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FOREWORD

- “We need not list the extensive investigations undertaken by
the S.C.I and their results, since the annual and interim reports
(of the S.C.I.) contfain that information. We are satisfied that
the 8.C.1. has performed effectively and has significantly advanced
the public interest.”’

Excerpt from the October 11, 1975
Report of the Governor's Committee
to Evaluate the New Jersey State
Commission of Investigation, former
Chief Justice Joseph Weintraub of
the New Jersey Supreme Court, Chair-
man.

“QOur evaluation of the work of the S.C.I. convinces us that
the agency has performed a very valuable function. ... The current
public skepticism of governmental performance emphasizes the
confinuing need for a credible agency to delve into problems that
plague our institutions, an agency which ean provide truthful
information and sound recommendations.”’

Anotber excerpt from the Report of
the Governor's Committee to Evalnuate
the New Jersev State Commission of
Investigation.

‘“Prosecutorial agencies . .. are limited in discussing at length
or in detail specific criminal cases. In effect, then, there are no
public education capabilities on the part of my office, or other
prosecutorial agencies, comparable to those of the S.C.1.”’

Excerpt from the June 27, 1975 state-
ment of William F. Hyland, Attorney .
General of the State of New Jersey,
before the Governor's Committee to
Evaluate the New Jersey State Com-
mission of Investigation.



“‘The deterrents from the 8.C.I. would be that, if there is a public
hearing, the problem would be aired and the public would be
informed, whereas in a criminal investigation you either return
an indietment or generally do mnothing.”’

Excerpt from public remarks made in
January, 1975 by Matibheww P. Boylan,
then the Director of the New. Jersey
State Division of Criminal Justice.



ORIGIN AND VSCOPE OF THE COMMISSION -

Despite the Commission’s work being generally known through-
out the state, inquiries continue to be made about its origin and
its jurisdiction and the nature of its operations and their impor.—
tance to a better New Jersey. The Commission believes thig im-
portant information should be convemently available, and, accord—
ingly, the pertinent facts are again summarized below

The New Jersey State. Commission of Investigation (8.C.L)
was an outgrowth of extensive research and public hearings con-
ducted in 1968 by the Joint Legislative Committee to stndy Crime
and the System of Criminal Justice in New Jersey. That Committee
was under direction from the Legislature to find ways to correct
what appeared to be a serious and mtenmfymg crime problem in
New Jersey.

Indeed, by the late 1960s New Jersey had the embams:smg arid
unattractive image of being a corrupt haven for flourishing orga-
nized erime operations. Wiliam F. Hyland, Attorney General for
the State of New Jersey, vividly recalled that unfortunate era in
his June 27, 1975 statement before the Governor’s Committee to
Evaluate the S.C.1. He said in part:

¢, .. our state guickly developed a nafional reputa-

- tion as governmental cesspool, a bedroom for hired

killers and a dumping ground for their victims.

‘Whether this was a deserved reputation was not

necessarily material, The significant thing was that

this became an accepted fact that seriously under-
mined confidence in state law enforecement.’’

The Joint Legislative Committee in its report and recommenda-
tions issued in the Spring of 1968 found that a crisis in crime
control existed in New Jersey and that the expanding activities
of organized crime could be attributed to ‘‘failure to some consider-
able -degree in the system itself, official corruption, or both.”’
Aceordingly, the Committee offered a series of sweeping recom-
mendations for improving various areas of the eriminal Juatlce
system in the state.

The two major priority recommendations were for a new State
Criminal Justice unit in the executive branch of government and
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an independent State Commission of Investigation, patterned after
the high-level New York State Commission of Investigation, now
in its 18th year of probing crime, ofﬁclal eorruptmn and other
governmental abuses. - -

The Committee envisioned the assignments of the proposed
Criminal Justice unit and the proposed Commission of Investiga-
~ ‘tion to be complementary in the fight against erime and corruption.
The Criminal Justice unit was to be a relatively large organization
with extensive manpower and authority to coordinate and press
forward criminal investigations and prosecutions throughout the
state. The Commission of Investigation, like the New York Com-
misslon, was to be a relatively small but highly expert body which
would conduet fact-finding investigations, bring the facts to the

public’s attention, and make recommendations to the Governor
- and the Legislature for 1mprovements in laws and the operations
of government ‘

The J oint Legislative Committee’s reeommendatlons prompted
subsequent legislative and executive action. New Jersey now has
a Criminal Justice Division in the State Department of Law and
Pubhe Safety and an independent State Commission of Inve-stlga—
tion® which is structured as a Commission of the Legislature. Nor
is there any conflict between the functions of this purely investiga-
tive, fact-finding Commission and the prosecutorial authorities of
the state. The latter have the responsibility of discerning viola-
tions of law and bringing the wrongdoers to punishment. This
Commission has the equally somber responsibilities of publicly
confronting the truth and recommending new laws to protect the
mtegnty of the political process.

The complementary role of the 8.C.I. was underscored once
more during 1975 by the Governor’s Committee to Evaluate the

*The blll creating the New Jersey State Commission oi Investigation was mtroduced
April 29, 1968 in the Senate. Legislative approval of that meastre was completed
September 4, 1968. The bill created the Commission for an. initial. term. beginning .
Janwary 1, 1969 and ending December 31, 1974. Tt is citéd as Public Law, 1968, Chapter
266, N.J. S.A. 52: OM-1 ¢f seq. The Leglslature on November 12, 1973 completed etact-
ment of 4 bill, cited as Public Law, 1973, Chapter 238, which renewed the Commission
for. another term ending December 31, 1979, As noted. in this section of this annual
" report, the Governor’s Committee to Evaluate the S.C.I. in its October 6, 1975 public

“: report has recommended that the Cotnmission’s statuté be amended to make the S.CIL.
a permanent agency,



S.C.L* which conducted a compréehensive, objective and impartial
analysis of the 8.C.I’s record and function.” The Committee’s
members consisted of former Chief Justice Joseph Weintraub of
the New Jersey Supreme Court, former Associate Justice Nathan
L. Jacobs of that same Court, and former Judge Edward F.
Broderick of the New Jersey Superior Court. That Committee in
its October 6, 1975 public report based on its analysis rejected
summarily any suggestion that the 8.C.I. duplicates work of other
agenmes

Indeed tlle Committee found that the S.C.1.%s work demonstrated
eonvmcmgly that the Commission has performed a very valuable
function and that there is continuing need for the S.C.I.’s con-
tributions to both the legislative process and the execufive branch.
The Committee went on to conclude that it saw no likelihood that
the need for the S.C.I. will abate, and the Committee, therefore,
recommended amendment of the 8.C.L’s statute to make the Com-
mission a permanent rather than a temporary agency.

The complementary role of the S.C.I. also was stres_s-ed' in a
statement made in June, 1975 by the then Director of the State
Division of Criminal Justice, Matthew P. Boylan. He stated in
pari:

T have had the opportunity to work closely with
the State Commission of Investigation and it is my
opinion that this ageney effectively phigs a gap in the
law enforcement network in New Jersey. This gap
‘which existed prior to the ereation of the S.C.L is due
to the fact that traditional law enforcement investiga-
tive agencies either return an indictment based on the
development of investigative leads or, in rare situa-
tions, request that a grand jury return a presentment
exposing conditions in public institutions and agen-
~: gies. There is no mechanism available to existing law
~ enforecement agencies other than the 8.C.I. to alert the -
~public to the existence of conditions which reqmre o
- . -remedial legislation unless the traditional press ré- - -
lease or press conference is utilized. The drawback - -

% The Governor’s Committee to Evaluate the S,C.I. was created in April, 1975 by exccu-
tive order of the Governor after the introduction in the Senate of a bill to terminate the
S.C.I. touched off considerable public furor and criticism. The bill was subsequently
withdrawn and has not been reintroduced. A bill to implement the recommendations
of the Evaluative Committee to strengthen the S.C.I. was introduced in the Senate in
June of 1976 under bi-partisan sponsorship.
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- of that method of informing the public is obvious.
Consequently, the S.C.I. is an independent agency
which can reveal through a series of extended public. .
hearings, conditions in the public domain which re-
quire remedial action either by the Legislature or
through more diligent administration of existing laws.

- by the state, eounty or municipal agencies entrusted
with their administration.

To insure the integrity and impartiality of the Commission, no
more than two of the four Commissioners may be of the same
political party. Two Commissioners are appointed by the Governor
and one each by the President of the Senate and the Speaker of
the Assembly. It thus may be said the Commission by law is
bi-partisan and by concern and action is non-partisan.

Tlie primary and para,mdunt statutory reSponsibiﬁties ve'steé[‘ in
the Commission are set forth in Section 2 of ifs statute.® It
pr0v1des

2. The Oommi-ssion shall have the duty and power : ..
to conduct investigations in connection with:

(a) The faithful execution and effective enforce-
ment of the laws of the state, with partwular
reference but not I1m1ted to organized crime
and racketeering.

{(b) The conduct of public officers and pubhc
employees, and of officers and employees of
publm corporations and authorities.

(¢) Any matter concerning the public peace, pub—
lic safety and public justice.

The statute provides further that the Commigsion shall oonduet
investigations by direction of the Governor and by coneurrent
resolution of the Legislature, The Commission also shall econduct
investigations of the affairs of any state department or.agency
at the request of the head of a department or ageney. -

*The full text of the Commissior’s statute is included in the Appendices Scct:on of
thls report.



" Thus, it can be seen that the Commission, as an investigative,
fact-finding body,* has a wide range of statutory responsibilities.
Tt is highly mobile, may compel testimony and production of other
evidence by subpeena, and has authority to grant immunity to
witnesses. Although thé Commission does not have nor may it
exercise any prosecuforial functions, the statute does provide for
the Commission to refer information to prosecutorial authorities.

One of the Commission’s prime responsibilities when it uncovers
1rreo111ar1t1es, improprieties, misconduet, or corruption, is to bring
the facts to the attention of the public. ’I‘he objective is fo insure
corrective action. The importance of public exposure was put most
succinetly by a New York Times news analysis article on the nature
of Investigation Commissions:

Some people would put the whole busmess in the
lap of a District Attorney (prosecutor), arguing that
if he does not bring indietments, there is not much
the people can do.

But this misses the prl_mary purpose of the State
Investigation Commission. It is not to probe outright
eriminal acts by those in public employment. That is
the job of the regular investigation arms of the law.

Instead, the Commission has been charged by the
Legislature to check on, and to expose, lapses in the
faithful and effectwe perfmmance of duty by pubho
employees.

Ts sheer non-criminality to be the only standard of
behavior to which a public official is to be held?
Or does the public have a right to know of laxity,
inefficiency, incompetence, waste and other failures in
the work for which it pays?

* As a legislative, investigative agency, the S.C.L. is not unigue, since investigative
agencies of the legislative branch of government are as old as the Republic. The first
full-fledged Congressional investigating committee was éstablished in 1792 to “inguire
into the causes of the failure of the last expedition of Major General St. Clair.” (3 Annal
of Congress 493 (1792) ). Most recently the 1.S. Senate Committee on the Watergate
matter brought forth at a public hearing the facts about gross abuses, including coverup
activities, at the highest levels of national government. The testimony of some of the
witnesses at that Committee’s hearings touched in part on areas which dealt with a
possible crime of obstruction of justice. But that was of no concern to the Committee
which, like the S.C.1, had no power to seek a criminal indictment, pursué a trial and
ult:mately see pumshment imposed by a court of faw. The question of any criminality
lay solely with the Special Prosecutor. The Senate Commiftee was out to expose the
facts in order to inform the public, to deter further instances of such gross abuses and
to provide recommendations for preventing further such abuses, These, of course,
are the same missions of the S.C.L

T



The exact forma,t for-a public action by the S C.L is subgect
in each instance to determination by the Commission which takes
into consideration factors of complexity of subject matter and of
conciseness, accuracy and thoroughness in presentation of the
facts. The Commission may proceed by way of a public hearmg or
a pubhc report, or both.* :

The Commission believes the true test of the efficacy of its
public actions are not any indictments which may result from re-
ferral of matters to other agencies but rather the corrective actions
sparked by public exposure of deplorable conditions detrimental
to the public interest. The Commission takes particular pride in
actions which have resulted in improved governmental operations
and laws and in more effective protection for the taxpaying public
through safeguards in the handling of matters involving expendi--

tures of public funds and maintenance of the public trust.

*In the course of its conduct, the Commission by law adheres to and is guided by the
New Jersey Code of Fair Procedure (Chapter 376, Laws of New Jersey, 1968, N.J.3.A,
52:13E-1 to 52:13E-10). The Code is printed in full in the Appendices section of
this annual report. - The Code sets forth those protections which the Legislature in
its wisdom and the Judiciary by interpretation have provided for witnesses called
at private and public hearings and for individuals mentioned in ‘the Commission’s
public proceedings. Section Six of the Code states that any individual who feels
adversely affected by the testimony or other evidence presented in a public action
by the Commission shall be afforded an opportunity to make a statement under oath
relevant to the testimony or other evidence complained of. The statements, subject
to determination of relevancy, are incorporated in the records of the Commission’s
public proceedings, Before resolving to proceed to a public action, the Comumission
carefully analyzfes and evaluates investigative data in private in keeping with its
solemn obligation to avold unnecessary stigma and embarassment to individuals but,
at the same time, to fulfill its statutory obligation to keep the public informed with
specifics necessary to give credibility to the S.C.I’s findings and recommendations.



. RESUME OF THE COMMISSION’S
MAJOR INVESTIGATIONS

This is a surmmary of the Commission’s major mvestlga,tlons
undertaken from June, 1969, when the S.C.I. became staffed and
operational, and the prmmpal direct and collateral results stem-
ming therefrom, In describing them as major investigations, it
is meant that they have required considerable tirne and effort and,
where appropriate, have resulted in a public hearing or a public
report, or both,

Since the follomng mvestlgatlons have been discussed fully in
separate reports or in previous annual reports or in the sub-
sequent sections of this report, only a brief statement about each

will be set forth.

1. OrcanNizeD CRIME CONFRONTATIONSH*

" Since the summer of 1969, the Commission on a continuing basis
has from time to time issued subpcenas for the appearance and
testimony of individuals identified by law enforcement authorities
as leaders and/or members of organized crime families operating
in New Jersey. Thiz effort has been part of the Commission’s
on-going program designed to increase the storehouse of mean-
ingful intelligence, mutunally shared with law enforcement agencies,
about the statns and modes and patterns of operation of the
underworld in this state. No individuals are in a more informed
position to provide first-hand, detailed data about those operations
than the persons responsible for directing them and carrying them
out. This continuing investigation also ha,s prompted several
pubhe hearings by the Commission.

. The Commission firmly’ beheves that, once 1nd1v1duals have
been granted witness immunity against the use of their testimony
or any leads derived therefrom, a proper balance has been struck
between protecting individual rights and the right of the state

* See State of New Jersey Commission of Investigation, Annumal Reports for 1970, 1971,
1972, 1973 and 1974. -
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to know as much as possible about the underworld. This philosophy -
and approach has met with the approval of the hlghest courts of
state and nation. ‘

At the time of publication of this report, five organized crime
figures who had been served with S.C.I. subpenas still elected
to undergo extended periods of court-ordered incarcerations for
civil ‘contempt for refusal to answer the 8.C.L’s questions, with
one of those five on temporary release under court order for treat-
ment of a serious internal bleeding ailment and another presently
serving a lengthy state prison sentence for a criminal conviction.
Three additional organized ecrime figures during 1975 were sub-
poenaed by the Commission and remain under subpeena for further
questioning. Ten other organized crime figures served with sub-
penas have over the years testified before the Commission, with
three of those so doing only after being coerced by prolonged,
court-ordered incarceration for civil contempt. Nine other orga-
nized erime figures are known to have moved from New Jersey
to avoid being served with S.C.I. subpeenas.

The present Attorney General of New Jersey, William F.
Hyland, in hiz previocusly cited statement of June 27, 1975 stated
in part, ‘. . . much has already been done to eliminate—or at least
to weaken——organized crime. Much of the credit for that success
belongs to the S.C.I. for its efforts in seeking testimony from
alleged organized erime figures and for focusing the spotlight on,
and thus alerting the public to, the problems associated with
organized crime.’”

2. RECOMMENDATIONS ON THE (GARBAGE INDUSTRY*

The Legislature in 1969 passed a resolution requesiing the
Commission to look into the garbage industry and make recom-
mendations for possible corrective action at the state level. An
investigation was subsequently undertaken by the S8.C.1. of certain
practices and procedures in that industry. The investigation ended
with two weeks of private hea,mngs coneluding in September, 1969,
A public report was issued in October of that year.

*See New }ersey Commission of Investxgat:on. A Report Rela.tmg to the Garbége
Industry, Octaber 7, 1969, : .
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A prineipal finding of the Commission was that the provisions
and practices of some garbage industry trade associations dis-
couraged competition, encouraged collusive bidding, and preserved
allocations of customers on a territorial basis. Unless the vice
of customer allocation was curbed by the state, more and more
municipalities will be faced with the situation of receiving only
one bid for waste collection, the Commission concluded.

The Commission recommended legiglative action leading to a
statewide approach to control of the garbage industry. Specific
recommendations were: Prohibit customer ferritorial allocation,
price fixing and collusive bidding; provide for licensing by the.
state (to the exclusion of municipal 1icenses) of all waste collectors
in New Jersey, and prohibit disecrimination in the use of prnately
owned waste digposal areas. :

The subsequently enacted laws for state control of the solid
waste industry encompassed the substance of these recommenda-
tions. Those laws have inhibited the vicious and costly cvele of
price gouging by previously unregulated monopolies.

3. ORGANIZED CriME INFLUENCE IN LONG BrRANCH*

The New Jersey shore city of Long Branch had since 1967 been
the focns of publicized charges and disclosures about the influence
of orgmaized crime. One charge was that an organized erime leader,
Anthony ‘‘Little Pussy’’ Russo, controlled the mayor and the city
council. Official reports indicated mob figures were operating in an
atmosphere relatively secure from law enforcement. The Commis-
sion began an investigation of Long Branch in May, 1969. The
exhaustive probe culminated with public hearings in the spring of
1970, Among the major disclosures of those hearings were:

That a Long Branch city manager was ousted from that job by
the city council after he began taking counter-action against
organized crime’s influence; that Russo offered to get the city
manager job back for that same person if he would close his eyes
to underworld influences and act as a front for the mob; that im-
pending police raids on gambling establishments were being leaked

*See State of New Jersey Commission of Invest1gat10n, 1970 Annual Report 1s.sued
February, 1971.
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in time to prevent arrests despite the anti-gambling efforts of a

then honest police chief who died in 1968, and that the next police
chief lacked the integrity and will to investigate organized crime

and attempt to stem its influence.

. After the Commission’s public hearings, the police chief resighed
and the electorate voted in a new administration. The Asbury Park
Press commented ed1tor1a11y that the Commisgion’s hearings did
more good than four previous grand jury investigations. Also,
during the Commission’s probe of the Long Branch area, the Com-
mission’s special agents developed detailed fiscal information and
records relating to corporations formed by Russo, information
which was used by federal authorities in obtaining a 1971 indiet-
ment of Russo on a charge of failure to file corporate income tax
returns. He pleaded guilty to that charge and received a three-
year prison sentence.

4, Tue MoNMOUTH COUNTY PROSECUTOR’S OFFICE®

The Long Branch inquiry gquite naturally extended to the Mon-
mouth County prosecutor’s office, since the prosecuntor had prime
responsibility for law enforcement in, this county. This probe
determined that a disproportionate share of authority had been
vested in the then chief of county detectives. Twenty-four hours .

after the Commission issued subpenas in October, 1969, the chief
oormmtted suicide.

P'ubho hearings -were held in the winter of 1970. Testimony
showed that a confidential expense account supposedly used for
nine years by the chief of detectives to pay informants was not
used for that purpose and could not be accounted for. The testi-
mony also detailed how that fund was solely controlled by the chief
with no county andit and no supervision by the county prosecutor.
In fact, the then county prosecutor testified that he signéd vouchers
in bla.nk and without the knowledge they were to be used to pay:
mformants :

The Commission, after the hea,rings,.made a series of recom-
mendations to reform the county prosecutor system. A principal

* See State of New Jersey, Commission of Investigation, 1970 ‘Annual Report 1ssned
February, 1971. :
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recommendation was for full-time prosecutors and assistants: A
state law, since enacted, has established full-time prosecutorial
staffs in the more populous counties of New Jersey, thereby pro-
Vld_lng the citizenry with better administrated and more effective
law enforcement. - :

5.. PRACTICES OF THE STATE DIVISION OF PURCHASE
AND PROPERTY*

The Commission in February, 1970 began investigating oharges
of corrupt practices and procedures involving the State Division of
Purchase and Property and suppliers of state services. Public
hearings on that matter were held in the spring of that year.

Publie testimony showed pa.yoffs to a state buyer to get cleaning
eontracts for state buildings, rigging of bids on state contracts,
renewal of those contracts without bidding, unsatisfactory per-
formance of work called for under state contracts, and illegal con-
tracting of such work.

- After the investigation, the state buyer was dismissed from his
job. Records of the investigation were turned over to the State
‘Attorney General’s Office which obtained an indictment charging
the buyer with misconduct in office. He pleaded guilty and was
fined and placed on probation for three years.

This investigation met with immediate correctional steps by the
State Divigion of Purchase and Property to change several pro-
cedures to prevent reoceurrence of gimilar incidents. The Commis-
sion commended officials of that Division for moving so rapidly to
tighten procedures in order to better protect the public purse.

6. Tur BUILDING SERVICES AND MAINTENANCE
INDUSTRY#

The probe of the Division of Purchase and Property brought: to
the Commission’s attention anticompetitive and other improper
practices and influences in the building services industry. A follow-

*See State of New Jersey, Commission of Investigation, 1970 Annual Report, issued
February, 1971, Co " :
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up investigation was carried ont Wlth public hearings being held in
June, 1970.

. Testimony showed the existence of a trade organization designed
to thwart competition by Hmiting free bidding and enterprise. The
hearings also revealed that a union official with associations with
organized crime figures was the real power in the trade organiza-
tion and that coerced sales of certain detergent cleaning products
and/or imposition of sweetheart contracts were sometimes the
price of labor peace. Another disclosure was that a major orga-
nized erime fignre in New .J ersey could act as an arbiter of dlsputes
between some cleaning companies.

. The hearings served to alert le-gitimate persons and business
firms in the building servieces industry and users of the industry’s
services to the presence of unserupulous and unsavory elements in
that industry. Also, the information developed in this probe was
forwarded, on request, to the United States Congress’ Select
Committee on Commerece which based extensive public hearings on
the 8.C.L information in Washington in 1972, That Committee by
letter thanked the 8.C.I. for making a significant contribution to
exposing ‘‘the cancer of organized crime in interstate and foreign
commerce.”” This investigation continued to have repercussions
during 1974-75 when the U.S. Justice Department, after studying
S.C.I. reeords, obtained anti-trust indictments against 12 building
maintenance firms based in New Jersey and five officers of some
of those firms. The firms and the officers pleaded no contest to the
charges and have been fined a total of a gquarter of a million dollars.
Two of the officers pleaded respectively to making a false declara-
tion before a grand jury and to obstruction of justice and were
each given a six-month suspended sentence.

7. TreE Hupsow CoUNTY MOSQUITO EXTERMINATIO"\I
COMMISSION *

During 1970 the Commission received complaints about possible
eorrupt practices in the operation of the TTudson County Mosquito
Extermination Commission. The subsequent mvestlga.tlon led to
public hearings at the close of 1970.

*Gee State of New Jersey, Commission of Investigation, 1670 Annual Report, is'sﬁed
February, 1971,
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. The Mosquito Commission’s treasurer, almost totally blind,
testified how he signed checks and vouchers on direction from the
ageney’s executive direetor, The testimony also revealed shake-
down type payments made by the New Jersey Turnpike and other
organizations with projects or rights-of-way in the Hudson
meadowlands, the existence of a bank account kept secret by the
executive director from the panel’s outside auditors, and kickback
payments by contractors and suppliers of up to 75 percent of the
amounts received under a fraudulent voucher scheme. '

One result of this investigation was abolition of the Hudson
Connty Mosquito Extermmatmn Commission which served no valid
governmental function and whose annual budget, paid for by the
taxpayers of Hudson, was approaching the $500,000 mark.

Additionally, records of the investigation were furned over to
the Hudson County Prosecutor’s Office which in 1971 obtained con-
spiracy and embezzlement indictments against the Mosquito Com-
mission’s executive director and his two sons. The executive
director pleaded guilty to embezzlement and in June, 1972 was
gentenced to two to four years in prison. His sons pleaded guilty
to congpiracy and were fined $1,000 each.

8.  MISAPPROPRIATION OF FUNDs IN THE GOVERNMENT
" oF ATLANTIC COUNTY¥

The Commission 'in 1970 was asked to make a thorough investi-
gation of the misappropriation of at least $130,196.00 in public
funds that came to light with the suicide death of a purchasing
agent in Atlantic County government. The Commission in Decem-
ber of that year issued a detailed public report which documented
in sworn testimony a violation of public trust and a breakdown in
the nse of the powers of county government.

That purchasing agent, through a scheme involving fraudulent
vouchers, endorsements and other maneuvers, diverted the money
to his own use over a period of 13 years. The sworn testimony
showed that for years prior to 1971, monthly departmental appro-
priation sheets of many departments contained irregularities

* See Report on Misappropriation of Public Funds, Atlantic County, a Report by the
New Jersey Commission of Iivesiigation, Decémber,. 1971,
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traceable to the agent but that no highly placed county official ever
tried to get a full explanation of those irregularities. The testi-
mony also disclosed that after county officials were.first notified
by the bank about the false check endorsement part of the agent’s
scheme, an inadequate and questionable 1nvest1gat10n was con-
ducted by. some county oﬂiclals

Coples of the Oommlssmn 8 report were sent to Freeholder
Boards throughout the state for nse as a gunide in preventing any
further instances of similar mlsapproprlatlons of funds, As a
result of fiscal irregularities uncovered in the probes not only of
Atlantiec County government but also of county agencies in Mon'
mouth and Hudson counties, the Coramission has recommended
that licensed county and municipal auditors be mandated to exer-
cise more responsibility for maintaining integrity in the fiseal
affairs of government, with stress on review on an on-going basis
of the mtemal controls of county and local governments :

9. DEVELOPMENT OF THE POINT BREEZE AREA
OF JERSEY CITY®

The lands that lie along the Jersey City waterfront are some
of the most valuable and eco:nomwally important acreage in the
state. The Commission in the spring of 1971 began an investigation
into allegations of corruption and other irregularities in the
development of the Point Breeze area of Jersey City as a eontam-
ershlp port and an industrial park. :

- The 1nvest1gat1011 showed that that particular development,
undertaken by the Port Jersey Corporation, could offer a classie
and informative example of how a proper and needed development
project could be frustrated and impeded by improper procedures.
Public hearings were held in October, 1971. Testimonial disclosures
included a payoff to public officials, improper receipt of a real
estate commission;, and irregular approaches to the use of state
laws for blighting urban areas and granting tax abatement. '

Two bills which carry out S.C.L recommendations stemmmg
from this probe have been enaeted into law. One 1mpr0ves the

*See State of New Jersey, Commxssmn of Investlga.tlon, 1971 Annual Report 1ssued
March, 1972
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blighting and urban renewal process and the other tightens the
statutory ban against a purchaser of publicly owned lands receiving
any part of the brokerage fee attendant on such a purchase. After
reference of data from this investigation to prosecutorial anthori-
ties, a Hudson County Grand Jury indicted a former Jersey City
building inspector on a charge of extorting $1,200 from an official
of the Port Jersey Corporation. The former inspector was found
gmlty of obta,mmg money under false pretenses and fined $200 and
g"n en a six.months suspended jail sentence

10. ' 'TACTICS AND STRATEGIES OF ORGANIZED CRIME¥*

Although not a sworn member of organized crime, Herbert Gross,
a former Lakewood hotel operator and real estate man, became
during 1965-70 a virtual part of the mob through 1nv01vement in
numbers banks, shylock loan operations, cashing of stolen securties
and other actlwtles In order to shorten a State Prison term in
1971, Gross began in that year to cooperate with government
" agencies, mcludmg the Commission,

Gross’ testimony during two days of public heamngs by the S.C.1.
in February, 1972 pinpointed the relentless and ruthless modes of
operation of organized crime figures in the Qcean County area and
their ties back to underworld bosses in Northern New Jersey and
New York City. His testimony and that of other witnesses also
detailed how mobsters completely infiltrated a legitimate motel
business in Liakewood. The former restaurant concessionaire at
that motel testified that because of shylock loans arranged by an
organized crime figure, the -concessionaire lost assets of about
$60,000:1in six months and left town a broken and penniless man.
Records of this investigation were made available to federal
authorities who subsequently obtained an extortion-conspiracy
indictment against nine organized crime figures relative to a shy-
lock loan dispute which culminated with an underworld ‘*sitdown”’
or trial. The individuals and incidents named in the indictment
were first deseribed by Gross in his S.C.I testimony. New Jersey
law enforcement officials testified at the S.C.I. hearings that the
public exposure afforded by those sessions was a valuable contri-
bution in meeting the need for continually stimulating vigilance

* See State of New Jersey Commission of Investigation, 1972 Anmual Report, issued
February, 1973.
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against organized erime, with a particular alert going to areas
subject to suburbanization, namely that organized crime" follows
population growth : :

11. PROPERTY PURCHASE PRACTICES OF THE STATE
DivisioN OF PURCHASE AND PROPER’I‘Y* '

The Commission during 1971 recewed mformat]on that the State
may have overpaid for land for the site of the new Stockton State
College in Galloway Township, Atlantic County. Subsequent field
investigations and private hearings extending into 1972 showed
that the state’s purchase of a key 595-acre tract for $924 an acre
was indeed an excessively high pmce

Substanmally the same acreage had been sold only nine months
earlier by two corporations headed by some Atlantie City business-
men to a New York City-based land purchasing group for $476 per
acre, which was about double the per acreage price of two compar-
able large-tract land sales in the Galloway area. The Commission
in a publie report, completed during June, 1972, cited two critical
flaws as leading to excessive overpayment for the land by the state:
inadequate and misleading appraisals of land that had recently
changed hands at a premium price; and lack of expertise and safe-
guards in State Division of Purchase and Property procedures to
discover the faults in the appraisals and correet them.

The report stressed a number of recommendations to insure that
the Division’s processes would in the future detect and correct
fanlts in appraisals. Key recommendations were post-appraisal
reviews by qualified experts and striet pre-qualification of
appraisers before being listed ag eligible to do work for the state.
The recommendations were promptly implemented by exeentive
orders in the Division, thereby assuring the taxpayers of properly
protective procedures in the state’s purchasing of many millions
of dollars of properties—then, now and in the future.

*See Report and Recommendations on Property Purchase Practices of the Division
of Purchase and Property, a Report by the New Jersey State Commission of In-
vestigation, issued June, 1972,
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12. SECURITIES AND BANK FUNDS MANIPULATIONS
IN MIDDLESEX COUNTY® '

Investigative activities by -the Commission during 1971 in
Middlesex County directed the Commission’s attention to Santo R.
Santisi, then president of the Middlesex County Bank which he
‘had founded. The resulting full-scale probe by the Commission’s
special agents and special agents/accountants concentrated on
Santisi-controlled corporations, in particnlar the Otnas Holding
Company, and ultimately broadened to investigation of certain
transactions at the Middlesex County Bank.

The probe uncovered schemes by Santisi and his entourage in-
volving the use of publicly invested funds in Otnas solely for their
own personal gain, apparently illicit sale of stock publicly before
required state registration and misapplication by Santisi of
hundreds of thousands of dollars of funds of the Middlesex County
Bank. Those funds went in the form of loans to members of the
Santisi entourage who either personally or through their corpora-
tions acted as conduits to pass onthe funds for the benefit of Santisi
‘and some of his controlled corporations.

During the first quarter of 1972 the Commission completed
private hearings in this investigation but deferred planned public
hearings at the request .of bank examiners who expressed fears
about the impact of adverse publicity on the bank’s financial health.
Instead, the S.C.I. referred data from this investigation to federal
authorities who later obtained indictments of Santisi and several
of his cohorts on charges involving the misapplied bank funds.
All pleaded guilty. Santisi was sentenced to three years in prison.
One of his cohorts was sentenced to a year in prison and ftwo
 others received suspended sentences. The Commission made a
public report on this investigation in its annual report for 1972.
The 8.C.I. stated in that report that this investigation rendered a
public service by protecting the investing public from further
exploitation by Santisi and his cohorts.

* See State of New Jersey, Commission of Investigation, 1972 Annual Report, issued
" "February, 1973
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13. THE OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL OF
THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY¥

In the summer of 1972 the Commission was requested by the then
Attorney General of New Jersey, George F. Kugler, Jr., to in-
vestigate his office’s handling of the matter which ultimately
resulted in the state’s indieting and obtaining a conspiracy convie-
tion of Panl J. Sherwin, then Secretary of State, in connection with
a campaign contribution made by a contmetor who had bid on a
state highway eontract.

The reqnest, under the 8.0.L% statute, triggered an investi-
gation which extended into early 1973 and during which the
Commission took from 22 witnesses sworn testimony consisting of
more than 1,300 pages of transeripts and also introduced and -
marked exhibits consisting of more than 300 pages. The Commis-
sion, by mmanimons resolution, issued in February, 1972 a 1,600-
plus-page report on the investigation, a report which included in
their entirety the transeripts of the testimony and the exhibits in
order to effect complete and aceurate public disclosure. The report
was forwarded to the Governor and the Legislature and to all
news media. Copies of the report were supplied to individual
citizens on request until the snpply was exhausted. File copies
of the report remain available for public serutiny at the Commis-
sion’s offices and at the State Public Library.

In issuing the report, the Commission expressed publicly its
gratitude to John J. Franecis, Hisq., the retired Justice of the New
Jersey Supreme Court, who served withont compensation as
Special Counsel to the Commission in the investigation and the
report preparation. A final conelusion. of the report was that the
political campaign contributions from those aspiring to public
works and the acceptance of those contributions by public officials
or political parties is a malignant cancer rapidly spreading through
the bloodstream of political life and that ‘‘unless the giving and
receiving of such confributions are made criminal under a statute
which provides a reasonable mechanism for discovering and pre-
venting them,; our governmental structure igs headed for most un-
pleasant erosion.”’

* See Report on Investigation of the Office of the Attorney General of New Jersey,
A Report by State of New Jersey, Commission of Investigation, issued January, 1973.
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14, THE WoORKMEN’S COMPENSATION SYSTEM®¥

- The New Jersey system for compensating individuals for em-
ployment injuries became during the early 1970s the object of
intense scrufiny and analysis. In addition to established argu-
- ments and statistics indicating ills in the system, there were new
and persistent reports that the atmosphere of the system, includ-
ing its courts, had gone astray to a point where irregularities,
abuses and even illegalities were being ignored ‘or tolerated. The
mounting hue and cry about deficiencies in the system led the State

Commissioner of Labor and Industry to request an investigation,
a task which fell to the S.C.L

" The 1’97_2;73 probe which resulted was one of the most compre-
hensive ever conducted by the S.C.I. It touched not only on all
aspeets of the Workmen’s Compensation system but also certain
related heat treatment abuses in the liability and negligence field.
The facts, as presented by the S.C.I. at nine days of public hearings
in Trenton in May-June, 1973, documented abuses which included
the costly practice -of making unwarranted allegations of impair-
ments in compensation claims, a pervasive atmosphere conducive
to lavish gift-giving and entertaining and to questionable conduct
by some judges, and the use by some law firms of favored heat
treating doctors or ‘‘house doctors,’” an abuse which led to costly
overtreatment of patients and in some instances to outright bill
padding to falsely inflate claims.

© As a result of the investigation, three Judges of Compensation
were given disciplinary suspensions, with one of them eventunally
being dismissed from office by the Governor. Most importantly, the
Commission’s final report and recommendations on this investiga-
tion issued in 1974 were a major input in the sweeping administra-
tive reforms of the Workmen’s Compensation system, including the
conduet of judges, promulgated recently by the State Commissioner
of Labor and Industry. A bill, as recommended by the 8.C.1, has
been enacted into law to prevent more effectively bill padding by
doctors in -compensation and negligence cases. After referral of
data in this probe to prosecutorial authorities, an Essex County
Grand Jury during 1975 indicted two partners of a law firm and the
firm’s business manager on charges of conspiracy and obtaining

* See Final Report and Recommendations on the Investigatlbn of the Workmen's
Compensation System, a Report by the New. }ersey State Commission of Investigation,
Januery, 1974,
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money under false pretenses in connection with the alleged heat-
treatment, bill-padding scheme exposed at the S.C.I’°s public
hearings. Also, the Waterfront Commission of New York Harbor
used the investigative techniques and methodology established by
the S.C.I. in this investigation to conduct an investigation of and
hold public hearings on instances of widespread Workmen’s Com-
pensation frauds involving some workers on the docks. The Com-
missioners of the Waterfront Commission thanked the S.C.IL by
letter for assistance and guidance rendered to the Waterfront
Commission. '

15. TuEe DisTrRIBUTION OF DONATED FEDERAL SURPLUS -
PROPERTY AND SCHOOL PURCHASING PROCEDURES™

- A citizens’ complaint was received by the S.C.I. in January, 1973
via reference from a Federal law enforcement ageney and
prompted the Commission to make inquiry into the handling and
distribution by the State of federal surplus property donated for
use in schools and other institutions. The inguiry resulted in addi-
tiomal citizens’ complaints being received and a consequent full
investigation which extended to questionable procedures relative
to the business affairs of the Passaic County Vocational and
Technical High School in Wayne. The investigation was capped by
five da,ys of pubho hearings conduated at the Passaic County Court— ‘
house In Paterson.

The hearings presented facts concerm'_ug a woeful lack of
attempts by the gchool’s purchasing agent, who also was its busi-
ness manager, to obtain truly competitive prices for many goods
purchased, the purchasing of substantial amounts of goods and
services through middlemen, one of whom marked up prices by
more than 100 per cent, and regular payoffs to the school’s purchas-
ing agent by one of the middiemen. Additional facts were elicited
about the purchasing agent’s conversion of the services of some
school employees and property to jobs at his home and how the
school had become a virtual dumping ground for millions of dollars
of federally donated surplus property under a chaotic and mLS-
managed state program for distribution of that property.

This investigation formed the basis for S.C.I. recommendations
forra,dministrative correotive steps to establish a well run, efficient

* See State Qf New Jersey, Commission of 'In'\;.?estigati'on, Annual Resort for 1973, issued
in March, 1974,
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program. of state distribution of ‘the surplus property and for
improved procedures for school boards in overseeing purchasing
practices. The State Board of Education communicated the S.C.1L
recommendations to all school boards in the state and instructed
the Boards to be guided by them. Reference of data from this
investigation was made to the State Criminal Justice Division
which during 1974 obtained an indictment charging the Passaic
County Technical and Vocational High School’s purchasing agent-
business manager with bribery in conneection with the previously
mentioned pavoff testimony and with miguse of school personnel
and property as outlined at the S.C.1.’s hearings. The purchasing
agent-businesgs manager was convicted of bribery and sentenced
to three years in prison.

16. THE DISTRIBUTION OF NARCOTICS AND Law
- ENFORCEMENT PROGRAMS*

Narcoties and their relatmnshlp to law enforcement in New
Jersey are a natural area of econcern for the Commission, since the
huge profits to be made from illicit narcoties trafﬁckmg are an
obvious lure to criminal elements. As a result of an increase in the
S.€.1L% intelligence gathering during 1973 relative to narcotics,
the Commission obtained considerable information about certain
eriminal elements in Northern New Jersey. A subsequent in-
vestigation provided a wealth of detail about drug trafﬁokm
replete with high risks, high profits, violence and death.

At three days of public hearings in late 1973 in Trenton,
-witnesses told of their involvements in actnal heroin and cocaine
trafficking in Northern New Jersey, including accounts of one kill-
ing and an attempt by criminal-element figures to get one of the
witnesses to kill another individual. Expert witnesses from federal,
state and county agencies testified in considerable detail about the
international, inferstate and intrastate flow of heroin and cocaine
and the programs and problems of law enforcement units respon-
sible for the fight against illicit narcotics distribution.

Due to a combination of an extremely knowledgeable' and
accurate informant and an extensive follow-up investigation by
S.C.1. Special AO'ents this pro-be had significant collateral results

* See State of New Jersey, Commlssmn of Invest1gat10n, Annual Report for 1973, issued
"in March, 1974,
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which led to the S.C.I.’s playing a key role in solving cases involv-
ing a gangland style slaying, a stolen jewelry fenecing ring and a
erime federation burglary ring of more than 30 individuals. Both
the Xissex County, N. J., Prosecutor and the Lackawanna County,
Pa., Distriet Attorney complimented the S.C.I. for its role in aiding
law enforcement agencies through its broad statutory purview and
investigative expertise. The hearings also established a factual
basis for S.C.I. recommendations for improved law enforcement
capabilities to combat narcoties distribution and for revisions of
the . narcotics law, including sterner penalties for non-addict
pushers. A bill providing for life imprisonment for such pushers
was introduced in the Legislature in the Spring of 1976.

17. PSEUDO-CHARITABLE APPEALS®

A growing number of companies in recent years have been
established in New Jersey as incorporated-for-profit entities to sell
by telephone exorbitantly high priced household produects, princi-
pally light. bulbs, in the name of allegedly handicapped workers.
Although different in age, size and some operating procedures, all
indulge in degrees of deception by creating a false illusion of
charitable works for the handicapped through telephonic sales
presentations which stress references to ‘‘handicaps’ or ‘‘the
handicapped.”” Consumers by the hundreds in New Jersey be-
came so outraged upon learning they had been duped into thinking
these profit-oriented businesses were charities that they registered
complaints with the State Division of Consumer Affairs. That
Division sought a full 8.C.L investigation of these pseudo-charities
because of the broader purview of the Commission’s statute, the
Commission’s investigative expertize and ifs public exposure
PoOwWers. '

Facts put on the public record at hearings held by the 8.C.I. in
June 1974 in Trenton included: That people were willing to pay
such high prices, marked as much ag 1,100 per cent above cost, only
because the phone solicitations of the various companies had given
them the illusion they were aiding a charity; that some of the com-
panies used healthy phone solicitors who stated falsely that they
were handicapped to induce sales; that a large company’s claim to

* See Final Report and Recommendations on the Investigation of Profit Oriented
Companies Operatng in a Pseudo-Charitable Manner, a Report by the New Jersey
State Commission of Investigation, September, 1974.

24



-employ only handicapped phone solicitors was open to serious
question; that phone solicitors, whether handicapped or not, were
subject to prompt dismissal if they did not produce enoungh sales
to make a profit for the owners; that an owmer of one of the large
companies received a total of more than $1 million in four years
from the business; that any authentically handicapped phone
solicitors could be harmed by having to constantly dwell on their
ailments in order to induce sales, and that pseudo-charitable
appeals drain off millions of dollars each year that otherwise could
be tapped by bona fide charities.

The public airing of these facts accomplished a principal purpose
of the S.C.I. and the Consumer Affairs Division, namely to make
the consuming public more informed and, therefore, more discern-
ing in the receipt of any telephonic sales pitches in the name of the
allegedly handicapped. Four bills designed to carry out S.C.L
recommendations for barring deceitful sales appeals by these
profit-making companies and to foree financial disclosure by those
companies have been enacted inte law. Thus, this investigation
resulted in needed, improved consumer protection against un-
serupunlous practices. Access to data from this investigation was
afforded to federal officials both during the probe and immediately
after the public hearings. Subsequently, the owner of one of the
profit-making companies mentioned at the 8.C.L’s hearings and
the sales manager of another such company were charged with

fraud by federal authorities, Both have pleaded guilty, with the
© owner being fined and given a two-year smspended sentence and
the sales manager have been given a three-year suspended sentence.

18. PossiBLE CONFLICT OF INTERESTS OF THE CHAIRMAN
OF THE DELAWARE RIVER PORT AUTHORITY*

The State Executive Commission on Ethieal Standards during
1974 requested the S.C.1.%s assistance in investigating allegations
of possible conflict of interest of Ralph Cornell, Chairman of the
Delaware River Port Authority and a Commissioner of that au-
thority sinece its inception in 1951. The reason for the request, as
stated by the Ethics Commission, was ‘‘that the State Commission

* See Report on the Compatibility of the Interests of Mr. Ralph Cornell, Chairman of
the Delaware River Port Authority, a Report by the New Jersey State Commission
of Investigation, Qctober, 1974. -

25



of Investigation is better equipped in terms of personnel, resources
and operating procedures to conduct this inguiry.”’

