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Foreword 
 

There are three (3) primary components to the Assessment Demonstration Program 
(ADP) model namely; Assessment Calendar, Technology/Education, and Annual 
Reassessments/Assessment Maintenance. The components of the ADP have been created to 
fix the problems endemic to New Jersey’s property tax system that prevent the fair 
distribution of the annual tax levy. The pages that follow represent a summary review, as of 
this date, of Monmouth County’s efforts.  

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

Executive Summary 

One of the leading debates amongst New Jersey property assessment practitioners is if the 
traditional assessment model is broken. The contents of this report strongly support those that 
argue that it is broken and that significant reform is needed.  

This report, using facts, demonstrates that Monmouth County’s implementation of the 
Assessment Demonstration Program (ADP) has succeeded on all fronts. Between the years 2014 
and 2017 the program has  increased individual assessment accuracy, enhanced systemic 
transparency, reduced overall costs, and improved annual levy distribution. Accordingly, with a 
proven and scalable solution in hand, the entire state of New Jersey should begin transitioning to 
a modern assessment function which includes annual reassessments, enhanced technology and a 
revised assessment calendar.  

New Jersey’s property tax system is not well but a cure is now known and within reach. A 
failure to administer the cure is a conscious choice to continue to have the wrong people pay 
hundreds of millions of dollars each year!  
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Section 1: ADP Assessment Calendar Revision 

In the "traditional assessment calendar", municipalities would submit their assessment 
list (Tax List) to the County Tax Board in January. The sum of all of the individual taxable 
assessments within the municipality is the “Net Valuation Taxable”. Months later, typically in 
early March, the municipality would advertise and hold public hearings regarding the annual tax 
levy. The sum of all individual component tax levies (county, municipal, school) is the “Amount 
to be raised by Taxation”.   

 

In the "traditional assessment calendar", with the annual levy set, property assessment 
appeals would take place at the County Tax Board after April. Based on this sequence, any 
reductions in assessments granted in the appeal process would diminish the total tax base that 
was used to calculate the General Tax Rate. 

 

When the inaccurate rate (which is now too low as a result of there being less “value” 
within the town) is applied to the reduced individual assessments the annual total collections 
will be insufficient to pay current year obligations. Unless the shortfall was anticipated and 
provided for through a reserve, local governing bodies  must either make use of existing fund-
balances (surpluses) or emergency bonding (with interest). 

 

 

 

Recall the most recent real estate market downturn - where municipalities sought 
several forms of emergency legislation to address the fiscal impact that assessment appeal 
reductions had on municipal finances. Recall the proposal to require school boards to share in 
the cost of financing the under-collections caused by the assessment appeal process. 
Historically, the problem with all of the proposed legislative solutions is that “sharing in the 
cost” does not fix the problem for the taxpayers who are ultimately paying the bill!  

The great news is that Monmouth County has tested and proven that a revised 
assessment calendar is a long term solution that is applicable throughout the entire State! The 
calendar solution is scalable for all 21 County Tax Boards regardless of appeal volume or the 
number of municipalities.  

The new calendar amends the assessment sequence by simply placing the annual 
County Tax Board appeal process BEFORE the budgetary process. Monmouth County has 
significantly addressed the RISK associated with the unknown financing of appeals. While this 
has served Monmouth County well in a generally stable or appreciating market, it is anticipated 
to be omnipotent when faced with the next market contraction. 
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For the years 2014-2017, 
by placing the Appeal 
Process before the 
municipal Budgetary 
Process, within 
Monmouth County the 
ADP Assessment 
Calendar has avoided the 
budgetary collection 
shortfall of $19,751,789. 

 



7 
 

 

 

 

It is conservatively 
estimated, using a 
median General Tax 
Rate of $2.500, that if 
the ADP Assessment 
Calendar was in place 
Statewide for the years 
2014 through 2017, 
(based on the ACTUAL 
assessment reductions 
from County Tax Board 
judgment of 
$7,699,781,637), New 
Jersey municipalities 
would have avoided the 
budgetary shortfall of 

$186,724,611.  
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Below is a summary of the re-sequencing of the components of the assessment 
function. 
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Section 2: Measuring Accuracy of Tax Distribution 
The purpose of this section is to objectively analyze the true effectiveness of different 

assessment models used throughout the state. Those seeking to reform the assessment 
function suggest that the traditional assessment model is antiquated and does not fairly 
distribute property taxes. Three of the twenty-one counties have deviated from the traditional 
model to test the effectiveness of different approaches.  

The intent of this chapter is to analyze current and historical statistical data published by 
the NJ Division of Taxation in order to determine where assessment accuracy (and inaccuracy) 
is found throughout the State and why. Since assessment accuracy cannot be considered by 
one single data point, this section will explore several Coefficient of Deviation analytics.  

Introduction to Property Tax and the Assessment Function 
The relationship the assessment function plays in the overall property tax system is not 

well understood by the public. One fundamental misunderstanding that the general public has 
about property tax is a belief that assessments generate tax revenue. This is not true. The 
assessment function is only a distribution mechanism of the separately determined tax levy. 
County, municipal and school budget costs determine the amount of property tax to be 
collected by the municipalities- not the assessments. In strict adherence with the NJ 
Constitution, the apportionment of the levy is to be based on the value of property.   

A municipality’s general tax rate is calculated by dividing the total dollar amount it 
needs to meet local budget expenses by the net valuation of all its taxable property. An 
individual’s property taxes are directly correlated to that property’s proportionate share 
ownership of the municipality. To put it simply, if a property was worth 5% of the municipality, 
it would be assigned to pay 5% of the tax levy. 

The assessment function is focused on the uniformity and accuracy of the assessments 
NOT the resulting tax responsibility. When the assessments are set to the same standard 
(market value) in a uniform way, the tax levy will be distributed fairly in accordance with the NJ 
Constitution.  

With New Jersey ranked as having the highest property taxes in the nation, establishing 
and maintaining accurate distribution has become increasingly more important over the past 
several years.  

The Traditional Assessment Model 
At the core of the traditional model, there exists an assumption that all properties 

within a municipal boundary appreciate or depreciate at the same rate. Assessments are set in 
a revaluation year and are then left stagnant for several subsequent years.   

Obviously, the market is constantly changing and the stagnant assessments become 
further removed from market value as time goes on. The traditional model attempts to address 
the market changes by applying a “common level of assessment ratio” to each property 
annually. The calculation to determine the “common level of assessment ratio”, also known as 
the “Director’s Ratio”, includes all property classifications; and assumes that all markets and 
submarkets react the same way to the market environment. Commercial, condominium, 
townhome, single family, multifamily, vacant land, multimillion dollar estates, one bedroom 
bungalows, etc. are all combined to develop this “common level ratio”.  

Annually, ratio and coefficient of deviation studies are conducted by the NJ Division of 
Taxation and then interpreted by the County Tax Boards to measure the accuracy of the 
assessments and resulting tax distribution. Typically, about a decade after a revaluation, the 
municipality’s tax distribution is deemed to be at a level of inappropriate apportionment by its 
respective County Tax Board. The board then orders the municipality to conduct another 
revaluation to fix the assessments back to market value. Revaluations are done by outside 
contractors and normally cost hundreds of thousands of dollars. The criteria of assessment 
accuracy acceptability used throughout the state by the various County Tax Boards is not 
followed in any standardized way. Some municipalities go decades before being ordered to re-
evaluate their portfolio of properties. 

Assessment function reformists believe that the traditional model is fundamentally 
flawed. They suggest that lack of assessment maintenance creates an environment ripe for 
taxes to be inappropriately distributed. 
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Somerset County 
Decades ago, a few pioneer municipalities in Somerset County began voluntarily 

conducting annual reassessments in accordance with certain provisions that allow for it under 
the traditional assessment statutes. As time went on, more and more municipalities in the 
county joined in as the positive results of the reassessments were undeniable. Assessments 
were more accurate, appeals filed were reduced, appeals granted reductions were diminished 
and municipalities enjoyed savings in the cost of the assessment function itself as expensive 
revaluations were eliminated.  

