Lo-- e
1, - New York-New Jersey Transp. Agency 7 93,950 ; 25,600 118,956 93,575 - 12,500 : 106,075
15 - Palisades Interstate Park Com. 53 121,376,hoo 872,150 122,248,550 121,376,400 - ' 872,150 122,2148,550 -
16 - Port of New York Authority . W3- 132,199,820 :_1}2»]11_4»550 2Lk, 31h,370 124,935,681 106,676,125 231,611,806
17 - Tri-State Transp. Come 9 28,150 - 26,150 - 25,060 - 25,060
18 - South Jersey Port Com. L 1,061,030 1,199,870 2,560,900 530,515 | 109,935 1,280,150
19 - Waterfront Commission of New York 1 205,900 . 205,900 205,900 - 208,900
20 - Char. & Non-Profit Organizations 2,735 95,861,036 573,998,380 669,859,116 77,30L,370 1412,21);,200 189,548,571
21 - Fraternal Organizations 398 5,825,102 21,219,519 27,0Lk,621 L, 724,077 16,126,986 20,851,063
22 - Veterans Organizations 627 7,660,157 | 14,618,108 22,278,562 6,519,853 10,958,283 17,k78,136
23 - Religious Organizations 1n,979 251,631,826 1,290,03L,431 1,5ul,666,257 203,379,426 1,009,_5_20,187 ;,212,899,613
2l - Other | 2,55 |  wr209 | 128,19 08 sssuaz,002 | Botolglor | om952a71 | 397756579
TOTALS 83,484 | $3,580,556,967 | $6,879,199,762 | $10,L59,756,729 | $3,075,534,5kk | $5,301,690,879 | $8,377,225,423
_ ‘ PREPARED BY

. DIVISION OF TAXATION
LOCAL PROPERTY TAX BUREAU
REVISED SEPTEMBER 23, 1970






DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY -

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR
DIVISION OF TAXATION

WEST STATE AND WILLOW STREETS ) PHONE (609) 292-518%

TRENTON, NEW JERSEY 08625 '
August 7, 1970

Honorable Chester Apy, Chairman

legislative Committee for Exempt Property Study
State House '

Trenton, New Jersey 08625

Dear Sir:

Transmitted herewith is the Exempt Property Study requested by your Cémniittee
relative 'to the exempt properties on the assessors! exempt tax rolls for the tax |
year 1970, The study consists of 26 volumes embracing the 21 counties and the
567 taxing districts in the State, | |

In this study 80,551 parcels of exempt property having total true valuations
of $10,380;371,329 were processed by the use of the Electronic Data Processing

| Program developed by the Division of Taxation for the conversion of the local tax
- rolls and currently being utilized in 12 of the 21 cbuniies. o

This report includes a computerized display of each 1line item of exempt
property in all taxing districts. An alphabetical ownership index and individual
page totals are included. This report also includes a summary by taxing district,
by county and by state of the individual line items as to ownership, purpose or .
use and specific descriptions The district summary shows summations of the exempt
properties as to ownership, general .purpose and specifj.c ‘use; ownership aﬁd general
purpose and finally the number of parcels in the taxing districts as to ownership
such as federal, county, state and for the remaining 21 ownership codes, Summaries
for the counties and for /the state contain this same iype of informational daf.a.

Over the years, there haé nevé.r been a prescribed foﬁnat foi:"the-Exempt Property
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Lists except those which were prescribed by the several county boards of taxation.
On July 23, 1969, however, a letter with instructions and a sample of an Exempt
Property List were mailed to all #sseséors, county tax board commissioners and
secretaries outlining the requirements of the Director deemed necessary for him

to provide the Legislative Committee with relevant data on the State exempt proper=-
ties. | | |

The Exempt Prbperty Lists were received by the Local Property Tax Bureau on
various types of forms and many were simpiy typewritten lists not containing the
data in total as required by the Directof. Many of these lists were not timely
received and in every case a limited review of the source documents was made.'

After the source documents were reviewed, thqijere delivered for kéypunching and
approximately 350,000 keypunched cards were required to establish the exempt proper-
ty file‘and té make the necessary cdrrectiong before a final printout. The exempt
'property data is now stored on L0 reels of magnetié’tape at one central location,

For the first time the State of New Jersey now has on magnetic tape informatibn'-
with regard to the 80,551 parcels of exempt property, which information was ex- |
tracted from the 1970 assessors! rolls as submitted to the Local Property Tax.Buréau. ’
At this point and time there should be no claim mad§ that these listings reflect
perfection because the assessors were using codingé for the fifst time that were
new to them and quite possibly miscoded some data. (Exempt Property Identification
Code Books enclosed). It is possible that‘the assessors may have overlooked
submitting certain types of exempt property such as foreclosed property. While
the letter of July 23, 1969 requested that the assessors uﬁdate the assessed valu-
ations of the exempt properties before Submitting them to the Local Property Tax
Bureau, it should be noted that o?er the years it appears that the exempt property
rolls had little significance to a taxiﬂg district other than a place to record |
the ownership.of the exempt_préperty. The valuation'of the;e exempt properties
was of no great concern because they had little effect on the taxing diétrict;

9
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Taxing districts uhdergoing revaluations in pursuit of intra-municipal equaliiation
for the taxpayers of their districts rarely, if ever, required the revaluation
firm, by contraét, to include the valuation of exempt'properties. Here again,
it is quite possible ghat there méy be sdma valuations in the stﬁdy which would
not be regarded as realistic when compared with today's market value,

Whatever imperfections do exist in this present study, the Division of Taxation's
EDP Program has thé capability through maintenance procedures to add, revise or
delete any of the data existing on thevho reels of magnetic tape, As noted before,
the State now has data on the exempt properties of the State and the maintenance
and updating of this data would appear to be of prime importénce. From an adminis=-
trative standpoint, the 21 county boards of taxation should be asked to join with
the Division of Taxation and the Legislative Committee in a concerted effort to
have the 859 assessors of the State refine and update this information. Through
the céunty boards of taxation, the assessors should be instructed to review these
lists thoroughly. At the same time specific instructions as to the insertion of
the required data, the changing of data or the deletion of data by means of the /
EDP maintenance procedure should be éxplained'in detail to the assessors‘thfoughout
the State. | | '

There are some interesting faqts gleaned fraom this siudy. For éxamplé, munici-
' pal government is indicated as owning 50,6LlL parcels of property with a true valu-
ation of $3,752,058,892; the State is indicated as”owning 7,027 parcels of propert&
with a true valuation of $981,871,082; fraternal organizations are indicated as
owning 396 parcels of property with a true valuation of $26,585,721; federal govern=~ -
ment is indicated as owning 1,720 parcels of property ﬂith a true valuation of “
$1,766,580,728. _

From the foregoing, you may well understand the reasbn why the study was not
made available at an earlier dafé.

Particular'commendation for gathering the data and its processing must‘go to
. v » .
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Robert S. Johnston and his EDP Staff of the Local Property Tax Bureaue
Please do not hesitate to call upon us if we may be of further assistance.
Very truly yours,
Sidney Gf?glr )
Acting Director
Division of Taxation

SG/dmd
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