The resultant investigation involved the subpenaing and
analysis of a virtnal mountain of books and records of the Au-
thorify, corporations and banks in order to lay bare certain business
relationships relative to sub-contracting work done on Authority
projects. After holding private hearings on 14 occasions from
March through August of 1974, the Commission issued a compre-
hensive public report on this inquiry and sent it to the Governor
and the Ethical Standards Commission, appropriately leaving to
that Commission the final conclusionary judgments on the full
factual picture presented by the report. The Attorney General’s
Office also wag given copies of the report.

The principal facts brought forth by the S.C.I1.’s investigation
were that Mr. Cornell’s Cornell and Company had received sub-
stantial income for work performed on Port Authority projects on
a sub and sub-snb-contracting basiz while other companies were
listed in the Amnthority’s records as the subcontractors with no
listing of Cornell and Company in those documents; that he was
the recipient of substantial dividend payments as a major stock-
holder in the insurance company which was the New Jersey broker
for the insurance coverage needs of the Authority, and that as-an
investor in lands subject to value enhancement by proximity to
existing or proposed Authority projects, Mr. Cornell had received
more than $1.9 million in nnadjusted profits. The report stated,
however, that the probe found no evidence of Mr. Cornell making
land purchases on the basis of ‘“‘ingider information’’ and that the
~ purchases could have been made by any well informed citizen with
substantial monetary resources.

19. THE GOVERNMENT OF THE BOROUGH
OF LINDENWOLD®

A citizen’s complaint letter alleging abuses in the govérnment
of the Borough of Lindenwold, a rapidly developed suburban com-
munity in Camden County, was received by the Coramission in the
latter part of 1973. Ome of the letter’s signatories, a former
Borongh Counecilman in Tindenwold, in a subsequent interview with

* See State of New Jersey, Commission of Investigation, 1974 Annua! Report, issued
in March, 1975.
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S.C.1 special agents told not only of abuses concerning ethical
standards but also of official corruption. He brought with him to the
8.0.1.% offices $5,000 he received, but never spent, as his share of
payoffs made for votes favora,ble to land development projects,
money he came to feel to have been ill garnered in detrunent to the
pubhe trust

~During 1974 the Commission obtained substantial corr oboratmn
for this man’s story of amorality in the Borough’s government in
a lengthy probe involving full use of the Commission subpcena and
witness immunity powers and its mvestlgatwe and aecountmg ex-
pertise, At three days of public hearings in Trenton in December,
1974, the Commission heard testimony supported by numerous ex-
hibits that $198,500 had been paid by land developers to Linden-
wold public officials in return for favorable treatment and coopera-
tion of the Borough government, that a Borough official and a
county official had accepted substantial amounts of cagh from com-
panies owning land subject to-the officials’ regulation, and that
Lindenwold public officials used strawmen to mask their purchases
" of properties which were offered for sale by the Borough, the
value of which could be enhanced by the officials’ acts.

The pubhc disclosure of what the Oomm1ssmn called “the
democratie process of local government operating at its worst’’
served to sound a warning and present a deterrent factor to com-
munities throughout New Jersey. The principal S.C.I. recom-
mendation stemming from this hearing was for enactment of a
tongh conflict of interests law to apply uniformly on a statewide

: basm to all county and municipal officials. A bill meeting the S.C.L
eriteria in this area has been introduced in the Legislature, and
the Commission, along with Attorney (teneral for New Jersey,
continues to urge enactment of the measure as sorely needed to
improve government thromghout the state. After the S.C.L re-
ferred data from this investigation to the State Criminal Justice
Division, a State Grand Jury indicted the then Mayor of Linden-
wold and a former Mayor of that Borough on charges involving
bribery, misconduct and perjury. The then Lindenwoid Borough
Treasurer was indicted by the same jury on a charge of soliciting
a bribe. All charges related to land development activities as
aired at the 8.C.1.%s hearings. The indicted Mayor no longer holds
that office, and the Lindenwold electorate has given control of the
Borough to a new regime.
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20. LAND ACQUISITION BY MIDDLESEX COUNTY®

During the Spring of 1975 the Commission recewed a series
of citizens complaints about actions by the Middlesex County
government, with stress on alleged overpayment by that govern- -
ment for purcha.se of certain 1ands for park purposes under the
State’s Green Acres program. A preliminary, evaluative inquiry
of the complaints by the Commission provided substantial indica-
tion that overpayments had occurred and that faulty real estate
appraisals and insufficient review of those appraisals by the
County’s Land Acquisition Department and by the State’s Green
Acres unit might be at the root of the problem. Accordingly, the
Commission authorized a full-gecale investigation of the County’s
land aequisition procedures and related procedures of the Green
Aecres unit. Public hearings were held in Trenton in January, 1976.

This investigation, aided by the services of two of the most -
respected and expert post-appraisal reviewers in the State, deter- .
mined that the County did indeed overpay by some 100 per cent
above fair market value for certain parecels of land in the Ambrose
and Doty’s brooks area of Piscataway Township. Both experts
found that the appraisals made for each of the parcels overstated
the value of the lands, principally because of failure to take into
sufficient account physical deficiencies in terrain, The investiga-
tion determined that the Administrator of the County’s Land
Acquisition Department had approved the land purchase prices
with virtual rubber stamp consent from the Board of Freholders.
The Administrator not only constantly solicited a stream of
political contributions from the appraisers doing business with
the County but also, according to the sworn testimony of two of
those appraisers, solicited .cash payments from the two at a time
when they were being awarded appraisal work for the County
by the Administrator. Additional testimony at the hearings indi-
cated serious deficiencies and confusion in aspects of the appraisal
review function of the State Green Aeres program, which supplies
matching funds for county and local land purchases for park

purposes. _
As a result of the S.C.I’s exposures in this investigation,
the Administrator of the County’s Land Acquisition Department

was suspended from his post, and the County government moved
to institute a more stringent process of checks and balances on

* See pages 32 to 133 of this Annual Report.
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land aequisition procedures, The Commission’s final recommenda-
tions for improving land acquisition procedures at the county and
local levels are presented on subsequent pages of this annual
report. The data from this investigation has been referred to
prosecutorial authorities.

21. THE NEW JERSEY MEDICAID PROGRAM

The New Jersey Medicaid - program of health care for the
indigent was nearing completion of its fifth vear of operation in
December, 1974 when Governor Brendan T. Byrne made a formal
request that the S.C.I. evaluate the entire program. The Gov-
ernor’s letter of request expressed concern about the escalating,
$400-million-plus annual cost of the program and, in effect, asked
for a thorough checkup of the program’s efficacy and mteo"rlty

‘A formal request from the Governor under the S.C.1.°s statute
mandates that the Commission undertake the desired probe.
Accordingly, full investigation of the New Jersey Medicaid pro-
gram commenced during the first quarter of 1975 and continued
antil the spring of 1976. During the course of the investigation,
the Commission reported on an interim basgis from time to time fo
the Governor. T'wo of the Interim actions were public documents
issned in April and May of 1975. Omne of the documents was a
report which detailed flaws in phases of Medicaid’s reimbursement
of nursing homes. The other document was a public statement
which detailed dangerously poor conditions and operations in some
clinical laboratories in New Jersey and recommended that the
Legislature complete enactment of the Clinical Laboratories Con-
trol Act to provide more effective state control over the labora-
tories. The bill was subsequently enacted into law.

In June, 1975, the Commission held public hearings on the
bilking of Medicaid by some independent eclinical laboratories
through false billing and kickback practices. A review of this
hearing and the final recommendations stemming therefrom are
presented on subsequent pages of this annual report. Since the
public hearings, the Medicaid manual regulating independent
clinical laboratories has heen drastically revised fo bar abusive
practices, and the maximum fee schedule for reimbursing those
laboratories has been reduced by 40 per cent. Estimated savings

* See pages 134 to 221 of this Annual Report.
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from these reforms alone have been put at $1.4 mﬂhon for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1976,

As this Annual Report went to press, the Commission’s staff was
completing preparation "of several contemplated future publie
actions which will mark the termination of the S.C.1.’s Medicaid
probe. The contemplated actions will cover the reaping of high
profits by some individuals through sales, financing and lease-back
techniques which have grossly inflated the values of some nursing-
homes; overbilling and overutilization patterns engaged in by
gome physmmns and pharmacists, and an analysis of methods for
controlling hospital costs which, through their effect on Blue
Cross rates, affect Medicaid Whlch uses those rates as a reimburse-
ment standard. :

22. PRE-PAROLE RELEASE PROGRAMS®

The Commission during 1974 and continuing into 1975 received a
number of complaints about possible abuses and ripoffs of the pre- -
parole release programs of the New Jersey State Correctional
System. The programs, aimed at the worthy goal of success in
re-introducing inmates to society, include furloughs, work releases,
education releases and community releases. Lengthy preliminary
inguiries to evaluate the complaints.indicated clearly to the Com-
mission that the effectiveness and. goals of the programs were
being subverted by exploltlve abuses attributable to Weaknesses n
the operatmn and supervision of the programs.

Accordingly, the Commission by resolution in September 1975
authorized a full investigation of the program. The probe extended
into 1976, with public hearings being held on four days in May,
1976 in Trenton. Principal disclosures at the hearings included
falsification of furlough and other types of applications to gain
premature entry into the programs; establishment of favored
status for some inmates and a resulting system of bartering for
favors, including monetary exchanges among inmates; the ease
with which work releases and educational releases could be ripped
off because of insufficient supervision, and the intrusion of a
system of barter-for-favor in the procedures attendant on transfers
of inmates among the various penal institutions.

The Commission in its public statements at the hearing credited
the State Ingtitution and Agencies Department with making eredit-

* See pages 222 to 235 of this report.
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able reform efforts to improve the programs while the S.C.L’s
investigation was in progress. However, the Commission said the
investigation and hearings had factually demonstrated the need
for further corrective steps to bring the programs to a point
where system integrity is virtwally foolproof and, therefore,
deserving of proper and needed levels of public confidence and
support. In their adjournment statement, the Commissioners
reviewed their suggestions for introducing sunfficient check and
balance procedures to the programs and urged that there be suffi-
cient funding to provide additional non-inmate personnel to con-
duect and superwse ‘those 1mpr0ved prooedures
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INVESTIGATION OF THE LAND -ACQUISITI'ON_
PRACTICES OF MIDDLESEX COUNTY UNDER
THE STATE’S GREEN ACRES PROGRAM

IN’I’RODUCTION

The County of Middlesex began in the late 1960s to a,cqulre‘
lands in the Ambrose and Doty’s brooks area of Piscataway Town-
ship principally for the creation of parklands. By the advent of
1975, the acquisition process had covered some 50 parcels in the
area. This parkland project, like others of its type in recent years
in New Jersey, has been eligible for fifty per cent funding under
the State’s Green Aeres program, financed by taxpayer-paid-for
state bond issues.

During February, 1975, the Commission received a series of
citizen complaints relative to certain actions of the Middlesex
County government, with emphasis on possible overpayment for
some of the lands in the Ambrose and Doly’s brooks parkland
project. The complaints led the Commission to focus considerable
attention on certain 1974 land purchases by Middlesex, among
which were six parcels comprising 43.5 acres in the Ambrose and
Doty’s brooks area. The County in that year paid a total of some
$1.5 million to purchase those six parcels.

As it does in the case of any responsible complaint made by a
genuinely concerned citizen who alleges in a rational manner a
' possible public harm, the Commission in the winter of 1975 com-
menced a preliminary inquiry to evaluate whether or not the
citizen complaints relative to Middlesex County might be factually
substantiated to a degree sufficient to warrant a full-scale in-
vestigation by the Commission. The inquiry involved interviews
and document analysis by Special Agents and Special Agents/
Accountants of the Commission. This evaluafive phase also in-
cluded reference of four of the total of 12 appraisals (two each for
each parcel) used by the Middlesex County Land Acquisition De-
partment to place a fair market value on the six Ambrose and
Doty’s brooks area parcels to Mr. James V. Hyde, M.A.I., Director
of the Division of Right-of-Way in the New Jersey State Depart-
ment of Transportation. Mr. Hyde, one of the most respected
experts in post-appraisal review in the nation, graciously acceded
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to the Commission’s request that his staff, under his supervision
and guidance, check the validity and accuracy of the four appraisal
reports on a preliminary, accelerated basis and inform the Com-
mission of the findings of that review process.

The initial data resulting from the evaluative inguiry indicated
a distinet probability that the county had overpaid for the lands
and that any overpayments might have their roots largely in in-
sufficiencies in the appraisals rendered to the County and in short-
comings and improprieties in the processes of the Middlesex
County Land Acquisition Department.

- The Commission, therefore, subsequently anthorized by resolu-
tions a full investigation of the land acquisition procedures of the
County and the related appraisal review function of the State
Green Acres unit of the State Department of Environmental Pro-
tection. As part of the investigation, the Commission sent for full
review and evaluation by Mr. Hyde and his staff all appraisal
reports submitted by fee appraisers to the County and used in
connection with purchases of the six previously mentioned land
parcels. The Commission also retained for a similar, in-depth
post-appraisal review of those same appraisals the services of
Alton W, Van Horn, M.A.T,, of the firm of Van Horn and Dolan,
of Elizabeth, N. J. Mr, Van Horn, like Mr. Hyde, has widely
recognized and respected expertise in the post-appraisal review
ﬁeld Additionally, the Commission had in its 1971-72 probe of the
State’s purchase of land for the site of the then new Stockton State
College in Atlantic County employed the expert post-appraisal
review services of Messrs. Hyde and Van Horn, with fhe reports
submitted by those two expert professionals being the key to expos-
ing in a well documented manner gross overpayment by the State
for the college campus site. That investigation, in a public report
issued by the S8.C.I. in June, 1972, showed that overpayment by
some 300 per cent for the land was directly attributable to in-
adequate and misleading appraisals which assumed an outward
appearance of validity because of a lack of expertise and safeguard
procedures in the post-appraisal review capacity of the State
Division of Purchase and Property.

The Commission’s ﬁnal recommendations contained in that
report were subsequently instituted by executive orders and now
provide effective safeguards against further misuse of taxpayer
dollars in land purchases by that Division. The Commission, in
 initiating a full investigation of the Middlesex County matter, felt
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that ‘a similar, important public service-could be provided by
developing a somewhat parallel set of facts to those revealed in
the Stockton; College matter. The Commission would, thereby,
provide the factual base for ultimately recommending improved
standards and safeguard processes in the land acquisition pro-
cedures not only of Middlesex Clounty but also of other counties
and municipalities throughout the state. It is the Commission’s
firm opinion that expenditures of millions of dollars per year of
taxpayer money for property purchases by governmental bodies
at those levels of government certainly deserve as much safeguard-
ing as similar expenditures at the state level. '

At the same time that Messrs. Hyde and Van Horn were con-
dueting their in-depth post-appraisal reviews of all the appraisals
relating to the previously mentioned six parcels of land, the Com-
mission’s Special Agents and Special Agents/Accountants began
intensive probing of the operations of the Middlesex County Land
Acquisition Department and its Administrator, Nathan DuBester,
and into contacts between Mr. DuBester and the fee appraisers Who
were, by virtne of being on the County’s approved list of
appraisers, eligible for award of appraisal work by Mr. DuBester.
This phase of the investigation was further intensified when re-
ports received by the Commission from Messrs. Hyde and Van
Horn on their in-depth reviews indicated eclearly that the
appraisals on which Middlesex County had based its purchase of
the six parcels were seriously deficient in a number of aspects
and had, therefore, overstated the true fair market values of those
lands.

- By the summer of 1975, the Commission began taking private
testimony in this investigation, with those executive sessions of the
Commission being held on a score of occasions extending into early
January, 1976. As aunthorized by resolution of the Commission,
public hearings based on this investigation were held January 27,
28 and 29 in the State Senate Chamber in Trenton. :

The salient facts, as presented at the public hearings, are
reviewed in detail on subsequent pages of this report. A summary
of the prineipal areas of public disclosure includes:

* Inadequacies and laxities in county procedures and
practices which led to inordinate authority and anton-
omy being vested in the Administrator of the Middle-
sex County Land Acquisition Department for the
purchasing of lands and the exercise of deplorably -
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poor and costly judgments in several land acquisition
actions taken by the County.

* How the award of county work to some outside pro-
fessional land appraisers and evaluation and review
of that work by the Administrator of the Middlesex
County Land Acquisition Department was mingled
with payment of political contributions by appraisers
and certain other monetary exchanges, all to the
detriment of objective and uncompromisged decigion-
making in the public interest.

® Shorteomings, oversights and judgmental errors
. which led to overstatement of fair market value in
appraisal reports submitted to the County by fee
appraisers for the six parcels of land which were
subject to intense examination by the Commigsion.

¢ Serious deficiencies and confusion in the appraisal
review function of the State Green Acres Program in
the handling of the application by Middlesex County
for matching Green Acres funds for the parkland
purchases.

. Final Recommendations Noted

At the adjournment of the public hearings based on this inves-
tigation, S8.C.I. Chairman Joseph H. Rodriguez read on behalf of
the Commission a statement which ouflined corrective-step areas
which the S.C.I would study further in fashioning its final recom-
mendations. The statement emphasized that, while real estate
appraising is not an exact science, it is subjeet to discernible
disciplines and standards which must be adhered fo in atmosphere
which stresses professionalism and minimizes political influences
and pressures. |

The Commission subsequently in this report presents in full its
final recommendations which appear logically on pages 99 to
133 after the review of the salient facts presented at the public
hearings. Suffice it to say here that the final recommendations, in
the Commission’s opinion, provide check-and-balance mechanisms
and other improved procedures and standards which will assure
greater taxpayer protection in county and municipal property
purchases and in the State’s use of Green Acres money to preserve
open spaces.
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Other Delegation of Authority and Autonomy

As the investigation of Middlesex County’s land acquisition
practices progressed, it became abundantly clear that at the root of
some of the problems and abuses uncovered by the probe was an
over delegation of authority and autonomy to the County Admin-
istrator of the Liand Acquisition Department, Nathan DuBester.
Mr. DuBester in actuality decided which fee appraisers would be
placed on the approved appraiser list, which of those selected
appraisers would be assigned appraisal work by the County, re-
viewed appraisal reports received, determined fair market values
for the County to pay, asked for and received on a virtually rubber-
stamp, sparsely documented basis freeholder approval for those
values, and then negotiated the purchases of the lands, all without
checks and balances so vital to assuring integrity and soundness
in the democratic process of government Additionally, Mr.
DuBester worked as only a negotiator in the State Green Acres
unit prior to becoming Land Acquisition Administrator for Middle-
sex, has never appraised properties, has had no specialized training
in eonducting reviews of appraisal reports, and could offer only
10 years of ‘‘on-the-job experience’’ ag his sole job qualification.

The sparseness of the documentation afforded the Middlesex
Board of Freeholders when considering a resolution to purchase
lands, in this case lands in the Ambrose and Doty’s brooks area,
wag illustrated in the following pertinent excerpts of the public
hearing testimony of Freeholders Stephen J. Capestro, who is also
Chairman of the County’s Parks and Recreation Committee:

Q. Who reviews those documents?

A. There’s a whole, sir. The Board as a whole with _'
the experts and we would review it at that time and.
any questions would be asked at that time.

Q. Your testimony is you received some documents
from the couniy counsel’ 8 office that you would.
review?

A. A copy of the resolution that appears that day.

How about the appraisal reports, sir?
No, sir.

How about the title search?
No, sir.

PO PO
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purchase,

). How about the coniract?
A. No, gir.. Just the copy of a resolution.

Q. Who gives you the information contained in
those documents?-
A. That would be done at the conference, sir.

Q. Who gives you that mformatwn?

A. Whichever the department that came in, the
engineer would be there or planning staff Would be,
eounty land acquisition.

In terms of fair market value for the property?
The Land Acguisition Department.

Who is that?
Mr. DuBester.

#* ® * *

o o

Q. Then actually, Freeholder Capestro did you
ever have wm your possession the supporting docu-
ments to support this, the application for this project?
~A. Not in my po-sse.ssion, sir. To the best of my
knowledge, never.

" Q. The best that you received was a verbal report
at a meeting?

A. Yesg, sir. Documentation, sir, the normal thing T
would do at a meeting if it was an acquisition on
Ambprose-Doty, then I would asgk the question do we
have the documentation and are there any questions
by any other frecholder. In the event there were any
other questions, I would hold that resolution at that
* time. 1 would not vote on it at that meeting until the
- gquestions were satisfied in everyone’s mind.

The public hearing testimony of Joseph H. Burns, First Assm-
tant County Counsel, and Herman Hoffman, County Counsel,
demonstrated that, prior to the S.C.I.’s investigation, there was an
almost total lack of checking and evaluating of the fair market
values arrived at and certified by Mr. DuBester after he had re-
ceived appraisal reports from fee appraisers. Once Mr. DuBester
referred his assessment of fair market value for a land acquisition
to the Office of County Counsel, the practice was, except, of course,
in cases involving condemnation, to draw promptly a contract for
get the contract signed by the landowner and then draw
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a resolution to be submitted to the B.oard of Freeholders for
approval of the contract. Mr. Burns testified as to the lack of any
substantial review procedures by Counsel’s Office: '

Q. Do you have any input as to the fair market
value placed on the property?
A. No, I don’t. :

Q. Is that solely in the hands of Mr. DuBester?

A. Yes. It comes out of the Land Acquisition De-
partment to Mr. Hoffman with a fair market value
placed on it.

. At thas tume, and we’re talking about 1973-1974,
was any review of appraisals dovie by the County
Counsel’s office for these particular lands?

A. No. No review as such. If there were a con-
demnation proceeding, obviously the Assistant
County Counsel handling that file would then secure
copies of the appraisals becanse of course, in order
to prepare for a condemnation hearing before the
Condemnation Commissioners, he would have to study
the appraisals and confer with the appraiser who
would be testifying at the condemnation hearing with
contracts. There was no review,

Q. Well, then, was all supporting information as to
the purchase price in the hands of Mr. DuBester at all
times?

A, Yes.

Mr. Hoffman’s testimony at the public hearings in this area
re-emphasized the lack of sufficient review and check and balance
procedures relative to Mr. DuBester:

Q. Mr. Hoffman, I'm just trying to learn more
about this if I can. When Mr. DuBester would
negotiate o price it would go to wyour office for

- normally a closing, correct?

A, That is correct.

Q. So the fixed price would come over to you?
A. Where he had reached a fixed price, that’s right,
yes. '
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. Q. Right. Now, would the appraoisals also come
over? : -
A. No, they would not.

Q. They would not?
A.  No, they would not.

Q. So, really, there’s no review of the County
Counsel level or there had been no real review of the
aoppraisals at the C’mmty Counsel levew

A. That’s correct, sir.

Investigation Initiates Corrections

" Mr. Hoffman testified further that since the inception of the
S.C.I investigation in 1975, his office has instituted a policy of
having the Assistant County Counsels obtain and examine support-
ing documents as to the fair market value determinations of the
Land Acquisition Department. He also testified that a special
Land Acquisition Committee was being formed with the intent of
assisting in reviewing fair market value determinations and that
the County was moving toward the hiring of an appraisal reviewer
with aceredited expertise in that area to analyze and evalunate
thoroughly all appraisal reports received by the county.

- Ooncedlng at the public hearings that the County’s review
procedures in land acquisition had, prior to the S.C.I probe, been
minimal and inadequate, Mr. Hoffman testified that much more
would have to be done to establish fully effective review and
check-and-balance procedures to assure integrity and proper tax-
payer protection in the purchases of lands. He stated that the
county would continue to attempt to correct deficiencies on its own
but also would be guided by the 5.C.I.’s final recommendations
in aceomplishing full reform. He characterized the S.C.L investi-
gation as a ‘‘marvelous job’’ carried ont by competent and
dedicated people and stated that the S.C.L public hearings had
brought to the fore governmental problems which must be solved.

' On Paying More for Less

~During the course of the investigation, the Commission came
across instances of what it called indefensible decisions by the
County in land purchasing conducted on a mostly unreviewed and
unchecked basis by Mr. DuBester. In two of the instances, the
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county ended up paying more dearly for pa,r'tml or less-than-
originally-planned takings than if' they had purehased the full
parcels. The instances mcluded two lots in the six parcels of land
acquired by the County during 1974 in the Ambrose and Doty’s
brooks area of Piscataway and analyzed in depth by the S.CL
One of the parcels was officially designated as Block 457, Lot 8§,
owned by the M.W. Kellog Co. As in the case of each of the six
parcels, this parcel was the subject of two appraisals, one done by
F. Russell Holt, M.A.L., a fee appraiser with offices in Hdison, and
the other done by John J Galaida, a fee appraiser then with offices .
in Perth Amboy.

It was Mr. DuBester’s testimony that he relied more on Mr.
Holt’s appraisals than he did on those of Mr. Galaida. Mr, Holt
in the case of the Kellog parcel came in with a appraisal of
$317,600 or $35,000 per acre for the originally planned 9.073 full
taking of this parcel. Subsequently, in a move supposedly initiated
to save money, a revised partial taking of only 6.403 acres was
directed. Mr. Holt accordingly revised his appraisal to take into
account the partial taking. He still attached a $35,000-per-acre
value to, the partial taking but found that remaining 2.673
acres left to Kellog were so severely damaged that $110,000 in
damages should be awarded to that remainder, bringing the total
appraisal value for the partial faking of $334,300. He placed a
nominal value of $500 on the damaged remainder. The County
after negotiation ended up paying $315,000 for the partial taking,
thus paying thonsands of more dollars due to a damaged remainder
which was nominally valued at only $500. Additlonally the final
sales price was only $2,600 less than the value placed on the
ongmal full taking of 9,073 acres.

The second instance involved a parcel officially demgnated as
Block 460 X, Lot 6B, with the owning parties being Di Leo and
Nessler. Again as to tlns parcel, it was decided to go for a partial
taking, this time on the grounds that some of the total parcel might
be needed for future‘.roa,d widening., Mr. Holt in his appraisal of
the 4.352 partial taking aseribed a $35,000-per-acre value to the tak-
ing and found the .528 acre remainder left to Di Leo and Nessler
had been damaged to the extent of $18,350. That brought the total
appraised value of the partial taking to $170,600. In his appraisal,
Mr. Holt placed a nominal value of $200 for the damaged half-acre.
Thus, the County again paid thousands of dollars in da,mages for
a remamder with a nominal value of only $200. - ‘
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When Mr. DuBester was questioned about the instances of
the county paying more dearly for land because of the damages
awarded for partial takings and his not advising eounty officials of
those facts prior to purchases of the lands, he testified it was
possible that he might have “‘goofed’’ at one point, but he insisted
he had made proper determinations of fair market value in all
instances.

Mr. Holt was asked during his testimony at the public hearings
why he had notf in a separafe communication warned the County
that it could end up paying more money for less land. He stated
repeatedly that all the pertinent figures were contained in his
appraisal reports to the County and that those figures, speaking
for themselves, constituted sufficient communication to the County.
But at one point in the questioning he conceded he might have had
an additional obligation:

ComwmigstoNEr Fariey: But was not your appraisal,
your second appraisal, really the predicate for the
County to make a horrendously poor decision, buying

“less and paying more?

Tar Wrrness: It seems to me, my appraisal should -
have waved a red flag and somebody should have said,
well, might as well take the whole thing. The figures
were obvious. If anybody had compared my original
figure with my revised figure, as I said before, I think
the figures spoke for themselves.

CommissioNeEr FarveEy: Would you concede that
since Middlesex was paying you, that you had a duty
of loyalty and trust to them, to it? To your employer?

Tae Wrrness: I didn’t—I can concede that maybe I
had sort of a moral obligation to call on them. |
o OOMMISSIONER Farrey: And why didn’t you speak -
up?
Tae Wirress: But I didn’t, and I’'m sorry I didn’t.
But I really felt the figures spoke for themselves.

A TREMENDOUS DISPARITY

The public hearings dwelled in part with what the Commission
found to be a ‘“‘tremendous disparity’’ between the appraisals
originally rendered by Messrs. Holt and (alaida for another
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Ambrose and Doty’s brooks area parcel officially designated as

Block 460E, Lot 1 owned by Brown and Shea. Mr. Holt in July,
1973 submitted to Mr. DnBester an appraisal report placing a
- walue of $207 500 or $25,000 per acre. In August, 1973, Mr. Galaida
submitted an appraisal report for the same parcel valumg it at
$58, 000 or %7,000 per acre. Mr. Galaida, after commaunications with
Mr. DuBester, finally in Mareh, 1974 changed his fair market value
for the parcel to $25,000 per acre, same as Mr. Holt’s value. The
Commission noted that Mr. Galaida made that sharp upward
revision in his value for the parcel affer Mr. DuBester had
certified to County Counsel that $25,000 per acre was the fair
market value and a contract of sale had been signed for the
$207,000 figure.

It was Mr. DuBester’s testimony that before recommending.
county approval of the $25,000-per-acre figure, he had asked Mr.
Holt to review his appraisal and that Mr. Holt after such review,
reasserted that figure as his estimate of fair market value. Mr.
DuBester testified that since $35,000 per acre was the going price
for industrial land in the area, he concluded that $25,000 per acre
was the proper value for the subject parcel which wag slightly less
valuable than some other parcels in the area. Mr. DuBester denied -
that he ever instructed Mr. Galaida to make his appraisal equal
that of Mr. Holt, and he stated that he asked only that Galaida
objectively reconsider his appraisal in light of its wide disparity
with Holt’s. Mr. DuBester also denied that he ever instructed
Mr. Galaida to attach to his appraisal-revision letter to the County
a sketch-map indieating how a rectangular shaped industrial build-
ing might be placed on the parcel’s terrain.

Mr. (alaida’s testimony on these points was in substantial
variance to that of Mr. DuBester. Mr. Galaida testified that his
original $7,000-per-acre value was still in his opinion the correct
value gince the parcel was flawed with 20 to 40-foot easements or
rights-of-way and because the vacant parcel had only a limited
good frontage area which dropped down to swampy land and a

-streambed. Me testified further about his appraisal and Mr.
DuBester’s alleged reaction to it:

Q. And did there come a time when you had a
conversation with Mr. DuBester on that appraisal
report?

A, Yes.
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Q. How did that come to you? :
A, Well, after T had submitted my report on 11;———

@. The report where you found it to be seven
thousand per?

A. Seven thousand an acre. He called me in and
sort of read me the riot act because the other
appraiser, Mr. Holt, was in at a much higher price per
acre and I was quite low on this property.

* * * ES

Q. And Mr. DuBester, the county official for the
people of Middlesew Counifa , was mad at you?
A. Yes,

Q. How do you explain that?

A. Well, he told me that I was eausmg a lot of
waves by this appraisal and if T didn’t come in line he
would see that I wouldn’t get any more work.

Q. What did he suggest, if anything?
A, Well, we sat down and I said I don’t think a
building could be built on this property.

~A. He said that he’d show me where a building
could be built on this property and the other land
where the easements cross it can be used for parking

and it would meet the requirements for zoning and
setback.

Q. Did he drow a diagram?

" A. He sketched 6n a map that he had where a
building, he thought a building could be built and I
said, ‘“Well, let me go back into the fleld. Let me see
what I could come up with and let me see. If maybe
I did make a mistake, then I’ll see what happens.”’

* * * W#

Q. Y ou first submtled your appraisal report in
‘August approzimaltely, of 737 ,
. Yes, August 11th.

Q And then there came a time in March of 1974,
some sww months approximately later, that you finally
revised your original appraisal; is tha,t mght%’

A, That’s correct. :
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Q. Now, during that siz-month period of fime, were
you studying modern technological engineering realty
for new buildings?

A. I said T didn’t want——

- Q. The answer to my question is?
- A. No, I was sticking to my gunns.

Q. Were you pouring over blueprints on the great
new building that would be built on the Brown and
Shea parcel?

" A. No.

Q. And when you say you were sticking to your
guns, I think you just said that?
A. Yes.

Q. What was happening during those 8w mowths
on this parcel?
A. I was catehing flack from Mr. DuBester.

Q. And that means—whal was happermng?

A. He kept telling me I better update that
appraisal report and bring it in line with the other
properties.

And did you finelly make a judgment to do s0?
Finally I did, yes, sir.

And will you read your letter to Mr. D*L&Bester?
T—

By the way, that has a da,te of what??
March 15th, 1974

What did you sa J9 :
Igaid, ““In rev1ew1ng' the above-captioned prop-
er ty Ifeel I ha,ve errored in not considering advanced
engineering technology in construecting a building as
Outlined on the enclosed map. Taking into account
this development, it is this appraiser’s opinion that
the new value should be as follows: 8.3 acres at
$25 000 per acre or $207,500.

. “Dhis is my Value as of this date March 156th, 1974.
If I can be of further assistance to you in regards to
this matter, please call. Respectfully submitted.”’
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Q. Mr. Galaida, I realice it’s a hard thing, but did
that letter represent your true thinking and your tme
pmfessw%a,l opimon? . .

-No.

 The Red Flag Goes Up

Mr. Hoffman, the Middlesex County Counsel, testified that 1f
there had been sufficient checks and reviews of Mr. DuBester’s
certification of fair market values, the instances of the County’s
paying more dearly for less'land and of a tremendous disparity of
appraisals would have been red flags which would have led to
questioning and re-analysis of Mr. DuBester’s certifications. As
previously noted, after the S.C.I. investigation began, Assistant
County Counsels were under instructions not to accept Mr.
DuBester’s fair market values at their face value and to exdmine
any supporting documentation. And as a result, the red flag’ dld
start to be raised as to his value certifications.

A case in point concerned another Ambrose and Doty’s brooks-
area parcel officially designated as Block 496, Lot 7 and owned
by Benro Inc. The County eventually opted to take partially 4.63
acres of this parcel, leaving a remainder to Benro of 3.35 acres.
Mr. Holt’s appraisal for this partial taking was $212,200 and the
contract was approved by freeholder resolution in June, 1975.
Assistant County Counsel Burns testified because of some title
clearance problems, closing of this approved, contracted-for-sale
was delayed. In the interim, largely due to the S.C.L probe, Mr.
Burns decided to check on the documentation behind Mr.
" DuBester’s certification of fair market value for this partial taking
and a second appraisal, done by Charles Sullivan of the David
B. Marshall Co., put a value of $196,250 on that same part1a.1
takmg

Mr. DuBester had certified as the fair market value Mr. Holt’
value of $212,200 which included $50,150 in alleged damages to the
remainder left to Benro. Mr. Burns’ review of the appraisals led
him to visit the site of the parcel and to a determination that the
Ambrose and Doty’s brooks streambed and a drainage ditch were
on the 4.63 partial taking by the County and that the remaining
3.35 acres to be retained by Benro were not so damaged. Mr.
Burns also noted that neither appraisal made adjustments for the
watercourse and the drainage ditech on the partial-taking acreage.
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He thén took Mr. DuBester and Mr. Masone of the Land Aequisi-
tion Department to the site and came to the belief during that
visit that Messrs. DuBester and Masone agreed -with Mr. Burns’
opinion that the $212,200 value for partial taking represented very
possible over-pricing. Eventually, the County retained an outside
review appraiser to re-appraise the partial taking, and the review
appralser set a fair market value of approximately $110,000.

While the County was ﬁaﬂgmg the Benro m&tter the S.C.L
asked, as pa,rt of its probe, Mr. Alton Vanllorn, the expert post-
appraisal reviewer refained by the Commisgion, to review Mr.
Holt’s and Mr. Sullivan’s Benro appraisals. Mr. VanHorn, with
agsistance from John VanHorn of the same firm, carried out this
reviewing task and rendered the Commission a report which in-
dicated that the $212,200 value or any figure close to that value
was too high an estimate of value. The report indicated that both
appraisals would have been substantially lower if proper down-
ward adjustments had been used for factors of flooding, non-arms-
length comparative sales, and a 1969 sales priece of the parcel of
only $95,000. The VanHorns’ report to the 8.C.I. stated that the
values in both the Holt and Sullivan appraisals ‘‘are nnsupport-
able.”’

SALES OF TICKETS ¥OR PoriTicAL FUNCTIONS

_-Since mid-1973, the New Jersey State Election Liaw has required
that political contributions, whether they be in the form of sales
of tickets to political functions or just ontright donations, be
publiely recorded with the State Hlection Law Hnforcement Com-
mission. As part of its Middlesex County Land acquisition probe,
the S.C.L inspected the records of that Commission relative to any
political contributions by appraisers who had been given appraisal
work by the County. The namesg of all appraisers who had been
awarded appraisal contracts by the County sinee 1967 through -
1975 were supplied to the Commission by the Mlddlesex County
Treasurer’s Office.

* 8.0.I Special Agent Richard Evans then determined from the
Election Law Commission records that 17 appraisers on the
County’s approved appraisers list had from mid-1973 through the
yvear 1975 made political contributions totaling $12,055. A further
check by Agent Evans of Election Law Commission records showed
that on at least eight occasions during that same time span,
political contribiitions had been made by employees of the Middle-
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sex County Land A@quisition Depalfment on the same date as
contributions by appraisers were made. .

Agent Evans proaeeded next to draw up a 11st indicating polifical
contrlbutlons by appraisers by the date of each contribution. He
then inspected the dates of appraisal agreements made by the
County and the dates of the resolutions by the Middlesex County
Freeholder Board approving awards of appraisal work and com-
pared those dates with the dates of the making of the political
contributions by the appraisers. As a result of these investigative
and analytical steps, Agent Ivans determined that on at least 14
-oceasions political contributions by appraisers on the approved list
either immediately preceded or shortly followed the County’s
signing appraisal agreements with the appraisers or the approval
of those agreements by the Freeholder Board.

The investigation of this area by Agent Evans also showed that
on at least 13 occasions the political contributions by appraisers
were preceded by County payments to the appraisers for services
rendered and that on five occasions an appraiser made contribu-
tions ranging from $50 to $250 following the receipt of payments
by Middlesex County for services rendered

The above facts relatlve to political contrlbution-s by appraisers
on the County’s approved list were testified fo by Agent Evans at
the public hearings, and that testimony was accompanied by the
marking as exhibits of four list-type docaments which appear as
Charts One through Four on pages 48 to 52 of this annual report.

The previously mentioned Nathan DuBester, Administrator of
the Middlesex County Land Acquisition Department, conceded at
‘the public hearings that, as a registered Democrat, he had sold
tickets to political funetions to appraisers doing business with the
County and on ‘‘limited occasions’’ to employees in his department:

Q. Do you perform or conduct any functions for
the Democratic Party in Middlesex Couniy?
A. Yes,Ido. - ‘

Q. And what are those fu%ctioazs“?’
A. There are times when 1 sell tickets for political
- affairs.

Q. Where do you sell these tickets?
A. As T have stated before, wherever I can.
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CHART ONE

CONTRIBUTIONS BY APPRAISERS ON
MIDDLESEX COUNTY APPROVED LIST -

Appraiser Date of Contribution - Amount
Bolotin, Harry April 19, 1974 $ 25.
' Auvgust 12, 1974 250.
Aungust 15, 1974 : 50.
August 19, 1974 50.
Janunary 24, 1975 30..
June 10, 1975 : 100.
Angust 14, 1975 _ 100.
August 14,1975 . : 50.
Aungust 22, 1975 200,
October 20, 1975 _ o 25,
October 20, 1975 50,
o - October 28, 1975 - 50.
Christian, Gloria - August 1, 1973 o 200.
Fleming, Carl October 31,1974 © 500. -
‘ - : January 28, 1975 : 100.
. . August 28, 1975 75.
(Gtalaida, John - Angust 1, 1973 : - 500.

_ October 29, 19731 , 250,
Grall, Jerome August 1, 1973 o + 300..
o April 19,1974 50.

July 10, 1974 ‘ - 100.
- August 12, 1974 250.
November 20, 1974 ' 50.
January 16, 1975 75.
January 17, 1975 ' 60,
Augnst 14, 1975 o - 200,
- October 20, 1975 - 100.
Harrigan, James May 13, 1974 ' -50.
August 12, 1974 - 100.
Angust 28, 1975 : , 100,
Harrington, Donald July 25, 1973 500. -
- August 23, 1974 ' - 100,
June 25, 1975 100.
August 14, 1975 1090.
Holt, . Russell July 23, 1973 500.
Angust 12, 1974 ' ' 300.
January 16, 1975 - 60.
August 14,1975 100.

1 Trans Jersey Realty.
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: Appraiser
London, Alfred

Murray, James
Paulus, Robert
Patten, Thomas
Salgado, Joseph
Schurko, John

Sullivan, Charles

2 South County Realty.
2 Diversified Appraisals.
4 Dial Agency.

Date of Contribution

August 28, 1973
April 30, 1974

July 23, 1974

October 7, 1974
June, 1975
August 4, 1975
August 13, 1975

August 15, 19742
October 31, 1974
January 24, 19753
August 19, 19753
October 28, 19753

August 21, 1974
June 12, 1975
August 14, 1975

January 24, 1975
January 31, 1975
August 21, 1975

October 20, 1975

April 19, 1974
January 17, 1975
June, 1975
Augnst 14, 1975

January 17, 1975
June 18, 19754
August 14, 1975
October 20, 1975

June 21, 1973
October 13, 1973
October 30, 1973
April 15,1974
Angust 13, 1974

" September 10, 1974

October 16, 1974
Jannary 23, 1975
June 6, 1975
August 8, 1975
September 3, 1975
October 20, 1975
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Amount

125.
25.
100.
200.
100. -
100.
100.

500.
29.
30.

100,
25.

50.

- 100,

160.

30.
45.
100.
80.

25.

30.
- 100..

50.

45.
100.
100.

a0.

300.
370.
225.
50.
100.
50.
200.
150.
100.
100.
50.
2.



~ Appraiser
Tanzman, Herbert

Timpson, Walter

CONTRIBUTIONS BY EMPLOYELS

Date of Contribution

 July 25, 1973

October 9,1973
October 25 1973
Angust 21, 197 4

August 6, 1973
October 6, 1973
October 30, 1973
July 19, 1974
December 17, 1974
Angust 19,1975

Cuaart Two

- Amount

500,

500,
100.
100.

200.
200.
200,
200.
30,
100.

Oor THE

- MIDDLESEX COUNTY LAND ACQUISITION

Name

Berkowitz, Jerrold
Colonna, John

DuBester, Nathan
Fallon, T. Gilbert
Gadek, Gerard

Masone, Anthony

DEPARTMENT

Date of Conitribution
"August 21, 1974
October 31, 19745 3

None

January 24, 1975
April 19, 1974
August 14, 1974
January 31, 1975
Janunary 16, 1975
June 10, 1975

CHART THREE

Amount
$ 50.
30.

256.42

256.42.

45.
25.
50.
15.
30.
100.

APPRAISER CONTRIBUTIONS BY DATE

Dazﬁe of Contribution
Augnst 1, 1973

April 19, 1974

3 Diversified Appraisals.

Appraiser
Gloria Christian
Jerome Gall
John Galalda

Harry Bolotin
Jerome Gall
Joseph Salgado
Gerard Gadek®

5 Lpan to South River Democratic Organization.

* M.C.L.A.D. Employee.

a0

Amount

$200.
300.
500.

95.
50.
9.
25. .



Date of Contribution
August 12, 1974

Aungust 15,1974
August 21, 1974

October 31, 1974
January 16, 1975
January 17, 1975
January 24, 1975
January 31, 1975

June 10, 1975

August 14, 1975

October 20, 1975

2 South County Realty.
*M.C.LAD. Employee.
*# Loan by M.C.L.A.D. Emp]oyee

Appraiser

‘Harry Bolotin
-Jerome Gall
James Harrigan

F. Russell Holt

Gerard Gadek®
Harry Bolotin
South County Realty
Robert Paunlus

Herbert Tanzman
Jerrold Berkowitz*

Carl Fleming
Diversified Appraisals
John Colonna**

¥, Russell Holt
Jerome Gall
Anthony Magone*

Jerome Gall
John Schurko
Joseph Salgado

Harry Bolotin
Diversified Appraisals
Thomas Patten

T. Gilbert Fallon*

Thomas Patten
Gr_er'ard Gadek™*

Harry Bolotin
Anthony Masone*

Harry Bolotin?
Jerome Gall
Donald Harrington
. Russell Holt
Robert Paulus
Joseph Salgado
John Schurko

. Harry Bolotin2

Jerome (Fall
Thomas Patten
John Schurko
Charles Sullivan

o1

Amount

250.
250.
100.
300,

50. -
50.