As of 2017, 15 of the 21 municipalities in Somerset are conducting annual 
reassessments. The Somerset County Tax Board expects to eventually have all municipalities 
opt into the program in the next several years. 
 

Gloucester County 
P.L.2009, c. 118, signed into law on October 1st, 2009, established a pilot program in 

Gloucester County for the transfer of the municipal property assessment function to a county 
assessor. The idea behind the reforms was geared towards cost savings through a consolidation 
of the assessment function to a county wide level. The thought is that, by consolidating offices, 
cost savings would be found. As part of the phase in of the program, all municipalities were 
required to perform revaluations, however the assessments have not been maintained since. 
Most of the County had revaluations prior to 2014. 
 

Monmouth County 
Monmouth County was the first (and currently only) county to opt into the Assessment 

Demonstration Program (P.L.2013, c. 15) which was signed into law by Governor Christie in 
2013. 

The overarching intent of the Assessment Demonstration Program (ADP) is to institute a 
revised assessment function that provides systemic cost savings and enhanced public service. 
At the core of the program is the ability to establish and annually maintain individual property 
assessments at 100% of current market value (annual assessment maintenance).  This is 
accomplished by the County and the engaged municipalities working collaboratively to employ 
enhanced education, advanced appraisal techniques and modern technology.  The fundamental 
goal of the ADP is to ensure that each taxpayer pays their fair share of the annual tax levy. 

Other cost saving and public service reforms were instituted as part of the ADP. For 
example, the entire assessment calendar was shifted so that assessment appeals be heard prior 
to budgets being finalized. Outside of the ADP, municipal tax rates are struck prior to knowing 
appeal impact of the ratable base. The unfortunate but certain result is anticipated but 
uncollected taxes (budgetary shortfalls). Often, municipalities will have to emergency bond 
(with interest) to cover these refunds. The ADP model has demonstrated that hundreds of 
millions of dollars of budgetary shortfalls could be avoided annually by simply shifting the 
calendar. Other sections of this report address these reforms. This section will primarily focus 
on the accuracy of tax distribution. 
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NJ Division of Taxation Statistical Studies  
Measuring Accuracy of Tax Distribution 

Each October, the NJ Division of Taxation conducts statistical studies which measure the 
accuracy of current year assessments. These studies could be considered as an “assessment 
gradebook” for that year’s assessments and resulting tax distribution. 
 

General Coefficient of Deviation 
The General Coefficient of Deviation (COD) is widely held as the best indicator in 

determining proper tax distribution.  The General COD is a way to measure how tightly 
clustered assessments are in relation to the average ratio. A lower coefficient of deviation 
means more accurate and fair tax distribution. The COD normalizes ratios to show accuracy 
within a municipality regardless of what the Director’s Ratio is in any given year. The General 
Coefficient of Deviation factors all property classes in a municipality. 

Stratified Residential Coefficient of Deviation 
The Stratified Residential Coefficient of Deviation is comparable to the General COD, 

however it only factors residential properties in a municipality. The General COD is 
proportionately affected by sales activity of different property classifications. Isolating out the 
Residential Coefficient of Deviation removes commercial property and vacant land outlier 
influences. Since the vast majority of properties in the state are residential; the Residential COD 
is an important metric for consideration in determining the general assessment accuracy of a 
given jurisdiction. 

Homogeneity: Addressing Expectations for Comparison 
When comparing across county boundaries (or even across municipal boundaries), it is 

important to take into consideration the different levels of homogeneity. 
The more homogeneous the properties in a municipality/county are, the better the 

assessment accuracy should be. Complex marketplaces provide for an enhanced level of 
modeling difficulty when compared to cookie cutter developments. 

For example, a municipality that is made up of mostly townhouses should be expected 
to yield better assessment accuracy than a municipality which consists of a complex mix of 
residential, multifamily and commercial properties. Cities and shore towns may be more 
difficult to model, but having annual flexibility allows for proper adjustment to be made as new 
information is presented to the data analyst.  

In order to demonstrate a successful model, historical norms should be established 
within the same sample group and then compared against current data. The first group of 
studies focuses on tax distribution improvement within Monmouth County under the ADP. 

Monmouth County Pre ADP vs. Post ADP 
As Monmouth County has transitioned into the ADP over the past five years, each of the 

53 municipalities have had some level of assessment maintenance. The majority of the 
municipalities have completed reassessments to market value each of the past three years. The 
first three studies in this section allow for historical comparison within the same respective 
sample groups. Studies 2 and 3 remove the ten municipalities in Monmouth that did not 
perform a revaluation or reassessment to market value in 2017.  

The studies indicate that assessments under the ADP are the most accurate they have 
been in more than 25 years. The studies show a strong correlation between the assessment 
maintenance and the accuracy of assessments. 
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Study 1: Monmouth County Historical General CODs (All 53 Municipalities) 
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Study 2: Monmouth County       
 Historical General CODs 

(43 Municipalities Reassessed in 2017) 
 

This study extracts the ten municipalities that were 
either “ADP opt-out” or have not yet reassessed to 
100% under the ADP. The data used in this study 
contains the Historical General CODs from the 43 

towns that reassessed to 100% in 2017. 
 

Things to Note: 
 

The Average General COD Prior to the ADP was 12.25% 
Compared to the 2017 Average COD of 9.13%. 

 
The Median General COD Prior to the ADP was 11.45% 

Compared to the 2017 Median COD of 8.98%. 
 

 Monmouth is trending to be more accurate each year since 
annual reassessments have been implemented. 2017 is the 

most accurate year on record.  
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Study 3: Monmouth County Historical General CODs  
(43 Municipalities that Reassessed in 2017) 

 
Tax distribution in ADP engaged Monmouth County municipalities is, on average, 34% more accurate than it 
was prior to the ADP. The 2017 General COD is lower than the historical Pre ADP norms in 40 of the 43 
participating jurisdictions. Based on the historical trends, General CODs will continue to drop further as 
consecutive years of reassessments are implemented.  

 
All Monmouth Municipalities that Reassessed in 2017 (43 Municipalities) 

Municipality 

Average General 
COD 1991-2013           

(pre ADP) 2017 General COD 

 
Tax Distribution Change: 

 2017 General COD vs. Pre ADP 
General COD 

 ABERDEEN  10.58 8.29 28%  more accurate  
 ALLENHURST  14.57 8.02 82%  more accurate  
 ASBURY PARK  24.21 14.14 71%  more accurate  
 BELMAR  15.07 10.08 50%  more accurate  
 BRADLEY BEACH  14.80 10.73 38%  more accurate  
 BRIELLE  12.96 7.54 72%  more accurate  
 COLTS NECK  11.78 7.53 56%  more accurate  
 DEAL  15.02 17.43 -14%  less accurate  
 EATONTOWN  9.95 10.85 -8%  less accurate  
 ENGLISHTOWN  10.91 5.63 94%  more accurate  
 FAIR HAVEN  11.00 7.89 39%  more accurate  
 FARMINGDALE  10.00 10.89 -8%  less accurate  
 FREEHOLD BORO  11.03 9.62 15%  more accurate  
 FREEHOLD TWP  10.14 7.51 35%  more accurate  
 HAZLET  9.55 8.56 12%  more accurate  
 HOLMDEL  10.69 7.62 40%  more accurate  
 HOWELL  10.36 8.23 26%  more accurate  
 INTERLAKEN  11.55 9.96 16%  more accurate  
 KEYPORT  13.49 11.22 20%  more accurate  
 LITTLE SILVER  10.84 6.67 62%  more accurate  
 LOCH ARBOUR  15.52 6.36 144%  more accurate  
 LONG BRANCH  13.49 12.12 11%  more accurate  
 MANALAPAN  9.03 6.33 43%  more accurate  
 MATAWAN  12.05 9.82 23%  more accurate  
 MIDDLETOWN  11.57 10.10 15%  more accurate  
 MONMOUTH BEACH  12.42 11.55 7%  more accurate  
 NEPTUNE TWP  13.10 11.27 16%  more accurate  
 NEPTUNE CITY  11.78 6.33 86%  more accurate  
 OCEAN TWP  11.38 10.38 10%  more accurate  
 RED BANK  14.10 11.16 26%  more accurate  
 ROOSEVELT  13.77 11.33 22%  more accurate  
 RUMSON  13.68 12.50 9%  more accurate  
 SEA BRIGHT  14.08 8.97 57%  more accurate  
 SEA GIRT  12.09 11.08 9%  more accurate  
 SHREWSBURY BORO  10.50 4.30 144%  more accurate  
 SHREWSBURY TWP  4.67 3.42 37%  more accurate  
 LAKE COMO  15.37 10.15 51%  more accurate  
 SPRING LAKE   14.28 7.84 82%  more accurate  
 SPRING LAKE HGTS  12.70 9.03 41%  more accurate  
 TINTON FALLS  8.67 6.03 44%  more accurate  
 UNION BEACH  11.66 8.98 30%  more accurate  
 UPPER FREEHOLD  11.85 6.16 92%  more accurate  
 WEST LONG BRANCH  10.92 8.80 24%  more accurate  

     MONMOUTH COUNTY AVERAGE 12.26 9.13 34%  more accurate  
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Study 4: Setting a Baseline by Ranking the Counties by Level of Recent Assessment Maintenance 
The ultimate goal of this section of the report is to determine if there is any correlation between more frequent assessment maintenance and more accurate tax distribution. To 
increase the sample size, the following studies use statewide data. Assessment function reformists believe that conducting more frequent reassessments will provide better 
assessment accuracy which results in a more fair tax distribution. In order to determine which counties are most active with assessment maintenance, revaluation and 
reassessment activity was analyzed for each county in 2013, 2014, 2015, 2016 and 2017. The percentage of the county that underwent a reassessment or revaluation was 
calculated for each respective year. The five year percentages were then totaled up to rank each county to show which of them have been most/least active with assessment 
maintenance in the past five years. The scale ranges from 0 to 500; with 0 being the least active and 500 being the most active. A score of 0 would represent that none of the 
municipalities in the respective group performed a revaluation or reassessment in any of the most recent five years. A score of 500 would represent that every municipality in 
the group performed a revaluation or a reassessment in all five of the most recent five years. Study 4 can be used as a guide to compare against the remaining studies in this 
section to determine if the more accurate assessments are indeed correlated with more frequent assessment maintenance. 
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Study 5: Average General Coefficient of Deviation (COD) 
The purpose of this study is to display the range of property tax distribution accuracy by ranking each county’s Average General Coefficient of Deviation. The Average General 
COD averages the 2017 General COD of all municipalities in each respective county. The below chart displays the counties in order from most accurate tax distribution to least 
accurate tax distribution.  
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Study 6: Median General Coefficient of Deviation (COD) 

The purpose of this study is to display the range of property tax distribution accuracy by ranking each county’s Median General Coefficient of Deviation. The County’s Median 
General COD is the middle General COD when all 2017 General CODs of each municipality are arranged sequentially. The below chart displays the counties in order from most 
accurate tax distribution to least accurate tax distribution. 
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Study 7: Weighted Average General Coefficient of Deviation (COD) 
The purpose of this study is to display the range of property tax distribution accuracy by ranking each county’s Weighted Average General Coefficient of Deviation. The Weighted 
Average General COD is a study that properly weighs credibility to each municipality in a county based on the number of sales that were used to establish the individual 
municipal General CODs. For example, a municipality with 100 sales used to establish its 2017 General COD would get half the credibility when compared to a municipality that 
had 200 sales used to establish its 2017 General COD. This is arguably the most important view because this study sufficiently recognizes that the size of a town in a given county 
should be proportionally weighted in the averaging calculation. When using a simple average (like study 5), the smaller towns are equally weighted to the larger towns. Study 7 
addresses this concern. The below chart displays the counties in order from most accurate tax distribution to least accurate tax distribution. 
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Study 8: Percent of County with General Coefficient of Deviation (COD) Over 15% 
The purpose of this study is to display the range of property tax distribution accuracy by ranking each county by the percentage of the county that has a General COD over 15%. 
Current Division of Taxation regulations recognize that a COD over 15% represents a level of tax distribution inaccuracy that it is considered to be in default. Obviously, a lesser 
percentage of a county in default is better. The below chart displays the counties in order from most accurate tax distribution to least accurate tax distribution. All municipalities 
without 2017 General CODs (less than two sales in sample) were excluded from the calculations. 
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Study 9: Percent of County with General Coefficient of Deviation (COD) Over 12% 
The purpose of this study is to display the range of property tax distribution accuracy by ranking each county by the percentage of the county that has a General COD over 12%. 
Many other states that have proven to be well ahead of NJ with assessment maintenance recognize that a COD over 12% represents a level of tax distribution inaccuracy that it 
is considered to be in default. Obviously, a lesser percentage of a county in default is better. The below chart displays the counties in order from most accurate tax distribution 
to least accurate tax distribution. All municipalities without 2017 General CODs (less than two sales in sample) were excluded from the calculations. 
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Study 10: Accuracy of Assessments (Towns that Maintain Assessments vs. Towns that Do Not Maintain Assessments) 
Municipalities throughout the state have varying approaches to addressing assessment maintenance. At one end of the spectrum, many municipalities do little, or in some cases, 
nothing to maintain assessment accuracy. At the other end of the spectrum, some municipalities annually reassess their portfolios to ensure more accurate distribution of tax 
levies. Studies 10-15 analyze groupings of towns based on recent assessment maintenance. The studies show that there is a direct and profound correlation between 
assessment maintenance frequency and assessment accuracy. 
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Study 11: Target Practice 

 
This heat map radar graphic displays the 
individual General CODs in each of the 

Municipalities within the below three groups.  

Like a bullseye, CODs should target the center of 
this graphic. The wider the grouping’s blotch, the 
less accurate tax distribution is within that group. 

The graphic clearly shows that there is a direct 
and profound correlation between the more 

frequent reassessments and the accuracy of tax 
distribution.  

The following three pages show each of these 
groups that are being overlaid on this graphic.  
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Study 12: Target Practice 
Accuracy in municipalities that have done no 
assessment maintenance in the past five years 

 
This heat map radar graphic displays the individual 

General CODs in each of the municipalities that have 
not performed any assessment maintenance in any of 

the past five years.  

Each municipality’s General COD is plotted 
sequentially on the chart and arranged clockwise 

from most accurate to least accurate. 

Like a bullseye, CODs should target the center of 
this graphic. The wider the grouping’s blotch, the 

less accurate tax distribution. 
 

Takeaways from this graph: 
• About 1/4 of the municipalities have General 

CODs in default (General COD over 15%)  
 
• About 3/4 have General CODs over 10%  
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Study 13: Target Practice 
Accuracy in municipalities that have 

reassessed in each of the past three years 

 
This heat map radar graphic displays the individual 

General CODs in each of the municipalities that 
have reassessed each year in the past three years 

(Most of Monmouth is in this Category).  

Each municipality’s General COD is plotted 
sequentially on the chart and arranged clockwise 

from most accurate to least accurate. 

Like a bullseye, CODs should target the center of 
this graphic. The wider the grouping’s blotch, the 
less accurate tax distribution is within that group. 

 
Takeaways from this graph: 

• Only two towns in this group have a General 
COD in default (General COD over 15%)  

 
• The majority have General CODs under 10%  
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Study 14: Target Practice 
Accuracy in municipalities that have 

reassessed in each of the past five years 

 
This heat map radar graphic displays the individual 

General CODs in each of the municipalities that have 
reassessed each year in the past five years. 