CuarT FOUR

Date of
Appraisal
Name Agreement
Sullivan, Charles ...... 8-7-74
Bolotin, Harry ........ 7-18-75
Timpson, Walter ...... - 7-18-75
London, Alfred ....... 7-18-75
Salgado, Joseph ...... 6-17-75
Paulus, Robert ........ -7-18-75
Murray, James ........ 8-1-74
8-21-75
10-21.75
Patten, Thomas ....... 11-27-74
‘ 8-12.75
Gall, Jerome ......... not available
7-5-73
Holt, F. Russell ....... 8-5-74
Name Date of Check
Bolotin, Harry ....... 5-28-75 (2)
(Galaida, John ........ 7-19-73
10-18-73
Gall, Jerome ......... 8.7-75
1-16-75
4-18-74
7-18-74
11-7-74
Harrington, Donald. ... 7-19-73
Holt, F. Russell ....... 8-1-74
7-19.73
Tanzman, Herbert ..... 10-9-73
~ Timpson, Walter ...... 8-8-75

1,225

Date of

Resolution

8-15-74
7-17-75

7-17-75
7-17-75

8-7-75
7-17-75
8-1-74
8-21.75
12-4-75
1-16-75

9475
8-15-74
7.5-73
8-15-74

Amount
1,260
1,260
1,500
3,100

1,550
850

350

6,750
7,100
1,200
1,500
5,100
450

Contribution
8-13-T4
8-14-75
8-22-75
8-19-75

8-4-75
8-13-75
8-14-75
8-21-75
8-15-74
8-19-75

10-28-75
1-24-75
1-31-75
8-21-75
8-12-74

8-1-73

8-12-74

Date of
Contribution

6-10-75

8-1-73
10-29-73
8-14-75
1-17-75
1-16-75
419-74
8-12-74
11-20-74
7-25-73
8-12-74
7-23-73

- 10-9-73
8-19-75

Amount

$100.

150"
200,
100.
100.
©100.
50.
100,
500.
100,
25.
30.
45.
100.
250,
300.

300.

Amount
$100.

500.
250,
200,
60.
75.
50,
250,
5(.
500.
. 300,
500.
500,
100,

Q. In your office?

A. T have sold gsome in my office,

Q. Have you asked people to buy political tickets

while in your office?

A. I have made people aware of the fact that there

was a political affair.

Q. To whom did you sell these tickets?
A. T have sold them to appraisers in the past.
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€. Have you sold them to your own employees?

A. Yes. My employees have never purchased more
than one, but they have taken tickets on very limited
occasions.

# * * *

Q. Who supplies you with these tickets?
A. They come out of the County Chairman’s office.

Q. Who specifically?
A. They’ve been hand delivered to me by various
people, Mr. Rhatican.

Q. And have they been hand delivered to you while
you were i your office in Middlesex -Cozmty?
AL At times.

Q. What did you do with the money that’s
collected from the sale of these tickels?
* A, Turn them in to the Connty Chairman’s ofﬁce,
Democratic County Chairman,

Q. To whom specifically?

A, It’s Mr. Nicholas Venezia’s office. In the past it
was an office that the Democratic organization had on
Elmwood Road when the late Mr. Mulligan was
chairman.

- Q. Do you know a man by the nawe of Stephen
(Ja,pestro?
A, Yes, I do.

Q. Who s he?
A. He’s a Freeholder.

Q. Does he hold an office in the Democratic Pa,rfy
of Middlesex County?
A. Yes, he does.

' Q. Has he supplied you lickels to sell?
“A. He may have. I don’t recall.

Q. Have you turned any of the moneys collected by
you in the sale of these tickels to Mr. Capestro?
-~ A. I may have as a conduit to Mr. Venezia’s office.

Q. How long have you been selling tickels on be-
half of the Democratic Party?
A, T don’t remember that.
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Q. Do you also collect conmbutw%s for’ the Demo-
cratic Party?

A. No, I don't.

Q. Have you contributed to the Democratic Party
i 19752

A. No, sir,

Q. 74?

A. No, sir.

Q. 737

A. No, sir.

Q. 2P

A. I bought tmkots ut I don’t remember exaeﬂy

When it was back around 72 or 71,

©. Mr. DuBester, do- you assign appraisers on .
the basis of their donations and/or pm‘chases of
tickets for political affairs from you? ' ,

A. T do not.

The Commigsion in its statement at the adjournment of tlie
public hearings found that Mr. DuBester’s serving as a virtual
solicitation and collection agency for a constant stream of political
contributions from appraisers through political fonection ticket
sales ereated an atmosphere which set the stage for further types
of alleged monetary exchanges between Mr. DuBester and two of
the County’s approved appraisers, Jerome J. Gall and the previ-
ously mentioned John J. Galaida. Messrs. Gall and Galaida were
among the approved appraisers who purchased political funection -
tickets from Mr. DuBester. Pertinent excerpts from Mr. Gall’s
public hearing testimony follow:

Q. Now, Mr. Gall, during the time, and I'm con-
centrating now on 1972, during that year while you
were doing work for Middlesex County on these
projects, did youw have occasion to buy tickets lo
political functions in Middlesex County?

A. T assume T did, yes, sure.

Q. Well, when you say you assune you did, 1'd
like you to be very careful and tell me whether you
have actually done it or whether you are guessing.

A. 1 believe I did. ' o
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Q. And did you ever have occasion to give the
. money for these tickets to Mr. Nathan DuBester?
A. Yes, 1 did.

. And did this ever occur in his office?
A. I would assume they did, yes.

Q. I'rom time fo time while you were conducting
your appraisal work on these county projects youw
would have occasion to go into Mr. Dubester s office
in the County building?

A, T dad.

Q. And of that time om occasion you would give
ham money. for political function tickels?

A. It would be cash—mnot cash, a check, rather than
money.

Q. You would give him payment for a political
tickel?
A. Correct,

&). Did it happen on more than one occasion from
the period 1971 to the present?
A. Oh, yes.

Q. Would you say it was a fairly frequent occur-
rence for you to buy from Mr., DuBester political
- fumction or political activity fickets?

A. What do you mean by ‘‘frequent oceurrence’’?

Q. Ithink thal’s a fair question you just asked me.
How often did o happen during a four-year period?
A. Whenver there was an affair, just abouf.

Q. Whenver there was a political party affair, a
dance or some other function, you would be asked to
buy tickets?

Yes.

>

And Mr, DuBester was the one who asked you?
On most—not all oceasions.

But on most occasions?
I would say, yes.

>0 PO



Mr. :Galaida in his’ public hearing testimony stated that when
there was a political function, Mr. DuBester would solicit ticket -
purchases from him:

Q Is it important io get on that approved ap-
praiser list? :

A, Well, if you want appralsal work from the
County, yes, it is important. :

Q. And then who’s the man who decidfes wh@'ch
appraisers on the list are going to get assignments
of appraisal work? '

A. Mr. DuBester.

Q. And over the years as you recewed various
assignments of work, did you buy and purchase from
Mr. DuBester tickets to political party functions?

A, Yes, I did.

Q And descmbe that. Was 1t ffreguent mfrequent,
Just an occasional thing or-
A. Whenever there was a function I bought tickets.

Q. How would that work? '

A. Mr, DuBester would notify me, call me up or at
a time when I’'m by his office he’d say, ‘‘Listen,
there’s a dinner coming up. We have tickets. You
should buy some tickets.’” At certain times.

Q. And what was the price .raﬂge per ticket?-
~A. Some were ten or fifteen. Others were $50 a
tmke’s

Q. And you bought them oVEr @ COurse of abou,t
how many years?

A, T’d zay from ’69 through 1 I bought then
’72—’71——end of—'71 T didn’t buy, 72 then through
4.

Q. And in what omount—what number of tickets
did you buy on any given occasion? For instance, d@d
you sometimes buy just two?

A. Sometimes it was four, a lot of times it was ten.
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Q. ‘And do wyou recall what occurred on (my
- instances when you bought ten tickets?
A. Well, at one ocecasion, that was 1973, I beheve
. for Governor s Day function I bought ten tickets
after I had wotten the Ambrose Brook Project.

Who did you buy them from?
Mr. DuB_estor .

Who did you give the money to?
Mr. DnBester.

And did you receive ten tickets from him?
. No, I gave him &ix back. He said he needed six.
for people that he had to give them out to.

b>c;0 S 'P@

o Q So he gave you ten cmd you wthped six right
. back9 '

P

Yes.

You ended up with how many?
Four.

How much were those a head?
$50.

PO PO

PAYOFFS ARE ALLEGED

During the course of the probe of the Mlddlesex County matter,
the Commission’s investigative staff encountered speculative and
unsupported information that Nathan DuBester as Administrator
of the County’s Land Acquisition Department might have re-
quested and received cash payments from some of the appraisers
who had received fees from, the County for services rendered.
Further investigation in this area led to the Commigsion’s hearing
private testimony which included a specific, sworn allegation that
an appraiser had returned a percentage of his fees received from
the County to Mr. DuBester. As a result, the Commission directed
intensive additional probing in this area to determine whether or
not any other instances of similar alleged payments to Mr.
DuBester could be uncovered to add substantiation to the initial
allegation.

The Commission after protracted investigation and a legal pro-
ceeding finally did receive in private session an additional, sworn
allegation of cash payments to Mr. DuBester at a time an appraiser
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was receiving fees from the County for services rendered. Given
this substantiation, the Commission determined that it would be
in order to present the sworn allegations at the public hearings
as an integral part of the facts relative to the operation of the
Middlesex County Liand Acquisition Department. Mr. DuBester’s
sworn, categorical denials, first received in private session, of
ever having asked for or received cash payments from any ap-
praisers doing business with the County were, of course, also
afforded a public forum at the public hearings.

A Most Reluctant Witness

The witness who eventually supplied the substantiation tfesti-
mony in this area of this investigation is the previously mentioned
Jerome J. Gall, an appraiser with offices in Woodbridge. When
Mr. Gall was first called on fo give private testimony before the
Commission, he appeared in accord with the subpena served on
him and accompanied by his Counsel, John J. Cassese, Hsq. As
Mr. Gall was to testify to later at the public hearings, he came to
the Commission’s offices with the firm desire and intention of
not! cooperating with the S.C.I. if at all possible on any inquiry
dealing with his financial matters, including any relationships he
might have had with Mr. DuBester. He so communicated that
desire and infent to his attorney. Accordingly, at the private
hearing, Mr. Gall invoked his constitutional privilege against
possible gelf-inerimination when asked about any financial matters,
including those that might have pertained to Mr. DuBester.

After the private hearing was concluded, Mr. Gall instrocted
his attorney to communicate to the Commission that Mr, Gall was
still firm in his desire and intent not to cooperate with the S.C.I.
in answering any questions regarding his financial matters. This
total wall of non-cooperation left the Commission in the position
of not knowing what degree of factual validity might lie behind
Mr. Gall’s Fifth Amendment invocation and, therefore, the nature
of any testimony he might give, were the Commission to consider
conferring on him a grant of witness immunity to compel his testi-
mony over his Fifth Amendment plea.

Court Proceedings Force a Decision

The Commission subsequently decided to go to court to attempt
to ascertain the substance behind My, Gall’s Fifth Amendment plea.
It did so by filing with Judge George Y. Schoch of the Superior
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Court an application to determine whether Mr. Gall’s invocation
of the privilege against possible self-incrimination was frivolous
or meritorious. Accordingly, Judge Schoch heard arguments on
this application in camera at the Mercer County Courthouse. Mr.
Gall testified later at the public hearings how the progress of
that court proceeding led him fo an agonizing choice of either
dropping his firm desire and intention not to answer any question
about his financial relationships with Mr. DuBester and be in-
carcerated for contempt of court, or to answer truthfully under
oath a question posed to him by Judge Schoch and return a free
man to his home and family, with the latter choice finally being
opted for by Mr. Gall:

Q. And when you were going on your way to the
Mercer County Courthouse, did you understand that
the purpose of that proceecﬂmg would be for the 8.0.1.
to seek to compel you through the Court to answer
the questions?

A, That’s correct,

Q. And then do you recall appearing before Judge
Schoch with your atforney wn the Mercer County
Courthouse?

A. 1 do.

Q. And there was various legal arguments; is that
right?
A. That’s correct.

Q. And you instructed your attorney to take the
position that you would not cooperate; vs that correct?
A. That’s correct.

Q. And then do you recall there was an occasion
when the Court took a recess and gove you an oppor-
tunily to talk to your lawyer and thank over this very
important decision? Do you recall that?

A. That was after the judge told me, you know—

Q. You recall the judge gave you an instruction
as to what your options were?
A. He did, yes.

Q. Did the judge ask you questions about whether
you had made payments to Mr. Nathan DuBester and
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‘did he tell you thal you had certain options as to.those
questions? :
A, He did ask the question and he told me I had

, optlons

Q. What did the judge tell you your optwfms wexre?
A. I can tell them—I can answer the question and
don’t answer the question and be put in the cage.

Q. Or what?
A, In the cage.

‘TaE CHarrMAN: In a cage?
Tue WiTwess: In jail.
Tae CEamman: In jail.

Q. So you understood from what the judge com-
municated to you in that praceedmg that you faced o
very important decision; 18 that correct? ‘

AL Tdid.

Q. And did you then consult pmmtely wv,th Yyour
attorney as to what course of action to take?
A Idid. -

Q. And, in fact, you called your home, your wife,
to discuss it, didn’t you?
A, Idid. -

. And after that you came back befoare Judge
Schoch and made your decision?
A, Idid.

. Andis your test%mony here today the tmth the
whole truth and fnothmg but the truth?
A, Ttis.

Q. And did you ma,ke the deciston to testify ond
answer the questions after Judge Schoch gave you
those oplions you just described?

A. That’s when I made my decision.

Q. Pardon? -
A, Tha.t’slwhen the decision was madé.

The answers given by Mr. Gall to Judge Schoch’s key guestion
in the privacy of the in camera court session indicated that Mr.
Gall had, indeed, made payments to Mr. DuBester, and the Judge.
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ruled that Mr. Gall’s invocation of the ‘Fifth Amendment to
questions by the 8.C.I. in that area was meritorious. However,
the in camera proceeding enabled the Commission to obtain indicia
as to the substance and import of Mr. Gall’s testimony, were it
to be compelled by a grant of witness immunity. The Commission
did, after dne deliberation, recall Mr. Gall to private session and
compel his immunized testimony as fo financial matters, especially
those relating to Mr. DnBester. That testimony was subsequently
repeated by Mr. Gall, again at the commands of an S.C.1. subpena
and a continuing grant of immunity, at the public hearings as
reviewed below. The Commission attached particular credibilify
to Mr. Gall’s testimony because of his determination fo attempt,
under his constifutional privileges, to avoid having to give truthful
testimony which wouwld be damaging to him and his subsequent
full candor once that determination had been overcome first by
the court proceeding and later by the Cormmssmn 8 compulsion
of hig 1mmumzed testimony.*

Testz'mohy of Jerome ] . Gall

Jerome J. Gall in 1969 began working in the real estate appraisal
firm offices of his uncle, Albert Gall, in Woodbridge. The elder
Gall’s business included the rendering of appraisal services to
both private companies and individuals and to public agencies,
including the County of Middlesex. The elder Gall as proprietor
of the firm carried on any pecessary business dealings with Nathan
DuBester as Administrator of the Middlesex County Land Acguisi-
tion Department, with Jerome Gall as an employee having no
business negotiations with Mr. DuBester at that time but, through
the work of the firm, meeting Mr. DuBester from time to time.
During 1971, Albert Gall died, and, by 1972, Jerome Gall was -
operating the family business at the same Woodbridge locafion
and beginning to receive on his own for the first time assignments
to do real estate appraisal work for Middlesex County. He
continued to receive such assignments from the OOunty from time
to time in ensuing years.

‘Mr. Gall testified at the public hearings that during 1972, at a
time when he had begun to receive appraisal work from the County,

* Onee it became clear that Mr. Gall would be called to testify fully in public, he and
his attorney offered no objection to having the nature of the in camera court proceedings
reviewed at the public hearings, since the proceeclmgs were held ina closed courtroomm
only to protect Mr. Gall at that time, :

61



he was contacted by Mr. DuBester who asked for a payment of
money :

Q). Do you have a recollection in your mind right
now as to the first time you made such a paymefnt?
A, In1972.

Q). And do you remember the circumstunces in
general that led to your making the payment?

A. He called me and asked me if T could help him’
out.

Q. Who is he?

A. Mr. DuBester.
Q
A

. Called you on the phone? . .
. Excuse me. I believe it was on the phone, yes.

And what did he say or what did he ask? _
Well, T would assume that he asked for—you
know, maybe I don’t know really what the actual
question was of the conversation, but he might have
agked for he needed some clothes or he needed a—he
had a problem or if T could help hlm out,

o

Q. At any rate you understood qmte clearly wkat '
it was he wanted, did you not?
T understood, yes.

P

And you understood he wawnited from you what?
Some money.

And did you pay him money?
I did.

How wmuch was 152

D PO B

Mz. Cassese: You're referriﬁg to 1972,
Mg, Horsrein: I'm  referring to the first
occasion he ever had oceasion to make a payment.

A. T believe it was around three hundred, $350.

Q. And do you recall the place where you made the
payment? )
A. 1 believe 1t was in Perth Amboy. _

Q. Was it in a public place?
A. A parking lof.



And was the payment made in cash or by check?
Cash. .

And yoﬁ took the cash with you to this meeting?
I did.

And afterwards did you and Mr. DuBester go
_ Jowr separate ways or did you spend some time
together?
A. I believe we went out for dinner.

Later during 1972, Mr. (Gall recelved a check for $35,275 from
Middlesex County for appraisal work done on the Jamesburg
Park project. That check was several times larger than any
previous fee payment he had received from the County for services
rendered and was, in fact, by far the largest single appraisal fee
check he ever did receive from the County, according fo hig testi-
mony. About the time the big eheck arrived, Mr. Gall festified,
he was once more contacted by Mr. DuBester about a possible
payment:

O PO o

Q. And what prompled you to make the poyment
to Mr. DuBester on this second occasion, and was
there any relationship between the receipt by you of
the thirty-four thousand-dollar check and the payment
to Mr. DuBester?

A. Well, T don’t know if there’s any relationship.
It was after or during the time that the check was
either in my hand or being processed that Mr.
DuBester called me or spoke fo me. T don’t know.
We ha,dw

Q. Mr. DuBester called you just about the time
that check was hitting your office; 1s that right?
A. T would say in that general time period, yes.

Q. So his call came in right around the time that
very big check was first coming into your possession?

A. I would say, ves. I believe that was—I believe
your statement is reasonably correct.

Q. And Mr. DuBester called you?
A. Tither called me or I mef him. I don’t know
the exact circumstances.

Q. What did he want and what do you remember?
A. He needed some help.
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Q. Pardon?
A. He needed some help.

Q. And did you understand from that fthat he
needed help on his appraisal work or some other kmd
of help? o

A. T understood it was finanecial help.

Q. There wasn’t any doubt about that im your
“mand, was there?
A. No, I don’t think there was a doubt.

Q. And did you give him financial help? Did you
give him money?
A. Yes, T did.

Q. And what was the appromimate amount of
money that you gave him?
A. About three thousand, $3,500.

. What was that?
A. Three thousand to $3,500, somewheres in there.

. And was that amount roughly equivalent to 10
per cent of this J. amesbufg Park fee that you had just
received?

A, It worked out to about 10 per cent, yes.

. Pardon?
A. Tt worked out to about 10 per cent, yes.

Q. Were you more generous, I guess my question
is, the second time you made payment to Mr. DuBester
than you were the first time?

A. T believe so. Excuse me. I believe so.

Q. And what caused you to be more generous?
A. T had $34,000 in my pocket.’

Mr. Gall was obviously worried about the propriety of making
a big cash payment to the man who had awarded him the James-
burg Park appraisal project. He, by his own testimony, attempted
to disguise his generation of $3,500 in cash to make the payment
by jockeying funds among his various bank accounts e testified

about that attempt at the public hearings:
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Q. And when the S.C.1. served you with ifs sub-
‘pena for the books and records, did yow make an .
attempt to look in your books to see if you could spot
- the exact tramsactions thal were the kwkback pay-
ments to Mr. DuBester?

A, T did.

. And were you able to find those, trace those
payments to Mr. DuBester when you had those three
days to look at your books?

A. Not really, no. I tried, but I really dldl’l ’t come
up with the method.

Q.. Your system of disguising the flow of the cash
had been pretty good?
- A. I think it was. .

Q. What Lkinds of systems did you use? .

A, T would take money out, throw it into another
account, take money back out, throw it into another
account, take money out, keep part of it, you know.

. You used a system of jockeying between
diff erent accounts?

A. That would be the only—that would be only for
the one large check in ’72.

Q,\A‘It was mainly that thirty-four-thousand-dollar
tramsaction?
A. Yeah, veah.

Q. Right. Then the payment of $34,000 that you
worked very hard on disguising—-—- .
“A. I don’t know if 1 worked very hard, but—

Q. At any rate, you did attempt to disguise it?
A, Correct,

Mr. Gall testified further that on a fhird occasion, which he
placed as occurring during 1974 around the time he completed
appraisal work for the County on the Spotswood Drainage Im-
provement project, Mr, DuBester again requested a payment
from Mr. Gall. Mr, Gall testified that he responded to this request
by making a payment of approximately $350 to $450 to Mr.

DuBester.
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Mr. Gall stopped short of conceding the cash payments he made
to Mr. DuBester were kickbacks, preferring to call them gifts for
work received. But Mr. Gall was unequivocal in stating that he
made the cash payment only on the request of Mr. DuBester and
in concluding that the only factor motivating those payments was
Mr. Gall’s concern that he continue to receive appraisal work
agsignments from the County:

Q. Is it fair to state that each of the three times
you made payment it was prompted by o specific
request from Mr. Nathan DuBester?

A. It was by request of Mr. DuBester, correct.

Q. Were there occasions when you got checks from
Middlesex County for doing appraisel work during
w2, '3 and 74 when Mr. DuBester would make no
request?

A. Oh, yes.

Q. And when he didw’t make a request, did you
offer?
A. No.

Q. You waited for the request?
A, Yes. '

Q. And when the request was made you complied
with it2?

A, Tdid

Q. Did you ever comtemplate as you went about
your business and did your work and recewed your
money from Middlesex County, did you ever com-
template the possibility of saying to Mr. DuBester,
“No, I’m not going to pay.”” Did that ever cross your
mand ?

A. T thought about it, sure.

Q. Quickly dismissed that idea?
A. I don’t know. You’re asking me something T
might have thought about years ago.

Q. Did you ever say that to Mr. DuBester?
A, No,
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. You like to maximize your income, don’t you?
You do like to increase your income as much as you
can? ‘

A. Oh, yes.

Q. Then why was it that you never said to Mr.
DuBester, ““No, I will not pay’’?
A. Because 1 was receiving work.

Q. And you were fearful of what might happen
if you stopped paying after he requesied?

A, T don’t know if I was fearful, but I thought
about if I didn’t give him the money maybe I
wouldn’t get work.

Q. So you pard out of yor concern that you would
be able to still continue to receive work?

A. T would say that’s the general feeling that I
had.

. Was that the chief motivating factor in your
giving the money?
A. That’s the only reason.

Testimony of Jobn J. Galaida

The previously mentioned John J. (talaida was during 1968-69
employed in the real estate appraisal office of Albert Gall, the
previously mentioned unele of Jerome Gall. In fact, Mr. Galaida
was displaced in that firm and eventually received County ap-
praisal work on his own because of the decision to have Jerome
(fall join his uncle’s business during 1969.

Mr. Galaida testified that during this 1968-69 association with
Albert” Gall’s firm, F. Russell Holt, the previously mentioned
appraiser, had offices in the upstairs of the same building in which
- the Gall firm’s offices were in the downstairs. Mr., Holt, it may
be remembered, was eventnally to appraise for Middlesex County,
the same six Ambrose and Doty’s brooks area parcels of land
which also were appraised by the County by Mr. Galaida and which
were intensely serutinized by the 8.C.L in this investigation.

Mr. Galaida testified at the public hearings that while he was
with Albert Gall’s firm, Mr. Holt was agsigned by the County as
an appraiser on the Woodbridge Avenue road widening project,
with the Gall firm also being' assigned appraisal work on that
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projeet by the County. It was Mr. Galaida’s testimony that Albert
(all had a conversation with Mr, Holt in Mr. Galaida’s presence
shortly before the awarding of the appra1sal contracts on the
Woodbridge Avenue project:

A. Well, I was with Mr. Gall for about two or three
months prior to the awarding of the contract on the
Woodbridge Avenue project. And during this time
there was a meeting at the office with Mr. Holt. T was
in the next office. Then I came into the office whereby
Mr. Gall said that he would see that Mr. Holt would
get the job as the Woodbridge Avenne—do the Wood-
bridge Avenue job for the county.

Q. Albert Gall indicated he might ha/ve SOME SUC-
cess wn securing for Mr, Holt th@s appraisal workE’
A. Yes.

Q. And did Mr, Albert Gall e%laghte% Mr. Holt any
fwther om, shall we say, the facts of life? .

“A. Yes. He told him that he would have to give a
percentage of his contract as a klekoff—klekback or

payback.
. To whom?
A. Mr. DuBester.
Q. For what purpose or what reason?
A. TIf he wants the contract, he had to do it.
Q. And was Mr. Holt pleased by this or not?
A. No. he wasn'’t.
Q. And you dow’t have any kmowledge, personal

knowledge, do you, as to whether Mr. Holt ever fol-
lowed through and made such payments or do you?
A. No, I don’t. No personal knowledge.

Mcr. Holt during his testimony at the public hearings denied that
Mr. DuBester ever indicated that Mr. Holt would have to make
payments of a percentage of his County-awarded fees to M.
DuBester as a provision for getting County appraisal work, and
Mr. Holt also denied that he ever had had the meeting and dis-
cussion with Albert Gall as testified to by Mr. Gralaida:

Q. Were there any other discussions w.ifh_ M,
DuBester on or about those times that he was giwing
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you the maps and the metes and bounds description
for the property to be appraised?
- A. No, no parficular discnssion.

Q. Did he indicate to you that, as a provision for
you obtaining the comtract with Middlesex County,
that you would be required to pay a percentage of
your fee to himf

A. Never.

Q. Did you suggest that y Jou would offer ham o {per-
centage of your fee
A. I did not.

Q. —in order to acqma’e work from Middlesex
County?
A. T did not.

Q. Were you aware of any understanding that
existed between the appraiser, yourself, and
appraisers in gemeral with the Middlesex County
Land Acquisition Department that there was a price
mvolved wm getting Middlesex County land appraisal
work?

I never heard of that, no.

Do you kmow the name Albert Gall?
Yes, I do.

And who is he?
He’s deceased.

Who was he? .

He was a broker and appraiser from Wood-
ge.

Q. Did you ever work for him or with him?

A. I did not.

6. Did you ever have an office space rented in a
building owned by Mr. Gall?
A, Tdid

Q. And when was that?
A, 1968-69, I would guess.

Q. Do you know a man by the name of John
Galarda?
A, John Galaida, ves, I do.
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Q. -And who ts he?

A. He used to work for Albert Gall; he used to
work for the Highway Department; he sold me some
stocks which I lost a lot of money on, and I know him
as being a broker and/or appraiser from the area.

. Did you have occasion to have meetings with
Mr. Albert Gall around 19689
- A. Except for saying hello to him and good-bye
to him when I went in and out of the office if I saw
him, we had no meefings as soch.

Q. Well, did you have o meeting with Mr. Gall at
which time Mr, Galada was present
A. Not to—no.

. —where the discussion involved on wnder-
standing of pagment o { a certain percentage of fee to
Mr. DuBester in order to acquire work from Middle-
sex County?

A. Positively not.

Mr. Galaida testified further that after he was displaced from
the Gall firm by the arrival there of Jerome Gall, Albert Gall told
Mr. Galaida that he coud most likely obtain Middlesex County
appraisal work on his own if he gave back to Mr, DuBester a per-
centage of County fees paid fo Mr. Galaida and if he also con-
tributed to various political funections. Mr. Galaida stated that
Albert Gall arranged for Mr, (Galaida to meet Mr. DuBester and
- that subsequently Mr. Galaida was awarded his first appraisal
contract. It was Mr. Galaida’s testimony that he kicked back a

varying percentage of his fees totaling $60,000 from that inifial
contract and from subsequent appralsal contracts awarded to him
by the County:

Q. And did you thereafter learn that you were
given this contract?
A. Yes.

Q. And did you do the work?
A, Yes, T did.

Q. And did you get paid for the work from Middle-
sex County?
A. Yes, I did.
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Q. And what did you do, if anything, with regard
to these things we have been calling or you have been
calling obligations?

A. Tvery time I would get paid I would give a per-
centage of my checks to Mr. DuBester in cash,

. And what was the range of that percemage,
from what to what?

A, From 5 per cent to 10 per cent in the times T
have had contraets with the County of Middlesex.

Q. 5to 10 per cent of what?
A. Of the contract price.

Q. And after that first contract did you receive
payments to do other work for Middlesex County as
the years went on?

A. Yes, I did.

Mr. DuBester during his public hearing testimony categorically
denied ever requesting or receiving any payments from Mr. Gall
and Mr.o(}alaida.:

Q. Are you aware of or have any reason to believe
that @ Mr, Jerome Gall dislikes you or would have
reason to fabricate stories concerming your integrity
or honesty?

A. No, I wouldn’t.

Q). Are you aware or have you reason to believe
that Mr. John Galarda dislikes you or would have
reason to fabricale stories concerning your integrily
and honesty?

A. No, I wouldn’t.

Q. Hawve you met wilth either Mr. Gall and Mr.
Galaida in places other than your office?
A, Yes.

Q. Can you explain those places and reasons?
A. Well, the last time I met Mr. Gall was at a
political function in Perth Amboy last November.

Q. And Mr. Gelaida?
A. T haven’t seen Mr. Galaida for perhaps year
or better.
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© Q. Have you borrowed money from  either Mr,
Gall or Mr. Galatda in the last five years?
A. No, I haven’t.

Q. Has Mr. Gall or Mr. Galaida given you o gift in
money or any wmaterial thing of value over the past
five years?

A. No, sir.

). Have you requested a payment of a specific
percentage of a contract fee awarded to Mr. Gall or
Mr. Golaida in order that they get the contract?

A. No, T haven’t.

Q. Have you received payment from Mr. Gall or
Mr, Galaida as o gift or as a result of a request on
your part? '

A. No, sir.

APPRAISALS ARE FOUND INADEQUATE AND MISI.EADING ‘_

Ag previously noted, the Commission with the assistance of the
two expert post-appraisal review sources analvzed in particular
depth the processes leading to the purchase by Middlesex County
in 1974 of six parcels of land, which lie in tandem in the Ambrose
and Doty’s brooks area of Piscataway Township, for a total of
approximately $1.5 million. The six pareels, comprising a total of
43.5 acres, all were flowed by a watercourse and all had flood-
plain characteristics and terrain deficiencies associated with the
streambed. The subject parcels are all identified by their official
designations in Chart Number Five which appears on page 73 of
this report and which also contains the fair market value aseribed
to each parcel by the two appraisers retained by Middlesex County,
Messrs. Holt and Galaida, and summaries of the value analyses
and comments of the 8.C.1.°s post-appraisal review experts. The
critiques of the appraisals by the expert reviewers will be subject
to further review in subsequent subsections of this report.

The important fact to stress at this point is that Mr. DuBester
testified that he relied heavily on the professional judgments of
the appraisers and, in particular, on the judgments of Mr. Holt,
in making determinations of the fair market value at which the
County should purchase the parcels. A pertinent excerpt from
Mr. DuBester’s public hearing festimony under questioning by
then S.C.1. Counsel Peter Rhatican follows:
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CHART FIVE
SUMMARY OF VALUE ANALYSES AND CO‘JIMENTS
Value Analysm and
Comments in Report of : .
Bxpert Review Appraiser Comments in Report of

Property Identification Holt Galaida ) No. 1* _ Expert Review Appraiser No. 2%%
1. Block 460K, Lot 1 ...... $207,500 $207,500 . $108,000 In light of sales data cited and/or
Brown & Shea o other data available for comsideration,
the " values reported are wumsupport-
able. . . . Bales used by appraisers

(Holt and Galaida) should not be

S considered as market value indicators.

2. Block 457, Lot 8A ..... 443,900 419,000 199,000 Same comments as fo item one above,
M. W. Kellog Co. - .

(Pulhman Corp.) ' ‘ :
3. Block 467, Lot 8 ....... 317,600 - 209,000 127,000 Same comments as to item one above.

M. W. Kellog Co. _
(Pullman Corp.) : _ :
4. Block 457TA; Lot 7 ...... 236,000 216,500 . 103,500 Same comments as to item one above.
Kokenyessy : s
5. Bloek 500A,Tot1 ...... 182,000 166,000 The Holt and Galaida Same comments as to liem one above.
DiLeo/Nessler ) reports greatly overstate the ‘ )
value of the lands through
use of unrvealistic sales and.
lack of sales ecomparative
: adjustments, .
6. Block 460E, Lots 2 & 3.. 170,600 178,600 Same cornments as to item Same comments as to item one above.
DilLeo/Nessler © five above.

* Expert Review Appraiser No. 1 is the New Jersey State Traunsporiation Department's Division of Right of Way, I. V., Hyde, Ir.,
Director, M. A, I. This reviewer’s report commented further: “The appropriate typical downward adjustments for poor terrain we
estimate would be in the magnitude of 50%.” :

** Expert Review Appraiser No. 2 is the firm of Van Horn & Dolan, A. W. Van Horn, M. A. I, and J. Van Horn. This reviewer’s report
commenied further: “The flood-prone nature of at least portions of all the subject properties is the singlemost important fact, influenc-
ing their value, The appraisals make no mention whatsoever of flooding.”



Q. Do you verify the consideration of the com-
- parable sales?
A. Yes, sir.

Q. And how do you do that?
A. T verify them accordmg to the apprmsal report
where the vertification is there in writing,

Q. And that’s how you verify the consideration, by
seeing it there in the report; is that right?
A. Yes, gir.

Q. Do you call up either the gramior or the
grantee?
A. No, I don’t.

Q. So you're accepting the consideration at face
value as presented in the appraisal report; is that
correct?

A. Yeg, sir.

). What other items or segments of an appraisal
report do you oaccept at face value without going
beyond the report in your review?

A. Just about everything that’s in the appraisal
report, Mr, Rhatican. When we hire these people,
they have been established as competent, efficient
appraisers.

Q. So part of your—part of the imput in your
review 8, I believe this is your testimony, predis-
posed as to their competency?

A, Yes, sir.

. That’s part of your review, knowing tha;t?
A. Yes, sir.

Thus, under Mr. DuBester’s mode of operation, there was no
in-depth review and analysis of the appraisals received in order
to verify the fair market values set forth therein. If the appraisals
overstated these values, then Mr. DuBester’s final determination
of those values would algo be overstatements. And that is just
what happened in the cases of the six Ambrose and Doty’s brooks
area parcels in question. Omne of the expert review appraisers for
the S.C.I. placed the overstatement of fair market value in the
appraisals at approximately 100 per cent. Both expert review
appraiser sources found the appraisals to be particularly flawed in
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two areas: 1) Insufficient consideration of the flood-prone terrain
of the parcels and 2) The use of comparable sales which were
unrealistic and which required comparative adjustments which
were not made. As the Commission stated at the outset of the
public hearings although real estate appraising may not be an exact
science, it is subject to readily discernible disciplines and
standards., The testimony of the expert review appraisers in-
dicated to the Commisgion that those disciplines and standards
were not sufficiently adhered to in the appraisals in question.

On Flooding and Flood Plains

The testimony and accompanying exhibits at the public hearings
left no doubt that the six subject parcels lay in a flood plain which
was prone to flooding and that when fthe olt and Galaida
appraisals were made during 1973, considerable data as to that
flooding was available. Douglas V. Opalski, Assistant Planning
Director for the Middlesex County Planning Board and the first
witness at the public hearings, testifled that as far back as 1930, a
park report prepared for Middlesex County made a mention of
flooding in the Ambrose and Doty’s brooks area in identifying that
area as one for possible future parkland development. He testified
further that he was involved in the writing of a report in Novem-
ber, 1965 for the Middlesex County Planning Board on a proposed
park at Ambrose Brook and that the report and the study leading
to it prompted a conclusion that there were flood conditions in
that area. Indeed, Mr. Opalski testified one of the purposes con-
sidered for the parkland project was preservation of the flood
plain. Additionally, Mr. Opalski noted that a major report known
as the Killiam Report was issued in August, 1972 and dealt with a
storm drainage plan and program for the area.

Also, during the course of the hearing, Pefer Rhatican, the then

8.CI. Counsel in charge of this investigation, had marked as
exhibits the following items:

An excerpt from the 1976 Annual Report of the
Township of Piscataway Planning Board stating that
soils in the township are generally well suited for
development ‘“with the exception of the low areas
adjacent or in close proximity to the streambeds such
as the Ambrose and Doty’s brooks where drainage
problems will hinder development.”’ .
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A September 23, 1965 petition to then (overnor
Hughes which was signed by 600 persons from
Piseataway and surrounding communities and which
made a reference to the flooding history of the
Ambrose and Doty’s brooks area in pleading for
restraint of development of that area.

Copies of newspaper articles in the Home-News of
flooding oceurrences in areas of Piscataway, especially
the Ambrose and Doty’s brooks area.

Several affidavits from residents in and around the
brooks area (residents who had lived there for 13 to
36 years) in which those residents testify and swear
to statements about flood oceurrences. One such state-.
ment was, ‘““The breok always overflows. After a
heavy rain flooding is certain to occur lasting any-
where from one to two days.”’

Additionally, Mr. John Van Horn of the VanHorn and Dolan
firm, one of the S.C.1’s two expert post-appraisal review sources,
testified that his inspection of the six subject parcels showed they
had the characteristic flood plain configuration of properties
generally susceptible to flooding. As a result of that finding, he
did farther review which led him to three pertinent documents
which existed by mid-1973 and which indicated flood conditions in
the area of the six parcels. Those documents were the 1972 Killiam
Report, another report dated 1972 and entitled ‘‘ Floods of August
and September 1972 in New Jersey,”” and & map dated 1972 and
entitled ‘‘Map of Flood Prone Areas, Plainfield Quadrangle.”’

Mz, John VanHorn concluded from his total research and review
that the most significant physical condition of the six parcels is
that all are subject to flooding, that they are low in relation to
surrounding grades, and that they are probably of soil of poor

bearing capacity as a result of proxmuty to streams. Mr. VanHorn:
testified further:

Examinariox 3Y Mr. FArLey: .

Q. Mr. VanHorn, would you say that the flooding
condition, from your initial investigation of the prop-
perty was patently manifest?

AL Yes, sir.
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Q. And would you agree with me that fear of flood-
ing as an abstract concept would be a deterrent to a
potential purchaser?

A. Tt’s a—it’s an absolute deterrent to some, and
it’s a value diminisher to the remaining potential
‘buyers.

Commissioner Faruey: Thank you.

Also, Henry Zanetti, Piscataway Township Kngineer, testified
.that he had personal knowledge that flooding conditions exist in
the township beecause of Ambrose Brook and that parts of the flood
plain in that area had to be filled in 1964 and 1966 for the construe-

tion of Centennial Avenue so that that artery would not be subject
to flooding.

Additionally, William J. Van Nest, Principal Planner on the
Staff of the Middlesex County Planning Board, testified that in
1972 he was involved in an extensive review and examination of -
the Ambrose and Doty’s brocks park project and that in April,
1973, he sent a letter to Herman Hoffman, County Counsel, and
Nathan DuBester, Administrator of the Middlesex County Land
Acquisition Department, in which he attempted to make those two
officials specifically aware that because of flooding potential exist-
ing in some parkland project areas, the counfy might purchase
gsome of the lands at reduced cost.

Mr. VanNest’s letter noted that the State, by statute as of 1973,
was actively curtailing development in floodways and observed
that the County was then about to acquire land along certain
streamways, among them the Ambrose and Doty’s brooks. The
letter continued:

If in fact State statmfe now prohibits or greafly
retards development of certain lands, wounld not this
land be less valuable to the owner and therefore less
costly for the County to purchase? If this is the case,
are our appraisals now being developed considering
and reflecting the situation?

Mr. VanNest suggested the County might save hundreds of
thousands of dollars in land purchases under the new State statute,
even if initially it had to spend a few thousand dollars in some
litigated cases.

77



Ironieally, Mr. Holt, one of the appraisers retained by the
- County to appraise the six parcels and the appraiser on whom
Mr. DuBester placed particular reliance, introduced the VanNest
letter at the public hearings in an attempt to bolster his contention
that there were no hard and fast available facts as of 1973 on
which to base a conclusion of serious flooding conditions in the
area. Mr. Holt testified he received a copy of the letter on April
28, 1873, The Commission questioned him closely on the recelpt
of that letter:

Q. My question to you is: Did you read the letter
when you received it in 19732
Taer Witress: 1 certainly did.

Commisstoner Livcas: And yon were aware of
its contents?

Tar Witwess: I read it and I’m fully cognizant
of what it says, ves.

CommisstoNer Livcas: So that it did put you on
notice, did it not
Tue Wirness: That’s correct.

Commrsstoner Livcas: —that flooding and the
flood plain were a matter of concern to the man
who was the head of the Planning Board in
Middlesex County?

Ture Wirwess: That’s right.

CommissionEr Luoas: And he was bringing
that concern, was he not, to the attention of the
man who was ronning the Land Acquisition De-
partment in Middlesex County?

Tae WiTwess: Apparently so, yes.

CommissioNer Lvcas: And to whom else? The
county engineer?
Tae Wizwess: The county counsel,

Commisstoner Lucas: County counsel. And
that man, at least, the fellow who ran the Land
Acquisition Department, in turn, was bringing it
to your attention?

Tre Witness: Yes.
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CommissioNEr FARLEY: And did any of that,
the substance of that letter, get into your
appraisal reports?

Tue Wrrxess: 1 didn’t quote anything from it.

CommissioNer Fariey: Did you allude to it?

Trar Wrrxmss: I did not refer to it in my re-
port, no. However, it did have the impact on me
- of making me very much cognizant of this sitna-
tion and I did some rechecking on areas that I
thought might be problem areas and I found
nothing to substantiate his opinion as even he
himgelf says it wounld be subjeet to long and pro-
tracted litigation if they ever did try to do that,
and I found nothing to justify his conclusions.

* ® % #

CommrsstoNer Farrey: You don’t ‘Eh_lnk ﬂood—
ing is relevant?

Tar Wityxess: I had no evidence of hard and -
fast fact to ascertain that any of these parcels
were ever flooded.

ComMmissioNer Farrry: Was not this a danger
signal? Wouldn’t this demand
Trae Wirness: Yes, and I check, T rechecked.

Commissioner Fartey: And vou found no

- Tae Wrryess: 1 found no vahdlty to his state-
ment.

CoMmissioNER Berrini: This is the county ask-
ing this question, maybe not directly of you, but
asking the question, and you don’t consider it?

Tae Wityess: I considered it and found his
argument invalid.

- Comwmissioner Brrrini: Now I ask you this
guestion: What was the consideration that you
gave to this factor?

Tae Wirness: Well, he’s asking won’t it be
less valuable than other land and my answer is
no. :
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ComMIssIONER BErTini: Why not?

THE Witwess: Because the market was buying
this type of land regardless whether there was a
brook on it or not. I don’t create value. The
appraiser does not create value. He can only—he
can’t be smarter than the market.

Mr. Holt insisted repeatedly in his testimony that he found mo
substantial evidence of flooding and that his analysis of the land -
market in the area indicated to him that that market was dis-
counting any flood factor:

Q. 8o I take it your testimony is then that you did
not consider flooding as a sertous factor in determm— ‘
mg your valuation?

A. That is a little bit misleading the way you state
that. I considered flooding. I do consider flooding a
serious factor. I found no evidence of serious flooding
in this area and, therefore, I had no reason to-
especially discount value for this purpose.

Q. I will concede the point that serious flooding
18 a factor. But now my question is, since you found
no serious flooding in the dmbrose-Doty Brook
Project, namely these six parcels, did you consider it
wm your evaluation?

A, Iconsideredit as I mentioned to you before as a
potential in any instance where there is a waterway
involved. The appraiser’s job is to consider it in the
light of how a fypical purchaser would eonsider-it,
becanse this is what he would base his offer to buy the
property on, and in this light T considered it.

Tuar CoammMan: But as far as arriving at your
values, you completely discounted it as being
significant in this case of Ambrose-Doty’s Brook?