Under the ADP, most of Monmouth has only been 
targeting 100% for the past three years. Studies 1-3 

support the trend towards greater accuracy.   

The municipalities in this group are the most active 
in the state with assessment maintenance. Tax 

distribution accuracy is significantly better than less 
active municipalities. 

 
Takeaways from this graph: 

• No town has a General COD near default               
(General COD over 15%)   

 
• Almost all have General CODs under 10%  
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Study 15: Tax 
Distribution 
Inaccuracy 

 
General CODs in 

Reassessment districts vs. 
Non-Reassessment districts 

 
Takeaways from this graph: 

 
 
CODs over 10%: 
Over 75% of the non- 
reassessment towns 
compared to only 35% of 
the reassessment towns  
 
 
CODs over 12%: 
More than half of the 
non- reassessment towns 
compared to only 12% of 
the reassessment towns 
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Study 16: Average Residential Coefficient of Deviation (COD) 
The purpose of this study is to display the range of property tax distribution accuracy by ranking each county’s Average Stratified Residential Coefficient of Deviation. The 
Average Residential COD averages the 2017 Stratified Residential CODs of all municipalities in each respective county. The below chart displays the counties in order from most 
accurate tax distribution to least accurate tax distribution. 
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Study 17: Median Residential Coefficient of Deviation (COD) 
The purpose of this study is to display the range of property tax distribution accuracy by ranking each county’s Median Residential Coefficient of Deviation. The County’s Median 
Residential COD is the middle COD when all 2017 Stratified Residential CODs of each municipality are arranged sequentially. The below chart displays the counties in order from 
most accurate tax distribution to least accurate tax distribution. 
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Study 18: Weighted Average Residential Coefficient of Deviation (COD) 
The purpose of this study is to display the range of property tax distribution accuracy by ranking each county’s Weighted Average Residential Coefficient of Deviation. The 
Weighted Average Residential COD is a study that properly weighs credibility to each municipality in a county based the number of residential sales that were used to establish 
the individual municipal Stratified Residential COD. For example, a municipality with 100 sales used to establish its 2017 Stratified Residential COD would get half the credibility 
when compared to a municipality that had 200 sales used to establish its 2017 Stratified Residential COD. This is arguably the most important view of Residential CODs because 
this study sufficiently recognizes that the size of a town in a given county should be proportionally weighted in the averaging calculation. When using a simple average (like study 
16), the smaller towns are equally weighted to the larger towns. Study 18 addresses this concern. The below chart displays the counties in order from most accurate tax 
distribution to least accurate tax distribution.  
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Study 19: Percent of County with Residential Coefficient of Deviation (COD) Over 15% 
The purpose of this study is to display the range of property tax distribution accuracy by ranking each county by the percentage of the county that has a Residential COD over 
15%. Current Division of Taxation regulations recognize that a COD over 15% represents a level of tax distribution inaccuracy that it is considered to be in default. Obviously, a 
lesser percentage of a county in default is better. The below chart displays the counties in order from most accurate tax distribution to least accurate tax distribution. All 
municipalities without 2017 Stratified Residential CODs (less than two sales in sample) were excluded from the calculations. 
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Study 20: Percent of County with Residential Coefficient of Deviation (COD) Over 12% 
The purpose of this study is to display the range of property tax distribution accuracy by ranking each county by the percentage of the county that has a Residential COD over 
12%. Many other states that have proven to be well ahead of NJ with assessment maintenance recognize that a COD over 12% represents a level of tax distribution inaccuracy 
that it is considered to be in default. Obviously, a lesser percentage of a county in default is better. The below chart displays the counties in order from most accurate tax 
distribution to least accurate tax distribution. All municipalities without 2017 Stratified Residential CODs (less than two sales in sample) were excluded from the calculations. 
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Section 3: Assessment Transparency  
Oddly enough, in the traditional assessment model, an individual property’s assessment is not 

expected to be representative of the true market value. As discussed in Section 2, assessments in the 
traditional model are set in a revaluation year and are then left stagnant for several subsequent years.  The 
traditional model attempts to address the market changes (in the background) by applying the “Director’s 
Ratio” to each property’s assessment annually. An individual assessment has to be divided by the 
director’s ratio to determine the “implied market value” to which the property is actually being assessed. 

Out of the 565 municipalities statewide, the 2017 director’s ratio (for application to the tax year 
2018 assessments) ranged from 8.36% to 132.9%. This means that the same 100,000 assessment (in the 
example below) could have represented vastly different implied market values dependent upon what 
municipality the property is located.    
 

 

 
 

The Chapter 75 Postcard 
 

The assessment notice that is mailed to property owners annually is called the “Chapter 75 
Assessment Postcard” (an example of one is below). This notice does not contain any specific information 
on what their municipality’s director’s ratio is; therefore a complete lack of transparency exists as to how 
the property is truly being assessed.  

 

 
 

 

 

Without the municipality’s ratio and 
calculation of the implied market value 
posted on the assessment notice, this 
Keansburg property owner would not 
know that the assessment actually 
increased from 2017 to 2018. 
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Chapter 123- Assessment Inaccuracy Acceptability 
 

 The property owner on the previous page faces an even greater level of complexity when he 
realizes that the traditional assessment model has a built in assessment inaccuracy acceptability of 30%! 
Yes, you read that correctly- 30%! 
 Chapter 123 (N.J.S.A. 54:3-22) mandates that an assessment is still accurate if true market value is 
found to be within 15% over the assessment or 15% under the assessment. Basically, a property with an 
implied market value of 1,000,000 means that the property’s true value is “somewhere between about 
850,000 and 1,150,000”. In a municipality that has an equalized general tax rate of 2%, the translation to 
this example is that the assessment recognizes that the correct tax distribution for the respective property 
is “somewhere between about $17,000 and $23,000”. Anywhere in between would effectively be 
considered that the property has been assigned to pay the “correct” amount.  

Further complicating matters is the math required to determine this 30% corridor of assessment 
acceptability which is unacceptably complex for the average property owner to compute. The 15% radial 
range is not applied directly to the assessment, or the implied market value. The 15% calculation is applied 
to the common level ratio. For example, Keansburg’s ratio acceptability brackets for 2018 are set in 
accordance with the below. 

Director's Ratio: 87.31% 
 Upper Limit times 1.15 factor 100.41% 

Lower Limit times 0.85 factor 74.21% 

Chapter 123 caps off the upper limit at 100%, therefore: 
Director's Ratio: 87.31% 

 Upper Limit times 1.15 factor 100% 
Lower Limit times 0.85 factor 74.21% 

 Now the property owner can apply their assessment to the Chapter 123 corridor to finally 
determine what the assessment really represents: 

Assessment: 202,300 
 Upper Limit Ratio:  100%  $         202,300  

Lower Limit Ratio: 74.21%  $         272,605  

  
Monmouth County- Assessment Transparency 

 

 As painful as it was to read the beginning of this section, it was necessary to convey the complexity 
of the nuances of the antiquated traditional model. Monmouth County Assessment Demonstration 
Program participating municipalities have entirely done away with the lack of transparency of the 
individual assessment. In Monmouth County ADP towns, the assessment equals the market value. ADP 
engaged municipalities are getting closer to the 100% target each year. More importantly, the average 
municipal ratio deviation from the 100% target continues to shrink. The shrinking deviation from 100% is a 
reflection of the better assessment transparency being provided under the ADP. The below chart includes 
all 53 municipalities. 

  Average Ratio Median Ratio 
Average Deviation 

From 100% 
2014 93.52% 93.79% 9.27% 
2015 94.65% 96.60% 6.93% 
2016 95.91% 97.03% 5.15% 
2017 95.52% 96.78% 4.92% 
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Monmouth County 2017 Director’s 

Ratios Reassessment Districts 
(43 Municipalities Reassessed in 2017) 

 
This study extracts the ten municipalities that were 
either “ADP opt-out” or have not yet reassessed to 
100% under the ADP. The data used in this study 

contains the Director’s Ratios from the 43 towns that 
reassessed to 100% in 2017. 

 
Things to Note: 

The Average Director’s Ratio is 96.41% 
The Median Director’s Ratio is 97.14% 

The Average Deviation from 100% is 4.13% 
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Historical Ratio Comparison in Monmouth County 
Reassessment Districts 

Assessment transparency has greatly improved in all of the ADP participating municipalities. 
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Section 4: Technology 
 

Technology within the ADP 
The overarching intent of the Assessment Demonstration Program (ADP) is to institute 

a revised assessment function that provides systemic cost savings and enhanced public service. 
At the core of the program is the ability to establish and annually maintain individual property 
assessments at 100% of current market value (annual assessment maintenance).  This is 
accomplished by the County and the engaged municipalities working collaboratively to employ 
enhanced education, advanced appraisal techniques and modern technology.   

 

 
 
MONMOUTH COUNTY ASSESSMENT DEMONSTRATION TECHNOLOGY OVERVIEW: 
 

To that end, Monmouth County continues to develop a suite of tools called the TAX 
BOARD PORTAL.  The Tax Board Portal is Monmouth County’s online access point to a growing 
tool-kit of Assessment Function Technology tools for both the public and assessment 
practitioners. In our progressive property assessment model, the local Assessor annually 
maintains the assessments of each property within their district to market value. This proactive 
approach generates a need for new technology. The Tax Board Portal is a creative solution, 
intended to provide the public with transparent and cost effective access to assessment data. 
For the first time, the public can both validate and question the accuracy of individual 
assessments. The Tax Board Portal tools are intended to enhance the local Assessor’s ability to 
annually analyze the current mass-appraisal costing model against recent property sales. The 
Tax Board Portal helps assessors determine areas in need of recalibration and assists in 
statistically quantifying the appropriate required adjustment. 

 
TAX BOARD PORTAL COMPONENT SUMMARY: 
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1. ADAM 360 - Assessment Data Analysis Module.  
ADAM 360 is a suite of tools for analyzing the Assessor’s Preliminary Tax List and Annual 

Maintenance efforts. Meant in part to be an instrument for the local Assessor to review and 
revise the Preliminary Tax List before submission to the County, the technology will also 
serve as the “Guardian of the Gate” for the Tax Board oversight. ADAM 360 is intended to 
help ensure uniformity for properties within each town and uniformity amongst each town 
within the County. ADAM 360 provides year-over-year assessment change tools for the 
annual reassessment towns as well as the towns that have opted-out of annual 
reassessments.   Made available to Monmouth County Assessors in 2016. Offered as a 
shared service statewide in 2017. 
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2.  TIARA – Taxpayer Informal Assessment Review Application.  
If the taxpayer believes that the current assessment is inaccurate, TIARA provides the 

taxpayer with the ability to register within the system and submit a pre-tax year request to 
have the assessment reviewed by the Assessor. The system has a secure registration, 
property selection, email event notification and the ability to attach/upload 
documents/photographs in support of the taxpayer’s claim. TIARA is meant to be a 
proactive public service that seeks to address assessment concerns BEFORE they become 
binding on the municipality or the taxpayer.  Beta tested with Monmouth County residents 
in 2016. Made available to Monmouth County residents in July of 2017. Offered as a shared 
service statewide in 2017/2018. 
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3.  Income and Expense Portal – Taxpayer online submission of Ch. 91 income data.  
   The “I & E Portal” is a technology solution to manage Ch. 91 Income and Expense 

requests and data. The goal is to provide a cost effective way to gather critical “income” 
data so that the Assessor can make more accurate individual value estimates of “Class 4” 
properties (Commercial, Industrial and Apartment).  Online submissions are generally 
accepted as a more convenient process for the public. Also, online submissions provide the 
“data” to the assessor as opposed to a static image of the paper-form. The online 
environment provides the vehicle for the digital records to be merged with the paper-filed 
records.  
 
  At the request of the Assessor, the Tax Board shall mail the Ch 91 requests to all class 4 
properties in the town. This “regular mail” is asking the taxpayer to visit the County’s Tax 
Board Portal, register, and submit Ch 91 data online.  
 
  The Assessor (or the Tax Board at the Assessor’s request) can generate the Certified 
Mailing package from the list of “non-respondent class 4 properties”. The Certified mailing 
package may include greater personalization of signature and letterhead. 
 
  If the municipality receives paper-filed returns for either the regular-mail or the 
certified-mail the Tax Board staff will, at the Assessor’s request, scan, index and return the 
paper documents so that the Assessor has a single file of all Ch. 91 data. This data will be 
available for mapping within the Tax Board Portal. This data will also be able to be exported 
as an excel file for further analysis. Opened for Monmouth use in 2016. Offered as a shared 
service statewide in 2017. 
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4.  Farmland Application Portal - Taxpayer online submission of Farmland Application.  
   The “Farmland Portal” is a technology solution to manage Farmland Assessment 

applications and data. The goal is to provide a cost effective way to gather critical data so 
that the Assessor can accurately administer the Farmland Program. Online submissions 
provide the “data” to the assessor as opposed to a static image of the paper-form. The 
online environment provides the vehicle for the digital records to be merged with the 
paper-filed records. Ultimately, the data gathered by the Assessor can be accessed, 
approved and shared as necessary with stakeholders in the State, specifically Agriculture, 
Forestry and Taxation who all in some part re-enter the same data.  
 

At the request of the Assessor, the Tax Board shall mail a letter to all current recipients 
of Farmland Assessment (class 3B properties). This “regular mail” is asking the taxpayer to 
visit the County’s Tax Board Portal, register, and submit the Farmland Assessment data 
online.  
 

The Assessor (or the Tax Board at the Assessor’s request) is able to generate the follow-
up Paper Farmland Mailing package from the list of “non-respondent” class 3B properties. 
The Paper Farmland Mailing package may include greater personalization of signature and 
letterhead.  

  
   If the municipality receives paper-filed returns for either the regular-mail or the 

certified-mail the Tax Board staff will, at the Assessor’s request, scan, index and return the 
paper documents so that the Assessor has a single file of all Farmland Assessment 
Applications. This data will be available for mapping within the Tax Board Portal. This data 
can be exported as an excel file for further analysis. Beta tested in 2016, open to all in 2017. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



42 
 

5.  Online Appeal System - County Tax Board Assessment Appeals.   
As part of the ongoing goal to increase public service and reduce costs, the Monmouth 

County Tax Board opened the Online Appeal System in 2010. In 2014 67% of the 4,992 
appeals filed were filed electronically using the Online System. Originally only records 
retention, now the system provides Business Intelligence (BI) which increases the uniformity 
and accuracy of appeal judgments. In 2016 84% of the 5,007 appeals filed were filed 
electronically using the Online System. In 2017 3,242 appeals were filed electronically. 
Currently a shared service with Burlington, Hudson and Union counties. Open to entire 
State.  
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6.  GIS Mapping: Expansion of data layers  
GIS Mapping is available to the Assessors through the integrated Tax Board Portal and 

to the public through the County’s Open Public Records Search website (OPRS).  Inclusion of: 
MODIV (Tax List, shows parcel ownership, assessment and taxability by town), SR1A (Sales 
Data – shows details of every Deed filed with the County Clerk), Appeals (Shows details of 
every assessment appeal filed), VCS (Value Control Sector – costing-model neighborhood 
segmentation for mass appraisal), Income & Expense (Ch. 91 I&E data), Farmland 
Application Data. With the help of our MODIV Vendor (Microsystems), Monmouth has 
created the “AUDIT FILE” which is a convergence of all of the separate data files and is used 
to empower the analytics found in the Tax Board Portal.  
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Moving Forward 

 
Each component of our newly created technology is expected to be refined for accuracy 

and grow in functionality. Below is a view of a few of the planned enhancements. 
 