Tee Wirxess: I found that it did not affect
value on these parcels.

Tue CEaRMAN: So as far a8 Value it was not
significant even after you consuiered as far as’
affecting value?

Trare WirNess: I beg your pardon?

Tus CmammaN: After you considered it, you
thought about it, then you disecarded it as not
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. being significant in this case of Ambroee Doty’s
Brook? '

Tre WirnNess: That’s correct. -

Tee Cammax: All right.

CommisstoNEr Lucas: But a potential buyer
would have had interest, would he not, or a pro-

gpective buyer, in the potentlal f01 ﬂoodlno"”?
- Tur Witwvess: Certainly.

' Comusstoxer Livcas: And inasmuch as you
were viewing 1t from the viewpoint, at least,
from a potential buyer, was not that a factor in
the consideration you ultimately arrived at?

Tas Wrrress: My findings indicated that the
market was ignoring this factor..

The testimony of John VanHorn of the VanHorn and Dolan
firm as to the well documented flooding problem associated with
the area of the six subject parcels and the adverse effect of that
problem on the value of the land has already been reviewed in this
report. Alton VanHorn of the same firm also testified that proper
appraisal reports on the subjeet parcels would have addressed the

flooding-terrain pr oblem and made adjustments in accord with that
problem

Q. Agam in your opinion, Mr. VanHorn, would the
fact that the brook and the setting of the land being
low and the general irregular shape of these parcels
have an adverse effect on the 'balua,twn?

A. Yes, sir.

Q. Did either Mr. Holt or Mr. Galaida discuss the
problem of flooding or refer to documents which
would indicate o condition such as flooding '

A. No. '

. —effecting the use of the subject parcels?
A, No.

Q. Did esther Mr. Holt or Mr. Galaida discuss the
potential threat of severe welness or flooding affect-
ing their valuations of the subject parcel?

A, No.
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Q. Is it your judgwent, Mr. VanHorn, that good
review procedures would have identified the problem
you have pointed out here today in terms of not mak-
ing adjustments or allowances for physical character-
istics amd specifically a potential flood hazard?

A. That very definitely is my profebsmnal judg-
ment, yes.

The Commission’s other expert post-appraisal review source,
the State Right-of-Way Division under Director James V. Hyde,
Jr., also found flooding to be a major problem for the six parcels.
Mr. Hyde testified that his staff’s appraisal review process found
the parcels to have extensive areas which were below road level and
which showed many signs of flooding. He testified that, like John
VanHorn, his staff reviewers could testify to official records rela-
tive to the flood-prone nature of the parcels. Therefore, Mr. Hyde
coneluded, Mr. Holt erred in comparing these flood-prone lands to
much better properties, with the result being fair market values
considerably higher than they should have been.

On Comparing Uncomparable Comparables

A key to arriving at a fair market value in an appraisal of land
by the market data approach is to seek and find completed sales
of other parcels which can be considered comparable to the parcel
under appraisal. As will be seen from the testimony of the S.C.1.7s
expert reviewers as presented below, selection of lands not largely
comparable fo a parcel under appraisal can lead to errant con-
clusions as to fair market value, unless proper adjustments are
made between the comparable sales and the subject parcel. Both
expert review appraisal sources found that the Holt and Galaida
appraisals had gone off the track and reached higher-than-
justified fair market values for the six parcels because the com-
parables used were superior land and no downward adjustments
were made for terrain differences, especially the flood-plain and
flood-prone nature of the parcels.

Mr., Holt used in his appraisals the same four comparable sales*
for each of the six Ambrose and Doty’s brooks parcels. Of the
four, only one was traversed by a wafercourse. And that water-

* Mr. Holt at the.public hearings testified that the four comparable sales used in his
appraisal reports were only representative of some twenty sales he determined to be
comparable. Under the State Code of Fair Procedure, he was permitted at the
conclusion of his testimony to read into the public record the other sales he considered
comparable.
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course, as demonstrated by photographs taken for the S.C.I by a
State Transportation Department phofographer and which were
projected on a screen during the public hearings, averaged thirty-
six to forty inches wide and had been easily contained in a thirty-six
inch culverted pipe. The pictures of the Ambrose and Doty’s
brooks on parts of the six parcels purchased by Middlegex County
showed that watercourse to be 12 to 16 feet wide at one point and
substantially wider at all points than the culverted rivulet on the
so-called comparable property. S

Mr. John VanHorn in his testimony said his inspection of the
six parcels showed the Ambrose and Doty’s brooks watercounrse
to be ten to twenty feet wide which he did not consider to be
comparable to the few-feet-wide, culverted watercourse on Mr.
Holt’s one watercoursed comparable. Mr. VanHorn said of the
Ambrose and Doty’s watercourse, ‘It absolutely could not be
culverted and covered over and is a major bridging problem.”’

Mr, VanHorn also dismissed this comparable sale of Mr. Holt’s
ag being a truly comparable sale on the grounds that it was not an
arm’s length sale, meaning an open market sale of free-standing
property between a willing buyer and a willing seller. This so-
called comparable sale, Mr. VanHorn testified, was actually the sale
of 2.33 acres to an adjoining owner who already owned nearly
gseventy acres. The buyer, Mr. Vantorn testified, had a lot more to
gain in this purchase than he would by buying some free-standing
land elsewhere, namely significantly increased frontage, signifi-
cantly inereased exposure to Route 287, and elimination of an
irregular jut into the principal holding of the buyer. ¢“On that
count alone I would have dismissed it as a comparable sale,”’ Mr.
VanHorn said.

Mr. Holt contended in his testimony that he had thoroughly
checked on that sale and determined it was an arms-length trans-
actlon. He also referred to fthe culverted, few-feet-wide water-
course on that property as a brook running right down the middle
of the property and noted that $36,600 per acre had been paid for
the property, a figure $1,500 per acre above the price he generally
aseribed to industrial land in the area. Mr. Holt, however, could
not recall the width of that watercourse and algso had a recollection
diffieulty on the varying width of the Ambrose and Doty’s brooks
watercourse:
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Q. With reference to the comparable sale that YoUu

used that, i fact, had a stream om the par cel a;pprom-

- mately how wide was that stream? :
A. 1don't know. ‘

Q Did you make an on-site imspection of the
premises? '

A, T did.

. Do you recall how wide it is from that on-sile
mspection?

A, At the time T made my inspection, 1973, they
had already detoured it underground. The purchase
took place in 1971,

L. * *

Q. Appromimately how wide is the Ambrose Brook
in these subject parcels that we are reviewing today?
A. Tt’s different in every place. .

Q. Are there sections of the brook that youw would -
‘agree that the width is somewhere in the areq of 15 to -
20 feet wide? - E

A. Yes, I'd say that’s a fair statement in some

areas :
(). Are there any others that go below 10 feet wide,
to your recollection?

A. Idon’t recall.

Mr. Holt, through his testimony, defended his comparable sales
as'being valid and being representative of the industrial land
values in the area. Some pertinent excerpts of his testunony
follow:

Q. Mr. Holt, with reference now to the subject
parcels of your appm@sal reports, are the subject
parcels comparable in sige, shape, setting and overall
topography with each other?

A. No, there ig all kinds of varieties, They re not
all the same, no, by no means,

Q. So your testimony is that they are different?
A. There is always differences, sure.

Q. With reference o the compambk sales em-
ployed by you in your market dala analysis or
approach, did you attempl n assembling your com-
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parable sales to match the size, shape, setling and
overall topogmphy with the subgect pamels?
- A, Yes,

Q. And are the comparable sales in your appraisal
reports for the subject parcels consistently the same?

“A. They're different, Just as the sub;;ec.t pa,rcels
are different.

* * * *

Q. Let me ask the guestion and yow can answer
with an explanation. Are the comparable sales set
forth in the appraisal reports the same?

A. They are base—I believe they are the same
four. However, I did not base my valuation on those
four sales alone, I had approximately 20 sales. These
are only the ones that went into the report to keep the
report within reasonable limits.

Q. My question now, then, Mr. Holt, 1s, if the other
15 or so, 20 comparable sales used by you in evaluat-
ing this property were not in the report, how was the
reviewer given the opportunilty to examine valuation
in light of what you did? '

A. He’s given an opportunity to examine the ones
that T submitted, which I feel are more or less repre-
sentative of the entire spectrum of the 20 that I
actually examined and considered. 1t would be
entirely improper and cumbersome to include 20 sales
in an appraisal report. It’s rarely, if ever, done.

, Q. It was your judgment, the% that these four best '
- reflected comparability?
A. T considered them to be more or less typical and
that’s the reason I used these as in preference to any
of the other 15 or 16 that I have, yes.

Q. All right. So your preference is based on that
they were more typically representative of the subject
parcels?

AL Yes.

€. Does each—I think we have established tkat
from your previous testimony, that only one of these
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comparable sales did, in fact, have a walercourse
traversing it or bounding it?

A. Yes, the one that had the highest per acre
value had the watercourse.

Q. Did your appraisal reports include a market
sales analysis section?
- A. No, but I did analyze the sales fo arrive at my
value.

Q. And is it your testimony that you verified the
constderation and the transaction of your comparable
sales?

A, Ttas,

Q. And with whom did you verify these soles?

A, Well, it would be different on each property.
I’ll go through them, if you wish. Sometfimes the
buyer, sometimes the seller, sometimes the attorney.
In addition to that, every deed was individually
examined by me Where there is a sworn afﬁdamt as to
the purehase price.

The S.C.L’s expert reviewers were critical of both the Holt and
Galaida appraigals’ selection of comparables and/or their failure
to make an extensive market analysis of the comparables as they
related to the six subject parcels. Mr. Alton VanHorn tfestified
that a valid market data approach to an appraisal involves compar-
ing the parcel under appraisal with other parcels which have been
gold and ““making adjustments for time of oceurrence, motivations,
differences in size and shape and physical condition, and the
differences in other value influencing factors.”

He testified that the appraisal reports of Messrs. Holt and
Galaida, with only one exception, did not make allowances or adjust
valuations in accordance with the physical differences of the
subject parcels, particularly the lowness of the parcels and their
irregular shapes, to the comparable sales employed in the reports.
Mr. VanHorn concluded that the fair market values in those
reports were unsupportable:

Q). What was the overall conclusion as to the worth
of the valuations as established by Holt and Gala@da
for the subject parcels?

A. In the light of the total content of the reporis
and the faets developed in the data, independent data
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investigation, and an off-premise but at-site inspec-
tion of the properties, it is my opinion that they
simply did not support their conclusions and that the
values found were, in fact, not supportable.

Mr. John VanHorn’s dismissal of Mr, Holt’s key watercoursed
comparable sale as a valid comparable has been previously re-
viewed in this report. Mr. John VanHorn also found serious fault
with other comparables used by Mr. Holt. According to Mr.
VanHorn, Mr. Holt’s comparable sale number one was not an
open market, arm’s-length transaction but rather an insider deal
involving partners in a joint venture. Mr. Holt’s comparable sale
“number two, Mr. VanHorn testified, was another expansion sale
where the buyer was an adjoining industrial owner who through
this purchase and another one improved the shape of hig land
ownership, increased its frontage, and generally made the whole
property more desirable, That was a situation where the adjoiner
would clearly overpay and, on that basis, the sale should not be
taken on its face value for a direct comparable, Mr. VanHorn
testified. Mr. Holt’s comparable sale number three, according to
Mr. VanHorn, was the primest kind of industrial land, being well
gshaped, flood-free, and having desirable road frontage. Mr.
VanHorn testified further: ‘

Q. What about the other physical characteristics
of the comparable sales as they relate, if they do, to
the subject parcels?

A, The comparable sales, whether they were arm’s
length or not or whether they were open market or
not, are level, firm land, far removed from any stream,
not subject to flooding, not in an area suspect of poor
soil bearing. They’re just physically good industrial
land, physically good for development.

Q. In other words, they don’t meet the physical
description as you have stated already today that
would indicate a flood plain configurationo? -

A. That’s correct, they absolutely do nof. They’re
not in a flood plain or near a flood plain.

- % # % #* }

Q. Mr. VanHorn, in your opinion, were the com-

parable sales used by Holt and Galaida a reflection of
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the market, true market values for the 'sabj'ect
parcels? ' ‘

A. They’re not in the term that you could take the
prices paid and transpose them directly to the subject
properties.

Q. Well, what would have to be done if you can’t
transpose them to the subject properties? What
would you have to do if you assumed thal there were
- o other additional sales available?

A. They would require an adjustment for differ-
ences between the properties sold and the subject
properties, and other than some minor upward ad-
justment for time, all the adjustmenfs would be
downward, downward for the fact that the subject
properties flood, that the sales don’t; for the fact
that there are low, possibly soft, wet areas on the
subject properties, not present on the other prop-
erties; downward for the varying shape of the subject
properties; varying from something that could be ac-
commodated to with a minor reduction in value to
vary severe shape problems resulting from acute
shallowness. '

~ Substantially downward adjustment for those
factors are the prineipal things that would have to be
done to make the sale properties applicable fo the
properties appraised.

Q. Would that reduction procedure be contamed
- mormolly in an appraisal report?

A. Ttwould at least be outlined in the factor—in
the manner that I have outlined it. If not point by
point or dollar by dollar, per cent by per cent, there
would be at least, I feel, I should say, in a properly
done appraisal I think there would be at least a
statement of the factors or facts for which adjust-
mentg or one overall adjustment had been made.

Mr. Jobn VanHorn, from having made an on-site inspection of
the six subject parcels, took direct issue with the descriptions of
those properties in Mr, Holt’s appraisal reports and concluded
that the quality of those reports is deficient and their results

shocking in terms of cost to the taxpayers:
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‘A, All right. I have the properties identified by
parcel numbers., Is that sufficient? I don’t have the
block and lot right in front of me. I can get it.

Q. It’s quite all right.

A. Parcel No. 1, which is one of the M.W, Kellogg
parcels, the bulk of the taking area is low, The (Holt)
report glosses over the topography and characterizes
it as mainly level to gently rolling, which I don’t think
is a correct statement of something that’s low and
subject to flooding. .As I have indicated, there is the
probability of soft soil, especially close to the brook.
The report is silent on this point.

Nearly all, if not all, of the property appears to be
flood prone and the report is silent on this point.

With respect to parcel No. 2, also M. W. Kellogg,
possibly, again there is the possibility if not the
probability of soft soil, especially near the brook.
Again, the report is sﬂent on this, and the same thing
with respect to flooding; neaﬂy all, if not all the
property is flood prone and the report is silent on
thig point,

‘With respect to parcel No. 3, the Kokenyessy parcel,
the bulk of this property, not all of it, but at least
two-thirds of it iz low or in the slope up from the
flood plain. The report description is—I would say
it’s vague but incorreet in the impression it gives. It’s
characterized as mainly level to gently rolling in
contour. I don’t think that’s really to the point.
~ Again, possibility of soft soil iz a fact. Again, the

report is silent on it. Same thing with respeet to
flooding. The obvious probability of flooding, silence
in the report on this subject. -

Parcel No. 5, one of the Dilieo and Nessler parcels,
property is low adjacent to the brook, yet it’s de-
scribed in the report as mainly level and clear‘
thronghout. It’s misleading, I would 88y

Again, the possibility of soft soil. Agam the report
is gilent on this point. There are portions of this
site that are low and that clearly appear to be flood
prone and there are some indications that the entire
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property may be flood prone under more extreme
conditions. The report is silent on this point.

Parcel 42, the property slopes downward from the
road to the brook and it’s low except for two relatively
small bulges in the front portion of the property. The
report incorrectly characterizes the property as
mainly level to gently rolling and somewhat low in
some areas. I think the emphasis is clearly in the
wrong place.

‘With respect again, there is a possibility of soft
s0il near the brook. Again, the report is silent. Nearly
all of the property, I feel, is clearly flood ‘prone. The
report is silent on that pomt

And with respect to property No. 45, the other
DiLieo and Nessler property, all or nearly all of this
property is low and—»but it’s deseribed in the report
as level to gently rolling. I suppose that characteristic.
would be applied to any flood plain, but I think it’s
clearly misleading to characterize something that’s a
flood plain as gently rolling. It’s not at all {o the
point.

Again, there is the probability of soft soil near the
brook and again the report is silent on it. And again,
the property is clearly flood prone and silence in the
report on that point.

Q. Mr.VanHorn, did you form an opinion as to the
quality of these reports? Or better stated, would your
opinion be that the quality of these reports is
deficient?

A. T would say the quahty is deficient. I think
anyone who were fo look at the reports, look at the
properties and look at the data and think about it,
I think the results of the reports are shocking.

Mr. James V. Hyde, Jr., testified that he had top members of
his staff make an initial review of the Holt and Galaida appraisals
and that those staffers reported back to him that there was not
enough content, egpecially in the area of market data analysis, in
the reports to actually conduet a meaningful review of them. In
fact, Mr. Hyde testified that, had the reports been submitted to his
Division relative to land purchases, they would not have been
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-accepted for failure to meet proper standards and would not have
been paid for by the Divigion. Mr. Hyde testified:

Q. I take it, then, your lestimony is that the
deﬁcw%cy can. be @denmﬁed as a lack of market data
analysis in the reports? '

A. Well, that was the critical, most critical de-
ficiency. There were sales listed in the reports, sir,
but you can list a hundred or two hundred or five
hundred sales in an appraisal report, but unless there
is a relationship, at least narrative, but preferably
narrative and summarized in grid form, you cannot
tell what the sales reflect. And that was the emtmal
weakness.

Accordingly, Mr, Hyde had his staff make its own investigation
of sales in the area of the subject parcels, perform a new and
complete market analysis, and prepare a full appraisal report on
each of the parcels. Mr. Hyde then reviewed his staff’s findings
and, after personally viewing the new comparables used by his
staff and the subject parcels, certified his agreement with those
findings. Mr. Hyde testified how his Diviston’s post-appraisal
review found that the true fair market value of the parcels should
have been much lower than the values in the Holt and Galaida
appraisals:

Q. Director Hyde, you testified before that you
agreed with the conclusions based upon your experi-
ence with their report and their briefings. What were
their conclusions? Or if we can break it down to
make one specific area as to the valuation of these
properties,

A. Conclusions philosophically or dollarwise item
by item by item?

Philesophically, the conclusions were that there was
an extreme key weakness in the reports in that, in
effect, they had no comparahility analysis. Without
a good comparability analysis, a narrative, and in my
opinion, we teach this in the appraisal review courses
of the Appraisal Institute, as well as a grid in chart
summary form, there is no way for the reader, mean-
ing the user, the person that’s paying for the ap-
praisal, to follow the appraiser’s line of reasoning or
to check on the validity of the report.
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- 'We in our agency would not accept such reports, as.
I said before, as nsable and would not pay for the
work until they were either supplemented with com-
parable analysis data to assure such criferia. We
carefully spell this out in our appraisal eontracts and
say to the appraiser, if he sends an appraisal in
without it, *“You have not completed your contract
Please Supplement ”

Q. Was it your— '

A. Now, what—not to mterrupt you, what has
resulted and what our reviewers found is- that ap-
praisers had essentially utilized sales of much better

properties and had, it was the opinion of our re- -

viewers, not included in their reports properties that
were well below road level; that had a stream which
‘had many signs of flooding regularly. In fact, our
reviewers, as 1 am sure if you bring them before the
Commission, will be able to sustain and testify that
there are official records that this area had flooded
periodically.

Now, if you take sales that’s not comparable, if you
take sales of $200,000 mansions that sell for $200,000-
and say that these represent a nice home guch as you
and I would buy hopefully in the $45,000 bracket
today, it sure does not make our homes worth $200,000.
In fact, you can’t even use those sales because they
are so far from comparability that no matter what
adjustment gymmastics you place there, they’re mnot
competitive in the market and you can’t utilize them,
except as a rare exceplfion when there is nothmg
comparable.

Q. Did your staff, in fact, find other sales?

A. Yes, sir, they did. They found the sales. They
checked the terms and conditions similar to that which
the VanHorn consultants have reported to you. They
checked carefully the terrain conditions and they did
find a number of sales, including one directly adjoin- -
ing in this assemblage, a fairly large sale, Whlch they
utilized as their comparables. :

They have in their report both narrative and aa_
justments, all for terrain, for terms and conditions,
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for topography, for time, which i a very important
comparability adjustment in today’s climate and
market, and then transposed those narrative adjust-
ments into a grid summary so they could be seen to-
arrive at their conclusions and then told why they
gave various Weights to the various sales that they

- actunally used in a summary form to arrive at a par-
ticular conclusion.

Q. Director Hyde, were the valuations of your staff
reasonably close to the valuations established by Mr.
Holt and Galaida?

A. The valuations of the staff are muech, much,
much lower. They did not believe the Holt- Galalda
reports were representative of the fair market value
of the subject tracts of land, which are well below

- road level and have a major stream traversing them,
which, according to the information they secured,
including from the State Water Policy Commission
and even newspaper photographs showing them to be
totally flooded.

Q. Director, would the percentage of 50 per cent.
be adequate figure in terms of where your staff valued
-the property less than Mr. Holt and Mr. Galaida’s
valuation? Isit a fair percentage?

A. Plus or minns.

CONFUSION AND CONTRADICTION AT THE
GREEN ACRES LEVEL

As noted in the introductory section of thiz report on the
investigation of Middlesex County’s land acquisition practices,
the purchase of parklands by that County was eligible for a fifty
per cent matching grant from state bond issue funds under the
Green Acres acquisition program for preserving open spaces.
Accordingly, Middlesex County, after purchasing not only the six
subject parcels closely serutinized by the S.C.1I. but also other
parcels along the Ambrose and Doty’s brooks, forwarded an ap-
plication to the Green Acres unit in the New Jersey State Depart-
ment of Environmental Protection in Trenton for matehing funds.
The application included numerous appraisals done for the County
‘by Messrs, Galaida and Holt.
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The Commission learned during its investigation that, although
the Environmental Protection Department had not yet awarded
the matching funds to Middlesex, the County’s application had
received a degree of approval within the Green Acres unit before
a decision was made to hold that application in abeyance. Accord-
ingly, the 8.0.L. looked into the Green Acres unit’s handling of
the Ambrose and Doty’s brooks parkland application, with em-
phagis on what kind of review process was brought to bear on
the appraisals contained in that application. After hearing the
testimony in this area of the investigation, the Commission stated
that the review funetion of the State Green Acres Program was
afflicted with deficiencies and confusion which needed correction
so that expert and thorough post-appraisal review could be brought
to bear on all appraisals received by Green Acres. The Commis-
sion’s recommendations for making such a correction are included
in the ‘“‘Final Recommendations’’ section of this report on this
mvestigation.

A Memo Approves the Appraisals

Howard J. Wolf, as Administrator of the Local Matching Grant
Program of Green Acres, was the official in the State Department
of Environmental Protection who received Middlesex County’s
application for mateching funds for the Ambrose and Doty’s brooks
parkland project. He testified at the 8.C.I.’s public hearings that,
as with similar applications, he passed along for review the ap-
praisals relative to the Middlesex application to Vincent T. Bogdan,
an Appraiser-Supervisor in the Green Aecres unit. Mr. Wolf
testified that the purpose of appraisal review by Mr. Bogdan was
to insure against overexpendifures of Green Acres funds and that
Mr. Bogdan’s advice in writing as to hig conclusions about ap-
praisals in matching fund applications was the key to whether or
not Mr. Wolf would recommend approval of the applications and
payment of the matching funds.

On September 27, 1974, Mr. Wolf received a memoran'dum from
Mr. Bogdan relative to the Ambrose and Doty’s brooks appralsals
That memorandum read:

In accordance with your request, the above appli—
cation was reviewed by the staff and Nicholas Fmday,
M.A.L, of the Appraisal Review Board.
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After inspection and review of all information per-
tinent to the subject area, it has been determined that
the value stated by the County-assigned appraisers
indicates a fair representation of market value.

Recommended for Approval

Mr. Wolf testified that given such a recommendation by Mr.
Bogdan, he ordinarily would recommend promptly to the Com-
migsioner of Environmental Protection that the matching funds
be dispensed. However, because Green Acres funds were in short
supply at the time and because the S.C.I’s investigation had
become known, Mr. Wolf did not make such a recommendation
to the Commissioner but rather caused a memorandum to be sent
to the Commissioner advising him that the Middlesex application
was being held “‘in limbo.”’

Mr. Friday operated his own real estate agency in North Bruns-
wick until retiring about 1971 and becoming a real estate con-
sultant. He did serve with two other appraisers bearing the
M.A.I. designation on the Green Acres Appraisal Review Board
from the mid-1960s until that Board expired in Oectober, 1973.
Mr. Friday conceded in his testimony at the S.C.1.’s public hear-
ings that even his holdover status as member of that Board had
expired by March, 1974, a time when, according to Mr. Friday,
either Mr. Bogdan or Mr. Wolf asked Mr. Friday to take a look
at the Ambrose and Doty’s brooks area appraisals of Messrs.
Holt and (talaida.

Mr. Friday said he could not recall with any surety the details
of the request he received to look at the appraisals on behalf of
the Green Acres unit but that he was quite sure he had made it
perfectly clear to either Mr. Bogdan or Mr:. Wolf that he would
review the appraizals for their substance and quality but would
not render any judgment on the reasonableness of the fair market
- values arrived at in the appraisals. Mr. Friday testified:

Q. So you weren’t assigned the exercise of deler-
mining whether the comparables were, in fact,
legitimate?

A. No.

Q. And from the end of your exercise it wasn’t
your function to determine whether true market value
was accurate?

A. No.
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Q. Then what would you soy s -the key to your
emerczse, the key ob;}ectwe?

A. The key objective, iIn my recollectlon, as [
mentioned, it’s repetitions, but I was asked if T would
look at the‘se reports and I said, yes. All right. But
only for substance purposes and because up to that
point a couple of times that we had been to Trenton

" we had been told that soon our services were going
'to be terminated.

Q I appreciate that Mr. Friday. But would deter-
mining the legitimacy of comparables be a substantive .
factor, in your mind, in your review?

A. In your doing the valuation part, yes.

Q. Would the reflection of fair markel value be
substance in a substantial factor in your review?
A, Overall review, yes. If we did the whole thing,
" yes. _
Q. But, in fact, you didn’t pass judgment in these
cases on either of those two factors, the legitimacy of

the comparables or the fair market value?
A. No. No, I didn’t.

- Mr. Priday testified that he took a stack of appraisals given to
him in Trenfon to his home office in Middlesex County. There,
according to his testimony, he looked through some of the ap-
praisals and was particularly appalled by the disarray of some
of Mr. Galaida’s appraisals. He said he subsequently telephoned
the Green Acres people in Trenton and said, ‘‘Look, these have
to go back and I don’t want any more to do with them because
my time is up, but I have done this much for you.’” He said the
Green Acres people asked him, since he was in Middlesex County,
to take the appraisals back to the County’s offices in New Bruns-
wick. He stated that he did just that only to find them retnrned
to his desk a couple of months later. Mr. Friday testified that he
then delivered the appraisals back to Mr. Wolf’s office in Trenton
and left them there for the State and the County to resolve the
matter. ‘

Mr. Friday aclmowledcred at the hearings that he had received
per diem compensation of $200 from the State for time spent look-
1ng at the appraisals. He also testified that he held public office -
in Middlesex County as President of the Board of Education for
the County Vocational and Technical Tigh School. -
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My, Bogdan’s Testimony

Mr. Bogdan testified that after he received the Ambrose and
Doty’s brooks area appraisals from Mr, Wolf, he randomly checked
and reviewed about five or gix of the appraisals out of the total
of more than forty. He subsequently requested Mr. Friday to
review the appraisals. It was Mr. Bogdan’s testimony that Mr.
Friday was specifically asked to review for both substance and
the reasonableness of fair market values and that Mr. Friday
verbally informed Mr. Bogdan that the values were reasonable.

Q. Mr. Bogdan, did you instruct Mr. Friday as to
the procedure he should follow? -
A. T requested from Mr. ¥Friday to inspeet and
review the appraisal reports in support of the

Ambrose-Doty Project.

Q. Did you instruct Mr. Friday to review the
appraisal reports for verification of substance?
A.- Notonly substance, but as to value also.

Q. To your knowledge, did Mr. Nicholas Friday
review the appraisal reports thal you assigned to
him? _ _ '

A. He had indicated that he did.

Q. Did‘ he submil any written report to you upon
the conclusion of his review procedures?
A. No, he did not.

Q. Did he verbally brief you as to his conclusions?

A. He verbally indicated that in general the values
for the general—for the general project, the overall
project, was an indication of fair market value.

Q. Did he specifically say to you, Mr. Bogdan, ‘I
have reviewed the appraisal reports and I find that
‘the value is reasonable’’?

A. Yes, he did, verbally.

Q. And did he indicate to you at any time during
this conversation or any other conversation that he
found deficiencies in the substance of these reports?

A. T think he did, but as far as the general overall
project was concerned, that the value nevertheless
was a fair indication of fair market value.
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Q. So notwithstanding the deficiencies he found, he
assured you wm his evaluation of the values contained
therein the values were reasonable and adeguate for
the subject parcels being appraised?

A. For the whole project.

. Q. Which would include the subject parcels of the
Ambrose-Doty Brook Project that the State Commas-
ston of Investigation looked wmito; is that correct?

A. Conceivably so, yes. -

The Commission then had Mr. Bogdan read out loud his Septem—
ber 27, 1974 memorandum to Mr. Wolf recommending approval
of the Middlesex application. Mr. Bogdan testified:

Q. Were you here earlier today? Did you hear Mr.
Friday testify?
A. Yes, I was.

Q. And did you hear Mr. Friday testify that he
did not review the appraisal reports submitted to him
by either you or Mr. Wolf as to value? ‘

A, Tt was my understanding when Mr.——

Q. Did you hear him state that, sir?
A. Yes.
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FINAL RECOMMENDATIONS
SUMMARY

In Janunary, 1976 the State Commission of Investigation held
public hearings on certain serious weaknesses and abuses in the ad-
ministration of the land acquisition program of the County of
Middlesex, and in the local assistance-Green Acres Program of
the N. J. Department of Environmental Protection. These public
hearings exposed shocking shortcomings in the methods used to
select appraisers to do appraisals of lands to be acquired for
Green Acres purposes. The hearings also demonstrated gross
deficiencies in the confent and quality of such appraisals, and
revealed that the post-appraisal reviews and evalnations conducted
by the administrators of the county land acquisition program and
the State local assistance-ireen Acres program were completely
inadequate and unprofessional.

The result of the gross administrative failure and negleet con-
sistently described in the course of the hearings was that certain
appraisals utilized to fix purchase prices for land acquisitions were
inaccurate, misleading and unreliable, and appraisal reviews and
evaluations thereof were in fact merely ‘‘rubber stamp’’ and
automatic endorsements of poor appraisal work. These systematic
surrenders to medioerity led to regular and large overpayments
of tax dollars for land acquired at inflated and excessive purchase
prices.

The public interest demands that public officials make sure that
such waste and inefficiency is not allowed to occur in any county,
local or state land acquisition program. The S.C.I. recommenda-
tions herein set forth are designed to help concerned public officials
reach this goal.

To prevent waste of the public’s tax dollars, the adminstration
of all county and local land acquisition programs must be consistent
with the best and highest standards for selection of superior ap-
praisers and for the professional review and thorough, eritical
evaluation of all appraisals used to fix land purchase prices. In
addition, there must be substantial reform of the administration
of the Green Acres Program of the State of New Jersey in order
to insure that Green Acres funds granted to counties and loecalities
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are not misspent by awards of inflated purchase prices for Green
Acres land acquisitions.

To this end, the State Commission of Investigation makes the -
following general recommendations for reform, the details of which
are set forth at length in this report:

‘1. all appraisers to be selected solely on the basis
of their professional qualifications, and without re-
gard to their willingness to make political contribu-
tions and donations, and without regard to their
political affiliafions;

2. appraisers to be approved to do only those
designated, specific kinds of appraisal work for which
their training, experience, education and skills
actually qualify them; '

3. appraisers to be selected to possess superior, |
and not average, qualifications to perform the
designated appraisal work to be undertaken;

4. appralsers selected to be acknowledged experts,
and not novices, in the respective kinds of appraisal
work;

. 5. the work of approved appraisers to be peri-
‘odically, consistently and thoroughly reviewed in
order to prompﬂy remove from approved appraiser -
lists those appraisers whose work dlsserves the public
1nterest |

6. approved appraisers to be stmctly required, by
contract, to render appraisals in accordance with
certain recognized and established standards and re-
quirements of the land appraisal profession, inelud-
ing, but not limited to, the requirement that
appraisers personally and thoroughly inspeet the land
appraised and the requirement that «ll information
relevant to land valne be set forth in detaﬂ in
appraisal reports;

7. county, local and state acquisition programs to
promulgate vigorous, mandatory specifications for
the proper conduct of land appraisal work and for the
achievement of excellence in the contents, format, a,nd o
quahty of land appraisals; '
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8. post-appraisal reviewers to be selected pursuant
to standards even more demanding than those neces-
© sary for the proper selection of appaisers;

9. the local assistance-Green Acres Program to pre-
qualify appraisers to be used for county and local
Green Acres projects, in accordance with and pur-
snant to standards designed to insure selection of
highly competent appraisers for such appraisal work;

10. the local assistance-Green Acres Program to
adopt mandatory specifications requiring the best
possible performance of appraisal work for county
and local Green Acres projects, and strict adherence
by county and local land acguisition programs to such
specifications to be made an express, material con-
dition of the grant of Green Acres funds;

11. all post-appraisal reviews and evaluations to be
conducted in a manner designed to guarantee that ap-
praisals strietly comply with such standards and
specifications, and nonconforming appraisals to be
disregarded in the final determination as to land
~ value:

- 12. the land acquisition, appraisal and post-ap-
praisal review operations of the Green Acres Program
to be transferred from the Department of Environ- -
mental Protection to the Department of Transporta-
tion. ' '

The details of the above recommendations for reform are

‘hereafter set forth.

APPRAISER SELECTION AND APPRAISAL ASSIGNMENTS

Site Inspection

Prior to processing the appraisal request, a qualified officer of
the land acquisition office or the land acquisition committee, which-
ever is appropriate, shall visit the land site and familiarize
himself with the local land conditions. The primary objectives
of this recommended praectice are to identify the specific appraisal
problem, to determine the number and types of appraisals needed,
the priority time schedules, and to obtain any other relevant data.
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Preliminary Report

Upon completion of the field inspections, the inspecting officer
shall file a written preliminary report summarizing the observa-
tions made during such field inspection. The preliminary report
shall include a meaningful summary of all relevant data and
insights in the possession of other governmental entities, including,
but not limited to, county and municipal planning boards, and
county and municipal engineers’ offices. The preliminary report
shall be furnished to the appraisers selected to do the appraisal
work, prior to commencement of the appraisal work.

Appraisal Fees, Contracts, Appraiser Lists -

The land acquisition office or land acquisition committee shall
maintain a list of qualified realty appraisers. This list shall be
reviewed and updated annually. Copies of the list shall be fur-
nished to the appropriate governing body. There shall be set forth
on such list a detailed description of the skills, training and ex-
perience possessed by each appraiser on the list and a statement
as to the specific reasons each such appraiser is deemed qualified
to be placed on such list. While it is not possible to define an
inflexible set of standards covering the minimam qualifieations for
all appraisers and for all kinds of appraisal work, the following
represents a guideline for the selection of most appraisers and
for most kinds of appraisal work. '

Qualifications Guideline
.- L. Graduvation from high school or equivalent education.
2. Possession of a certificate of completion of a business or

professional course devoted to instruetion in real estate, real

estate appraisals, real estate and commercial law, conveyancing,
laws of eminent domain and related subjects, or proof of training,
eduncation, and experience equivalent thereto.

Such formal courses shall specifically include at least two (2)
semester-length courses in real estate appraisal. Alternatively,
the appraiser shall have completed the equivalent thereof in formal,
recognized appraisal courses such as MAT courses I and IT given
by the American Institute of Real HKstate Appraisers, or other
courses similar thereto. '

3. At least five (5) years successful work experience in the real
estate industry, including experience in appraisal of real estate
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and with land development projects. A minimum of 100 appraisals
shall have been completed. :

4, Membership in the American Institute of Real Hstate Ap-
praisers (MAT), in the Society of Real Kstate Appraisers, or in
some comparable, recognized professional organization devoted fo
the professional activities of members gpecializing in real estate
operations, real estate appraisals and valuations. If the appraisal
applicant is not a member of any such organization, the appraisal
applicant shall present proof of comparable attainment in the
realty appraisal and realfy valuation field by other means, guch as
completion of advanced courses in recognized eduncational institu-
tions specializing in instruction in the valuation and appraisal
field, or by demonstrated ability to pass an appropriate, com-
prehenswe test prepared by an appropriate testing service.

5. All appraisers shounld have experience and ability in inter-
preting property and site plans, and land surveys and drawings,
and sketch plots and should be familiar with basic legal principles
and court decisions affecting realty appraisals and valuations of
property taken by the State for public purpoeses.

6. Appraisers whose appraisal work may necegsitate their ap-
pearance in court to defend their conclusions should also demon-
strate special ability and superior knowledge and expertise in
those specialized fields that relate to the subject-matter of the
appraisal work contemplated, and should possess experience and
ability in giving expert testimony.

It is recognized that some appraisers who may be lacking in
one or more of the above-described qualifications could otherwise
be qualified to undertake some special assignments suited to their
more limited skills and experience, or could qualify to nndertake
less complicated and sophisticated appraisal assignments. Hach
applicant should be evaluated in accordanoe with these variable
factors.

Prequalification Procedure

- Fee appraisers must be prequalified before being eonsidered
eligible for retention to render appraisals for governmental pur-
poses. A standard application form shall be developed by local land
acquisition offices or committees, which form shall require the
above-mentioned career and educational information.
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" Apphcants shall be required to complete this form and to submit
sample copies of prior appraisal work to the governmental entity
or official responsible for selection of appraisers. Application forms
and sample appraisals shall be analyzed, and personal interviews
conducted of applicant appraisers to determine their skills and
abilities to undertake the appraisal work contemplated. '

Upon reeeipt of a completed application and required sample
appraisals, the land acquisition officer, or the acquisition commit-
tee, and the legal advisor who represents the governing body in
condemnation and other such proceedings shall interview the
applicant. The inferview shall include a detailed discussion as to
the applicant’s qualifications fo do the subject appraisal work.
Thereafter, the applicant’s appraisal skills, training, experience
and other appraisal gualifications shall be verified by a thorough,
follow-up investigation. Such investigation shall mclude a visit
with the applicant at his place of business.

Following said interview and follow-up investigation, the land
acquisition officer or acquisition committee shall prepare a com-
prehensive report and recommendation relevant to the applicant’s
eligibility to do the contemplated work; the same shall then be
presented to the governing body, which shall review the report, the
application and such writfen recommendation. The report shall
contain a certification as to the specific educational, professional
and career attainments of the applicant as well as the specific
gkills, training and experience possessed by the applicant. Said
recommendation shall set forth specifically and in detail the
particular kind of appraisal work the applicant iz deemed com-
petent to undertake, and the particular reasons the applicant is
deemed competent to perform such work in a manner consgistent
with the public interest. Thereafter, the governing body shall vote
to approve or disapprove the applicant appraiser. Applicants
who do not possess the aforementioned gualifications shall not be
approved.

As a supplement to the required procedure mentioned above,
and in order to insure maximum objectivity in selection of ap-
praisers, there shall be established an Appraiser Selection Com-
mittee consisting of the engineering advisor, chief planning execn-
tive, and the chief legal advisor for the governmental enfity. Prior
to final selection or rejectiOn of an appraiser applicant, the Selec-
tion Committee shall review each application and shall make an
approprlate written recommendation to the governing body.
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The Appraiser Selection Committes shall:

A. Review the determination thaf the engagement of an ap-
pralser is necessary or desirable,

B. Regect or approve appraiser applicants for speclﬁc appraisal
projects on the basis of their respective qualifications to complete
the particular appraisal work required for the specific appraisal
projects to be assigned to the respective applicants.

In making this ‘determination, the Appraiser Selection Com-
mittee shall, in addition to the aforementioned criteria, consider the
following:

1. The financial status and reliability of the apﬁlic-ant;

2. The reputation for skill and integrity of the applicant as
described by former clients;

3. Applicant compliance with all applicable existing Federal
and State regulations and laws pertaining to the requisite quali-
fications of appraisers and to the conduct of their business.

Final Approval of Appraisers

The governing body shall make the final determination to
approve or disapprove the qualifications of applicant-appraisers.
This determination shall include a specific decision by the govern-
ing body as to the particular kind or kinds of appraisal work or
projects the applicant-appraiser is qualified fo undertake, The land
acqu1s1t10n officer, or committee, shall maintain a current list of
appraisers approved by the governing body for appraisal work.

Said list shall contain a specific description of the particular
kind or kinds of appraisal work or projects for which each
appraiser has been approved. With the assisfance, advice and
recommendation of the land acquisition officer, or land acquisition
committee, and of the Appraiser Selection Committee, the govern-
ing. body shall periodically review the qualifications of the
appraisers on such list and shall determine whether or not
to re-approve such appraisers. Such review shall occur at least
once a year and shall be conducted in the same manner and pur-
suant to the same guidelines and standards as for initial deter-
minations on the qualifications of appraisers applying for approval
to do public appraisal work.

The land acquisition. officer, or committee, and the Apprzusal
- Selection Committee shall meet periodically to review and analyze
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the quality and merits of the work of approved appraisers. The
results of such review and analysis shall be periodically furnished
to the governing body to aid it in periodic re-evaluations of the
qualifications of appraisers on the aforesaid approved appraiser
list. :

Appraisers approved to do public appraisal work shall possess
skills, training, experience and general qualifications commensurate
with the eritical importance to the public interest of public
appraisal work. Appraisers approved to do work for government
should not be novices relying on government work to farnish them
with needed gkill and experience. Only appraisers who have
already secured good reputations for the quality of their work
should be selected as approved appraisers.

Political Contributions and Affiliations

Government land acquisition officers and employees shall not
golicit political contributions from applicant appraisers or
approved appraisers. The making of political contributions by
appraisers shall not be a condition of the receipt of government
appraisal work and a determination fto approve an appraiser for
public appraisal work shall not be contingent on the making of
political contributtions by the appraiser, or on the political aﬂihatlon
of the appraiser.

Determinations to approve or disapprove appraisers for such
work should be independent of considerations based on the needs of
political fund-raising. Such determinations should be based solely
on the professional qualifications of appraisers.

Newly Approved Appraisers

The initial appraisals prepared by a newly-approved appraiser
shall be critically and thoroughly analyzed and reviewed by the
land acquisition officer or committee, and the Appraiser Selection
Committee, If, as a result thereof, it is found that such initial
appraisals are satisfactory, no further special action need be taken.
If such analysis results in a conclusion that the initial appraisals
are deficient, the officials making such analysis shall forthwith
present a written recommendation to the governing body for the
removal of the subject appraiser from the approved list. The
governing body shall immediately make a final determination on
such recommendatlon
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Work Distribution

It is desirable but not always practicable to distribute appraisal
asgignments on a statistically equal bagis among all approved
appraisers. Work distribution is dependent on the location of the
real estate to be appraised, the special qualifications and back-
ground of each approved appraiser, the time a particular approved
appraiser is able to devote fo government assignments, the require-
ments of the assigning agency concerning work completion dates,
the nature of the assignments and many other variable factors.

Appraisal assignments shall be divided as equitably as possible
consistent with the needs and requirements of the assigning agency
and consistent with the skills and abilities of the respective
approved appraisers.

To insure the award of appraisal assignments in the most
equitable manner posgible, consistent with the needs and require-
ments of the agsigning agency and consistent with the publie
interest, the land acquisition officer of the land acquisition office or
acquisition committee shall prepare a cumulative, monthly report
of all appraisal assignments made for the preceding twelve-month
period. A report of the number of assignments made to each
appraiser shall be made by the aforementioned officer to the
governing body once each month. Whenever an appraiser is
awarded a disproportionate number of appraisal assignments
such report shall contain a detailed statement explaining and
justifying the award of such assignments. The paramount con-
sideration in the distribution of appraisal assignments shall be
the need of the assigning agency to secure the hest appraisers
available for the asgignment in question and the need to secure
appraisers who can promptly meet the ageney’s prescribed work
completion dates, thereby insuring advancement of the publi¢
interest. ‘ '

 In allocating appraisal assignments, officials shall not consider
the record of the approved appraisers for political contributions,

Order Approval

All appraisal assignments and contracts must be approved and
expressly aunthorized by the appropriate governing body prior to
the issuance of appraisal assignments.
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The award of an appraisal assignment to. a qualified, approved
appraiser shall not be assignable. The specific appraiser named to
undertake the subject appraisal work shall actually do such work,
and it shall not be assigned or delegated to, or divided with, any
appraiser not specifically designated to do the particular appraisal
work in guestion. It shall be recognized that a contract for the
performance of appraisal work is a personal service contraet, not
assignable without the express consent of the subject government
entity.