1.  RAM Reassessment Application Management 
  The Reassessment Application Management tool will permit the Assessor to submit the 

application for annual reassessment (Form AFR-A) online. The system will permit County 
Tax Board and Division of Taxation approval / denial and transmits email notifications along 
the way. The system will provide for the Assessor’s submission of monthly progress reports 
and the tracking of internal inspections.  Internal inspections will track scheduled date, 
attempt dates, entry date, signature and notes. 

 
2.  CIA Commercial Income Approach Commercial Proforma Generator  

Typically, income producing commercial properties are bought and sold by investors 
based on potential income and expenses, a return on and return of the investment. An 
investor’s willingness to pay for a commercial property is also driven by interest rates and 
the availability and cost of capital. While it has been identified in some states, generally 
within New Jersey there exists a lack of application of these concepts in assessment 
modeling. Furthermore, ability to address specific market and submarket changes becomes 
impossible when annual reassessments are not being applied. In order to achieve this, 
commercial property valuation must be rooted in methodology used by the actual buyers 
and sellers in that marketplace. 
 

Since it is not practical to individually appraise each commercial property every year, we 
are building a program that supports a dynamic income approach mass appraisal and has a 
user friendly interface. The concept will require the assessor to segment properties into 
different categories and sub categories; then globally set and modify cost drivers per 
category. Ultimately, this will result in uniform treatment of properties within individual 
categories.  
 

4.  CofE – Correction of Error  
The CofE will permit the Assessor to electronically submit annual Correction of Error 

forms to the County Tax Board for approval and integration within the Final Tax List.  
 
5.  Photo Repository – Revised and re-indexed to provide unique statewide naming 

convention for archiving old and new photos  
All photographs captured for the purpose of archival in the Tax Board Portal and 

accessed by Online Appeals and OPRS, must have a unique filename within the State. The 
formal convention of the filename is as follows:  
CountyDistrict-Block-Lot-[Qualifier]-PhotoLoc -PhotoNumber.jpg 
 
• The “Photo Location” describes the location of the photo. The purpose of this designation 

is to manage what is presented on public websites and what is accessible through OPRA. 
(Only Front photos should be presented through OPRS and no Internal photos should be 
delivered through OPRA.) 

o “F” = Front Photo 
o “R” = Rear Photo 
o “A” = Accessory (shed, pool……) 
o “I” = Internal photo 
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Technology Conclusion 
 

A fundamental goal of the ADP is to enhance public service by annually providing more 
accurate individual assessments.  When individual assessments are more accurate, the public 
trust is improved, there is transparency to the process and the cost associated with the appeal 
process is lessened. By employing cutting-edge technology found in the Tax Board Portal, the 
municipal Assessors are truly “doing more with less”.  Without costly valuation consultants, 
local municipal Assessors are annually establishing and maintaining market value assessments. 
Armed with ever-increasingly more accurate data, and the technology and education to 
interpret the data, Assessors within Monmouth are maintaining individual assessments closer 
to 100% of market value (Average Assessment Ratios are closer to 100%) and with a greater 
level of accuracy (Average Coefficients of Deviation are lower).   
 

Moving forward, via cost-saving shared service agreements, Monmouth will seek the 
partnership of forward thinking tax practitioners throughout the State and country to further 
expand the abilities of this important technology platform.  
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

TAX BOARD 
PORTAL 

Online 
Appeal 
System 

CAMA 

https://www.google.com/imgres?imgurl=http://i0.kym-cdn.com/photos/images/facebook/000/692/773/6de.png&imgrefurl=http://knowyourmeme.com/photos/692773-rick-and-morty&docid=Qz0uL8axlQ4_rM&tbnid=s4XVwVnZakRU2M:&vet=10ahUKEwj5-I_0_PjXAhUGRN8KHYq3Aes4rAIQMwhcKFowWg..i&w=600&h=499&bih=1038&biw=1523&q=clipart rick and morty&ved=0ahUKEwj5-I_0_PjXAhUGRN8KHYq3Aes4rAIQMwhcKFowWg&iact=mrc&uact=8
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Section 5: Other Notable Topics 
 

Elimination of Revaluations 
A fundamental characteristic of the ADP is “annual reassessments”. As part of the 

implementation plan, the municipal Assessor may review and revise 100% of all properties to 
the Director’s Ratio. This practice has an immediate impact on the municipality by requiring 
(must not may) the Assessor to “fold in” all assessments (up and down) to the Director’s Ratio. 
By doing so, parcels that were over-assessed are reduced – which has an immediate impact on 
appeals. Similarly, parcels observed as under-assessed are raised. During the period of “revising 
to the ratio”, the Chapter 123 corridor remains in place for assessment appeals.  

 
Ultimately, the Assessor will submit a Preliminary Tax List which reflects 100% of market 

value. At this time, the use of Chapter 123 ends. Every year thereafter the Assessor shall review 
each property and revise the assessments to current market value. From this point forward the 
municipality is permanently relieved from: 

1.  The cost of traditional revaluation (the average cost of a revaluation was $70 per parcel) 
2.  The public relations concerns associated with the fear of the shift in the tax burden 

resulting from the right-sizing of neglected assessments. 
 
A traditional revaluation performed by an outside firm is comprised of valuation, internal-

inspection and appeal- defense services. In the ADP model, the Assessor performs valuation 
and appeal-defense. The differential between the cost of “internal- inspections” and the 
traditional cost of $70 per parcel is a permanent savings to the municipality. 

 
If the entire State adhered to the current Administrative Code requirement to perform 

revaluations every ten (10) years – with roughly 2,500,000 parcels and at an average cost of $70 
per line item for revaluation services – the traditional model would cost $175,000,000 every 10 
years or $17,500,000 per year statewide. With the municipal Assessor performing annual 
valuation services and making use of a 10-year internal inspection cycle the traditional cost can 
be cut in half - $8,750,000 annual savings statewide.  
 

Correction of Errors 
N.J.S.A. 54:4-47 states: 

The county board may …, …, after investigation, revise, correct and equalize the assessed 
value of all property in the respective taxing districts, increase or decrease the assessed 
value of any property not valued at its taxable value, assess property omitted from any 
assessment, as provided by law, at its taxable value, and in general do everything necessary 
for the taxation of all property in the county at its taxable value. 

 
Exploiting the strengths of the ADP assessment calendar, which permits assessment 

changes without creating budgetary shortfalls, the Monmouth County Board of Taxation 
leverages the use of its omnipotent authority to revise assessments to annually ensure the 
most accurate  Final Tax List (May 5th) and County Equalization Table (May 25th) achievable.  
 
Data Addendum 
N.J.S.A. 54:4-46 Tax List Revised by County Board 
N.J.S.A. 54:4-47 Revision and Equalization 
 

Appeal Filings and Reductions 
Appeal volume is not a meaningful indicator of assessment accuracy. Many appeals are 

a reaction to the tax implication of the assessment, not the accuracy of the assessment. 
Nevertheless, it should be at least noted that appeal filing volume has dramatically decreased 
as annual reassessments have been implemented (see section 1 appeal filing numbers). The 
same results can also be found in Somerset County where annual reassessments have been 
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being done for several years. The public continues to grow a greater level of confidence in the 
assessment modeling.  
 