- APPRAISAL FEES

" It shall be the policy of the assigning governmental agency that
the amount of the fee for an appraisal shall represent just and
fair compensation for services rendered, inoludjng expert testi-
mony. :

Whenever an estlmated appraisal fee shall be in excess of $25O

a qualified individual representing the land acquisition office shall

visit the premises to be appraised and determine the number and

type of appraisals needed and estimate the feo therefor or, alterna-

- tively, the applicable fee schedule category or categories relevant
to the subject properties.

‘The official files of the land acquisition office shall be fully
documented in Wmtmg as to the amount and basis of the estlma,ted
fee o

B Provision shall be made for a per diem rate to be paid the ap-
praiser for appearing as an expert witness in condemnation pro-
ceedings. This fee shall be in addition to the fee for the appralsal
work, and shall be pald only when expert testimony has been given,
or When the appraiser hag expended time devoted to preparations
for suoh appearances,

Factors to be considered in estimating and ﬁxm«r fees are set
forth below. Fee schedules should be promulgated and adopted
wherever possible. If should be noted that the suggested fee
schedules hereinafter set forth are among those utilized by the
U.S. Department of Transportation and the New Jersey Depart-
ment of Tramsportatlon

In general, some of the factors to be eonmdered in estunatmg
a,nd ﬁxmg fees are as follows:

1. The complemty of the appraisal or other WOI‘kV
to be undertaken and the skills necessary to provide
such services.
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- 2. The number of parcels inclnded in the assign-
ment

3. The amount of mformatlon and data provided
the appraiser by the assigning government agency
as contrasted with the amount of information that
must be developed independently by the appraiser.

4. The location and conditions pertinent to the
project concerning which the appraisal services are
to be furnished.

5. The complexity, format and detail required for
the final appraisal report.

Fixed Fee Schedules

Notwithstanding the diverse factors involved in completing
various appraisal assignments, compensation for many appraisal
services can be fixed in aceordance with certain uniform fee
schedules instead of by individual fee negotiation. The use of
certain fee schedules by governmental entities often protects the
public from the payment of excess fees for such services.,

The N.J. Department of Transportation has adopted fhe fee
schedule hereinafter deseribed; its use is highly recommended. It
ghould be used as a basis for establishing appraisal fees, absent
gpecial factors dictating an individually negotiated fee.

SCHEDULE OF APPRAISAL FEES

Class No. 1- Total Partial
Residential Take Take
Vacant Land* ... ... ..... .. $250 $350
1-Family Dwelling®* .. ...... 300 400
Alternate®** .. ... ... . ... 275 o
2-3 Family Dwelling (income
if applicable) ... ... ... ... 400 500
Multi-family income dwelling :
upto8units ....... ... ... 500 600
Apartment property 816 units 600 800
Apartment property over 16
units ..o Fees to be negotiated
Categories not hsted ........ Fees to be negotiated

*Note—Vacant land shall include unimproved resi-
dential (non-income producing) lots. Abufting lots
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under the same ownership and not excéeeding ten (10)
in number on unsubdivided lands in one tract not ex-
ceeding five (5) acres shall fall into this category.

**Residential dwellings (1- and 2- and 3-family
units) shall include vacant lots abutting the resi-
dential units whether used in conjunction therewith or
not. So long as the same are under common
ownership, they shall be treated as one appraisal,
and smch appraisal shall include all additional out-
buildings such as garages, ete.

***Residential Alternate—On uncomplicated entire
takings of residential single family properties where
adequate market data is available, the lower fee
alternate shall be clearly noted.

Class No. 2 Total Partial
Farm Lands Take Take
Unimproved Farm Land,
10-50 Acres ... .. .. e $400 $500
Unimproved Farm Land,
50-100 Acres ............. 500 700
Unimproved Farm Land over
100 Aeres .......... ... ... Fees to be negotiated
Farm Land and Buildings up
to 100 Acres .. ........... 600 800
Farm Land and Buildings over
100 Acres ................ Fees to be negotiated
Categories not Listed ... ... . Fees to be negotiated

Note—Properties in this category are considered
to include farm and related properties. For defini-
tional purposes, farm lands shall include any prop-
erty of ten (10) acres or more used primarily for
farming or related purposes and not used primarily
for industrial or other commercial purposes, and may
include lands available for non-income type residential
subdivision.

Class No. 3 Total Partial
Commercial Properties Take Take
Vacant Commerecial Land . ... $400 $500

Serviee Station ... ...... .. .. 800 1,000



Commereial Structures—com-

bination store, business or _

other, up to 4 units ...... . 600 700
Diners ..................... Fees to be negotiated
Commerecial Structures—com-

bhination. store, business or

other, 5 to 8 units . . ... .. 1,000 1,500
Special purpose properties .. Fees to be negotiated
Motels ... .. .. e Fees to be negotiated
Categories not listed ..... ... F'ees to be negotiated

Class No. 3 is to include vacant lots abutting subject improved
units, whether used in conjunction with the improvement or not.
So long as the lots are under the same ownership, the appraisal
shall treat the entire property evaluated as one entity pursuant o
the highest and best use formula.

Vacant land shall include abutting plots under the same owner-
ship and up to five (5) acres in size, reaardless of the manner in
which they are subdivided.

Class No. 4
Special Purpose
Properties Total Partial
and Parcels Take Take
Industrial and special purpose
properties Fees to be negotiated
Special engineering or architectural
reports (non-real esfate) Fees to be negotiated
Revision of submitted appraisal
due to parcel revision Fees to be negotiated -
Categories not lsted Fees to be negotiated

‘Whenever the compensation fixed by the fee schedule reasonably
appears disproportionate to the estimated value of the real estate
© to be appraised (for instance, in cases wherein the value of the
subject real estate is quite low due to the age or poor condition of
improvements), then, and in that event, the fee may be fixed and
negotiated without reference to the fee schedule. If the confem-
plated appraisal assignment reasonably will require resolution of
extraordinarily sophisticated and complicated opinion, fact and
value issues, necessitating the expenditure of unusual amounts of
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time, the fee may be determined without resort to the fee schedule.
In cases involving highly sophisticated, complex and time-
consuming appraisal services, the assigning agency may agree to
compile for the appraiser special data and materials of the kind
not ordinarily available in order to aid the appraiser in his work.

In support of any decision not to nse the fee schedule, the land
acquisition officer shall file a written report with the governing
body, which report shall incorporate the reasons for such decision.
Such report shall specifically recite and detail the criteria and
factors by which the subject appraisal fee was derived.

The work performed by fee appraisers is considered a profes-
sional service and formal solicitation of bids therefrom may be
waived. - However, the land acquisition officer and/or the acquisi-
tion - committee shdll request and obtain detailed appraisal
proposals and spemﬁc fee estimates from qualified appraisers in
instances where major appraisal projects 1nv01V1ng substauﬁal or
expensive land holdings are involved.

APPRAISAL STANDARDS

All appraisals shall clearly substantiate and support the opinion
of value set forth by the appraiser. It is imperative that all -
appraisals contain the specific factual information that any
informed, prospective purchaser needs to know in order to make an
intelligent judgment as to the value of the subject land. In order
that all appraisals contain such information, it is recommended
that appraisers shall be reqnired to prepare apprausals in acﬁord-
ance with the following instructions,.

Each appraisal shall be the produet o_f the uncompromised, and
independent judgment of the appraiser preparing same, Therefore,
the appraiser shall not allow other appraisers working on the same
or related projects to review his work, and he shall not alter his
value conclusions in order to equalize his value conclusions with
those of such other appraisers.

The appraiser shall contact any and all government agencies
which might reasonably be expected to possess information, data,
records, or expertise relevant to the property appraised and to the
value thereof. The appraiser shall include in the appraisal any and
all relevant information and doeuments possessed by various gov-
ernment agencies including but not lmited to planning boards,
engineers’ offices, boards of adjustment, tax assessors’ offices, and
the Department of Environmental Protection.
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ADDITIONAL APPRAISAL REQUIREMENTS

I. A. Parcel Tdentification

1. Names of apparent owner of each real estate interest
to be evaluated.

2. Location of property,
3. Total area of property (in acres or square feet).

4, Area of each individual interest in property to be
‘acquired (in acres or square feet). -

B. 5-Year Delineation of Title

- As a minimum, the following county land records informa-
tion shall be shown for all transfers of the appraisal property
for the past five years. The consideration should be verified.
If there have been no transfers mthm the past five years, such
faect shall be indicated.:

. Consideration
“From ZTo Date Book Page Verified-Indicated’’

C. Purpose of Appraisal
1. Statement of value to be estimated.
- 2. Rights or interests to be appraised.

D.. ]jescription of Property

_General location, present use, total area, zoning, type and
condition of improvements and special features that may add
to or detract from the value of the property. In case of a
partial acquisition, there shall be a similar deseription of the’
remainder parcel.

- H. Highest and Best Use

State the highest and best use of the property on which

- the appraisal is based before the acquisition of certain rights

-and interests and the highest and best use of the remainder to

be left after the take when a partial take is involved. In either

instance, if the actual existing use is not the basis of the valua-

tion' determined, the appraisal shall contain a specific and

detailed statement explaining and justifying the determination

that the property is available and actually adaptable for a

- different highest and best use and demonstrating that there is
actnal demand for that use in the market. ‘
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F. Documentation

1. The ‘‘before and after’’ method of valuatlon as con-
- strued by state law, shall be used in partial acquisitions except
where it is obvious there is no damage or benefits to the
residue land or improvement as a result of the partial taking.

2. The appraisal shall include all possible formulas by
which to determine fair property values., If a particular
formula is not considered relevant to the subject appraisal,
the appraiser shall specifically explain and justify such con-
clusion. All pertinent caleulations used in applying the for-
mulas shall be set forth.

a. Where the cost approach is ufilized, the
appraisal report shall contain the specific source of
cost data and an explanation of each type of accrued
depreciation data utilized.

b. Where the market approach is utilized, the
appraisal report shall contain a direct comparison of
pertinent comparable sales to the property appraised.
The appraiser shall include a statement setting forth
his analysis and reasoning for each item of adJust~
ment to comparable sales.

¢. Where the income (capitalization) approach is
nsed, there shall be set forth data sufficient to support
the conclusions as to the income, expenses, interest
rate, remaining economic life and capitalization rate.
Where it iz determined that the economic rental
income is different from the existing or contract
income, the inerease or decrease shall be explained
and supported by appropriate market information.

3. Where authorized by State law, benefits shall be offset
against the value of the part taken and/or damages to the
remainder in accordance with such law.. The after value
appraisal shall eliminate any consideration of damages that
are not compensable or benefits not allowable under State
law, even though they may in fact be part of the ultimate
determination of the value of the remaining property in the
market. In case of doubt, a legal ruling should be secured.

4. The appraisal of the after value shall be supported to
the same extent as the appraisal of the before value. This
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support ghall be based on one or more of the following kinds
of data:

a. Sales comparable to the remainder properties.

b. Sales of comparable properties from which
there have been similar acquisitions or takings for
like usages.

¢. Development of the income approach on prop-
erties which show economic loss or gain as a result of
similar acquisitions or takings for like nsages.

d. Conclusions from severance damage studies a8
related to similar takings.

e. Public sales of comparable lands by the State
or other public agencies.

f. In the event the data described in a through e
above are not available, the appraisal shall so state
and give the appraiser’s reasoning for his value
estimate.

5. The difference between the before and after appraisal
should represent the value of the property to be acquired,
including the damages and benefits to the remainder property.
To assist the review appraiser, the appraiser shall in the
appraisal analyze and tabulate the difference, setting forth
a reasonable allocation to land, improvements, damages and
benefits.

6. Where two or more of the approaches to value are used,
the appraisal shall contain a deseription of the correlation of
the separate indicia of value derived by each formula along
with a reasonable explanation and justification for the final
conclusion of value. This correlation shall be included for
both before and after appraisals.

7. All appraisals shall include photographs of the subject
property including all principal above-ground improvements,
or unusual features affecting the value of the property to be
~ taken or damaged.

8. Appraisal reports for whole takings shall contain a
sketeh or plat of the property, showing boundary dimensions,
location of improvements and other features of the property.
For partial takings, the sketch or plat shall also show the area
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to be acquired, relation of improvements to the taking area,
and size and boundaries of each remainder. -

9. Wach appraisal report shall describe or make reference
to the comparable sales which were used in arriving af the
fair market value estimate. The appraisal shall set forth
the date of sale, names of parties to the transaction, relation-
ship of parties to the transaction, consideration paid, financing,
conditions of sale, and with whom these were verified, the
location, the total size, type of improvements, estimate of
highest and best use at the date of sale, zoning and any other
data pertinent to the value analysis and value evaluation.
If the gppraiser is unable to verify the purchase, financing
date and terms and conditions of sale from the usmal scurces
(such as buyer, seller, broker, title or eserow company, ete.),
he shall so state. Pertinent comparable sales data shall include
photographs of all principal, above-ground improvements and
nnusual features affecting the relevance and significance of
the comparable sales data. '

10. All property appraised, and the properties for which
is compiled the comparable sales data relied upon, shall be
personally and thoroughly inspected in the field by the
appraiser, and the results of same ghall be get forth.

11, HEach appraisal report shall contain the appraiser’s
signature and the date same is affixed.

12, Each appraisal report shall contain the customary
affidavit of appraisal. '

II. Partial takings (Before and After Evaluation Formula)

- Where the taking is partial, a before and after evaluation shall
be made in all instances except for minor takings where it is
obvious that there are no damages to the remainder beyond nominal
amounts which can be measured on a cost-to-cure basis.

The before and after appraisal method does not contemplate
the appraiser’s estimation of severance damages in advance of his
estimation of the after value of the remainder property. Before
and after appraisals should consist basically of both an appraisal
of the entire property as it exists before the taking and a second
separate appraisal of that portion of the property remaining after
the taking.
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I11. A. Value Formulas

In the application of the before and after approaches to
value it ig contemplated that the before value will be developed
through use of all applicable value approaches, as follows:

1. Cost
2. Market
3. Income

The applicable before value approaches are to be integrated
by correlation and analysis into a single before value estimate.
A geparate valuation of the remainder by all three approaches
is then to be made, as follows: o

1. Cost
2. Market
3. Income,

The after value approaches are to be integrated by cor-
relation and analysis into a single after value estimate. The
difference between the values before and after is the value
of the part taken and is the damages to the remainder.

In the application of the before and after formula it is
recognized that all the criteria used in the before value
estimate may not always be applicable in the after value
estimate. When a before valne eriteria is not applicable in
the affer valne estimate, the appraiser may omit it, but the
appraisal shall contain a statement justifying and explaining
in detail the reasons for the asserted non-applicability.

" B. Cost Approach—Land

When the cost approach formula is applied, it is reguired
that the appraiser list and compare with the subject property
all the various comparable sales data he is utilizing to derive
the vacant land value. In his comparable sales data listings,
the appraiser is to also diseuss and furnish in narrative form
the various asserted reasons for his conclusions as to the sales

“data, the relative degree of comparability of each sale listed.

Following this narrative sales listing and the narrative
sales data comparisons, a sales data summary is to be made
in chart form. This summary is to indicate the sales price,
the comparable unit value reflected, the applicable compara-
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tive adjustments made by the appraiser, and the comparative
unit rate indicated for the subject property by each sale.

This sales summary is to be reduced by correlation into a
single comparative unit value determination, such as per front
foot, per acre, per square foot, as the case may be. These
unif rates mnltlphed by the property size or fronfage of the
subject property will indicate the comparative value of the
vacant land.

‘(. Buildings

In estimating buﬂdmg values by the cost approach, the
appraiser shall be sure that the appraisal contains the cal-
culations used in making the estimate of the reproduction
cost new for each structure less the particular kinds of de-
preciation data deducted to develop a present- day value for
the building.

When the cost approach is the sole applicable valuation
method utilized, the cost figures selected are to be corrobo-
rated by an expert specialist familiar with construction costs
(such as an architect, building contractor, etc.). When the
‘building value exceeds $25,000, supplemental reports from
two such specialists are to be secured. :

Depreciation estimates for building values determined
pursuant to the cost approach are to be explained, justified
and broken down info each particular kind used (physical,
functional and economiec). An exception to this requirement
may occur when the ‘‘abbreviated’” depreciation estimate is
nsed, in which event the depreciation may be deducted in a
lump sum amount. :

. In the application of the cost approach all on-site improve-
ments are to be listed and valned on the basis of the amount
- of their eontnbutory enhancement of the value of the subject
building premises.

The value of drives and walks is usually to be derived
from rates based on square feet or yards, fences and curbing
“on lineal feet, and wells on depth. A lump sum value shall be
nsed for septic systems, based on the appraiser’s expertize or
a confractor’s or other specialist’s cost estimate.

Generally, landscaping value may be rendered on a lump
sum basis, depending on its overall contributory enhancement
of the value of the premises. However, in cases of significant
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over-improvement of certain partial takings, it may be neces-
sary to estimate and list its cost in place and then adjust this
figure by depreciation to arrive at its contributory value.

D. Market Comparative Approach

When the market or comparative approach to determining
the value of an improved property is applied, the land and
‘buildings as a single entity are to be compared with other
similar properties. This approach contemplates that the ap-
praiser shall specifically list and detail and compare the sales
he asserts to be comparable to the subject property and the
appraisal shall discuss and explain in narrative form the
reasons for the alleged degree of comparability, including
each appropriate adjustment.

Supplementing the narrative sales data deseription and
sales data comparison, a sales summary is to be made in chart
form. This summary is to include the sales price, the applica-
ble comparative adjnstments and the value determined for
the subject property, as contrasted with each comparable
sales price.

‘When completed, this market sales summary is to be util-
ized to reach a conclusion as to the actual value for the prop-
erty.

E. Income Approach

The income approach formula generally necessitates the
fixing of an economic rental value for the subject property so
as to arrive at a gross income estimate. Wherever possible,
an actnal analysis of comparable rental properties is the best
method of making an economic rental estimate. When the
estimate of eeonomic rent value varies from contract rent
value, adequate explanation must be set forth in the appraisal
80 as to justify the decision to apply economic rent value as
against the contraet rent value.

Expense estimate statements in the appraisal should indi-
cate whether the expense data was obtained solely from the
owner of the property, or whether they were also corrobo-
rated entirely or partially by the appraiser.

The appraiser should explain the capifalization rate that
he selects and the basis therefor, as well as the method of
capitalization that he applies (such as buildihg residmal,
property residual, land residual, ete.).
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All computations and formulas used in developing an in-
come estimate of value for the subjéet premises shall be set
forth in detail and explained in the appraisal report.

F. Highest and Best Use

Each valuation is to be made on the basis of the ]:ughest
- and best use for the subject property. -

- The appralser is expected to describe mtelhgenﬂy his
reasoning in applying this formula and to state in the report
his conclusions as to the highest and best use of the property
and the highest and best use of the remainder or remamders
where partial takings are involved.

In either instance, if the actual, present use of the property
is not the same as that on which the appraiser’s stated valua-
 tion is based, the appraiser shall also furnish a detailed and
~ thorough explanation justifying his conclusion as to the high-
‘est and best use for the subject property. Furthermore, the
appraisal must contain data and analysis sufﬁelent to demon—
strate that the property is actnally subject'to and adaptable
for the highest and best use claimed by the appraiser and that
there is actual demand for that use in the relevant market

IV Maps, Kxbibits and Photographs

Each appraisal shall contain the following supportmg maps,
exhibits and photographs:

1. Photographs of subject property.

2. Photographs of each comparable sale property referred
to in the report.

3. A comparable sales location map.
4., Map or sketch of subject property.

5. Sketch of improvement dimensions.

The original and all copies of each appraisal shall include
a sufficient number of regular, glossy-print photographs,
properly identified to show all improvements and any signifi-
cant terrain and topographical features of the property

Kach photograph shall contain an unalterable, written
identification setting forih the date on which the photo was
taken, the photographer’s name, exact position and place from
“which the picture was taken, and the sectwn the parcel and
the tract and the owner’s name. - '
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All appraisals are also to contain revular, glossy-print
photographs of the eomparable sales properties desecribed,
listed and referred to in the appraisal report.

- These photographs of comparable saleg properties are to_
" be mounted on the respective appraisal report pages contain-
ing the respective comparable sales data. HFach compalable
sales photograph shall contain identification as to the property
it represents, date and time photo taken, and name of person
taking the photo. Additionally, it is to be specifically cross-
indexed to the comparable sales data to which it relates in the
appraisal report. The purpose of this requirement is to enable
the relevant comparable sales property location to be plotted
‘ and 1dent1ﬁed on. a comparable gsales property location map.

Each appra,lser shall submit, as. an appendix to his ap-
praisal report, a sales location map sufficient to 1dent1:fy both
the location of the comparable sales properties used in each
appraisal report, and in specific geographic relation to the

- subject property. :

The- sales-location map requirement apphes also to bu]_k
appraisal assignments. In addition, a sales map and economic
area study shall be required for all bulk appralsal assignments -
of fifty (50) or more appraisals,

Kach appraisal shall include a map or sketch of the entlre
property appraised showing boundary dimensions, locatmn of
any improvements, property area to be acquired, relation of
improvements to the property area to be taken and the prop—
erty area of each remainder.

Appraisals involving improved properties shall contain a
sketch showing building dimensions, inclnding ayverage heights
and the calculations as to the area sizes used 111 the cost
approach to value.

These sketches shall include site 1mprovements (such aé
drives, walks, ete.), and the measurements thereof are to be
those made by the appraiser from actual on-site measurements.

Cost and Market Approzzcb Grids

Comparative land sales shall be set forth in the follomng
kinds of grids after appropriate analysis and- comparatwe‘
adjustments have been made: . o
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CosT APPROACH:

LAND SALES COMPARATIVE RATING GRID

Sale No. 1. 2, 3.

Sale Price . oo
Unit Price Bate ... ... ... .. .. ... ...
+ Adjustments

(% or $ Amounts)

MTime
Loecation L

Physiecal o0 0 L '

Subject Property Value
by Comparison:
Value Indicated:

To Subject Property

by Unit Rafte:

MARKET APPROACH: _
COMPARATIVE SALES RATING GRID
Sale No. 1. 2. 3.

‘Sale Priece .. . o
=+ Adjustments '
(% or $ Amounts)

Time
Location ... o0 L
Land, Size, Shape

& Topography ... .. [
Improvement Size e e e
Improvement Quality ... .. ... ..., ... ...,
Physical Condition — ........ ... ..... ... .. ...

Subject Property Value
by over-all Comparison:
Value Indicated :

To Subject Property

Value:
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V. Specialists (Non-Real Hstate Reports)

Whenever the property value determination of the appraiser is
dependent, in whole or in part, on expertise and specialized knowl-
“edge not possessed by the appraiser, the appraiser shall obtain a
special supplemental report from an appropriate expert or spe-
cialist. Such supplemental report shall be attached to the appraisal
report. Such supplemental reports are to be obtained and used
to describe and analyze various special appraisal and value issues
whose proper resolution depends on architectural and engineering
studies, landscaping estimates, machinery cost estimates, cost-to-
cure estimates and studies, studies of wells and septic systems,
costs, ete.

A, In order to provide for uniform guidelines for such supple-
mental reports, the following formal elements, and contents and
format shall be required for all such reports:

1. Letter of transmittal from non-real estate specialist
making report to the appraiser.

2. Statement as to purpose.

3. Description of existing facilities.

4. Definition of valuation problem and explanation of
valnation process.

5. Value estimate,

6. Supplemental exhibits, sketches and photographs.

7. Affidavit of specialist.

B. Such Supplemental reports shall contain the following in-
.formation and materials:

1. Letter of transmittal

Indicate the basis for the report, appraisal order
number, the parcel designation, parcel number, owner’s
name, project number (if applicable) and summary as
to valuation opinion and related analysis, date of valu-
ation, and number of pages of the full report; notation
on each and every page of the r-eport. as to the page
number, seetion, parcel number, owner’s name, project
number (if apphcable) and name of Speclahst making
the report.

2. Purpose

A statement as to the purpose of the report and nature
of the valuation issue to be resolved.
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. Description of Existing Facilities

.. A marrative description of the buildings, plant and/ or
facilities covered in the report, and appropriate sketches
(with dimensions) and adequate,. clear photographs.
. Photographs shall be labeled on reverse. side if hinge
mounted, and, if not, in the picture margin, with the
parcel number, owner’s name, date picture was ta,ken,
photographer’s name, and identity of photo. :

. Definition of Valuation Problem and Explanatlon of
Valuation Process -

A narrative descrrptlon of the valuatlon and issueés
problem, the recommended solution and an explanation
of the analysis and reasoning utilized. Also, a narrative
.. deseription of the nature and type of any depreciation
caleulations applied to the bu11d1n0' or facllrty appraised.

. Value Hstimate

- The relevant value estlma,te for the property items
to be taken or damaged or, alternatively, cost-to-cure
estimates, as the case may be, shall be specifically set
forth for each item evalua'ted, including the quantity,
the unit price and the total asserted value for each item.
All cost estimates must be supported by sales prices,
published sales and costs lists and indices, comparable
buildings actually constructed, current market prices,
ete., or, where applicable, by & descrrptlon of the spe-
Clﬁc apphcable knowledge .and. experience of the spe-
cialist, or by some other commonly deceptable reasoning
and Justlﬁcatlon as the case may be.

.- Eixhibite -

- HExhibits, maps, pla,ns and d1agrams shall be attached
as appendices to the report and shall be propelly identi-
fied. -

. Certification and Afﬁdavrt

All reports shall contam a sworn statement as to
inspection dates, lack of ‘personal interest by the spe-
cialist in the subject property transaction and non-
disclosure of the contents of the report. Affidavits and
certifications shall be strictly in accordance with those
required of real estate a.ppralsers '
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VI. If is highly recommended that the above deseribed require-
ments as to the content, subject matter and format of appraisals
" be made contractnal -obligations for any. appraiger undertaking
appraisal work for governmental agencies. To this end, all of the
above-described appraisal-report and performance requirements
and specifications should be adopted as uniform standards and
conditions for the performance of public appraisal work.

Whenever government and an appraiser enter into an agreement
for the furnishings of appraisal services, the specific terms, con-
ditions, and stipulations of such agreement shounld be incorporated
in a written contract. All of the above-described specifications and
requirements should be attached to and made a part of any such
agreement, and each and every contract should expressly provide
that compliance by the appraiser with such specifications and
performance requirements shall be a ma,ndatory a:rld ma.terlal
obligation of the appraiser, .

POST APPRAISAL REVIEW

I fztroductzon

The completed appraisal, when filed with the government agency
requesting same, shall be critically and thoroughly reviewed,
evaluated and analyzed to determine.the merits and quahty of the
opmlons and conclusions therein contained. This review process
is commonly known as a post-appraisal review, and the person
conducting same is commonly referred to as a review appraiser.

. The essential goal of post-appraisal review is to insure that the
appraiser’s conclusion as to land value is fully supported and
justified by the contents of the appraisal report, by recognized
appraisal standards, requirements, and guidelines, and by other
relevant and material information and knowledge possessed by the
review appraiser. The essential purpose of post-appraisal review
is to insure that the consideration to -be paid by public agencies
to. land-owners for pubhcly needed lands is reasonable and fa1r,
and not excessive.

The review appraiser shoul_d be appointed or employed by the
government agency which will take the subject land, or by -the
government agency which will finance. such taking. All appraisals
must be reviewed by a competent, qualified review appraiser if the
aforesaid goal is to be reached and aforesaid purpose-realized.
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For this reason, review appraisers shounld possess skills, train-
ing, education and experience at least equal to, and preferably
in excess of, those required for appraisers undertaking publie
appraisal work assignments. Snch minimum appraiser gualifica-
tions are hereinabove set forth in detail, and the procedures and
standards herein set forth for the selection of appraisers should
be adopted by government as minimum requirements for the selee-
tion of review appraisers.

Review Requirements

Appraisal reports shall be reviewed and acoepted and the fair
market value fixed and approved by an authorized and quoalified
review appraiser before the commencement of negotiations for the
purchage of the subject lands.

Review Appraiser’s Delegated Authority

Review appraisers should be delegated authority fo estimate
the fair market value of properties to be acquired, in accordance
with and pursuant to acceptable appraisal reports. The fair
market value so estimated shall govern purchase negotiations.
The review appraiser should consider, in making a determination
as to the value of the subject lands, all pertinent value information
that is available, including, but not limited to, appraisals obtained
by the agency and the property owner, ag well as comparable sales
data rot included in the appraisals but concerning which he has
knowledge. The fawr markel value determined by the review ap-
praiser shall be substantiated in a writing setting forth the reason-
ing followed in arriving at his determination of value, including
the methodology used to calewlate the fair market value,

The review appraiser, on the basis of additional value informa-
tion obtained by him, may at any time prior to settlement revise
his determination as to fair market value. The review appraiser
ghall describe in writing the reasons for any changes so made, and
all value estimates made by the review appraiser shall be ““regis-
tered’’ in the acquisition office prior to use in negotiations and
shall be retained as a part of the official files.

General Review Processes and Functions

The review appraiser personally shall inspect the property
appraised and personally inspect the propertles to which the com-
parable sales data compiled by the appraiser relates.
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‘The review appraiser shall examine the appraisal reports to
determine that they:

1. Are complete and in strict compliance with the
appraisal contract and specifications.

2. Follow accepted and recognized professional
principles and techniques utilized in the evaluation of
real estate, in accordance with exigting State law.

3. Contain the information, documentation, analysis
and data necessary to substantiate the conclusions and
estimates of value contained therein.

4. Include a consideration of all compensable items
and benefits and do not include allowance for items
not compensable under State law.

5. Contain a special statement demonstrating a
reasonable allocation as to land, improvements and
damages.

- Summary of Review Appraisal Processes and Functions

The review appraiser is the person responsible for ultimate
quality control of the appraisal produet on which government bases
determinations as to just and reasonable compensation to be paid
land owners out of public monies,

The processes followed by the review appraiser shall ineclude
an examination and office review of all appraisals secured by the
assigning governmental agency for each specific land parcel to be
aequired.

‘When all appraisals on a particular parcel have been reviewed
and accepted by the reviewer in accordance with proper and re-
quired appraigal techniques as aforesaid, the reviewer shall then
compare and contrast the conclusions in the respective appraisals
so as to establish a single value figure, within the range of the
appraisals which, he coneludes, best represents fair market value
of the property to be taken.

Reviewer’s Estimate of Fair Market Value

TFollowing completion of the office and field reviews, the review-
ing appraiser shall make a determination as to fair market value.
This determination shall be written and recorded.
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. As a part of each value statement, the reviewing appraiser
shall present such information as he deems appropriate regarding
his decision-making and the steps he took in the review process
and the important information rejected or accepted by him in
arrlvmg at a final conclusmn

If the reviewing appraiser’s value est1mate ig substantlally at
variance with the values submitfed by the appraisers, the reviewer
in effect becomes the appraiser, and his report and statement shall
adequately document and support the conclusions reached in such
cases.

Prior to institution of negotiations on any particular parecel,
the reviewing appraiser’s signed value estimate report shall be
registered with the appropnate custodian of the assigning agency’s
records Additionally, copies of said report, together with one
copy of all appraisals secured, shall be forwarded to the land
acquisifion officer or committee prior to the commencement of
negotiations.

The land acqulsltlon officer or committee shall make the ap-
propriate entry in the individual parcel status book upon receipt
of the reviewing appraiser’s signed value estimate report. -

Upon notice of the recordation of the value estimate report with
the custodian of records, the land acquisition officer or committee
may commence negotlatlons with the owner of the subject pa,rcel

All communications and correspondence relative to the negotlated
transaction shall be preserved and made part of the negotiator’s

ultimate report. Complete and thorough documentation- shall be -

required in order that the individual case files may be intelligently
evaluated by the governing body,r pmor to a grant of auﬁhorlzatlon

' to purchase.

- The processing of case files to the governing body for dlsposmon
shall include a “matchmg audit’’ of the original copy of the re-
viewing appraiser’s recorded statement of fair market valie filed
with the custodian of records as against the final value statement,
and the duplicate forwarded to the land acquisition office or
committee with the case file.

As a protective measure, no c¢ase is' to be presented to the
governing body for formal action and commitment unless the
matching audit confirms that both the orlgmal and duplicate copies
of the reglstered statements are identical. Following the audit,
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both the original and duplicate statements of value are to remain
as a permanent part of the case file. -

Any appraisal revisions or addendum supplements which are
necessary are to be delivered, reviewed and processed by the same
procedures required for the delivery and review of initial appraisal
reports. They are then to be permanently attached to the original
report ‘which the reviewing appralser will initial and note as
superseded or revised.

When an appraisal is supplemented or reweed the rewewing
appralser will prepare a supplemental estimale statement based
on the appraisal revision or addendum supplement.

Divergency Procedure

It is recognized that, occasionally, appraisals which are in-
dependently produced will result in wide divergencies in value
particularly on partial taking,; which divergency the review process
must resolve. Thus, the reviewers will be confronted with the task

of determining what value amount determination to make in cases
- wherein two or more adequately substantiated appraisals for the
same land parcel widely .differ in their final value conclusions. .

" If appraisals for a particular property widely differ in the
value estimates submitted, and the review process does not reveal
mathematical error or omission which would clearly reduce the
divergency by correction, the issue is to be resolved in part by
way of . 1n-depth dlseussmn between the reviewer and each ap-
praiser and in part by a determination by the reviewer as to which
appraisal report is superior in quality. The substance of any such
discnssions -and. his analysis of same shall be incorporated in an
a,pproprlate file memorandum. Any appraisal report determined
by the reviewer to be deficient. or inconsistent with accepted ap-
pra1sal technlques and standards shall not be considered by the
reviewer in reaching a final dBOISIOIl .as to the value of the sub;]eet
land. - e

LAND ACQUISITION POST APPRAISAL REVIEW, AND
COMPLIANCE Review OPERATIONS OF THE
GREEN ACRES PROGRAM ..

1. The New Jersey State COmm.Iselon of Investigation -recom-
meénds that all post-appraisal review work, acquisitional appraisal
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work and all land acquisition work presently performed by the
Department of FEnvironmental Protection (DEP) be transferred
to the Department of Transportation (DOT). An agreement should
be forged between the departments in order to secure an ordeﬂy
transfer of specific duties and functions.

The informality of procedure too often found in post-appraisal
review in the DEP for certain Green Acres projects has led to
inadequate appraisal review which has been haphazardly per-
formed. Considering the millions of dollars appropriated for
Green Acres projects, the State must tighten its appraisal review
procedures for such projects to the extent that generally recog-
nized and accepted expertise and methods shall be utilized for
that work.

The State Commission of Investigation finds that the Depart-
ment of Trapsportation’s personnel possess the requisite skills
necessary to properly perform such work in a manner designed to
protect the public interest. Additionally, the DOT employs skilled
personnel capable of properly discharging certain responsibilities
critical to the effective administration of the land aequisition
programs of such projects, including the conduet of compliance
reviews and appraisal approvalg relative to State Aid grants to
local government. The department with the best expertise in land
acquigition systems and procedures should perform Green Acres
land aequisitions.

The Commission’s recommendation to transfer the entire land
acquigition operations and post appraisal review operations of the
Green Acres Program from DEP to DOT is supported by a
major efficiency recommendation of the Statewide Industrial
Management Review and Report of 1970, presented to Governor
William T. Cahill by the Governor’s Management Commission.
In this report, the Management Commission recommended that
the ‘“‘Functions of the Bureau of Recreation and Conservation
Land Acquisition’’ (in the Department of Environmental Protec-
tion) ‘“would be performed by the Division of Right of Way in the
Department of Transportation.’’ The report states that, ‘‘this
bureau . .. essentially performs the same functions’’ (namely, land
acquisition for State purposes) ‘“‘as the Division of Right of Way.”’
Additionally, the report concludes that the ‘‘Division of Right of
Way has the manpower and expertise to assume the present
responsibilities of the Bureau of Recreation and Conservation
- Liand Acquisition without an increase in its personnel complement.’’
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Certain standards for land acquisition and appraisal review and
related procedures including compliance review procedures fol-
lowed in the DOT are far superior to those used in the DEP. This
Commission found that, for instance, appraisals submitted to DEP
in support of local applications for Green Acres grants were not
subjeet to expert and thorough post-appraisal review.

On April 15, 1976, Dr. Horace J. DePodwin, Dean of the Gradu-
ate School of Business Administration, Rutgers University, sub-
mitted an evaluative memorandum to David J. Bardin, Commis-
sioner, DEP, concerning the ‘‘Green Acres Land Acquisition
Review Procedure’’. This evaluation focused on the local assist-
ance portion of the Green Acres Program.

Dean DePodwin and. a team of faculty members from the
Graduate School of Business Administration at Rutgers assisted
Commissioner Bardin in an “‘in-house’’ review of certain pro-
cedures following the 8.C.1.’s public hearings in January, 1976.

The DePodwin Report made the following observations as to
the work of the Green Acres staff:

a. ‘‘Personnel assigned to the Green Acres Pro-
gram appear to lack the minimum skills for the
technical aspects of land acquisition.’’

© b, “DEP’s appraisal review work seems weak,
The function appears fo lack sufficient independent
professional appraisal so that appraisals performed
for municipalities and counties seem to stand unchal-
lenged for the most part.”’

Additionally, the ‘‘DePodwin Repdrt” made the following
general conclusions:

1. ““‘Present procedures appear cumbersome with
few managerial check-points for efficiency of opera-
tion and validation of expenditures for acquisitions.?’

2. ““We found no continuing objective reconcilia-
tion of actual price paid for land acquired under the
Green Acres Program with open market transaction
prices,”’

Although the DePodwin memorandum did not specifically
recommend the transfer of the land acquisition and appraisal
review functions to DOT, the finding of deficiency in certain DEP
procedures and expertise by Dr. DePodwin supports the need for
such transfer as recommended by this Commission.
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- Ananpublished fiscal study on ways and means t0 effect savings
of tax dollars by transfer of Green Acres aeqmsmon procedures
to the DOT was made by the Bureau of Budget in the Department
of the Treasury in August 197 5. The recommendation in that
report is as follows: .

" “Immediate concern shall be afforded to those
steps necessary in order to effectuate the fransfer of
"Green Acres acquisition to DOT.”

In this report, the Budget Bureau concludes that,

“It would appear that the present method of aﬂqm-
_sition tends to increase the cost of public acquisition.’’

" II. The local assistance projects of the Green Aecres Program
must henceforth be administered in 4 manner designed to insure
that the price paid for land is falr and reasonable, and not
excessive, i

To this end, the folloﬁng 1eQu1;feménts and standards must be
imposed on local and county governments applying for Green
Acres funds:

A. Appraisers should be seleeted strlctly in accord-
ance with and pursuant to guidelines and eriteria
herein "set forth, and . appraisals submitted by
appraisers not possessmg the ‘Tnecessary qualifications
should not be aecepted for use in the Green Acres
Program;

B. Appraisal fees should be determmed in accord-
ance with the schedules and rules herein set forth;

C. Appraisals and post—appralsal reviews should
be rendered in a manner strictly in conformity to the
principles herein stated.” Such requirements and
standards should be an'expréss condition of the
receipt of Green Acres Program funds. The present
practice of allowing county and local government to
decide whether or not to adhere to such standards
and requirements should be discontinued forthwith.
-~ In addition, the form contractural provisions .and:
.- terms presently used by the. Department of Trans- -
- portation to specify the performanoe obligations .of.: .
appraisers furnishing .appraisals for the DOT, ..-
should be adopted for county and local 1and,_acq_ui~, Py
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sition appraisal work and for all Green Acres
projects appraisal work.

III Furthermore, the administrators of the State Green Acres
Program should determine which appraisers shall be approved to
work on projects financéd by Green Acres funds,

Finally, the Green Acres Program must critically, thoroughly
and independently evaluate and analyze all appraisals and
appraisal reviews submitted by state, or local, or county govern-
ment, prior to release of Green Acres funds and prior to the grant
of authorization to make the requested purchase. This final evalua-
tion and analysis must be performed in a manner consistent with
the highest and best standards and principles of the land valuation
profession. Appraisal and appraisal reviews not consistent with
such standards and prineiples should be rejected, and Green Acres
funds should not be released until the Program administrators
actually receive appraisals and appraisal reviews consistent with
such standards and principles. . The practice found in the Green
Acres Program of permitting local and eounty government to make
commitments for land purchases prior to the conduet of a thorough

and meaningful appraisal compliance review must be d1scont1nued
forthwith.
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INVESTIGATION OF THE NEW JERSEY MEDICAID
PROGRAM OF HEALTH CARE FOR THE INDIGENT

PREFACE

As noted in the investigations resume section of this Annual
Report, the 8.C.1. during 1975 undertook a comprehensive investi-
gation of the State’s Medicaid program on being mandated to do
s0 by request of Governor Brendan T. Byrne. The New Jersey
Medicaid program is one of considerable complexity and magni-
tude, involving hundreds of institutions, thousands of individuals
and the total expenditure of more than $400 million annually in
Federal and State funds. To best investigate such a massive sys-
tem, the Cominission established three teams of investigative per-
sonnel. The teams were assigned to investigate the flow of Medicaid -
dollars to, respectively, nursing homes, hospitals and other health
care institutions exclusive of nursing homes, and purveyors of
services (doctors, pharmacists, clinical laboratories ete.} compen-
sible through Medicaid.

Because of the magnitude and complexity of the subject matter
and the natural sense of urgeney to detect, halt and correct any
costly abuses of a system involving such large ountlays of taxpayer
dollars, the Commission notified the Governor by letter on March
4, 1975 that it would, when meaningful and well documented sets
of facts were developed report {0 him on an interim basis by
taking interim public actions. The first such 1I}§§gm_pmb]i&antm
was the issmance on April 8, 1975 of a reporf on phases of the
New Jersey system of reimburgement of rent and carrving costs
to Medicaid-participating nursing homes. The report documented
how New Jersey, in its hasfe fo originally implement Medicaid
adopted, without critical evaluation, an upper New York Stafe re-
imbursement schedule which was unnecessarily inflated to begin
with and was further inflated by New Jersey in the area of carry-
ing charge subsidies. The report made a number of recommenda-
tions to correct this costly distortion and for a longer-term shift
to a more realistic reimbursement system of better equity and
effectiveness, :

The Commission’s second interim public aetion was a publie
statement, igsued on April 23, 3975, in support of the then pro-
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posed New Jersey (linjcal Laboratory Improvement Act. The
stafemnent detailed a virtual chamber of unsanitary and unsafe
horrors which had occurred in the operations of some of the
laboratories, pointed out the weaknesses in present State regula-
tion and control, and pin-pointed how the provisions of the pro-
posed new act would be effective in enabling the State to maintain
high standards in the laboratories. The Senate subsequently ap-
proved the proposed act, and the Assembly, which had originated
the measure, concurred with the Senate’s amendments. Governor
Byrne then signed the legislation.

A third interim public action was completed in June, 1975 when
the Commission held three days of public hearings which exposed
costly abuses of overbilling, false billing, and kickback payments
by some independent elinical laboratories doing inordinately large
amounts of Medicaid-funded test business. This phase of the

Medicaid investigation is reviewed in detail on suhsequent pages
owmrt, along with the Commission’s final recom-
meéndations for improving State supervision and control of the
flow of Medicaid dollars to independent clinieal laboratories. As
noted in the investigations resume section of this Annual Report,
changes and improvements already prompted by these public hear-

ings have effected annual savings estimated at $1.4 million in
Medicaid expenditures.

By Juue, 1976, when this Annual Report was completed, the
Commission’s staff was in the final stages of preparing several
contemplated future public actions which will mark the termination
of the S.C.L’s Medicaid probe. The contemplated public actions
will cover the reaping of high profits by some individuals through
sales, financing and lease-back technigques which have grossly in-
flated the values of some nursing homes, overbilling and over-
utilization patterns engaged in by some physicians and pharmacists,
and an analysis of methods for controlling hospital costs which,
through their effect on Blue Cross rates, affect Medicaid which
uses those rates as a reimbursement standard.

National Recognition

The 8.C.1.’s independent clinical laboratory phase of the Medi-
caid investigation was a pioneering probe which brought to the
fore for the first time well documented and substantiated facts
about unserupulous methods which were ripping off the system.
As such, it received considerable national attention. Frank L.
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Holstein:: the Commission’s, Executive Director, and Anthony G.
Dickson; the-Commission Counsel who directed this phase of fhe
Medicaid probe, appeared before bofh the United States Senate

omimitiee on Aging and the United States House of Representa-
tives Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigation to testify about
the S.C.I. probe and its findings in public hearings held by those
Congressional panels during' February, 1976. United States Sen-
ator Harrison Williams of New Jersey publicly complimented
the 8.C.L for its investigation and exposures in remarks placed on
the Congressional Record. Additionally, the 8.C.1.°s probe of in-
dependent clinical laboratories was featured as a major segment
of an hour-long ABC-TV documentary on Medicaid abuses, a show
which was televised nationally in April, 1976,
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INDEPENDENT CLINICAL LABORATORIES
RECEIVING Mepicaip MONIES

INTRODUCTION :

The S.C.L%s Medicaid investigative team assigned to purveyors
of health.services other than nursing homes and hospitals initiated
its inquiry with a series of meetings with personnel of the State
Division of Medical Assistance and Health Services, the State
Institutions and Agencies Department’s unit which administers
Medicaid and which hereafter is referred to as the State Medicaid
Divigion. Although the intent of the original disecmssions and
associated document review was to provide S.C.I. personnel with a
broad ‘overview. of the Division’s functions and operations, it
quickly became apparent to 8.C.I..staffers, principally through
data provided by the Division’s Bureau of Medical Care Surveil-
lance, that patterns 'of possible irregularities in the operations of
some of the independent clinical laboratories wunder the Medicaid
program imade those laboratories particularly appropnate sub-
jects for in-depth-investigation. Accordingly, an immediate inquiry
into this area of Medleald was undertaken by the S.C.I

New.J ersey has some 184 mdependent chmcal laboratorles which
perforin a variety of tests on human. body materials, with the
results bemg nsed in. the diagnosis, treatment, and’ preventlon of
disease. " The 8, GI with the assistance of the State Medicaid
Division, detelm_med that 12 of these 184 1wborator1es ‘were receiv-
ing more than half of the $2.2 million in Medicaid funds flowing
annually to all independent laboratories.* This investigation,
therefore, concentrated on those laboratories which seemed to
be doing:.an inordinate .amount of Medicaid-funded busmess in
compamson to the average for the industry.

The Commission was fortunate to enlist the expért‘coopera'tion
of the State Health Department’s Divigion of Laboratories and
Epidemiology, hereafter referred to as the State Laborafories
Division, to make an initial anaylsis. of the operation and. billing
proeedures of some of the clinical laboratories” ranking hlghest in
Medieaid reoelpts The Division personnel made field 1nspect10ns

¥ See Chart Number 6 on Page 2213 of th1s report for a hstmg of the 12 mdependent
- clinical’ laboratories receiving .the most Medicatd dollars déring 1972-1975 period. -
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of these laboratories, analyzed hundreds of pertinent docu-
ments, and then provided the S.C.I. with comprehensive written
and oral reports. Those reports, combined with continuing inputs
from the State Medicaid Division, provided a sonnd starting point
for the 8.C.1 to probe in depth into the independent clinical labo-
ratories field, an investigation which eventually exposed and
documented fully at public hearings June 24, 25 and 26, 1975 the
existence of abuges of the Medicaid program In the Tollowing areas:

1. Virtnal windfall profits to some relatively small
and largely anautomated laboratories which marked
up the cost of tests performed on a subcontracting -
or referral basis by as much as 300 per cent and col-
lected the marknps from Medicaid. The facts gleaned
in this area as well as other areas discussed below
were instrumental in documenting that the New
Jersey Medicaid fee schedule for reimbursing inde-
pendent clinical laboratories was much too high and
in need of revision downward.

. 2. Instances where some independent clinical lab-
oratories were able to overbill Medicaid for certain
tests and even render false test claims without these
practices being detected at either the pre-payment or.
post-payment processing levels.

3. Rebate or kickback type practices whereby some
laboratories either returned a set percentage of
Medicaid test fees to some of the doctors referring
business to those laboratories or indulged in some
other financial-inducement type payments to the
_doctors under the gmse of paying for ‘‘rented space’’

r ‘‘office salaries’’ in the doctors’ offices. ~

All the above areas will be rev1ewed in more detail on subse-
quent pages of this report, along with Commission’s findings
thereon, corrective steps already taken since the S.C.L began its
11‘1vest1gat10n, and further Commission recommendations for addi-
tional corrective actions,- '

APPALLING CONDITIONS PROMPT A NEw CONTROL AcCT

In developing the investigation of the independent clinical lab-
oratories, the Commission during the first quarter of 1975 began
to hear testimony and mark pertinent documents at private hear-
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ings relative to the previously mentioned field inspections of some
of the laboratories by the persommel of the State Laboratories
Division and the reports based on those inspections. The Commis-
sion quickly became appalled and alarmed by the considerable
evidence that dangerous inefficiencies and laxities and inept,
erroneous and sanitarily unsafe and unsound procedures could
flourish in some of the clinical laboratories in New Jersey at any
given time, notwithstanding present state and federal enforcement
efforts under existing statute.

A Chamber of Horrors

A few examples of a virtual ‘‘chamber of horrors®’ story which
was presented to the Commission relative to practices and condi-
tions at some of the laboratories were:

At one Medicaid laboratory, the supervisor per-
formed glucose analysis in such a manner as to result
in wholly invalid test results. After lining approxi-
mately 30 different patient specimens in a rack, he
proceeded to use the same measuring device {Pipette)
in taking samples from each. Rather than replacing
the disposable tip in which a small residue of the
sample remained, the supervisor used the same tip for
each subsequent specimen, contaminating each and
resulting in invalid samples.

- Negative results for tests for a specific disease:
causing bacterinm were routinely reported to physi-
cians by a laboratory and the cultures were discarded
by the laboratory long before it was possible to
establish that the organism was not present in the
specimen.

Laboratory reporting forms from a laboratory con-
tained incorrect ‘‘normal ranges.’”’ Physicians accept-
ing the written normal range as accurate would be
misled in interpreting results of tests on specific
patients.

There was virtually no quality control of tests be-
ing performed at one lahoratory. Cheap disposable
measuring devices were heing washed and possibly
reused, although they were only gunaranteed by the
manufacturer to be accurate for a single measure-
ment.
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At ome: laboratory which received in excess of
$250,000 in Medicaid moneys in 1974, the State -
Laboratories Division personnel found the basement

“to be small and possessed of only. one small hand-
basin. ‘As testing progressed, liquids from a large
antomated machine were empfied directly into the -
sink, thereby precluding the employees from using it
to Wash hands or equipment. -

This same laboratory performed a large volume of
bacteriology tests on the premises. As many as one
hundred contaminated culture plates required sterili-

. zation and safe disposal.  When confronted with the

: madequa.cy of sterilization equipment in the labora-
tory to handle snch a volume, the laboratory super-
visor said the laboratory director daily picked up
plastic garbage bags full of contaminated material
and carried them to the incinerator of a local hos-
pital.” The Assistant State ITealth Commissioner in
charge of the Laborafories Division testified before
the Commission that this procedure was ‘¢ exceedmgly :
poor and dangerous.”’

The Commission viewed evidence of this nature Wlth a sense of
particular alarm, since unreliable and inaccurate laboratory test
results can lead to erroneous diagnosis, cause the selection and
pursuit of an inappropriate conrse of treatment, induce needless
suffering of both a physma.l and emotlonal natire, create unneces-

sary financial burdens and, in extreme canes, may even prommately
contrlbute to dea,th

A Pé&filic Siatemem Is Issued

During this phase of the ‘Medicaid mvestlgatlon “the Commis-
sion was briefed in detail on the then proposed New Jersey Clinical
Laboratory Improvement Act. The Commission concludéd on the
basis of the evidence received and the facts set forth in the briefing
that enactment into law of this measure would be a much needed
step in providing New Jersey with tough, effective licensing and
enforecement powers. to require and maintain proper conditions
and standards at.clinical laboratories. Indeed, the Commission
found that such enactiment would make New Jersey onl'y equal to
its neighboring states of New York and Pennsylvania i in’the type
of state control exercised over clinical laboratories.
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Accordingly, the Commission “directed: the staff to:prepare.a’
publio statement® which urged enactment of the proposed control,
. and the. Commission caused that statement to be delivered to mems
bers of the State Legislature and to the Governor. -The statement,
which was issued on April 23, 1975, analyzed provisions of .the
proposed act, with particular attention fo how specific provisions
- would fill major gaps and vacuums in the existing web of state
and federal statutes and regulations. The Commission’s publie
statement summarized the prineipal thrusts of the proposed act
as follows:

° Require all independent clinical laboratories to be
licensed by the state, with the licenses permitting a
. laboratory to perform only those fests for which the

- .. laboratory has demonstrated the ability to perform.
with adequate quality. Licensees would be monifored
through required participation in a State program of
proficiency testing and unannounced inspections. This
scheme would go far in eliminating the danger of in-
adequate and erroneous testing procedures and induce
laboratories to have proper equlpment and properly .
trained personnel. L

* Empower the State Health COmmlssmner to sus-' s
‘pend the license of a laboratory when the Commis- .
sioner has reason to believe. that conditions posing

an imminent threat to the public health, safety and
welfare exist. Any licensees summarily suspended -
could seek a hearing before the Commissioner which ..
must be held and a decision rendered within 48 hours
of the receipt of the request for the hearing. 3

. Attempt to bring New Jersey laboratories elther
equal to or in excess of the federal standards for such
laboratories, standards considered comprehensive and
stringent. One requirement of the proposed act is -
that laboratory persomnel be certified as meetmg oo
 the federal standards. o

The Commission in its statement noted that perhaps only
relatlvely small minority of clinical laboratomes in New Jersey
had failed to adhere to high standards. The statement added;

* See statement by the New Jersey Commission of Investigation on -the proposed New
Jersey Clinical Laboratory Improvement Act (Assembly Bill No. 2320). Report dated
April 23, 1975,
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however, that even if that was the fact, the potential for wide-
spread danger absent sufficient controls was still present when it
was realized that one large laboratory alone could conduct many
thousands of tests in any given year. The statement concluded
that enactment of the proposed control act would, if properly and
vigorously administered, be of imnmense benefit to-the health and
safety of the citizenry of New Jersey.

The proposed control act bill, at the time of issuance of the
S.C.1.’s public statement, had been approved by the Assembly in
February, 1975 but had not been acted on by the Senate where it
had been amended. Subsequent to the public statement’s issuance,
the amended bill was prompily approved by the Senate by a vote
of 22-1 and the Assembly soon concurred with the amendments
by a 61-0 vote. The measure was signed by the Governor July 23,
1975 as Chapter 166 of 1975,

BI1LKING MEDICAID BY MARKUPS AND
BiLLING IRREGULARITIES

Besides aiding the Commission in determining the existence of
deplorable condifions and operations at some of the independent
clinical laboratories, personnel of the State Laboratories Division
also honored an 8.C.L. request that they assist in the examination
of many hundreds of documents relative to bills rendered fto the
state by a sampling of those laboratories, bills which had been
paid with Medicaid funds for tests allegedly performed. The re-
sults from this exhaustive, cooperative inquiry uncovered facts
which dewmonstrated. clearly and conclusively that the New Jersey
system could be taken costly advantage of through practices in-
volving the marking up of subcontracted or referred test costs
as much as 300 per cent, overbilling for certain tfests, and even
false or fictitious billing for tests not performed. The fact that
these practices could exist under the Medicaid program also
showed conclusively that the Medicaid fee schedule* for reim-
bursing the independent clinical laboratories for test work was
antiquated and too high and that the Medicaid Manual of rules
and regulations covering those laboratories was in need of revision.
Both of those matters will be reviewed in some detail subsequently
in this report.

* The maximum Medicaid reimbursement fee schedule for certain tests as of May, 1975
is presented as Chart Number 7 on Page 221b of this report.
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Mammoth Mavkups

Recent years have seen major technological advances in the
clinical laboratory testing field. Many of the tests have become
highly automated, producing a quantity and quality of test results
with a degree of accuracy and speed not attainable by the older
manual or ‘“bench test’’ methods.

During this phase of its Medicald investigation, the Commission
came across indices that those independent clinical laboratories
whose businesses were most heavily oriented toward Medicaid were
predominantly of the smaller, largely unautomated nature and
that those laboratories were subcontracting or referring test work
to some of the larger, highly automated laboratories. The bill
claims submifted by the smaller but heavily Medicaid-oriented
laboratories to the State Medicaid program were readily available
for inspection. By use of its subpena power, the Commission
was able to obtain the corresponding billing invoices submitted
to the smaller laboratories by the larger, automated laboratories
which had actnally performed the test on a subcontract or referral
basis.

By comparing the subcontractor laboratory billing invoices
with corresponding bill claims eventually submitted to Medicaid
by the smaller laboratorties, it was determined that the subecon-
tract cost of any given test could be grossly marked up by the
smaller laboratory which could then proceed to collect that inflated
charge under then existing Medicaid maximum reimbursement fee
schednle. '

In order to thoroughly document this costly abuse, the Com-
mission asked a team of State Laboratories Division personnel
with expertise in the procedures of clinical laboratory testing
to examine, in cooperation with the S.C.L staff, stacks of laboratory
bill claims to Medicaid from some of the laboratories and other
related documents. In all, this exhaustive search and amalysis
covered more than 20 independent clinical laboratories. The facts
established by this effort showed conclusively that the practice of
gross markups above actual subcontract costs was widespread and
that provisions of the State Medicaid Manual did not effectively
restrict and estop this practice.

Mrs. Gerda Duffy, Principal Me-dica,l Technologist for the
Clinical Laboratory Improvement Program of the State Labora-
tories Division, played a key role in the search and analysis of

143



documents. She testified about the results of that effort.at the
public hearings in June, 1975. Part of her testimony dealt with
the specifies of a samplé of one of the numerous instances uncovered
in the area of huge markups over subcontracting -costs. In the
testimonial excerpts which follow, the test referred to is essentially
a: blood chemistry analysis done on an automated device known
as an SMA-12. The device reports almost instantly on the -status
of as many as 12 blood chemistries in any given test sample. The
full name and location of the smaller laboratory referred to in
the testimony is Physicians Laboratory Service, Inc. of Passaic.
Mrs. Duffy testified:

Q. Mrs. Duffy, let me show you @ claim submitied
by Physician’s Lab Service, Inc., for services allegedly
' rendered on or about 12/18/74 to Medicaid recipient
“J. V. C. I would ask you to look at this claim and tell
us whether or not you see @ reguest for payment for
- anSMA-122
7 A. Yes,Ido.

Q. How wmuch has Physician’s Lab Service, Inc., -
requested for payment for the SM.A-122
. $15.

: Q. Now Mfrs Duﬂ'y, does Medwmd pay $15 for zm' ;
- SMA-122
: A No.

Q Do you ?mow what the maximum amount of .
money Medicaid will pay for an SM A-12 would be?
- A, Yes, lts $1250 o

_Q. Al mght. Now, Mrs. Duffy, let me call your
-~ attention to a second part of Exhibit C-12, that being
L. o billing wwvoice which was received by the Commis- -
sion of Imvestigation, pursuant to a subpena, from
- ~the Center for Laboratory Medicine, Inc., in Meluchen.
- Twould ask you by looking at this billing inveice
- . whether or not you can determine if the SMA-12 - .
. listed on the lab claim sheet submitted by Physician’s
Lab Service was performed ot a location other than
Physician’s Lab Service? :
A. Yes, it was,
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Q. Well, what is that indication, Mrs, Duffy?

A. The patient’s name is given; the date the test
was performed; the type of test, the test code and a
charge made by the reference lab for that test.

Q. All right. And does this data correspond with
the data submitted on the claim fwm by the Physe—
cian’s Lab Service?

Al Yes, 1t does.

Q Mrs., Du}fy, 1 ask you to examine the bzllmg
invoice submitted by Center for-Laboratory Medicine
to Physician’s Lab Service and with particular
reference to the SM.A-12 test performed for Medicaid
recipient.J. V. C. I would ask you to identify the test
price listed on that document or the test price charged
by Center for Laboratory Medicine to Physician’s
Lab Service.

A, $3.50.

Q. Al right. Now, Mrs. Duﬁ”y, are you tellmg us
- that, while Medicaid will allow $12.50 for an SMA4-12
- test, it’s possible to have that very same test per-
fo'rmed at—by the way, is Center for Labomtory
Medicine an cmtomated fa,czht J? : -

AL Yes, it i is. o

Q. Al mght It’s posszble to contzm&e, to have that
" test performed af an automated facility at a cost that

. you testified, $3.508

' A That’s correct.

Q. Andis it your test@mo%y tha,t M edwmd wzll thefn, o

) "pay approzimately three temes that- amozmt? ,
. A That’s correet. . :

* £ * *
- Q. Mrs. Duffy, are you familiar with the present
.VM edicaid Manual as it pertains to. labomtory services?
A, Yes. :

Q. To the best of your u%derstandmg, is there any-

“thing in that Medicaid Manual which would in any =

- way restrict the amount of monies that might be paid

- to a small la,bomtory for work that zs actually per-
B formed W a la?’ge labomtory? e _ :

- A No.
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I'm talking about subcommctmg
There are

No.
—no such regulations.

P PO

* #* # *

All right. Now, Mrs. Duffy, from your experi-
ence in the mdustry as well, more importantly, from
your experience in reviewing different claims as well
as supporting materials is this am isolated imstance
that we have here where, for instance, first of all, that
an SMA test would be performed ot a large reference
laboratory for a relatively small amount of money
and then billed to Medicaid by a small laboratory for
a much higher amount of money?

A. No, this is not an isolated case.

Overbilling and False Billing

The previously mentioned cooperative effort by personnel of the
State Laboratories Divigion and the S.C.I. Staff in searching and
analvzing stacks of bill claims from independent clinical labora-
tories and associated documents also indicated clearly that some
of the laboratories were not content with just profiting from
mammoth markups over subcontracting costs but were further
inflating their profits by certain overbilling and even false or
fictitious billing practices. The specific fypes of overbilling and
false billing practices were illustrated at the public hearing
through the testimony of Mrs. Duffy, accompanied by the marking
of and reference to appropriate documents. In each instance, one
example was examined as being representative of a frequent and
widespread abuse discerned in the voluminous search and analysis
of documents.

A principal overbilling practice discerned in the investigation
was that of taking a single test which produces multiple, compo-
nent-part results and billing for each component part as if it were
a separate test, As previously noted, the blood chemistry test
performed on the SMA-12 device can produce as many as 12 com-
ponent part results. Mrs, Duffy was questioned about an instance
where the Fair Lawn Clinical and Cytolegy Laboratory, a rela-
tively small and largely unautomated independent clinical labora-
tory located in the basement of a home in Fair Lawn in violation of
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that community’s zomng 01‘d1na.nces, billed Medicaid for $26 for an
SMA-12 test by listing six of the blood chemistry, component-part
results as separate te_sts The SMA-12 test was performed for
Fair Lawn by the automated Center for Laboratory Medicine at a
cost of $3.25. The maximum Medicaid reimbursement fee for an
SMA-12 was $12.50. Mrs. Duffy testified about this instance and the
deficiencies in the Medicaid Manual relating to this abuse:

@. But, again, you see here by the billing invoice
that it was o full SMA that was ordered?
A. That’s correct.

Q. And the cost of that SMA was what?
A. $3.25. '

Q. Do you have any idea of the amount of money
that this provider, the Fair Lawn Clinical and Cytol-
ogy Laboratory, could have received from the Medi-
caid program by breaking the SMA inio these
component parts?

A. Yes. In this particular case there are only gix

components, so in this case he wounld have recewed
$26 from Mediecaid.

Q. Al right. So you're telling ws, then, that the
Fair Lawn Clinical and Cytology Laboratory would
have received $26 from Medicaid for an SMA test,
an SMA-12, which it was billed $3.25 by Center for
Laboratory Medicine?

A. That’s correct.

. Mrs. Duffy, again, you are familiar with the
Medicaid Manual?
A. Yes,

Q. AU right. Is there any present regulation in
that manual which would prevent breaking o test
down into its componenis?

‘A. No. There is one regulation that says the sum
of the components, the charge for the sum of the com-
ponents cannot exceed the charge for the cluster of
tests ifself.

Q.. All right. Mrs. Duffy, let me show you what
that regulation is. It can be found not only in the
Medicaid moanual for laboratories but also in New
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- Jersey’s  Adminmistrative Code, Section 10:61-1.5, . ..
- which.reads, in relevant part, sub-section (b ), ““The
- sum of the components of a cluster of tests, for
ewample, SMA~12, may not exceed the total custo-_ o
marily charged for the group offering.”’ - And it's
- your opamcm that this partzcular regulation 5. fnot-_;', .
adequate; is that foir? :
A. That’s fau'

Q.. All right. U%defr the regulat@ow as it now
stands, Mrs. Duffy, is there anything to prevent, to
the best of your kmowledge, omy laboratory from
doing exactly what the Fair Lawn Clinical Laboratory
had apparently done here, break an SMA mto com-
ponent parts and bill for @t? }

A. There isnothing to prevent it.

Mrs, Duffy, again-with appropriate documents being marked
and referred to, testified about two instances where Park Medical
Laboratory of Montelair overbilled Medicaid by billing for com-
ponent parts of multiple-result tests as if they were separate.
tests. Park Medical, another relatwely small ~and largely un-
antomated laboratory, is located in the converted sun porch of a
home, a fact Mrs. Duffy learned When she inspected the labora-
tory’s prem1ses S

One instance. of overbﬂlmg by Park involved a urma,lyms test
which provides several component-part results through a chemi-
cally coated, color sengitive stick which is dipped into the test
sample and then examined by a laboratory technician. Mrs. Duify
testified that the appropriate documents clearly showed that Park
had billed Medicaid for the maximum allowable $2 for a urinalysis
and for an additional $2 for a urine occult blood which is part of
the test results from a urinalysis by the dip-stiek method.

The other instance relative to Park involved a complete blood
count (e.b.e.) test. Mrs, Duffy festified that the documents in this
instance revealed that Park had billed Medicaid for the $5 maxi-
mum fee for this type of test and billed additionally for a red

blood cell morphology which is a component-part result of a c.b.c.
test.

Another overbilling technigne examined in the investigation was
to bill for the more costly of two types of tests designed to de-
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termine the same type of condition. The sample instance in this
area presented at the public hearing involved two types of tests
to determine pregnancy. One is an outmoded fest known as the
A-7 pregnancy test where a rabbit or rat must be used in the test
process. Medicaid allows $10 for this test. The éther type of test
is the more modern rap1d~shde pregnancy test which is more
expeditions and does not require the use of animals. For this
test, Medicaid pays $7.50. Mrs. Duffy testlﬁed that in this instance
the documents showed clearly that the physician requesting the
Fairlawn Clinical and Cytology Laboratory to make a pregnancy
test had specifically asked for the less expensive slide test. Yet,
Fair Lawn on its billing form claimed payment for the A-Z test.
Mrs. Duffy testified further on how her visit to the Fair Lawn
laboratory revealed that no A-Z test was performed:

Q. Now, Mrs. Duffy, you mentioned that yow did
visit the Fair Lawn La,bomtory, 4s that true?
A. Yes. o

Q. While you were at the Fair Lawn Labomtory,
did you see any animals?
A. No.

Q. Did you see any facilities for animals?
A, No. _

Q. Well, Mrs. Duffy, since you saw no animals on
the premises, is it your opinion that Fair Lawn could
not have performed an A-Z test?

A Yes.

The problem of controlhng a billing abuse of this type was in
Mrs: Duffy s opinion a matter which would reqmre an improve-
ment in thé Medicaid system and more expertise in the Medicaid
surveillance staff, corrective steps which are reviewed in more
detail subsequently in this report under the title of ‘‘System
Controls and Surveillance.”” Referring to Fairlawn’s b111 claim -
for the A-Z pregnancy test, Mrg. Duffy testlﬁed

Q. All right. So, Mrs. Duffy, is it fair to say that
what we have in Exhibit C-16 1s a clavm submitted fo
Medicaid which does not accurately reflect the work

_"that was actually performed?
A. That’s right. .
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Q. In fact, it was a claim described as an A-Z test
and one which, to an untrained person, a person who
had no knowledge of, perhaps, Fair Lawn’s request
report sheet or its procedures, would be one involv-
tng animals?

A. Correct.

Q. BMrs. Duffy, is this the problem that the Medic-
aid manual has to speak to or is this something that
perhaps surveillance has to cope with?

A. I think that the problem would have to be at- _
tacked by eliminating test descriptions and using only
code numbers and initials and ensuring that reim-
bursement is made only for tests that are specifically
coded so there can be no ambiguity about what test
was performed,

Q. Al right. I take it, then, that you’re saying that
more definition is required in the Medicaid fee sched-
ule and the Manual as to exactly what procedures are
entailed n a particular test?

A. Yes.

Q. But isn’t it also necessory to have trained peo-
ple familiar with laboratory work on the Medicaid
surveillance staff in order to initially recogwice this
problem?

A. Yes, that’ s correct.

The Commission’s investigation also concerned itself with
ontright false or fictitious bill elaims by some of the laboratories.
Two instances of such claims were examined at the public hearing,
again through the testimony of Mrs. Duffy who said the two sam-
ples were symptomatic of a more general pattern of abuse. In the
first instance, Mrs. Duffy testified that the Park Medical Labora-
tory billed Medicaid for alleged performance of a P.B.L test which
is nused to determine the amount of iodine bound to protein in the
human blood. The Medicaid fee schedule allowed at that time for
that test was $10.

The documents relative to this instance showed that Park had
in the case of this particular patient subcontracted for three other
tests performed by the Center for Laboratory Medicine but had
not subcontracted for a P.B.I. Furthermore, Mrs. Duffy testified
that Park could not by itself have performed a P.B.1. test:
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Q. AUl right, now, Mrs. Duffy, do you know whether
or not the Park Medical Laboratory perfoe*ms the
P.B.I. test on'its own premises?

A. No, it doesn’t.

Q. How do you know that? '

A. I saw that they didn’t have the equipment for
the reagents to perform it and the director told me it
wasn’t performed on the premises, =~

Q. Isthat divector Mr, Edward Gibney?
A. That’s right.

Q. Well, Mrs. Duff'y, again back to the physwmﬂ s
weport and request sheet belonging to Park Medical
Laboratory for the Medicaid recipient Q W. Do you
see a P.B.I. result repmted?

A, Yes, I do.

0. What is that result? =
‘A. 5.8 micrograms per cent.

Q. Bul you said you see no indicalion that a P.B.I.
was actually performed?
A That’ 8 correct.

Q.. Would it be your conaluswn, the% that the
P.BI. result reported om this claim for Medicaid
recipient Q. W. is fictitious?

A. Yes.

The docmments relative to the second false-billing instance
examined at the public hearings related to a test called a rubella
titer which is simply a test for German measles. ‘As a public health
service, the State Department of Health performs this test free of
charge. Mrs. Duffy testified to an instance where Park Medical
took advantage of this free service and then billed and received
from Medicaid the maximum reimbursement fee of $15 for a rubella
titer test:

Q. And how much would Medicaid allow for the
‘German measles test?
A. $15.

Q. Can you tell from this claim form whether or
not Medicaid paid the $15 for th@s G’er’man measles
test?
© A, Yes, I can.
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Q. All right. Mrs. Duffy, I show you a record from
the New Jersey Depariment of Health and ask you
whether or not you can identify it for us?

A. Yes, I can.

Q. Does that relate to Medwwad recwwrnt 4.B.?
A, Yes, it does,.

Q. Does that indicate to you that a rubella test
was done af the Sta,te Department of Health
laboratories? .

A Yes, it does. |

Q. How much does the State Department of
Health charge for performmg these tests, Mrs. Duﬁ'y?
A. Nothing.

Q. Is it your testimony, then that Medicoid was
billed, amd paid, $15 for a test that was actually per-
formed in a State facility and by State employees for
nothing?

A, That’s correct.

#* * #* &

Q. Mrs. Duffy, again as to. your familiarity with
the present Medicaid manual as it pertains to labora-
tory services, is there anything in that manual whick,
to the best of your knowledge, would preclude o labor-
atory from billing for a test that was actually per-
formed by the stale labomtory for free?

A, No

. Q No restrictions at all, to the best of your imowl-
edge? .
A. No restrictions.

Q. Then any laboratory could do it, couldw’t zt? '
A, That’s correct. .

The previously mentioned Kdward Gibney, the Direo_tor of the
Park Medical Laboratory, conceded under questioning at the
public hearings that it would be fair to state that during 1974
alone, there were 197 instances where Park billed Medicaid $15

for rubella. titer tests performed- free of charge. by the state.

Mr. Gibney also conceded under questmnmg at the hearmgs
that Park did indulge in the overbilling practice of billing Medic-
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ald for component-part results of a test as if they were separate,

including ohe instance where séven component-part results from

a SMA-12 blood chemistry test, for which Medicaid then allowed

a maximum reimburgement of $12.50, were billed to Medicaid for

at a total of $58. The SMA-12 test was performed for Park by
the automated Center for Laboratory Medicine for $3.40.

“Additionally, Dr. Rosario Tamburri, Director of the Fair Lawn
Clinical and Cytology Laboratory, confirmed in his testimony that
Fair Lawn, indeed, had indulged in overbilling Medicaid by billing
for the eomponent—part test results of an S’\IA 12 test as if they
were. separate tests . . ,

FINANCIAL INDUCEMENTS TO DOCTORS

The tests performed by independent clinical laboratories are
used. by medically trained personnel, principally physieians prac-
ticing either alome or in group practices or clinics, in the: treat-
ment and prevention of disease:  In matters so directly affecting
the health of human beings, it would be hoped that the relation-
ships between the laboratories and the doctors referrlng test
business to the laboratories would be on a highly professional and
ethical basis, with the laboratories receiving the test Work because
of the quality and performance offered.

The Commigsion’s 1nvest1ga,t_1on, h.owever, found that, while some
of the laboratories were operating in a sernpulous manner, others
were offering financial-inducement type payments to the doetors
to lure test business and that those laboratories engaging in those
rebate payments were among the largest reecipients of Medicaid
dollars. Indeed, as this phase of the Medicaid investigation pro-
gressed, it became clear that certain independent clinical labora-
tories were rebating a fixed percentage—usually on the order of
25 to 35 per cent—of Medicaid reimbursements to the referring
physicians. The attempts to mask and/or justify these. financial-
inducement type payments often involved the guise of paying the
salaries of personnel in the doctors’ offices or ‘‘renting’’ space in
those offices. . '

Furthermore, it beecame evident that a laboratory’s Medicaid-
funded: business could inerease dramatically if the laboratories
employed the service of a middleman-salesman who knew which
physician or physician groups would throw business to the labora-
tory offering a substantial rebate percentage payment.
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The Commission was appalled, especially in light of its. public
statement about deplorable conditions in some of the clinical labor-
atories, that physicians would compromise not only ethical con-
siderations but also the best interests of their patients by awarding
test business not on the basis of judging the quality and perform-
ance of a laboratory but rather on the basis of personal financial
gain from rebate payments.

Methods of Payment

The Commission called as witnesses at the public hearings offi-
cials of several independent clinical laboratories who testified that
their laboratories did not indulge in paying rebates or kickbacks
to physicians. Some of their testimony demonstrated that a labora-
tory nof playing the financial-inducement-payment game could get
relatively little Medicaid-funded test work. Additionally, from the
experience of sales personnel of these laboratories in the field, the -
officials were able to testify knowledgeably about the practice in
the industry of obtalning sizeable amounts of Medicaid-funded
business by financial-inducement payments to physicians.

Dr. Paul A. Brown, a physician and Chairman of the Board of
MetPath Inec., a very large, highly automated independent clinical
laboratory with headquarters in Hackensack, testified that during
1974, his laboratory in New Jersey alone did approximately $2
million worth of fest work for physicians and hospitals but re-
ceived only some $10,000 during that year from New Jersey Medic-
aid. Dr, Brown testified further that his marketing-force personnel
told him the reason for MetPath’s not receiving more Medicaid-
funded business, despite the laboratory’s charging lower prices
than many other laboratories, was that providers of health ser-
vices to Medicaid patients were. “‘looking for something from the
laboratory’’ in return for referral of test work, a praectice in which
MetPath declined to indulge. Dr. Brown testified his staff found
four basic kickback-type technigues were being used in the indus-
try: S ,

- (1) Cash payments known as ‘‘greens’’ which are
made by the laboratories either directly to the doctors
~or indirectly to them via their nurses,

(2) The providing of personnel to the doctors by
the laboratories and the paying of the salaries of those
pergonnel by the laboratories for work allegedly per-
formed in the doctors’ offices. :
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(3) The renting of the laboratories of space, such
as a closet, in the doctors’ offices, with the ‘‘rent”’
often being determined as a pereentage of the amount
of Medicaid-funded test work referred fo the labora-
tories by the doctors,.

(4) The providing of goods and services to the
doctors by the laboratories, including surgical sap-
plies or miscellaneous items such as cigars and cig-

- arettes.

Murray A. Blaivas, General Manager of the Roche Clinical
Liaboratories, Divigion of Hoffman-LaRoche Tne., testified that the
approximately $60,000 in New Jersey Medicaid reimbursements
received by the Division during 1974 represenfed a miniseule per-
centage of the total business done annually at the Division’s main
laboratory in Raritan. Mr. Blaivas testified further as fo why
the Division’s Medicaid segment was not more substantial:

Q. Isthere any reason why you would characterize
it as a small amount of Roche Clinical Lab?
"~ A. Well, T believe it’s because we 'do not partici-
pate in any of the practices that have been described
here.

Q. Well, would you for us please enumerate those
practices which you feel are a detriment to your
sharing i a bigger segment of the Medicaid
program?

A. Well, it has come to my attentlon that there are
arrangements such as rental of office space, which is
not commensnrate with the space being rented, but
rather with the volume of dollars that are generated.
The supplying of employees or technical personnel
or clerical personnel to physicians’ offices. Payment
in some form for filling out of laboratory forms

~ and/or collection of blood samples. In some instances
furnishing non-laboratory supplies, but rather medi-
cal supplies to the physician. Those are the ones that T
can think of right now. '

C Q. Well, you have testified that Roche Clinical
. Labs 18 not o participant in that activity?
~ A. None whatsoever, sir.
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Q. Why?

A, Well, it’s against Roehe polmy for one thmO'
And for another thing we feel that these pracfices
are unethical. ‘

. Lawrence Gallin, a partner in the South Jersey Diagnostic
Center, an independent clinical laboratory in the City of Camden,
testified that the principal reason for his laboratory’s receiving
a relatively large amount of Medicaid-funded test business—
$129,000 during 1974—was that the laboratory is located right in
the middle of an indigent urban area where the instance of Medie-
aid patients is exceptionally high. He testified that he, too, khew

of ﬁnanclal-mducement—payment practices in the industry and
described them miuch in the same manner as did Dr. Bmwn and
Mr. Blaivas, Mr., Gallin testified further: -

Q. AU right. Mr. Gallin, does your South Jersey
Diagnostic Center lab engage in the activities to which
you have just testified? :

A. No, we do not.

Q. And why don’t you, Mr. Gallin?

A. Well, T think there’s no one answer. I think
there’s several answers. I think the most important
reason is that we are a lab that’s located right in the
middle of a large Medicaid area. We are actually in
—our 100&121011 is such that it is.

Q.. Well, let me ask you this, Mr. Galhfn Do you
consider these activities ethical or unethical? .

A. Categorically, I would say that if—these
activities are unethical, and they could be even
illegal if the reason for the activity is to generate
specimens. If the reason is—if it has no impact on
generating specimens, well, it’s a normal business
practice. But I would say the reason they’re done is
to procure business, and I don’t consider that ethical.

Rebate Techniques

As previously noted, the financial-inducement payments from
the laboratories to the physmlans are often. made under the guises
of paying for work performed in doctors’ offices or the “rentmg”
of space in those offices. The Commission at the public hearings
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explored some of those rebate techniques through the testimony of
some of the officials of those laboratories.- The appropriate records
and documents, including cancelled checks, were marked as
exhibits in each case to document the flow of Medlcald monies from
the laboratories back to the physicians.

Saul Fuchs, Director of the _pre*nously mentioned Physicians
Laboratory Service, Inc:, an indépendent clinical laboratory in
Passaic, testified that he had arrangements to pay back to two
doctors 20 per cent of Medicaid reimbursements received for test
business referred to the laboratory by those doetors and a similar
arrangement:to return to a medical-clinical group 30 per cent of the
Medicaid dollars received for test business referred by that group.

In the casé of one of the doctors, identified by Mr. Fuchs as
Dr. Maleolm Schwartz with offices in Paterson, Mr. Fuchs con-
tended the 20 per cent rebate was based ‘“‘on the serviee that he
would fill out the forms’’ but did not include any drawing of blood
specimens on the doctor’s part. In the case of the other doctor,
identified by Mr. ¥uchs as a Dr. Conti with offices in Grarﬁe]d
the 20 per cent rebates were paid to a Chris Pardo, trading as
O.M.P. Enterprises, who, according to Mr. Fuchs, drew blood 'in
Dr. Conti’s office and ﬁlled out Medlcald forms there Mr. Fuchs
was examined futther about his relatlonshlp with Mr. Pardo and
Dr. Conti: :

Q. Mr. Fuchs, at anylime during your relation-
ship with Mr. Pardo did yow ever check the accuracy
of the gross receipls and his work as to his work?

A, TIdon’tunderstand what you mean by the accu-
racy of his gross receipts. -

Q Well, you were paying him on a percentage
basis? . :
A, Yes, gir,

Q. 20% of all that he bfrought n -
“A. Yes, sir.

Q. Okay. Did you ever check with him on the :
accuracy of the amount of business he was giving you?

A. Well, he ouly got paid when I got paid. I mean,
when I got paid, from Medicaid, I checked to see
which ones were from Dr. Conti, a,nd then from this
figure he gotf paid.
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Q.  And were these patients, or were these patients =~
in Dr. Conti’s office Medicaid recipienis?
A, T assume so. They had

Q. And did you——-I m sorry. Go ahead.
A. T mean, they had Medicaid forms.

Q.. And d@d you submit independent laboratory' .
clawm forms for these patients?
A. Yes, I did.

Q. And when you recewed the reimbursement for
the cash balance that claim from Medicaid, is that
where you derived the 20% for Mr. Pardo?

A. Yes, sir, and that was after expenses, too.

Mr. FTuchs testified that he rebated some $12 000 in Medicaid
money during 1974 to the Park Medical Clinie in Paterson, under
the 30 per cent arrangement with that clinic. He stated that he
had a secretary on his payroll who filled out Medicaid forms at
the clinic and that through a company. kmown as International
Drugs, Inec,, he paid rent for space at Park Medical. It was Mr.
Fuech’s testlmony that a William Stracher and a Harvey Sussman
are owners of both International Drugs and Park Medical, Mr.
T'uchs was examined about the International Drug-Park :Medical
arrangement:

Q. Now, how did you grrive at a gwen ﬁgwe 30
per cent to pay Park Medico?

A. Tt was a ledse rental.- Percentage rental or
lease. Percentage lease arrangement, In other words,
we couldn’t agree on how much rent I should pay
there, so it was suggested that it would be done on a
percentage basis; the amount of work that came out
plus any supplles that I needed down there, they gave
to the clinie, they supplied. .

Q. Could you identify them as supplymg the
climics?
A, Internatmnal Drug.

). Now, to whom did youw make your cherks
payable?
- A, International Drugs.
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- Q. And why didn’t you make them -out to Park
- Medico?

.. A, Because they told me to make them to Inter-
~-national Drug.

. Pardon me?
A, Igald, I was told to make them to International
Drug. : o

Q. Who told you that, sir?
A, Mr, Straqher and Mr. Sussmar.

@. Did they give you any reason why yow had fo
make them out to Infernational Drug when they
rented space and supplies were being done in the
clinic? o .

A. No, sir.

Q. Did you rent any space, for whatever pUrpose,
in International Drug, Inc., the drugstore?
A. No, sir.

Q. And it’s fair to say that the rental portw% of
your paywments to International’ Dmgs did not include
any shelf space, closet space or room i Inlernalional
Drugs, Inc.; is that correct?

A. _Correct

The previously mentioned Kdward Gibney, Director of the Park
Medical Laboratory in Monteclair, was questioned as to why his
small, largely unautomated clinical laboratory received only $346
in New Jersey Medicaid reimbuisements during 1973, with that
figure then soaring to $164,849 during 1974 and to $205,852 for
the first one-third only of 1975. His answer was that during 1974,
he became associated with M.B.S. Sales, whose principal is
Seymour Slotnick of Teaneck. The testlmony of Mr. Slotnick,
who holds himgelf onut as offering ‘‘marketing services’” to 1abora—
tories, will be reviewed after further discussion of Mr. Gibney’s
testimony. Suffice it to state here that Mr. Gibney first met Mr.
Slotnick briefly during 1973 when Mr, Gibney had an association
for three months Wlth Scott-Cord Laboratories, of which Mr.
Slotnick was then an officer. Mr. Gibney testified thai during 1974,
Mr. Slotnick approached him as a prinecipal in M.B.S. sales and
that an ‘‘agreement’’ was made for Park to retain the services of
M.B.S.. Mr. Gibney denied he had any arrangement for a percentage
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split of Medicaid reimbursements with Mr. Slotnick and stated
he did not know what specific ‘‘marketing services’> Mr: Slotnick
engaged in for Park, other than to bring in a large amount of
Medicaid-funded. business from some physicians. 'Perfinent ex-
cerpts from Mr. Gibney’s testimony are presented below:

Q. Did he (Slotmick) later discuss with you what
the financial arrangement fnght be?
A, Yes. ‘

Q. And what was the substance of that con'uersa-
tion?

A. Ho said he Would b111 me for what he eonmdered
a fa1r amount for his services.

Q. Did he mention a partzculafr ﬁgwe%’
No.

A,
Q. And you agreed to that armngement? |
A. VYes. o

Q. Based on his wmtegrity that he would bzll you
what would be a fair amount?
A. Iagreed to that arrangement.,

Q. What was it based on? a '
A. T just agreed to that arrangement. ‘T don’t
know what it was based on at that time.

#* *® = *®

- Q. Mr. Gibney, again referring to C-10, the chart,
in 1974 Park Medical Laboratory received $164,849 in
Medicaid billing. Do you have knowledge of what Mr.
Slotwick received out of that 164,0002 '

A. M.B.S. Sales received $96 000. T beheve he 18
the principal.

Q. And $96,000, I think we decided in yesteg"ddg’s ,
hearing, represents somewhere around 59 per cent of
- $164,000. Would your arrangement with M'r ;S'lotmck '
have been a 60/40 deal? ‘
A No,

Q Did you ever discuss a percentage, 60
per cent—— ‘ : ST
- A. No.
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"Q. ‘—of Medicaid bzllmgs to him cmd 40 to youf
No. . =

% * * *

Q. You say that when you initially entered into
the arrangement with Mr. Slotwick, he agreed to pro-
vide services to you for, quote, what would be a fair
amount, I think was your testimony. Have you an
opinion on whether, for instance $4,5686.42 for one
week of services is a- fmr amount?

- A, -1 was satisfied with the amount. .

. Do you think it was fair?
‘A. T have no opinion as to whether 1t s fair or not.
I was satisfied. :

Q. On that final bill, agam I m wfe'r'rmg to the
invoice for 12/30/74, there is an asterisk at the bottom
and after the asterisk it reads as follows: “‘Due to
increased, costs we must raise our fees for services.
The tmerease will be reflected in your wext bill.”” Did
you have any discussion with Mfr Slotwick relevant to
that footnote? -

- A. Yes, I did.

Q And what did you say to h@m cmd what did he
say to youl

A. I said I didn’t want any increases, and I got a
negative response. I don’t know exactly what he said.

Q Was the response essentially take it or leave it?
Enssentlally that

Q. And that essentially Mr. Slotnick is o mididle-
man between the physicians and your lab; that is, he

acquires business and brings it to you?
A. Yes

Q. Without you he canmot really do anythmg ; he
needs you or someone else that 18 cert@ﬁed?
A Someone else or me.

Q Rzght So, essentially, he’s a pe'rson that brmgs
business into your lab?
A, Yes.
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Q. And he’s beew the cause of literally a geometric
explosion in your business from 1978 up into 1974; is
that correct?

A. Yes.

Q. And of the $164,000 that you receied w 1974,
you were willing to pay kim, as o salesman essentwlly,
396,000 of that money?