Impact on State Tax Court 
It was anticipated; and it has been observed to perform beyond initial expectations that 

annual reassessments systemically reduce the costs and exposure associated with State Tax 
Court Tax Appeals.  The traditional assessment model legally prohibits the Assessor from 
annually changing individual assessments (regardless of what the market-data says). The ADP 
model REQUIRES (must not may) the Assessor to annually review each assessment and revise it 
to its current market value. Annual reassessments mitigate multi-year Tax Court filings. When 
administered by an engaged Assessor, the future assessments of property pending in Tax Court 
will reflect a defendable value, thereby reducing refund exposure and the general RISK 
associated with the unknown of appeal refunds (read Budgetary stabilization).  
 

Assessment Volatility During Implementation 
In the interest of full transparency, assessment volatility is necessary and unavoidable 

when transitioning from the traditional model to annual reassessments. The good news is that, 
generally, the year-over-year volatility lessens with each year of implementation.  

 
No different than a revaluation in the traditional model, volatility comes with initial 

implementation. This required volatility is not embraced properly by some of the public. The 
fact is that it is needed to make the necessary corrections which the lack of assessment 
maintenance caused.  

 
Upon implementation of revaluations, Monmouth has experienced challenges with 

educating the public and keeping them properly informed. It is strongly recommended to any 
municipalities or counties that implement reassessments that there is no limit to the amount of 
public relations, transparency and information distribution to the public that should be 
provided. 
 

County Rollout Public Relations 
As part of the countywide implementation, counties and municipalities should have no 

limit to the amount of information distributed to the public. Information should come in the 
forms of FAQs, letters to property owners, public meetings, meetings with homeowner 
associations, meetings with realtor associations, information posted on municipal and county 
websites, etc. It is also imperative that ALL governing bodies and municipal administrations fully 
understand and are able to field questions that the public may have related to the 
reassessments. 
 
Data Addendum 
Frequently Asked Questions – Sample 
 

Freeze Act 
The conclusive and binding effect of the Freeze Act shall terminate with the tax year 

immediately preceding the year in which a program for a complete revaluation or complete 
reassessment of all real property within the district has been put into effect. 

 
A fundamental characteristic of the ADP is “annual reassessments”. Once a municipality 

submits the initial Tax List to 100% of market value, so long as the municipality performs annual 
reassessments, there will no longer be a Freeze Act. 

 
Having listened to the concerns over the permanent loss of the Freeze Act, the policy 

was adopted to expect that all prior-year judgements would change year-over-year to the 
amount observed within the immediate sub-market (neighborhood/VCS). Using ADAM 360 
tools, the Tax Board reviews the percentage change of prior-year Tax Board judgments. Any 
change greater than 5% may require an explanation from the Assessor.  
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Data Addendum 
N.J.A.C. 18:12A-1.13 Freeze Act 
N.J.S.A. 54:3-26 Freeze Act – County Tax Board 
N.J.S.A. 54:51A-8 Freeze Act – Tax Court 
 

New Jersey Constitution 
N.J.S.A. Const. Art. 8, § 1, ¶ 1 States: 
1. Taxation; assessment 
1. (a) Property shall be assessed for taxation under general laws and by uniform rules. All real 
property assessed and taxed locally or by the State for allotment and payment to taxing districts 
shall be assessed according to the same standard of value, except as otherwise permitted herein, 
and such real property shall be taxed at the general tax rate of the taxing district in which the 
property is situated, for the use of such taxing district. 

Simply put, the requirement to assess at the same standard of value (read market value) 
does not permit the “acceptance of gross inaccuracies accumulated over time in the traditional 
model. Now that a cost effective model to annually maintain assessments significantly closer to 
market value is tested and proven, it should not be elective. Uniform distribution of the annual 
tax levy is not discretionary, it is the law.  
 
Data Addendum 
N.J.S.A. Const. Art. 8, § 1, ¶ 1 
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Section 6: Recommendation 
 

Technology-Based Real Property Assessment Transition Act 
10-Year Transition into a Modern Assessment Function 

 

 
1.  (New Section)  

1.  Section 1 of P.L.     , c.      (C.            ) shall be known and may be cited as the 
“Technology-Based Real Property Assessment Transition Act.” 

  
2.  (New section) 
a. 

1.  Establish a 10-year period for all municipalities to transition to a technology-based 
real property assessment system. 

2.  Requires the use of modern technology in every municipality,  
3.  Requires the statutory revisions to the assessment calendar,  
4. Requires a mandatory district-wide annual reassessment requirement to set real 

property assessments at true value, and a  
5.  Requires a mandatory 10-year cycle of internal inspections of all real property in 

every municipality in the State.   
6. The provisions of the “Technology-Based Real Property Assessment Transition Act” 

shall establish a program to be followed by every assessor in the State in order to 
more equitably distribute the property tax levy among all property taxpayers, provide 
a more accurate assessment of each parcel of real property in the State, ensure 
transparency in the real property assessment process, and reduce local costs related to 
the assessment of real property. 

7.  Establishes February 1st following the enactment, every county board of taxation shall 
adopt an implementation schedule which reflects the actions required to be taken by 
each municipal assessor in order to meet the requirements of the “Technology-Based 
Real Property Assessment Transition Act,” over a ten-year period, including the 
transition to assessors performing annual reassessments of all real property in their 
respective municipalities. 

8. The implementation schedule shall be approved by the county board of taxation, and 
submitted to the Director of the Division of Taxation not later than August 31. 

9.  The county board of taxation shall hold at least one public meeting to hear from the 
public and municipal governing body regarding their respective concerns associated with 
the proposed implementation schedule. 

10. The implementation schedule shall be a public document that provides a 10-year plan 
outlining the tax years in which the municipal assessor must revise assessments to the 
current director’s ratio, or to 100 percent if the director’s ratio exceeds 100 percent, the 
tax year in which all assessments must be set to 100 percent of true value, and the annual 
requirement of reassessment each year thereafter. 

11. The municipality may petition the county board of taxation to modify the adopted 
schedule during the course of the 10-year plan, but all municipalities must set 
assessments equal to true value no later than the 10th year of implementation. 

https://www.google.com/imgres?imgurl=http://sr.photos1.fotosearch.com/bthumb/CSP/CSP823/k21307865.jpg&imgrefurl=http://www.okclipart.com/New-Technology-Clip-Art30arfjpmky/&docid=Xmu1iwHy2qIxsM&tbnid=Bgf-5Y93CjV8oM:&vet=10ahUKEwi-pdqu8PjXAhVQMd8KHYY8Au8QMwi6Aig8MDw..i&w=170&h=170&bih=1038&biw=1523&q=clipart technology&ved=0ahUKEwi-pdqu8PjXAhVQMd8KHYY8Au8QMwi6Aig8MDw&iact=mrc&uact=8
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12. Not later than April 1 next following the enactment, the county tax administrator of 
every county board of taxation shall certify to the Director of the Division of Taxation 
in the Department of Treasury that the county board of taxation is either a State-
certified vendor of MOD-IV technology, including computer assisted mass appraisal 
(CAMA) software, or that the county has contracted with a single State-certified 
MOD-IV vendor to provide MOD-IV technology, including CAMA software, to all of 
the municipalities in the county.  The county tax administrator shall file with the 
director a copy of its MOD-IV/CAMA certification, or a copy of a valid contract with 
a State-certified MOD-IV vendor for MOD-IV/CAMA services. 

13. Each county tax board shall pay all of the costs associated with the conversion to the 
county-based MOD-IV/CAMA system and the associated expansion of the technology 
infrastructure required to support the centralized system.  Each county tax board shall 
annually provide technical training and financial support for the advancement of the local 
assessment function through education and technology expansion. 

b.   There shall be no direct appropriation of State funds used to effectuate the provisions of 
the “Technology-Based Real Property Assessment Transition Act.”  The technical costs 
of the law shall be paid by each county board of taxation using assessment appeal filing 
fees collected by the county board taxation pursuant to section 18 of P.L.1979, c.499 
(C.54:3-21.3a). 

c.   (1)   Not later than September 1 next following the enactment, and using its own funds 
therefor, each county board of taxation shall provide MOD-IV technology and CAMA 
software to each municipality that does not use the software, at no cost to those 
municipalities, and shall provide, at no cost to those municipalities, training in the use of 
the technology and the software to the assessors of those municipalities and to their 
respective staff members. Thereafter, each municipality shall pay an annual fee per each 
taxable line item in the municipality to the county board of taxation to cover the cost of 
the county providing the MOD-IV and CAMA service to the municipality.  The amount 
of the annual fee shall be set by the director.  Annual MOD-IV/CAMA service fees paid 
by municipalities shall be used exclusively by county boards of taxation to defray costs 
associated with the administration and advancement of the “Technology-Based Real 
Property Assessment Transition Act” and its associated services and technologies. 