A. I didn’t pay him, excuse me, as a sale‘sman ‘He
is a private busmessman and he bllled me for hig ser-
vices. I had no choice but to pay him or discontinue
his services.

Q. And you felt that by poying him there was still
enough left for you to make the proposition worth-
whale?

- A. Yes.

Q). But do you feel . the pubhc sewse that $96 000
of $164,000 of Medicaid dollars is a fair amount to g0
to him?

(Whel eupon the witness confers with counsel ) )

A. I, I don’t know what the term ¢‘fair’’ can mean
in this instance. If was fair in the sense that if T didn’t
give it to him, I wouldn’t have the business.

Q. So i was fair to you as an wndividual?
A. Yes.

Q. But I'm talking in fairness to public funds. Do
you think, as a professional man, that of $164,000 of
Medicaid dollars, that $96,000 should be going to this
man that is doing nothing more, really, than bringing
the business to you?

(Whereupon, the witness confers Wlth counsel, )

A. T have no comment. I just don’t know what
how to answer that questlon : :

Q. You would agree that your relatwnsh@p w@th
Mr. Slotmok 18 not really a bilateral relatw%sth,
8 it? :

A. That’s true.

162



. He comes in and gwes you a bill and you either .
poy it or Mr. Slotnick is 9'0%69
: A.' That’s true.

o % % % *

Q. Just a question or two. In your relationship
Cawith Mr. Slotnick, are you aware of Mr. Slotrick’s
arrangements with his chents? '
- A. No, I’ 'm not.

Q. Did you ever ask how he was mamagmg thzs
- explosion in your business?
A, Yes.

Q. And did he gwe you any explanation for zt%’
A, Yes.

Q. Did he tell you of his relationship wzth Dr.
G'ree%spa%?
A. Not in partlcular

Q. Did he ever tell you that he was payifﬁg over
$7500 a year for rental space which he couldn’t define?
A. No.

Q Did he ever gwe you a breakdown of that
87500 in terms of remtal space or services?
A. I never knew of any rental space for services.

Q. When did you ﬁrst hear about 42
A. I heard about it now. 1 wasn’t at the hearmgs
‘yesterday I was upstairs.

Q. Is this the first time you are aware, then that
there is such am arrangement between Mr. Slot%mck
and his clients? =

A, Itis.

Mr. Slotnick at the opening of his testimony at the public hear-

ing described himself as being an independent contractor who,
under the firm name of M,B.S. Sales Co.,
tain services”’

and messenger.

Howéver, Mr. Slotnick stated under questioning that as of
1974-75, Mr. (tibney’s Park Medical was his only independent
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clinical: Taboratory ¢lient and that his services principally were
attempts to make sure that ‘‘accounts’ with physicians referring
Medicaid-funded test business to Park continued to do so. The
services included renting of space in doctors’ offices and supplying
of sales.personnel to some doctors.

Like Mr. Gibney, Mr. Slotnick denied splitting Park Medical’s
Medicaid reimbursements on a percentage basis, with 60 per cent
going to Mr. Slotnick and Park’s retaining 40 per cent. He did so
even though he, like Mr, Gibney, was presented at the hearings
with the fact that the $96,000 paid by Park Medical to Mr. Slotnick
in 1974 was on the order of 60 per cent of the $164,000 in Medicaid
reimbursements received by Park Medical during 1974.

Mr. Slotnick’s charges for ‘‘services’® were highlighted at the
hearings by his being questioned about.a $5,248 bill he submitted
to Park Medical for the week of November 18 through 23, 1974 and
about his subsequently even raising his charges:

Q. The .total bill for services for that week i8
$5,248; is that correct? : .
A, That’s correct, sir.

Q.. And that includes 37 hours of mafrketmg sefrmce '
at $100 per hour?
A. That’s correet, sir,

Q. And $?’50 a week for the messewger sermceg
A, Yes, Sir. -

Q " And 19 and one- half hours at $40 an hour for the
sales service?
~A. ‘Right, sir.

Q And then there is a mascellaneous ea:pe%se for
182
A. Okay, right, sir.

Q. Who conducts the sales service for M.B.S.2 _

A. Myself, my wife. I ha\{e_ several salesmen .
employed? v

Q. You have several salesmm employed?

A, Yes, on commission.

Q. And who conducts the marketmg service? '
A. Basically, marketing is again myself and my. . -

wife, and I suppose that would be more—most of 1t
Salesmen do some, also.
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Q.. Are the bills to Park Medical going to increase?
Well, have they increased since 12/742 -
A, 12/74. T believe because of increased costs that
Tincurred I raised my prices to Park Medlcal Labora-
tories. Tean’ttell. -

Q.. What are you% ;pmces now for marketmg, for
instamce? : _
A. T believe it’s $150 an hour.

Q. 3150 am hou'f“?
A, Yes, sir.

Q And how about sales sefrmce is that st@ll $40
or is thot different? .
A. T believe that’s $75 an hour. Or1 beheve

Q. 752
- A. T believe so, ves.

@. So that it was a thirty-five dollm fra@se? '
A. Right, sir. I hired more drivers, so I increased
my messenger serviee costs also. -

Mr. Slotnick testified that as part of his marketing services on
behalf of Park Medical, he leased space in the offices of two physi-
cians whom he identified as g Dr. A. Suarez from Hoboken and a
Dr. Bernard Greenspan from: Paterson, and also in the Passaic
Medical Center on which, he stated, he owned a lease. Mr. Slotnick
stated he paid Dr. Greenspan $750 per month for ‘‘rental and
services’’ but examination showed the rental arrangement to be
a vague one at best:

Q.. How much do you pay ‘Dr. Greenspcm @ month?
A, $750.

Q. And is that broken down for rental and sermces
in any manner?
Do I break it down personally?

Yes.
And spee1fy, 1o, I do not. I give him——.

Do you Enow whether or not he breaks it down?
I wouldn’t know, - :

Did you make any separate agreement on what
the amomt of the remt would be as opposed to what
the amount of the services would bef

A. No, I did not.

D O .b»@.b»
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Q. What services does he perform for a portion
of the §7507

A. Well, he performs: A. The blood ig drawn; all
the forms are filled out correctly; when they are
returned, they are placed in the files correctly so that
if anybody evér wants to see them, they are there,
including the doctor; he makes sure that all my sup-
plies are—I never run out of supplies; performs a
variety of services.

@. Do you know whether he gets paid by Medicaid
for drawing blood?

A. T don’t know any, you know, his arrangements
with Medicaid.

Q. Who do you jmy this $250 .a month to, by the
way? ‘
A, Tdrop

~what do you mean by ‘“who???

Q. Do you pay it directly to Dr. Greenspan as an
andividual?
A. No. I pay it to—

. Do you pay it to Dr. Greenspan as a profes- e
sional association, doctor of osteopathy? '
A.- No, I do not.

-Q. Do you pay it to Bi-County Medicoid?
A. That’s the one I pay it to.

Q. Is Bi-County Medicaid a corporation im which
Dr. Greenspan 1is the sole stockholder, to your
nowledge?

A. T’'m not cognizant of who owns B1 County
Medicaid. :

Q. Do you know where Bi-County Medicaid is?
A. T assume it’s on 85 Presidential Boulevard.

Q. Do you know that it’s next door adjacent to
Bernard Gree%sprm Dr. of Osteopathy, Professwnal
Association?

- A. Idon’. If that ’s not—I don’t know where it i 1s,
then.
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- @.. Do you know whether the premises you rent are,
w fact, located in Bi-County M edw(md?
A. Do—I don’t know, no.

* * .o ¥,

. Do you have a vemﬁable space n Dr Green-
spcm 's premises?

"A. T believe. Do I? Yes, gir, Your man—well,
agents of this Commission went around and saw the
space that I lease, yes, sir.

Q. Al right. Would you tell me what the limits of
the verifiable space are in Dr. Greenspan’s premises?
A. Well, T can’t say. What do yon mean by that?
Do you mean is it one 10 by 10?2 As I said to you,
* now, my specimens are in—I think he has four exam-
‘ining rooms. They’re in those four examining rooms.
I .don’t know where the girls fill out the paper W{)rk

if it’s there or in the front.

. How wmany square. feet- of Dr. Greemspan’s
premises do you occupy?' R

A. Well, I’d say in all the rooms—you want me to
throw out a number? -

Q. I dow’t want you to throw out a%ythmg, M@*
Slotnick. I want a stnght answer, if you can gwe
one,

A. Tecan’t.

Q. —to a direct question.
A. You’re saying how many space do my samples

Q. How many square feet of space d’o You 0ccupy
w Dr, Gree%spa% s premises?
- A. Tcan’t give you an exact.

Q Do you know the rate per square foot thwt
you're paying for that occupcmcy?

A. Well, I’'m not only paying for the occupaney,
gir. No, I don’t know.

Q Do Yyou - ?mow the breakdoww& between tke
sguam -foot rental and the service for which you claim
you're paymg%’

" A. No, sir.
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Q.. Do you have any atiribution of cost for ezther
one, that is rent as opposed to services? -
A N 0, I do not. :

Q. You have no lease for the 'prem@ses for which
you say you are occupying?
A. No, sir. Dr. Greenspan and I are old friends.-

- Q.. Do you know if you have a month- to-mow,th
tenamcy?
A. T would assume that that would be it, you know

- Q. Is there any notice provision in yowr armnge-
ment with himp -
A, Jt’s a handshake deal Mr. Lmeas.

Counsel and the Comniissioners attempted at the hearmgs to
have Mr. Slotnick delineate just exactly what he did in the
marketing area for $100 per hour and later for $150 per hour for
Park Medical: .

Q. Well, marketing generally -has a comept that
has a deﬁned limitation fo it?
A, Right.

Q.. Within the traditional comcept of marketing,
what do you do, and what does your wife do for $100
an hour? :

A, Well, we’ll do—in other words, if there’s any
brochures.

. Have you done any b'rochufres?
A, Well, I did one for Sy-Ed Laboratories.

Q.. Now, you ’re charging Park. Now, what
have you downe for Park?

A. What brochures? I haven’t done any, you know
illustrative color brochures, but I just—well, in other
words, in the traditional concept of marketing that
you're referring to where you can, many of these com-
panies can get a big ad agency, and they will bill
X dollars for marketing and illustrative brochures,
I’m selling, the only thing, I won't say the only thing,
the basic thing I sell or that I consider marketing
once I have achieved a customer is good serviee and
good work, and that’s what I consider they’re paymg
for.



Q. Have you, done cmy written -advertising. for
Park?

© . A I think they’re too small When you say,-
fwritten,”’ you mean like advert1smg blurbs and
things? Not.really, sir. .

Q.. Have you done any market research in the fo'rm'
of written submasswns to Park? . :
© o A. No, sir.

Q Have you ever done an analysis for Park as to '
- improving 4ts methodoiogy? :
" A. T think in the time I bave been, T have worked

with Park, in other words, offered them my services,
I-think I have only lost two or three accounts. So you
say, ‘““methodology.’”” You're referring to the type of
work, I think they do pretty good work and I think
you can verify it.

. @. Really, what marketing means to you is holding
o'n to existing accounts?
N A And getting them.,

Q Gettmg them is sales?

A. Yes, holding on, making sure they re happy
with supplies, getting there if there is a problem. I
say ‘‘getting there,”” T mean physmaliy, me. '

© Q. You fell.that the professional service that you
rendemd warranted an increase the $100 an hour
to 3150 an hour?

A_. Costs went up, sw

‘@ And your wife, how MANY hours a week does
she work in the marketing and sales?

A. Maybe 10, 15. It’s hard to say. I can’t I do
most of it.

" The: Commission’s investigation showed that still another in-
dependent clinical laboratory, North Hudson Clinical Laborafory,
West New York, also had engaged in percentage type rebate pay-
ments to physicians referring Medicaid-funded test. work to that
laboratory. Robert Kupchak, who served as president of that
laboratory, testified that North Hudson was founded for the spe-
cific purpose of serving ‘some of the laboratory testing needs of
the growing Hispanie community in the northern part of Hudson
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County. In response to a Commission request, Mr. Kupchak had
prepared a list of doctors from which North Hudson received test
business, with a double asterisk signifying doctors who were re-
ferring substantial Medicaid business to North Hudson and re-
ceiving a 25 per cent ‘‘discount’’ payment back from North Hudson
for ‘‘services. I'endered & ‘

Those semces, he testlﬁed Wwere prmmpally for processmtr
specimens in the doctors’ ofﬁces Mr. Kupchak was shown a series
-of checks (Exhibits Nos. C-83 to C-96) paid by North Hudson to
twelve doctors, and he identified them as representing 25 per cent
payments to those physicians. Under questioning, he identified
the checks in relation to the various doctors

A (Continuing) C-87, Dr. Vega, again for services
rendered, 1912.99; C-90, Dr. Orbegozo, 731.52; (C-94;
Dr. P‘ere-z, 921.12; C-91, Dr. Laecap, 1861.20; C-_89, Dr.—
Silva, 740.36; C-92, Dr. Espina, 461.88; C-95, Dr.
Perez, 2464.07; C-84, Dr. Builla, 2978.45; C-83, Dr.
Escalante, 576.09; C-93, Dr. Silva, 513.78; Dr. Ramos,
718.38; C-88, William Visconti. This Exhibit C-88 is
representatwe of rent payments we make for an au-
thonzed collectlon station. :

Q. Do these checks include payments on the per-
centage agreement which these doctors do these
include payment for services renderea’ on Medwmd
patients?

A. They are for services rendered on patlents

). Do the doctors represented by these checks
process specimens to you where they were drawn from
Medicaid patzents?

LA, Yes.

Mr. Kupchak also produced a list of North Hudson employees,
some of whom worked in physicians’ offices; One such North Hud-
son-paid employee turned out to be the wife of a doctor:

Q. And is one of those a person zdenttﬁed on that '
list as Carmen Sesin?
A Yes.

Q. And what is the name of the doctor for whom
she works? ‘
A. TFelix Sesin.
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Q. Feliz?
A. Sesin.

Q. Sesin. Okay. Now, to your k%owledge, is Car- * "

- men Sesin related to Dr. Sesm?
A, Yes. I believe that’s his wife.

Q. And this woman is on North Hudson’s payroi,l
1s that correct? .
. A, Was on l\sorth

Q. Was?. : ' '
A. Excuse me. Was on North Hudson 8 payro]l

C Q. All right. Af the t@me that she was working in

Dr, Sesin’s office was she ever on your payrollQ‘
~A. Yes, she was,

: Q - And how many hows a week did she work for .
you while she was with Dr. Sesin? :
A. Hstimating that out, T would say, the eqmvale:nt ‘
of Dr. Sesin’s office hours

Q. And how mauch did You pay hefr?
~A. We were caleulating that on a pewentacre of

: ..:the work sent in,

Q On the work forwarded to North Hudson from o
Dr. Sesin’s office?
- A. That’s correct.

Q What was the function of Carmen Sesin, yowr S

| employee, at the office of Dr. Sesin, her husband?

A. Receptionist, clerical, assisting with patients, -

" and that would be about 1t

A chkback Isa chkbaok

By 1969 James Dimitrion had accumulated some ten years of
expemence in the eclinical laboratory field by holding posts in
various hospitals in New J. ersey. As of that year, he was associated
with Fair Lawn Hospital in Bergen County, as was the previously
mentioned Dr. Rosario Tamburri, a pathologist. The two had a
conversation in which they agreed to go into the independent
clinical laboratory business. ‘Accordingly, Mr. Dmutrlon renovated

the basement of his house, replete with a new entranee
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fixed-up basement in the residence on Ackerman Drive* then
became the Fair Lawn Clinical and Cytology Laboratory, with Dr.
Tamburri, according to his own testimony, serving as the figure-
head Dlrector of the laboratory and with Mr, Dimitrion actually
runmng the laboratory and its fiscal affams as Laboratory Super-
visor,

The lafborzatory,‘ as the 8.C.I investigation showed, was relatively
small and largely unautomated and did indulge in some of the
overbilling practices discussed previously in this report, By 1972
Fair Lawn was doing a modest amount—$27,114—of Medicaid-
funded test business. But, during 1973, that figure jumped to
$127,707 and during 1974 to $253,855, with Fair Lawn, thereby
" becoming the highest recipient of Medmeud dollars of any of the
New Jersey 1ndepe11dent clinical laboratories for that latter year.
Dr. Tamburri stated in his testimony at the public hearings that
the reason for Fair Lawn’s sudden rise to the top of the Medicaid-
funds ladder was that in 1973 Fair Lawn retained Harry Hirsh-
man** of Wayne -ag the laboratory’s middleman-salesman.

As will be brought out in more detail below, it wag Mr. Hirshman
who made the initial contacts with the medical groups and physi-
cians with whom Mr, Dimitrion was subsequently to enter into
arrangements for Fair Lawn’s kicking back 25 to 35 per cent of
the Medicaid-funded test business referred to Fair Lawn by those
groups and individual practitioners.

‘When Mr. Dimitrion was first called as a witness durmrr the
investigation at a private session of the Commission, he 1nvoked
his Fifth Amendment privilege when questioned. about the Fair
Lawn laboratory’s operations and fiscal affairs. He did likewise
when called as a witness at the first of the three days of the public
hearings in June, 1975. However, after the {estimony at the public
hearings had begun to be developed, Mr. Dimitrion through his
attorney indicated to the Commission that he -could be highly in-
formative and specific as to his laboratory’s kickback practices,
1f ke Were granted witness 1mmun1ty for his test1m0ny in that area.

, The Comm1ssmn after dehbera,tlon decided that the facts W]:ueh
could be placed on the publie record by Mr. Dimitrion’s testlmony

“* The 8. CI mvestlga.non ‘reveafed that the laboratory. was operatmg in v101at:0n of the
- local zoning code which zoned the Ackerman Drive area as residential. - :

[ Mr. Dimitrion. festified that he first became acquainted with not only. Mr. leshman
bt also Seymour Slothick when they were both associated with Scott Cord Laboratories
Tand, at’'thé same time; Mr. Dimitrion dwhed 1,500 shares of that laboratory, said shares
purcha.sed at $1 each.
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were of stch significance and public import asto warrant a grant
of immunity to overcome Mr. Dimitrion’s Fifth Amendment in-
vocations. Accordingly, the Commission approved a resolution
conferring immunity on Mr. Dimitrion. After bemg interviewed
at length by Commission Counsel during the morning of the third
and last day of the public hearings, Mr. Dimitrion was called
dunﬂg the afternoon as the ﬁnal witness at those hearmvs

Mr. Dlmltrlon estlmated in his testlmony that by 1974 ninety
per cent of Fair Lawn’s business was received from four med:teal
groups with which he had kickback type arrangements on Medicaid-
funded test work. As the following testimonial excerpt indicates,
Mr. Dimitrion had no problem with a kickback being called just
that: ' '

Q. And did you have ﬁmmcml arrangements with
. these medical groups whereby Fair Lawn Laboratory
~ would kick back or rebate oefrtam of the portions of

‘ the MONEYS—— :
' A Yes.

Q —wh@ah were pmd by Medwmd o F’a@r Law%? o
A. Yes, sir.

Q. And in the general sense, wha,t percentage was
that kickback? :
" A There were different arrangements made Wlth ‘
- each clinic or— - : :

Q. In a general way, was @t between twe%ty ﬁve;
and thwty—ﬁve per cent for most of those groups?
A, Iwould say =o, yes, sir.

‘ Q Al right. How would you be able to add up the .
amount of work that each medical group gave you in . -
grder to come up with a percentage that you would - -
~kick back to the medical group?- ;
A. We weren’t so specific about it. We nsed to add- SR
up the claims at the end of each month on each doetor
and then from there we proceed

© Q. And would you add up the claims by addmg u,p
the amounts of the clmm Jorms that you recewed from
thé doctors?

A. No, the claim forms-—actnally, the money that
We recéived from Medicaid. .
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- Q. I'm sorry. The claim forms would be put in by .
the laboratory?

A. Right.

Q. And you would add up those claim forms which
had the doctor’s name on them?

A. True.

Q. And then you would work on a percentage on
that and rebate it back to the doctor?
‘A, Right. .

&). And that was done approzimately every month .
month and a half or two months, fo'r instance?
A. Yes, sir.

One of the medical groups which,  Mr. Dimitrion testified, had
a kickback arrangement with Fair Lawn was the downtown Medical
Group in Paterson. Mr. Dimitrion stated that Harry Hirshman
told him to see a Virgil Argosino, who was a laboratory technician
at that group and who was to represent Dr, Pablo Figueroa of the
group, in order to obtain test businegs. Mr. Dimitrion subsequently
met with Mr. Argosino on the poreh of the medical group building
in Paterson, and, according to Mr., Dimitrion; Mr, Argosino men-
tioned that the Fair L.awn laboratory could be given test work
by the group, if Fair Lawn rebated on the Medicaid payments it
received. A deal was struck, Mr. Dimitrion said, for Fair Lawn to
pay Mr. Argosino $150 per month. If any person were to inquire
about the payments, the cover story to be used was that they were
wages for the drawing of blood specimens at the medical group.

The $150-per-month arrangement continued on an uninterrupted
basis for some time until, according to Mr, Dimitrion, Mr. Argosino
called Mr. Dimitrion and demanded a higher percentage payment.
Mr. Dimitrion testified as follows about that incident, including his
ultimately hearing that this medical group’s business had been
wooed away by Palk Medical’ Laboratory through its marketmg
representative, Seymour Slotnick:

Q. Did there come a time towards the end of your
relatwndsh@p with Mr. Argosino that he called you?
A. Yes, he called me.

Q.. And what did he seek in return from you at the
time of that call?

A. Well, he asked me if T would raise up the prlce
or otherwise I would have lost the account.
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Q. And did he mention a percentage of your gross
- mcome from Medicaid?
-~ A. Yes. He wanted 40-45 per cent, at least.

Q. All right. This was only Medicaid work, is that
_correct, that was coming from Dr. Figueroa’s office?
- A. That’s right, very little cash work.

* ¥ * L]

- Q.. And at the time he mentioned the 40 or 45 per
. .cent of your gross Medicaid income, did you refuse.
that offer again? _
A. T refuged that offer. He told me that he had
another laboratory that would give him that amount.
. If I couldn’t meet if, then he Would have gone with
- that laboratory. .

). He said he had another Zabomtqfry that was ol

s _.set to go into business w@th hzm? :

A. Yes, sir.

. Q. And they were willing to pay him the percentage
that he had proposed to you?

A. That’s what he told me, if T Wasn’t coming out
with it.

Q. And he said if you could not meet that, then he
was going to go with the other laboratory?
A. Yes.

Q. And did he memion the name of that other lab-
oratory at the time?

‘A, Yes, Park Medical Lab.
@ Did he mention a Mr. Slotwick’s name in connec-
tion with Park Medical Loboratory?

A. Yeah, he told me that Mr, Slotnick was there to

_ Bee him and he was going to give him the money that
he asked.

Q.. And you refused th@s offer agam zs that mght
Mr: Dimitrion?

A. T sure did. Yes, I did.

Q. And then did Mr. Argosino stop clomg business
with you, m fact? ‘ .
A. Yes, he did.
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Mr. Dimitrion - testified that the Paterson Medical group
accounted for only about 10 to 15 per cent of the Medicaid-funded
test-business ‘referred -to the Fair Lawn laboratory. Much more
important to Fair Lawn’s scheme of things, Mr. Dimitrion said,
was the Broadway Health Group, a physicians group with oﬂices
in Newark. Mr, Dimitrion testified that some 50 per cent of the
Medicaid-funded test busmess referred to Fair Lawn emanated
from this group.

As in the previously discnssed instance, it was Mr, Hirshman
who once more made the initial contact with the medieal group and
arranged for communications between Mr. Dimitrion and a
Mr. Halvorsen, said by Mr., Dimitrion to be the group’s admini-
strator. One of the discussions centered on a proposal that, at
Fair Lawn’s expense, several girls be placed at the medical group’s
offices to perform various services for the group, with the exact
number of girls and their salaries keyed to the amount of Medicaid-
funded test business referred to Fair Lawn by the group.
Mr. Dimitrion testified further about the ﬁnal arrangements for
the kickback deal:

Q. And dzd Yyou agcree on the number of girls at
that tume or not?
Yes, we did.

And how mony girls were agreed upon?
There were three girls on the payroll,
#* % * %

Well, who hired the gwls?
They did. '

Did you have any control over the hzfrmg of the

o PO O .t»

gifrls?

A.-No, 1-did not. I only met them occasionally
when I was going down there to see how they were
dmng ' -

Q. How much did the ﬁ'rst gwl make? Dzd one of
the girls make $244 every two weeks?
- Av Yes, sir. —

Q And did another one of the gwls make $180
every two weeks?
A: Yes, sir, .
Q. And did the third gwl make $5‘00 evefry two
weeks?
A. Yes.
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Q. And that was a total of $1450 per month, is that
mght if you accept my mathematws? ,
A Yes, L-will accept it..
#* B * *
Q. All right. If he had asked you for 25 per cent
a month, for instance, for the work that he sent Yo,

would you have. given it back to him?
A. Yes, I would. :

Q. So the girls were, in essence, an alternative to
that arrangement; is that right?
A, Yes.

Q. And every tume you provided girls to anyone,
they were an olternative to a direct rebate or kick-
back; is that right?. -

A. Right.

Q. And you said that they h@fred the gzrls Did You
have. any supervision over the gwls?
A. No, I did not, sir. :

Mr. Dimiti'idn testified that this arrangement o'ontil_iued with
‘the Broadway group during 1973 and until December, 1974 when
Fair Lawn came under investigation by state authorities.

Mr. Hirshman was also instrumental in bringing the Newark
Famﬂy Health Center, a medical group located on Newark Avenue
in Jersey City, in contact with Mr. Dimitrion. At Mr. Hirshman’s
suggestion, Mr, Dimitrion, ae.cordmg to his ‘testimony, met with
Dr. Arthur Goldberg in the group’s offices. Dr. Goldberg, Mr,
Dimitrion stated, made it clear that Fair Lawn could have Medie-
aid-funded test work from the group, if Fair Lawn would agree
to a rebate arrangement. The doetor, according to Mr. Dimitrion,
had been approached by other independent clinical laboratories
about possible similar arrangements and also was familiar with
rebate deals of this type because of his association with a clinie
in New York.. : :

Under the final arrangement with -the g_roup, Mr. Dimitrion
testified, Fair Lawn returned approximately 35 per cent of its
gross Medicaid billings attributable to test business referred by
the group by cash payments and paying the salary of a girl in the
group’s office. Mr., Dimitrion testified that under the agreement
he made both cash payments and payments by check:
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Q. AUl right.. Now; with respect to the payments,
what form weré the payments inf -

A. In money, green. Dollars, tens and twenties. T

don’t know. Whatever

- Q. Not check?

A. No.

Q. And how did you eﬁ"ectuate the payme%t?? Did
you go down to the medical group?

A, _ Yes, I did, went down the medical group.

Q. And you went wnto Dr. Goldberg’s office; is that
right?

. A, Yes, Dr. Goldberg was there, yes.

Q. And whatever it was, you would take currency
ont of your pocket and give it to Dr. Goldberg?
Yes, sir.

And what did he clo with it, to your Imowledge?
I don’t know, sir, what he did with it.

Well, what would he do with it zmmedmtelg?
Pat it in his pocket T mean, -

b

O PO po

Now, you say that you also had a gwl i that
oﬁice who was hired by them How much did you pay
o hefr to start with?
. 8120, ‘

Q All right, And d@d her term of employment con--
tiwue at $120 per week?
A, No, sir. They call me up. They told me I had_
- to raise her salary to $160.

Q And why did they want you to raise her salary?
A, They claimed tha,t she was WOI‘klIlC" too hard
dramng blood.

Q. Shewas going to leave, wasn’t she, if she did%’t
get MOTe Money. ‘
' ‘That’s what they say.

Did you agree to ;pay her 160 a week9
Yes, I did. :

" And did you pay her by check?)
-Yes, I &id. E

| P>

o Bo

178



- Mr. Hirshman’s salesman role for Fair Lawn also led him to
introduce Mr. Dimitrion to a Pedro Rodriguez, identified by Mr.
Dimitrion as the owner of Jersey Bio-Medies, a laboratory operat-
ing within the Downtown Medical Center, another medical group,
located on Jersey Avenue in Jersey City. The laborafory, it turned
out, had inadequate equipment for performing a wide variety of
tests. Mr, Dimitrion testified that Mr. Rodriguez suggested that
if Fair Lawn agreed to buy the laboratory for $10,000 Mr. Rod-
riguez would steer the group’s substantial Medicaid-funded test
business to Fair Lawn. This proposition, Mr. Dimitrion stated,
eventually became a working agreement whereby Fair Lawn made
the $10,000 purchase over a period of time by kicking back ap-
proximately 30 to 35 per eent of Medicaid relmbursements from
the test business referred by the group.

‘When the time came that the $10,000 had been paid in full, Mr.
Dimitrion stopped sending payments to Mr. Rodrignez. This, ac-
cording to Mr. Dimitrion, prompted a phone call from Mr. Rodri-
guez who demanded that Dimitrion pay $100 per week for the
salary of a girl employed at the medical group and also keep up a
percentage kickback arrangement by remitting payments to a Mrs.
Rivera, whom Mr, Dimitrion understood to be Mr. Rodriguez’s

.mother-in-law. Mr, Dimitrion said he agreed to the demands and
kept up the payments until December, 1974 when, as previously
noted, Fair Lawn came under investigation.

Mr. Dimitrion testified that Mr. Hirshman brought in two other
Medicaid business accounts from two individual physicians, a Dr.
Inglesias with offices on Hlizabeth Avenne in Klizabeth and a Dr.
Zoila Cartoya with, offices on 43rd Street in Union City. Mr.
Dimitrion said that he never met with Dr. Inglesias but rather
with Mrs. Inglesias and that, through her, an arrangement was
struck whereby Fair Lawn payed back some 35 per cent of the
Medicaid reimbursements generated by test business referred by
Dr. Ingledias’ office.  Mrs. Inglesiag, according to Mr. Dimitrion,
eventually terminated the arrangement by calling him and stating
that she was going to. refer Medicaid-funded business to another
laboratory which would give a higher percentage klckba,ok She
did nof name that laboratory.

It was Mr. Dimitrion’s testimony that Dr Oa.rtoya asked for
and eventually received from Fair Lawn some $500 per month-—
$200 for ‘‘rent’’ and $756 per week for a girl who was drawing blood
in the doctor’s office—in return for Medicaid-funded business
referred to Fair Lawn. Dr. Cartoya, according to Mr. Dimitrion,
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eventually. asked for an inerease to $85 per week for the girl’s
salary. He said he refused that request and lost the account.

The Com{:etition Was Intense

Mr. Dimitrion testified that competition to induee test business
by kickbacks was intense. He stated that he secured the business of
the West Side Medical Grroup in Jersey City by paying $75 per
week for a girl working in that office. Then the ownér of that’
group one day informed Mr. Dimitrion that another laboratory,
which turned out to be Park Medical, was willing to pay $50 more
per week for the girl’s salary, and Fa,lr Lawn lost this aceount, too.
Mr, Dimitrion testlﬁed as follows about that loss:

Q. All right. dnd how wuch more money did. she
want. per week for the employeeg
A, $125.

). So she wanted $50 more per week for the ser-
vices of that employee? :
A, Yes

- Q. And she told you, however, that she had cmother
offer and she asked you if you could match i, is tha,tr
right?

A, Right.

Q. Who was the other offer from?
A. Well, when I found out later, it was Park
Medical La;boratory. Mr. Slotnick was that.

Q. And did you, in fact, lose that account?
A. Yes, we did.

Q. And did Mr. Slotnick, in fact, gain the account?
‘A. Pardon-me?

Q. Did Mr. Slotwick—did Park Medical get that -
business?
A, Yes sir,

Q. Was the lady s name af West Side Medical
Center Ceil Partoa? Does that ring a bell? '
A, Maybe that’s her. Maybe. . -
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A Salesman’s Testzmany Is Coerced

The prewously mentioned Harry leshman of Wa,yne salesman
for Fair. Lawn, was subpeenaed to appear before the Commission
in private session during the latter stages of the independent
clinical laboratory phase of the Medicaid investigation. Af that
initial appearance, he invoked his Fifth Amendment privilege
when asked abouf his role as salesman for Fair Lawn. He sub-
sequently was recalled at another private session of the Commis-
sion, at which time he was given a grant of witness immunity and
ordered to give responsive answers to all questions. Mr. Hirshman,
nonetheless, once more declined to answer the Commission’s
questwns

‘The Commission moved immediately and sucoessfully in the
Superlor Court to have Mr. Hirshman judged to be in civil con-
tempt and ordered by the Court to be incarcerated until such time
as he purged himself of the contempt by testifying under the
immunity grant. Mr. Hirshman then spent some 72 hours in the
Mercer County Jail, said time colneiding for the most part with
the Commission’s three days of public hearings. Shortly after
Mr. Dimitrion’s public testimony at the heamngs, Mr. Hirshman
through his attorney notified the Court that he wished to purge
himself of the contempt by testifying before the Commisgion. He
was immediately released by the court on that promise to testify.
Mr. Hirshman on July 3, 1976 did testify fully before the Com-
mission at another private session. The Commission subsequently
decided that Mr. Hirshman’s testimony ‘was of such substance and
of such import to the full public record of the investigation as to
warrant Commission approval of a resolution making: the transcmpt
of his private testimony a public-record docurnent. .

Essentially, Mr. Hirshman corroborated Mr. Dimitrion’s testi-
mony as to how Mr. Hirshman made the contracts which eventunally
led to Mr. Dimitrion’s making kmkbaek—payment arrangements to
some medical groups and individual physicians who were referring
Medicaid-funded test business to the Fair Lawn laboratory.

Additionally, Mr. Hirshman’s testimony broke further ground
in several areas. One area dated back to the time when he was a
sales representative for the previously mentioned Seott Cord
Laboratories and when the previously mentioned Seymour Slotnick
was an officer of Scott Cord. It was Mr. Hirshman’s testimony
that he first solieited fest business from the previously mentioned
Downtown Medical Group in Jersey City on behalf of Scott Cord,
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before doing likewise for Fair Lawn., Mr. Hirshman festified that,
on behalf of Secott Cord, he and Mr. Slotnick met with the previously
mentioned Pedro Rodriguez in a tavern in Jersey City and ham-
- mered out a deal whereby Scott Cord would kick back about 30 to
35 per cent of the test business referred by the group. The kick-
backs were to be payed under the gunise of the salary for a girl in
the group’s office and/or for the salary of a technician doing work
at the group’s offices. Like the subsequent arrangement with Fair
Lawn, the money was not to be paid to the group but rather fo
Mr. Rodrignez, Jersey Bio-Medic Laboratory located at the same
address as the group, according to Mr. Hirshman.

~ After leaving Secott Cord and before becomlno associated with
Fair Lawn, Mr, Hirshman did a stint as a salesman for another
mdependent clinical laboratory known as North Jersey Bio-
analytical. He said that laboratory had an arrangement to kick
back 25 per cent of Medicaid-funded fest business leferred by some
physiciahs. He also testified that the laboratory’s operator, a Mr.
Ramirez, was aware of the percentage and that he (Hirshman)
solicited the accounts with the doctors and made the percentaoe
kickback deals with them.

© Additionally, Mr. Hirshman testified that he had a eonversatlon
with Mr. Dimitrion in which Mr. Dimitrion told of being threatened
by two masked individuals who visited Mr. Din:utrlon about June
21, 1975 as the start of the S.C.1.°s public hearings was at hand
Mr H1rsbma,n téstified further:

Q Did he say whose interest these people had at
heafrt?
A. No.

Q. He didn’t know what account they were talkmg'
about? .
A. He told me there was a threat. I was with him
one day. I believed him. He was very scared and
upset. He said it was a threat on the whole family.

Q. On his family? '

A. On both families. _

Q. Imcluding your family?

A. Yes. -

Q. They didn’t mention o particular medical group
or doctor? _
"A." They just said watch how you speak Tuesday.

. He didn’t tell me. He said there was a threat of life
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if we talk when we go down Tuesday. This is how it
was put to me, and I believed it to be sincere. That’s
why I didn’t speak.

Q. Was there a threat prior to that?
A. Not to my knowledge.

The Excessive, Antiquated Fee Schedule

The foregoing review of the costly, abusive practices of some of
the independent clinical laboratories established conclusively that
the maximum Medicald reimbursement fee schedule for those
laboratories was, at the time of the 8.C.1.’s investigation, grossly
over-generous. Without the welter of fat in that schedule, the
laboratories could not have:

1) Marked up the cost of subcontracted tests
several hundred per cent and collected the markups
from Medicaid.

2) Paid more than 50 per cent of Medicaid reim-
bursements received for “ma,rketing services’’ and
still turned a profit.

3) Kicked back 25 to 35 per cent or more of Medi-
caid reimbursements to referring doctors and still
turned a profit.

Quite naturally, therefore, the Commission’s investigation
dwelled at length on the full nature of this maximum reimburse-
ment fee schedule, including its origins. This phase of the inde-
pendent clinical laboratories probe showed clearly that New Jersey
Medicaid, in the pell-mell rush toward making that new program
operative in 1970, adopted summarily and in toto the Blue Shield
500 series fee schedule for clinical laboratory reimbursement as
Medicaid’s maximum for reimbursing independent clinical labora-
tories, If Medicaid officials then, as the S.C.I. did later, had
paused to inquire about the Blue Shield 500 series, they would
have found that that schedule in 1970 already was keyed to old,
manual bench-test methods which were rapidly being replaced by
more economical and productive test equipment of an antomated-
nature.

This advancing technology was to continue to surge ahead in
ensuing years. Yet, New Jersey Medicaid was never once to make
any major evaluation of its horse-and-bugey era maximum fee
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schedule until the S.C.I during 1975 brought to the fore the
sehedule’s excessive and outmoded nature.

The testimony of Dr. Jerome €. Rothgesser, Vice President and
Medical Director of New Jersey Blue Shield, brought out at the
public hearings the origin and nature of the 500 series and the faet:
that the series was adopted by New Jersey Medicaid without any
consultation with Blue Shield. In the following testimonial
excerpts, it is established that because Blue Shield places a maxi-
mum limit of $25 per year, per patient on clinical laboratory test
payments, Blue Shield has not felt itself under any extreme pres-
sure to update the 500 series. Medicaid, on the other hand, has no
such per year, per patient limitation. Dr. Rothgesser testified:

Q.. And was it before 1970 or after 1970 that that
fee schedule was first adopted by Blue Shield?

A. The laboratory fee schedule was adopted in the
early sixties. It was adopted for use with the plans
then Rider A which preceded Rider J. This was a fee
schedule for physicians only. At that time there were -
practically no labs and even if there were any, we
were not authorized fo pay laboratories. Onr enabling
act ineluded clinical laboratories at a later date.

Q. But at any rate at sometime wn the sixlies there
was a Blue Shield 500-575 fee schedule adopted?
A. Tt was 500 in those days. No five——

Q. It was just called 5007
A. That’s right.

2. Later on you got to 5?’5?
A. That’s right.

Q. Are you also aware in 1970 the State of New
Jersey Medicaid system adopted, in effect, the Blue
Shield 500 fee schedule——

A. Yes, sir.

). —for laboratories?
A. Yes, sir.

Q.. And if we can dmfw your attention to 1970 and
to that fee schedule that you have referred to, did the
fees and procedures set forth in the fee schedule
reflect the cost saving and cost cutting that flows from
automated technology?

A. No, sir. The fee was made for non-automated
technigne which was the basic technique available
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when it was made, and it did not—was never reduced
to include automated proceedings.

Q. And that non-automated techmque is somelimes
refewedf to as the bench——
A. Bench technique.

—techwique. Meaning a mwm&ai——
That’s right.

—testing technigue; is that right?
That’s correct.

@. So New Jersey’s Blue Shield fee schedule in
1970 represented a bench-type of small laboratory
operation? _ '

A, That is correct.

Q. And, by the way, wn 1970, did Blue Shield pur-
suant to its various contracts hcwe an overall maxi-

mum per patw%t per annum limit?
~ A, Yes, sin.

Q. And that was in the sum of what?

A. $25 for all laboratory work and three specified
clinical studies; RK@, basal metabolism and electro-

~ encephalogram.

PO PO

Q. Did New Jersey, to your knowledge, in its
Medicaid system lake and use that twenty-five limita-
tion, twenty-five-dollar-limitation?

A. T don’t believe so.

Q. But yet it did take a fee schedule from Blue
Shield that was not reflective of cost cutting in the
industry from automation?

A. Yes, sir.

* % * #*

Q. And in 1970 did anybody from Medicaid come
on over to Blue Shield and say, hey, fellows, tell us a
little bit about what went info your fee schedule and
tell us where it’s good and where it’s bad and where
maybe we ought to watch out?

A, There was no confact between Medicaid and
Blue Shield concerning the schedules.
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ComumissioNzr [arLey: Other than taking it?
Tee Wrryess: Without our permission.

Dr. Joseph E. O’Brien, Laboratory Director for MetPath Ine.,
the large, highly automated laboratory previously referred to, told
the Commission that adoption of the Blue Shield 500 series in
1970 by New Jersey Medicaid was, in effect, a victory for the small,
unautomated laboratories, despite Dr, O’Brien’s attempt to have
Medicaid adopt a more economical fee schedule geared to auto-
mation already in effect at some laboratories. He tfestified about
the formation by the state of a Technical Advisory Committee on
the compensation of independent clinical laboratories under Medi-
caid and how that panel was dominated by representatives of the
smaller, ma-and-pa type laboratory:

Q. And did the committee have a meeting?
A. The committee had a meeting in September of
1969.

Q. Al right. Doctor, let me show you what’s been
wmarked here as Baxhibit C-114. I call your atteniion
to the third page of this exhibit. I ask you whether or
not-you can identify it for us.

A. Yes. These are the minutes of the meeting
which occurred in September, 1969,

Q. Did these minutes show yourself to be present?
A. They do. '

Q. Do you recognize any of the other names of the
people preseni?
A. Yes, I do.

Q. What profession or occupation were they?

A. My memory was that all of them were in one
way or another associated with clinical laboratories
providing clinical laboratory services.

Q. Would these be small laboratories, large labora-
tories?
A. They were small laboratories.

Q. Not automated for the most part?
A. For the most part, not antomated.

Q. What were the conditions of MetPath in 1969
or 702 Were they an automated facility then?
A. We were an antomated facility then.
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Q. Doctor, was one of the purposes of this commit-
tee to determine a fee schedule for Medicoid reim-
bursement to independent clinical laboratories?

A. Yes. That was a topic of great interest at this.
meeting, how reimbursement would be accomplished.

). Do wyou recall any of the discussions at this
meeting, Doctor?
- A. Trecall that there was general approval for the
proposal that the then current Blue Shield fee sched-
ule be accepted.

Q. Is that the Blue Shield schedule, Doctor?
A. The Blue Shield schedule, be accepted as the
schedule for Medicaid payments.

Q). Did you have any opinion as to whether or not
the Blue Shield schedule should be odopted?

A, T snggested that those fee schedules were anti-
quated, did not take into account the cost advantages
inherent in automation that technology has made
possible,

@. What was the response of the other gentlemen -
- on the commitiee, if you can recall?

A. I remember that it was generally hostile and
that I was subjected to some verbal abuse at that
point,

Q. Did you have any experience, factors in your
possession, which would have indicated that the sched-
wle as then proposed was, in fact, outvoted? -

A. Yes. I had our own fee schedule at that time
and I kmew what hospital charged and what other
laboratories were charging.

Q. Was there any altempt to project any savings
based on the projected schedule which you had in your
possession as opposed to that one which was being
pushed at the time?

A, T made no progress at all at that meeting.

Q. Well, more particularly, Doctor, do you recall
that you tried to project any savings gained which
could be projected against a schedule based upon your
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experience factor as against that which was being
proposed which you coll an antiguated schedule?.

A. Oh, yes. T said that that fee schedule would be
much too expensive.

Q. All right. And can you give us any figures about
what you wight have tolked either in terms of gross.
dollars or percemtages which might be saved by the
adaptation or adopting of your schedule as opposed
to that one which was ultimately adopted9

A. I would say based on my experience it probably
could have saved 50 per cent.

Comvuissioner Lucas: No other questmns of
the witness.