 (2)  On October 1 next following the enactment, every county shall operate under the 
countywide implementation schedule developed by the county tax administrator pursuant 
to subsection a. of this section. While following the implementation schedule, every 
county shall follow all statutory requirements and time frames concerning the assessment 
of real property in the State, as those statutory requirements and time frames have been 
amended pursuant to the provisions of P.L.    , c.         (C.                     ) (pending before 
the Legislature as this bill). 

d.   Every municipal assessor shall utilize the same property assessment software as is used 
by the county tax board, and provided to the municipalities by the county tax board 
pursuant to subsection c. of this section.  Every real property assessment function 
required to be performed by an assessor by law, or by rule or regulation adopted pursuant 
to law, shall be performed using the MOD-IV technology and the CAMA software 
provided by the county board of taxation to the municipal assessor. 

e.   In accordance with the provisions of this section and existing statutory law, or any rule or 
regulation promulgated pursuant thereto, every county board of taxation shall publicly 
adopt a transition schedule for each municipality within the county. The transition 
schedule shall not exceed 10 years.  Beginning in the first year of the transition and 
every year thereafter, every assessor shall attempt to internally inspect no less than 
10% of the districts line items so that 100% of all line items are attempted every 10 
years.  Beginning in the first year of transition up until the submission of the first 
preliminary tax list which reflects assessments set equal to 100% of true value, the 
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assessor shall annually review and revise each assessment to the current director’s 
ratio.  Every year following the implementation of 100% of true value, the assessor 
shall review and revise every assessment to 100% of current true value.  During the 
transition period the county board of taxation may compel the implementation of a 
traditional revaluation of real property in any municipality at such time that the 
county board of taxation determines the need therefor.  If a municipality fails to 
comply with a districtwide reassessment to the current Director’s Ratio, revaluation, 
or annual reassessment, as appropriate, ordered by the county board of taxation in a 
timely manner, the county board of taxation shall cause the revaluation or 
reassessment, as appropriate, to be performed at the municipality’s cost.  The cost of a 
revaluation or annual reassessment, as appropriate, shall be directly billed to such a 
municipality, in addition to the apportionment valuation, through the adjustment of 
the county levy for that municipality pursuant to R.S.54:4-48 and R.S.54:4-49.   

 
3.  Section 5 of P.L.1973, c.123 (C.54:1-35b) is amended to read as follows: 

1.  Expand the sampling period for annual reassessments from “January 1st through June 
30th” to July 1st PTY to June 30th”. 

2. Require that the State’s sales-ratio program make use of the revised assessment when 
an assessment is changed through County Tax Board judgment or a Correction-of-
Error. 

 
4.  Section 1 of P.L.1999, c.278 (C.54:1-35.25b) is amended to read as follows: 

1.  Require 10 additional education hours 
 

5.  Section 19 of P.L.1979, c.499 (C.54:3-5.1) is amended to  
1.  Requires Appeal summary President’s Report to be filed by June 1st 

  
6.  R.S.54:3-17 is amended to read as follows: 

1.  Change Preliminary County Equalization date to May 15th 
 
7.  R.S.54:3-18 is amended to read as follows: 

1.  Change Final County Equalization Table to May 25th.  
 
8.  R.S.54:3-21 is amended to read as follows: 

1.  Changes County Tax Board Appeal Date to January 15th 
2.  Discontinues the bulk mailing of Ch. 75 Notification of Assessment postcards 
3.  Requires the posting of Ch. 75 Notification of Assessment postcards on County and 

or municipality’s website.  
 
9.  Section 18 of P.l.1979, c.499 (C.54:3-21.3a) is amended to read as follows: 

1. Permits the use of appeal filing fees to be used for mass-appraisal and tax map 
maintenance.  

 
10.  Section 2 of P.L.1971, c.370 (C.54:4-3.3b) is amended to read as follows: 

1.  Permits the exemption of certain property up until April 30th for the inclusion within 
the Final Tax List. 

2. Provides for the prorated taxation of newly exempted property through the Added 
Assessment list. 

 
11.  R.S.54:4-23 is amended to read as follows: 

1.  Requires annual reassessment of every parcel to current market value.  
2.  Removes Compliance Plans 
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3.  Requires “assessor must make 3 good-faith attempts to internally inspect the interior 
of at least 10% of all properties annually”. 

4.  Requires the assessor to use other observations and sources to assess the property 
when internal inspection is not obtained. 

5.  Permits the internal inspection of a property with every deed filed with the County 
Clerk.  

6.  Establishes the right to internally and externally inspect property. 
7.  Establishes the town’s right to assess any property that has refused entry to the 

highest likely value observed within the local market. 
8.  Establishes that the County Board will not hear an appeal unless internal inspection 

has been granted.  
 
12.  R.S.54:4-35 is amended to read as follows: 

1.  Established the submission of the Preliminary Tax List on November 1st of the pre-tax 
year. 

2.  Establishes the submission of the Final Tax List on May 5th of the current tax year.  
 
13.  Section 1 of P.L.1945, c.260 (C.54:4-35.1) is amended to read as follows: 

1.   Revises the date for material depreciation from January 1st to May 1st.  
2.  Provides for the prorated taxation of materially depreciated property through the 

Added Assessment list. 
 
14.  R.S.54:4-38 is amended to read as follows: 

1.  Removes the requirement of advertising the availability of the Tax List 
2.  Requires the notification to be made on free public website 
3.  Requires the mailing of notification upon taxpayer request.  
4.  Requires mailing for year-over-year assessment changes greater than 15% 
5.  Requires mailing for assessment changes to prior-year appeal-judgment is greater 

than 5% 
6.  Requires the County Board to deliver and post the year-over-year summary of 

assessment changes by municipality.  
 

15.  Section 32 of P.L.1991, c.75 (C.54:4-38.1) is amended to read as follows: 
1.  Removes the requirement of mailing the Ch 75 Notification of Assessment postcard. 
2.  Requires the notification to be made on free public website 
3.  Requires the mailing of notification of assessment postcard upon taxpayer request.  
4.  Requires mailing for year-over-year assessment changes greater than 15% 
5.  Requires mailing for assessment changes to prior-year appeal-judgment is greater 

than 5% 
6.  Requires the County Board to deliver and post the year-over-year summary of 

assessment changes by municipality.  
7. Require postcard to show Estimated Tax using 102% of prior levy and 98% of 

Preliminary Net Valuation Taxable.  
 
16.  R.S.54:4-49 is amended to read as follows: 

1.  Requires the calculation of a Post-Tax Year reconciliation of apportionment to reflect 
the difference in the claimed ratio of 100% and the actual observed ratio shown in the 
following October’s Director’s Table. Difference in apportionment shall be applied as 
a debit and credit. 

 
17.  R.S.54:4-52 is amended to read as follows: 

1.   Established the date for the Certification of General Tax Rates as May 31st.  
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2.  Established the date for the Abstract of Ratables as May 31st. 
 

18.  The following sections of law are repealed: 
Sections 1 through 4 of P.L.2015, c.13 (C.54:1-101 through C.54:1-104); and Section 17 
of P.L.2013, c.15. 
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Section 7: Data Addendum 
 
Produced electronically upon request 
 
 
 