William J. Jones was acting Director of the New Jersey
Medicaid during part of 1970 and later served as Divector of the
program from Ma,y, 1971 to January, 19750 when he left state -
employment. Mr, Jones, at the public hearings, identified & memo-
randum dated June 22, 1970 as having been written by him and
signed by his then superior, a Mr. Hahn.* That memorandum
promulgated the Blue Shield 500 series as the maximum fee
reimbursement schedule for independent eclinical laboratories.
Mr. Jones confirmed that the decision to adopt the series was
hammered out at the previously mentioned Technical Advisory
Committee meeting Mr. Jones recalled that he may have attended
the meeting in part, but he stressed that the sessmn was held in
Mr. Hahn’s office.

During the course of his testimony, Mr. Jones stated that, at
one point, a suggestion was made that the rates of Blue Shield 500
series be cut 30 per cent for use by New Jersey Medicaid. He
testified not only that this 30 per cent cut idea was rejected but
also that another suggested cut of 20 per cent also was discarded.
The Commission questioned Mr. Jones closely on the rejection of
the 20 per cent eut proposal becanse of the existence .of a letter,
dated May 9, 1970, from Silvio A. Polella, President of the New

* The Mr. Hahn referred to by Mr. Jones is Edwin F. Hahn, Jr. who held the post of
Director of the State Medicaid Division from March, 1969 to November, 1970. Mr.
Hahn testified at a private hearing of the Commlssxon that the pressure was intense
to get all phases of the Medicaid program into operation by Jamuary, 1970 and that
adoption of the 500 series fees for laboratories was probably a quick attempt at estab-
lishing some sort of feasible reimbursement schedule for the labotafories. Ile stated
he left state government before any real experience data relative to the fee schedule had
been received, -
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Jersey Assoclation of Bioanalysts, to Dr. Henry A. Kaplan who
‘was then in eharge of the Laboratory Services Advisory Com-
imittee of the State Medicaid Division, The association then repre-
sented about 80 of the then 140 independent clinical laboratories in
New Jersey. In the letter, Mr. Polella wrote that all the directors
‘(of the independent clinical laboratories) who had been canvassed
‘had agreed to go along with accepting 80 per cenf of the 1965
Blue Shleld 500 series fee rates. Mr. Jones testified:

Q. So with reference to that wmazximum outszde
limit, was the Blue Shield outside limit adopted 100
per cent or 80 per cent?

A. Tt was adopted as printed, which would have

meant the outs,1de limit Would have been the 500
" Series.

Q. So, therefore, the suggestion or consensus of
- the independent lab association to take less thanm 80
per cent, was rejected?
A, It was not accepted.

Q.. Yes, sir. Now, were you wmwolved as director of
the division in that decision making? Do you know
~what people said and what they thought about?
As director of the division?

Yes.,

No, sir.

You weren’t?
No, sir,

Do you know who made that decision on your

It was the director at the time, Mr. Hahn,——

I see.
—who had to finally approve it.

Yes.

But there was a great deal of activity, a great
dea.l of research being done, and there are eircum-
stances that led up to that dEGISIOIl

_CQ.‘__
PO B PEO PO BO b
)

. So you think it was a good decision?
. A. I think if was, yes, sir.
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Mr. Jones at various intervals in his testimony advanced two
principal arguments as existing in 1970 in favor of adopting the
500 series at the 100 per cent level. First, he repeatedly stated
that the Medicaid regulations placed a primary requirement on the
laboratories to charge their ‘‘customary prevailing’’ fees which
could be lower than the maximum fee schedule. Secondly, he stated
that a conscious decision was made to keep the fee schedule at a
level where it would support a maximum number of existing
laboratories, including the small, bench-test laboratories, to the
end that the fullest possible extent and range of laboratory services
would be available to Medicaid recipients.

But Mr. Jones had to concede under questioning that the
““common and prevailing’’ fees charged by the laboratories, as
could be anticipated, soon ‘“mated’’ or beecame equal to the maxi-
mum fee schedule. And he also had to concede that the decision to
promulgate a maximum fee schedule geared to gmall, unantomated
laboratories represented a conscious rejection of the savings
attainable through automation advances.

A spokesman for the independent clinical laborafory industry
testified at fthe public hearings that New Jersey’s maximum
reimbursement fee schedule for the laboratories had most certainly
become outmoded by automation in the industry. John A. Boffa,
representing the Regional Government and Professional Relations
Committee of the American Association of Bioanalysts and a past
President of the New Jersey Association of Binanalysts, said his
organization represented about 75 of the independent elinical lab-
oratories in New Jersey. Mr. Boffa called for a constant monitor-
ing of the fee schedule to keep it in line with changes in the
industry:

Q. Are you familiar from your occupotion and
your work, and also your membership in these asso-
ciations that you describe, with the maximum fee
schedule for laboratory charges of the New J ersey
Medicaid system?

A, Yeg, I am,

Q. And, of course, are you aware of the Blue
Shield fee schedules in Opemtwn for clmwal labora-
tories?

A, Yes.

Q. Do you have awy opinion or. insight that you . .
could give us with reference to the Medicaid maximum

190



fee schedule as to the need, if such there be, to add
new procedures to the fee schedule or the manual of
procedures for Medicaid, or to delete, take out, all
procedures? Do you have any guidance or insight you
com give us on that powmt?

A. Yes. There are procedures that are listed on
the schedule that are outmoded. This is recognized
by authorities in the field. They’re outmoded because
they have heen replaced by newer and more specific
procedures. They are outmoded because the results
obtained from them are equivocal results. There are
new procedures that are coming into existence almost
monthly, and these new procedures do not have price
tags put on them currently as they come out.

I would suggest that there would be a committee, a
standing commitfee, who would constantly review
and revise the schedule in order fo ineorporate the
new procedures, and delete any that are outmoded by
the criterion of experts in the field.

Q. And these so-called old procedures thal you
described that should be deleted, does the continued
presence of those old procedures in the fee schedule
mean that New Jersey is paying, perhaps, excessive
- prices for some antiquated procedures?

A. That’s correct.

Q. And to your knowledge, with reference to your
suggestion about a commaitiee of experts, is there such
o committee, to your knowledge, at present, that works
on the

A. T'm not aware of an advisory committee that
works on a particular basis with Medicaid.

Q. Do you think that the fee schedule for Medicaid
has kept up with new procedures and, also, new prices
that could resull from new procedures?

A. Obviously, it has not,

Q. And would some of those new prices perhaps
be, iof instituted, lower than——-
A. Possibly.
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Suggestions for Im/pmwmems '

As noted in the infroductory part of this section of the Com-
mission’s report of the Medicaid investigation, the New Jersey
State Health Department’s Division of Laboratories played a
crucial role in assisting the S.C.I. both with technical expertise
and extensive application of staff time in the probe of the inde-
pendent clinical laboratories. This generous assistance was af-
forded the S.C.I. under the auspices of Dr. Martin Goldfield,
Assistant State Health Commissioner who oversees the operations
of the Division. It was quite natural, therefore, that the Commis-
sion first at private hearings and then at public hearings called
on Dr, Goldfield to give his analysis of problem areas in the inde-
pendent- clinical laboratory field and his suggestions for curing
those problems. Dr. Goldfield saw the third-party payment system,
whether it be Blue Cross, an insurance company, or Medicaid, as
the genesis of some of the ills of the system:

A. Well, if you give me some latitude, perhaps I
ean, say that this is much more broad than government .
and its failures. Really, these problems that we are
discussing today begin when third-party payment
systems were introduced to begin with, They were
largely introduced by insurance companies and by the
Blue Crosses. These fee schedules were designed
often with excessive representation by the individuals
who were to be reimbursed, Hence, and the organiza-
tions were largely led by the providers who were
going to be reimbursed by these systems. The fee
schedules that were set up were very often quite
inept with respect to getting a fair share of the
moneys expended with respect to the interest of the
individuals paying for the services, There were no
quality control mechanisms that were built into it
since any increases in costs generally led to nothing
more than a demand for increasing fees to be pald
by the public which was to be served.

Hence, we have seen burgeoning 1ncreases in sueh
costs over many years.

The third-party system did many other things When
it wag introduced without real guality control mecha-
nisms builf in. For one, in the laboratory field
specifically there has been fantastic technological de-
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velopment, which has resulted in tremendous de-
creases in unit cost of performance of a variety of
laboratory procedures; and, incidentally, not only in
decreasing their cost, in increasing the precision with
‘which they could be performed. These have never
been reflected by third-party systems, whether they be
government funded or funded in the private sector,
and instead we have permitted the fee schedules to
fail to reflect such advances and they have ended np
by being counter-productive in perpetuating the exist-
ence and the funding of small, cost-inefficient labora-
tories who probably, if they were competing in a
general marketplace without third-party payment sys-
tems having been developed, would have disappeared
by now.

What we have done, then, is artificially kept them
alive, and even worse than that, we have markedly
e‘ncouraged their continual existen-ce because by the
nature of the third-party payment systems they have
received in New Jersey a lion’s share of the third-
party dollar. '

: * L% * *

A. Now, there is no accident in this, because so
long as the ma-and-pa lab bill for these services and
bill at very high costs, there was a huge profit gener-
ated if that laboratory did not in itself perform those
services but instead utilized the services of a cost-
efficient laboratory.

- We have seen large cost-efficient laboratories buy
up eight or ten ma-and-pa stations such as that in
order_to obtain the benefit of the very considerable
fee that wonld result, which is thousands of per cent
in many cases higher than their cost.

Now, this excessive profit at the small laboratory
level has made it exceedingly desirable for labora-
tories to get work loads, They, in turn, have shared
portions of this vastly excessive pro-ﬁt with physi-
cians, for example, or nursing homes in many guises,
either by direet rebates or by a variety of other
mechanisms, and this in turn has encouraged a small
but significant group of physicians to wildly order
fantastic amounts of laboratory work on relatively
small groups of patients.
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Dr. Goldfield aiso called for a reduction in the reimbursement
fee schedule for the laboratories and stated that, in his opinion,
the quality of performance in the laboratories would not suffer
from reducing the fee schedule. He cited the previously mentioned
New Jersey Clinical Laboratory Improvement Act as a statute
which would provide powers to gnarantee maintenance of quality-
of-services standards in the laboratories.

The doctor testified that he favored a system of awarding
Medicaid test business on a regional, competitive bidding basis
as at least a femporary way of curing some of the ills of the
system:

A. There must be enough resource spent to docu-
ment what we have been able to document for you with
a small sampling and a very small resource. But this
would have to be done on a broader scale; one, to
uncover the discrepancies; two, to setting up new
systems to reduce these abuses; and, three, to develop
a climate of compliance in the State of New Jersey.

This is not easy. It requires an expenditure of re-
gource that may be difficult to achieve. It is for this
reason that I recommend that, at leagt temporarily,
because I do not believe that it is a long-term solution
to our overall medical care problems, but as a tem-
porary solution, to clean the mess we have up I
strongly suggested that we, too, in New Jersey place
contract services on a regional basis by some bidding
mechanism to be developed with the full understand-
ing that the 2.2 million for Medicaid, that Medicaid
expends for independent laborafory services repre-
sents so small a fraction of the total dollars that are
spent for laboratory services in New Jersey that it
conld not in any way destroy those who are not funded
with the exception of relatively few labs who have
specialized in building up very extraordinary work-
loads with respect to Medicaid patients,

Q. And are not those labs those which we have
found to be the most abusive in the Medicoid?

A. Well, let us say this; that we have not done a
survey and have not here presented information on
the laboratories that abuse the system most. It was
a totally arbitrary decision that was made to go down
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the line and examine laboratories merely on the basis
of the amount of money reimbursed. Hence, it is
possible that we have even more serious abuses down,
further down the line.

" We have not in any way found these to be the
greatest abusers, but heaven help us if the patterns
we have seen here exist throughout the entire system.

At the conclusion of Dr. Goldfield’s festimony at the public
hearings, the Chairman publicly expressed the Commission’s grafti-
tude to the doctor and his staff for the aid they had rendered the
Commission. ‘

Because New York City had had some untoward experiences in
Medicaid, too, in the flow of Medicaid dollars to independent
clinical laboratories, the Commission called as a witness at the
public hearings Dr. Martin Paris, Deputy Director of the city’s
Medicaid Burean. Dr. Paris testified that concern in New York
over skyrocketing costs of Medicaid for tests performed by in-
dependent clinical laboratories had led to an analysis and re-
organization in that area of the program. A principal finding of
the analysis, he stated, was that 16 of the 280 licensed laboratories
in the city were getting 70 per cent of total Medicaid billings from
all the laboratories. As a resulf of the analysis, New York Medicaid
decided to shift to a system of awarding test business to in-
dependent elinical laboratories on the basis of competitive bids
from the laboratory on a regional plan based on the city’s five
boroughs. :

The bids under the new system were to be awarded to the lowest
aggregate bidder in each region. In addition, the successful bidding
laboratories had to agree to be bound by certain performance and
reporting criteria. Dr. Paris testified how fhe regional concept
conld produce huge savings:

Q. Have you comsidered any other alternatives
other than the regional lab?
A. That’s minimum.

Yeah, we considered the creation of one central
laboratory, not four, and for a variety of public health
reasons, and including the obvious one of centralizing
on that kind of seale, we decided it would be better fo
set up one laboratory in each horough of New York
City rather than one for the entire city. We also con-
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sidered the possibility of just slashing the fees across
the board because it was no secret to anyone that the
fees were extraordinarily high and that the central-
~ ized labs that were already working in New York City,
not that we had to create, but the laboratories that
were already working in the cify, were performing
these tests that we were paying $12 and 415 for
three to 400 per cent less.

We discounted that because we were at this point
very high on the ecentralized laboratories gystem
because of the patient profile, the utilization review
primers that we could get, the increased quality
controls because we were afraid just decreasing the
tests, the reimbursement for the test would give us a
savings for a year or two and then we would gradu-
ally increase because all one has to do if one is just
interested in maximizing revenue is just slightly shift
the proportion of tests. So instead of doing two tests,
one does one expensive test and two inexpensive tests
and you have absorbed the cost, And because instead
of ordering two tests you order three tests, the cost
would significantly inerease once again. The beauty
of a centralized laboratory system was there iz an
absolute maximum and we knew what the cost would
be. You conldn’t increase over that.

. What about the effect of the centralized labora-
tory system wn the small ma’ and pa’ labs, so to speak;
any problem in that area?

A, To be frank, that’s the object of a lot of heated
discussion in New York right now. There’s no doubt
about the fact that there would be an economic impact
solely because we would not be paying for whatever
tests they would be asked to do. It was our feeling
that the economic impact would be deluded solely
because seventy per cent of the money was going to
sixteen laboratories already and that as a normal
matter of business we would normally get phone
calls from the laboratory saying, look; I just opened
up a laboratory in this neighborhood and I can’t get
any business because it’s all tied up by sixteen large
laboratories. Can’t you do something? This sort of
thing. : '
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We felt that we were trading off—we were preserv-
ing' some—well, we were preserving freedom of
choice, creating freedom of choice for the provider

than a greater instance that existed now solely
because it’s competitive bidding and everybody has a
chance, which doesn’t exist now where the arrange-
ments were kind of made more or less surreptitiously.

Me. Dioxsox: No further questions, gentlemen.

The freedom-of-choice issue referred to by Dr. Paris has formed
the basis for litigation to attempt to halt imposition of regional,
competitive bidding systems for awarding Medicaid-funded test
business, The Commission, however, agrees strongly with
Dr, Paris and other advocates of those systems that there is no
freedom of choice under the old system of work being farmed out
to various laboratories for various reasons and that regional,
competitive bidding of Medicaid awards to independent clinical
laboratories represents a needed improvement and economy in the
system.

PROBLEMS OF SYSTEM INTEGRITY

The responsibility for insuring the integrity of all aspects of
the Medicaid program in New Jersey, whether it be independent
clinical laboratories or some other element of the system, rests
primarily with the Director of the State Medicaid Division who,
in turn, relies on the Division’s surveillance and utilization-review -
funections to ride herd on system infegrity on a day-to-day basis.
The Division is empowered to issue and enforce the rules and
regulations for proseribing and governing the operations of those
health providers receiving reimbursement via Medicaid. Those
rules and regulations are embodied principally in manuals relating
to various phases of the Medicaid program, such as the previously
mentioned manual applicable to- the independent clinical labora-
tories. ' :

The Division’s enforcement tools for use, once a violation of
regulations is discerned, vary from a letter of reprimand and
warning to suspension of the offending health provider from the
Medicaid program, recovery of Medicaid dollars improperly re-
ceived, and vreference to the Attorney General’s Office for
prosecution of possible ecriminal law violations. ;
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The Division is also responsible for monitoring and insuring
the integrity of the operations of the state’s fiscal intermediaries,
whether they be Blue Oross or the Prudential Insurance Company,
which are used as New Jersey’s agents for receiving Medicaid
claims from various health providers and, with their computer
capabilities and expertise, for checking and processing the ¢laims
and remitting appropriate payments to the providers. Ag will be
seen in further discussion below, one of the areas of Medicaid for
which Prudential acts as the fiscal 111termed1ary is the independent
clinical laboratories field.

Thus, the actual achievement and maintenance of system
integrity fort Medicaid payments has two key points—the pre-
payment processing level at the fiseal intermediary under what
should be the ever watchful eye of the State Medicaid Division
and the post-payment level where the surveillance and utilization-
review functions of the Division are responsible for detecting and
disciplining various infractions by the health providers. :

The Manual Had Deficiencies

In reviewing the abuses of overbilling, false billing and kickbacks
on earlier pages of this report, note was taken that the New Jersey
Medicaid Manual applying to independent clinical laboratories, as
that manual existed in the first half of 1975 when the S.C.1°s
probe of the laboratories was in progress, lacked sufficient speci-
ficity and tantness in its various rules and regulations to estop
clearly and comprehensively such abusive practices. The 8.C.I.’s
mvestlga,tlon showed that from the promulgation of the original
manual in 1970 until February, 1975* when the S.C.I. probe was in
full swing, no major, meaningful attempt had been made to improve
the manual in light of experience gained in monitoring the inde-
pendent clinical laboratories.

One major example of a deficieney in the manual was brought
out at the public hearings through the testimony of Boniface
(Ben) Damiano, Chief of the Medicaid Division’s Bureau of
Medical Care Surveillance. Mr. Damiano, who became Chief of
that Bureau in 1970, testified that the unit had only six staff mem-

*Under the then newly appomted and now current Director of the Medicaid Division, -
Gerald J. Reilly, the first major revision of the Medicaid manual was undertaken during
the winter of 1975, Mr. Reilly’s testimony relative to that revision and how manual
changes were made to attempt to cope with abuses as uncovered by the 5.C.I. will be
reviewed in a later section of this report.
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bers as of 1972 and that that staff had been inereased only recently
to 17, including a part-time physician-consultant. Mr. Damiano
stated that it was not until mid-1973 that the Bureau was able to
bring any intensive surveillance effort to bear on the flow of
Medicaid dollars to the independent clinical laboratories.

The staff, Mr. Damiano testified, quite promptly discovered the
subcontracting and mammoth markup praectices of some of the
laboratories. He testified further as to the lack of specificity 1n
the manual about this subcontracting practice and his saperiors’
doubts about having any authority to cope with the problem:

Q. And that’s what we referred to as subcon-
tracting?
A, Subcontracting.

Q. Or referencing, depending on how pretty a label
we want to put on it?

A. Right. T know when this staff—when this par-
ticular problem was brought to my attention, I, of
course, brought it to the attention of the d1v1s10n
dlrector and our stadf.

* #* * *

Q. And youw began to tall: about that with your
superiors as you learned about 11?2
A, Yes.

- . Because it was Something that troubled you?
A. Right.

Q. And did you discuss with them whether there
was available in the manual of that time any regula-
tion by which you could cut this business out or dis-
allow some of this charging or subcontracting? Was
that your concern? -

A. Well, there was nothing in the manual which
addressed itself to one laboratory’s sending work to
another laboratory to be done. There was nothmg n
the manual at that point.

“And the other point where it said that the labora-
tory cannot charge more than its usual and customary
charges to practitioners for that same service to the
Medicaid program, using that regulation we tried to
perhaps reduce fees to laboratories, yes.
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mented, . Mr,

Q. With reference specifically to the subcontract-
ing or referencing. praclice, was 48 Yyour concern or
© interest to determine if the Bureau of Medical Core
Surveillance could recapture any moneys when the
wholesale price charged, let’s say, was three-fifty and
then the state was billed twelve-fifty? Was that an
interest of yours at that time?

A. Most oertainly it was, ves.

Q.. And did you take that interest up with your
superiors?
"A. Yes.

* #* * *

Q.. And was it of concern to you to determine .
whether you had the power, pursuant to the manual,
to recapture this kind of payment when three-fifty is
the wholesale price and twelve-fifty is the retail?

A, Yeah, I thought, it was my opinion we did have
the authority and the power. '

Q. And in discusisng tt with your superiors, what
conclusion did they give you?
A. Well, there was some question about whether
or not the wording of the manual still specifically did
give us the authority or not. :

Q. So, therefore, there was a concern then as to
the possible need for rewvision of that portion of the
manual to make it clegrer and more emphatic as to
whether you could recopture that money?

A. There was much discussion about that, yes.

The discussion and talk remained just that until the winter of
1975 when, as footnoted previously, a major revision of the mannal
was undertaken by the present administration of the Division.
Indeed, Mr. Damiano testified that Richard J. Gasior, who was
with the State Medicaid Division from 1970 to 1974 and served
under Mr. Damiano during 1973, made specific written sugges-
tions* to revise the Medicaid manual to cope better with the sub-
contracting and other problem areas and that those suggestions,
which Mr. Damiano felt were good and valid, were never imple-
Gasior decided to submit his Medicaid manual

* Mr. Gasior testified privately before the Comnmission about his suggestions, including a
recommended 30 to 30 per cent reduction in the maximum fee reimbursement schedule

for independent clinical laboratones
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revision' suggestions to the State’s suggestion agency which com-
pensates state employees for generating novel ideas for improving
state government. Ile subsequently was notified that his award
request was being rejected by the agency because it had been fold
by Medicaid Division officials that his suggestions allegedly were
not original and had been the subject of discussion within the
Division. Mr. Damiano testified about being summoned to a meet-
ing with the previously mentioned William J. Jones, then the
Divigion Direetor, to discuss Mr, Gasior’s suggestions for revising
the manual: :

Q. You hed o discussion with reference lo ithe
merits of Mr. Gasior getting compensated for sugges-
tion?

A. T think T can explain to you and then——

Q. Go ahead.

A. T was called into Mr. Jones’s office and I was
shown this document and the fact that it came through
the Suggestion Award Committee, and I was asked
if I knew who prepared it because it has no name on
it. They delete the name. And I {ried to say, ‘“Well,
it’s anonymous. I don’t know.”” But T really couldn’t.
I said, yes, I knew where it came from; it was Mr.
(fasior.

And T think he was a little upset at the fact that—
in fact, I try to quote him. He said, ‘“Why is it that
you allow a member of your staff, who is working in
the laboratory area, as we all are now at this time, to
submit a suggestion award on things that probably
will be adopted or decided upon eventually, anyway?’’

And I said that, well, T don’t really know what the
policy is, and if Mr. Gasior would develop and go out
of his way to make a complete revigion of the manual .
and put his own ideas in it and do it on his own time,

I see nothing wrong with having him submit it in this
faghion. And the fotal discussion evolved on the

~merits of whether he should have submitted this
through the Suggestion Award route or was part of
his job, and I took a hands-off policy and I said, *“Well,
this is how he did it.””

Q. Did you indicate that you thought there was
.merit n those proposed revisions?

A. Yes, I did. Yes.
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Q. Were the proposed revisions ever adopted by
the diwvision in 1973 or 19742
A. No, they weren’t.

Q. Do you know of any good reason why they
weren’t adopted in 1973 or 1974F
A. I don’t know of any good TEASOI.

Q. What was the reason that was given, as you
understand 48

A, Why were they:

Q. Ior not adopting them.

A. Ob, at the time of my discussion with Mr Jones
there was quite a bit of activity going on in the labora-
tory fleld at that point. This was in December of 1973,
and we had a meeting with the laboratory association
at the end of October of ’73, and the laboratory asso-
ciation at that time promised that they would meet
with us on a regular basis; they would help develop
gunidelines, rules, regulations for the program. So
there was much activity going on, and I think that Mr.
Jones felt that rather than take a suggestion as this
he would wait to see what would be developed on all
the total component parts that we're working on in
the laboratory area. :

. By “activity”’ you wmean there was a lot of
meetings and a Lot of conferences?
A. There was a lot.

The Need for Expertise

Mr. Damiano stafed in his testimony that when the Burean of
Surveillance began intensive analysis of the independent elinical
laboratories field, the Bureau’s personnel lacked the experience
and expertise to fathom fully the technical data involved, including
the descriptions of complex laboratory procedures,. He testified
that experience gained by 1974 was of some help to the Bureau in
this area but that it was not until 1975, when, under the auspices
of the previously mentioned Dr. Goldfield, the State Health De-
partment personnel expert in clinical laboratory methodology and
terminology rendered advice to Mr., Damiano’s Bureau, that vari-
ous billing irregularities and other failures and abuses by some
of the laboratories could be pinpointed graphically and in full
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detail. Mr. Damiano agreed that sufficient expertise is essential
to maintaining system integrity both at the pre-payment and at
the post-payment levels:

. So, therefore, I gather it would be your opinion
that it is very essential to the working of the Bureau
of Medical Care Surveillance in the field of laboratory
that you have input and guidance and assistance from
those who have specialization and expertise in that
field?

A. Yes.

Q. Do you think that kind of guidance ond exper-
tise is also important for the work of the Prudential
staff?

A, Yes.

Q. Toyour knowledge, or do you know whether the
Prudential staff has that kind of expertise avmlable
to it at present?

A. T’ve been told that they do not have it.

As the following excerpts from the testimony of the previously
mentioned Mr. Reilly indicate, he too, agreed with the proposition
that sufficient technical expertise is vital to maintaining system
integrity at both the pre- and post-payment levels:

- Q. Do you think there are areas in which the Pru-
dential, which we have discussed im the several days
of hearings, where the Prudential’s performance
maght be improved and could be improved and have
you beewn working with them fo date?

A. Certainly. T don’t think there’s any system that
can’t be improved, and T think that we have to have
a constant dialogue with both of our intermediaries.
‘We have to carefully watch them and we have to urge
them to action once in awhile. It’s—that’s part of
our responsibility. I think that in the area of labora-
tories it’s quite clear that some technological expertise
that gets down to the claim processing end of the
business is necessary. That doesn’t mean that a phy-
sician has to process claims, but it means that persons
who know what they are looking for and can under-
stand how one might disguise a claim and so forth
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are looking at these things periodically. We have to
provide

* # * % -

Q. Now, sir, I thank you for helping us with those
explanations. But before we conclude, I’d like to ask
you for any other comments or wnsight or suggestions
you might have. If you can help us with that.

A. Well, T would think in some of these, I may
have touched upon them earlier, but just for complete-
ness sake, I think that the ITealth Department needs
to be provided with sufficient regources to enable them
to effectively enforee the new Clinical Liaboratory Im-
provement Aet, number one. Number two, I think
that we have to place on staff, as we have in most of
the other disciplines, pharmacy, dentistry, medicine,
technical laboratory know-how. That is an absolute
must. Number three, we must continue to work with
Prudential to ensure that we correct any system flaws
that may result in &tatistically signifiant errors.
Number four, I think that we have to periodically re-
view the effectiveness of our policies and systems
including the revisions that we are discussing here
today. I think we have to be as inventive ag an un-
ethical person might be who is attempting to exploit |
our system. The person who’s bent on exploitation
may also be one step ahead of us, but we can’t permit
them to be three steps ahead of us. We have fo get
most of it at the pass. And number five, I would like
to comment on the fairness of the S.C.I. in dealing
with the division on this issue and the painstaking
detail that you have gone to in bringing these issues
to the fore. I don’t think there’s any way that we
could have, with the resources available to us, done a
simtlar kind of in-depth review of several particular
providers, and I think that I want the Commissioners
to know that we are grateful for this thorough job
that you have done.

Pre-Payment Processing Errors

Because of the importance to system integrity of detecting and
flagging billing improprieties and abuses at the pre-payment level,

204



the Commission, again with the expert assistance of personnel
from the State Health Department’s Division of Laboratories,
principally in the person of the previously mentioned Mrs. (terda
Duffy, nndertook an exfensive analysis of aspeets of the state’s
fiscal infermediary receiving, processing and paying claims from
independent clinical laboratories—the Prudential Ingurance Com-
pany. At the Commission’s behest, Mrs. Duffy and some of her
assoclates visited the Prudential’s computer-processing center in
Millville to familiarize themselves with that operation and also
received and analyzed thousands of Medicaid payment claim forms
which had been processed and paid by Prudential.

This extensive analysis indicated that, despite well developed
and up-to-date clerical and computer systems to prevent errors-
which would lead to unjustified claim payments, numerous in-
stances had occurred where there had been overpayment of some:
Medicaid claims submitted by some of the laboratories. For ex-
ample, Mrs. Duffy testified at the public hearings to the following
sample instances which she said were each indieative of more
numerous or systematic instances which she discermed of over-
payment by Prudential:

1. A laboratory’s claim for a Trichomonas test for
detecting the presence of a type of parasite in a speci-
men was miscoded by Prudential in a way that the
computer approved a Medicaid-funded payment of €5
for a sereening culture process, when, in fact, this was
a test consisting of microscopic examination of a
smear and was éompensﬂale only at $3 by the then
existing Medicaid maximum fee schedule.

2. Another laboratory claim requested payment for
a sequential or ‘‘fast blood”’ sugar test for which the
. Medicaid fee schedule allowed $5 for the first blood
sugar and $3 for second, sequential blood sugar.
Prudential, however, had miscoded the claim so as to
treat this one sequential test as two separate tests -
- and had paid $5 for each test.

3. A third sample-instance laboratory claim re-
quested payment for a triglyceride test at the rate of
$10. Yet, Prudential processed and paid the claim
at the maximum Medicaid fee schedule of $15.

Another area of error by the fiseal intermediary dealt with
independent clinical laboratory claims involving test situations

205,



where a speeific claim charges over the Medicaid allowance for one
procedure and under that allowance for another procedure. Unless
the Prudential clerks handling this type of claim make a proper
reduction in relation to hoth the over and the under approaches
before pulting the claim into the computer, the computer will end
up overpaying an ‘‘ineligible’’ amount to a claimant laboratory.

Mrs, Duffy testified that her examination of 2,273 Medicaid
claim forms from a sampling of the independent clinical labora-
tories for two-month periods during 1974,  showed that ‘‘in-
eligibles’’ had been paid by Prudential in 519 instances in amounts
ranging from 50 cents to $11. Specifically she found thirty-three
instances each involving 50-cent amounts, eighty-three each in-
volving $1, eleven each involving $1.50, thirty-four each involving
%2, fifty-nine each involving $2.50, twenty-two each involving $3,
five each involving $3.50, fifty-three each involving $5, seven each
involving $5.50, three each involving $6, two each 1nv01v1ng $7, and
one each at $8 and $11.

Mrs. Duffy testified she was at a loss to explain why these
“‘ineligibles’’ were so consistently paid by Prudential, although
she stated that it was her understanding that the Prudential clerks
handling claims from the laboratories were hired by the company
as high school gradnates. ‘

Prudential Officials Te._s;tify

The decision by New Jersey and many other states to use firms
active in the health insurance field and possessed of extensive
computer capability as fiscal intermediaries in Medicaid has been
based on the rationale that this was a more prudent and efficient
course than the states’ attempting to build up a similar level of
experience and technical capability. In accord with that rationale,
much emphasis has been placed by the insurance company inter-
mediaries and by the State of New Jersey on keeping the cost of
intermediary operations relative to numbers of Medieaid claims
handled at as low a level as thonght to be compatible with main-
tenance of a proper degree of system integrity.

The previously mentioned Gerald J. Reilly, the present Director
of the Medicaid Division, testified that, on balance under the
minimum cost rationale, Prudenmal had performed well in .the
fiseal intermediary fleld but that cost minimization should not be
the sole standard adhered to:
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Q. Yes, sir. Now, Mr. Reilly, with reference to
Prudential, there has been received, we have received
testimony relevant to the quality of performance by
Prudential as an intermediary and I’m sure you were
here g short while ago when we received some com-
ments as to whether it was a good idea even to use
private companies, an intermediary, as opposed to
perhaps having a government agency doing it. So,
therefore, I think it’s very relevant for this Commis-
ston to obtaim your insight as the Commission al-
tempts to make an evaluation as to the usefulness or
not of wiermediaries in general, and Prudential in
particular, i the laboratory field.

I would like your comments on that.

A. Well, T think that going back to 1969, 1970, the
period in which those two decisions were made as fo
whether to do this in-house or do it out-of-house,
I think if I could transport myself to those times and
think those things those persons were thinking, it
wounld appear reasonable to attempt to utilize the
techniques and the processing techniques and skills

of people who had experience in this business of
" processing millions of claims for hundreds of thou-
- sands of persons on a timely and efficient basis, And
the decision was made to choose in New Jersey, after
a bidding process, two intermediaries, Blue Cross—
excuse me. Yeah, Blue Cross and Prudential.

I think, as T read the history of the program over
those five years, on the balance, they have performed
in an excellent manner and in a very cost-efficient
manner. I think it was pointed out that perhaps
that’s an incorrect imperative for them to be respond-
ing to cost efficiencies. I think if if is, the govern-
mental agencies who supervise them have to share in
the blame for setting that perspective because I
think we are constantly interested in cost, cost reduc-
tion and balancing the service to cost and quality.

I think, however, oftentimes the intermediaries will
come to us with a proposal for major sysfems, en-
‘hancement for example, and they present it in terms
of the cost and the benefits. What this will cost in
front-end investment and what it will yield in results.
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So Ithinkit’s fair to characterize us or the contractor
as just pursuing the lowest cost to produce the widget
no matter what and not loocking at the consequences.
I think that if we find an area where the application
of additional resources would yield the befter pro-
gram, I think we ought to puf them there. Unfortu-
nately, we are in an acutely different budget situation
and we are confronted with the possibility of eurtail-
ing the amount of resources that we can make avail-
able to the intermediary in the coming fiscal year. We
might have to find different ways of deing this.
There’s just not sufficient funds to go around.

Thomas J. Beatty, Administrative General Manager in charge
of Prudential’s Government Health Programs Department, and
James Long, Director of Claims in the same Department of
Prudential, testified on behalf of the Company at the Commission’s
public hearings. Mr. Beatly sfressed that Prudential saw its
responsibilities in the Medicaid program to be the processing of
the claims on a timely basis at the most reasonable cost the
Company can achieve for the taxpayer of New Jersey. Mr, Beatty
testified that it was the State’s rather than Prudential’s responsi-
bi]ity to develop the manuals of rules and regulations governing
various phases of Medicaid, including the independent clinical
laboratories, and to momtor the adequacy of fee relmbursement
schedules:

Q. Mr. Beatty, con you tell us what fumtién Pru-
dential plays, if any, in cownection with the inde-
pendent clinical laboratory manual? Anything?

A. Yes.

Q. What function?

A. Every three weeks a representative of our
department meets with the division, and in that
capacity we are providing recommendations for the
entire Medicaid program. The director encourages
the contractors to give their input, and we do it. Very
frequently it will affect the manuals or other items of
significance to the program in the State.

Q. All right. Now I'm going to read a part of tﬂe
contract between the State of New Jersey and Pru-
" dential. I fwould like you to give me. your opamow, if
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you can, as to what it means to Prudential. This par-
ticular section deals with Article ITl, ** Duties of the
contractor.”’ I guess it’s subpart P. ‘“ Develop, revise
as necessary gnd distribute appropriate instructional
manuals, subject to the approval of the department,
to eligible providers.”’

A. Well, I have never seen our responsibility to
develop these manuals. I have seen it to assist, advise
and help, and certainly to print and distribute. The
final responsibility with these manuals lies with the
State.

Q. All right. Mr. Beatty, can you tell us what
responsibility, if any, Prudential has in conmnection
with the mazimum fees paid to independent clinical
- laboratories under the Medzccmd program in New
- Jersey?
A We have none,

Q. Is that the responsibility of the State to adopt
fees?
A. Yes, sir.

Q. And monitor fees to see whether or not fees are
reflective of conditions in the imdustry?
A, Yes, sir.

Q. Inconnection with that, Mr. Beatty or Mr. Long,
can you tell me whether or not you are aware of any
formalizced efforts on the part of the Division of
Medical Assistance and Health Services since Day 1
of the Medicaid program to review the fee schedule
which is used as a maximum for Medwmd reim-
bursement?

A. (By Mr. Beatty) For 1ndependent labs?

Q. Yes, sir.
(By Mr. Long) To review the fee schedule?
Q. Yes, sir.

A. (By Mr. Long) No, not to the best of my recol-
lection.

@. Do you have any recollection, Mr Beatty?
A. No.
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Mr. Beatty testified that four Prudential clerical personmel,
who are girl graduates of high schools, had at the time of the
hearings the responsibility of properly preparing claims from
independent clinical laboratories for input into the computer and
that the computer process had built info it various sereening and
check-point elements to attempt to insure the integrity and accu-
racy of the claims prior to payment. The girls preparing the
Medicaid claims for input into the computer are classified by the
company as coders. Mr. Beatty stated that such clerical personnel
are normally recruited as high school graduates and, after a
period of time for the company to evaluate their competence, they
- are sent to the company’s training program for instruction in
medical verbiage, anatomy, physiology and the technigues and
requirements for accurate claim coding, Mr. Beatty, however,
conceded that oceasionis do oceur where the company does nof
send a coder through the training program but rather assigns the
individual to actual coding operations on an on-the-job-training
bagis. Both Messrs. Beatty and Long testified that they did not
know whether any of the four girls then serving as independent
clinical laboratory claim coders had received the formal training
program.

Messrs. Beatty and Long were questioned at some length about
how the pre-payment processing level at Prudential might better
detect some of the deceitful or *‘trick’’ billing practices of some
of the laboratories, particularly the previously reviewed abuse of
billing for the component parts of one test as if each component
were a separate test, a practice sometimes referred to as ‘““a la
carte billing.”” A claim form from the previously mentioned Fair
Lawn Laboratory for $88 was used as reference point for much of
the questioning in this area. Fair Lawn in that claim had billed for
nine component parts of a SMA-12 blood chemistries test as
separate tests and had been paid the $88, when the maximum
Medicaid fee for a SMA-12 was $12.50 and the test had been
subcontracted by Fair Lawn at a fraction of that amount. Mr,
Beatty testified as follows:

Q. Okay. How much did you pay m that particular
instance on this particular claim, can you tell, for the

laboratory services reguested? Was it 3882
A, Yes.

Q.. The full amount requested?
A. Yes.
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Q. Well, didn’t they pul one over on you?
A, Yes.

Q. If you had o consultant on your staff on a part-

time or full-time basis who were a little versed in
daboratory procedures, do you think you might have
been able to have caught that clean before it went
through or before it was paid?
- A. There is no doubt that we do need a lab con-
sultant to catch this kind of billing. But, in my
estimation, the primary cause of this kind of billing
lies with the lab.

. Al right. But what can Prudentiol do, now
or in the future, to try to stop Fair Lawn, Park, some
of the others that we have seen breaking down
SMA-12’s into components and billing?

A. Well, let me put it this way: that if a lab
acquired an SMA-12 and continued to, for an
extended period of time, bill on a component bagis,
then, in my judgment, that’s deceitful billing.

Q.. Okay. Do you know whether or not Fair Lawn
atb the time this claim was submitted had on SMA-122
A. No, sir, I don't.

Q. You have to pretiy much accept what they give
you on faith, don’t you?
-A. Yes, sir,

CommisstonER Farrey: But isn’t that your
funetion, to pick up deceitful billing? Forget
about Fair Lawn.

Mz. Bearry: Yes. We try. This is a large pro-
gram. We try to help the State, who has the
primary job, for fraud detection and utilization
control.

I mentioned, or maybe I didn’t mention, but
thos far this year we have processed almost
4 million Medicaid c¢laims for $120,000,000, The
laboratory claims, and it’s not an excuse, were a
small portion of that.

‘Mr. Jones’ testimony earlier, I sat there listen-
ing to it. You’re trying to balance, cost quality
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‘ dnd service,\ and that’s not excuse for what hap-
pened with Fair Lawn at all. ‘

Messrs. Beatty and Long testified that, in their opinion proper
administrative practice requires that a fiscal intermediary not
get into the position of establishing control procedures which
would be so costly that their expense would be more than the
dollars saved by their institution. The Prudential officials agreed,
however, that the faets disclosed about abusive billing praectices
by some of the laboratories signaled a cause for some improve-
ments at the pre-payment processing level:

CommissioNEr Luoas: Let me ask you a ques-
~ tion, Mr. Beatty.

Mgz, BrarTy: Surely.

CommissionEr Lucas: And I hope you will
‘appreciate the lack of sophigtication. By your
figures, you are processing, I take it, grossly
- 86,000 independent lab claims a year, okay? And
I don’t know what that amounts to in terms of
dollar volume., But is there a philosophy, and

. you have been, I think, extremely candid with us
up to this point, is there a philosophy in Pruden-
tial which says we can absorb a 1% or 2%,

- up to 5% writeoff for this kind of unfairness,
this kind of cheating or this kind of collusion? -

Mgr. Brarry: No, there is not. That is not a
philosophy at all,

I said earlier that our thought, our responsi-
bility was to process these claims providing the
best cost and service and quality we could
provide. '

CommisstonEr Livcas: Yes.

Mr. Bearry: What I have omitted is that we
have mnot pald enough attention to what has

happened in the volume in the independent lab
area. We have in other areas,

By Mg, Dicrsox:

Q. All 'mght Mr. Beatty, taking 1 your - point, I
think it is well taken that some of this is deceitful
bitling. But again addressing myself to what I
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labeled the component-part problem, it’s true, I think,
you would agree, that the State can recover a good

deal of these monies, but I’d suggest to you that

perhaps the State might have to spend additional

monies w order to do that, and I'm just wondering

whether i an overall system we had to spend a little

. bit more, that might not be best spent at Prudential

in having someone with laboratory knowledge assist

4 the screening of claims.

A, T said much earlier, we definifely see the need
for lab technician, and we definitely see that we have
_to pay more attentlon to the lab problem and revision
of the manual,

CoMmisstoNER Farrey: Mr. Beatty, I just am
a bit mixed up. You’re not claiming that the de-
ceitful billing is an exculpation of Prudential in
its elaim WOI‘k As T understand it, that’s essen-
tially one of your functions, to deteet it. Now, if
you don’t detect if, that goes to the facts sur-
rounding the case, right? But I mean, the fact
that a deceitful bill has been submitted to you
certainly is not an escape valve for paymw it?

Mr. Bearry: That’s correct.

ComMm1ss1oNER FarRLEY: I mean, the real issne
is to how to detect the deceitful bills.
Me. Bearry; That’s correct.

CommissioNEr FarnEy: And in that area, per-
haps, with the knowledge that we’re gaining out
of these hearings, perhaps we can put in some
procedures that would lessen that exposure.

Mgz. Bearry: There are certainly some changes
to the manual, some discussions that I have heard
earlier, that will lessen thaf exposmre in the
laboratory area, yes.

CommissioNEr Lucas: From your viewpoint.
Me. Bratry: Yes.

Mr. Beatty testified further that Prudential has been developing
an on-line computer system which, he stated, will give the company
important new capabilities in obtaining the history of both patient
profiles and provider profiles to better deteet patterns of abuswe

practlces
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On the question of the ‘‘ineligible’’ amounts being overpald
by Prudential, as testified to previously by Mrs. Gerda Duffy,
Mr. Beatty disclosed at the public hearings that Prudential had
undertaken a systematic, random sampling of all independent
clinical laboratory Medicaid claims from 1970 to mid-1975. The
sampling process and technique, he stated, were reviewed for Pru-
dential by a University of Delaware professor expert in statistics
and computer science and involved selection and review of every
100th claim. Mr. Beatty testified that this random. sampling
showed. that ‘‘clerical error’’ had resulted in about six per cent
of the claims having been overpaid, a percentage factor which
translated to approximately $10,000 per year or about $56,000
for the five-and-a-half-year period covered by the sampling.

The Commission questioned Mr. Beafty on the matter of why
Mrs. Duffy’s sampling of claims found more than twice as high
a percentage of incidents of paying ‘‘ineligible’’ amounts than
dld the Prudential’s sampling: ‘

Q. Mr. Beatty, I don’t part@culaﬂy want to jpfwt
you on the spot. I want to protect a record that we
have developed herve. Yesterday Mrs. Duffy, an ob-
viously competent, disinterested person in this field
and with respect to this tnvestigation, testified that
she screemed 2,973 claims with respect to laboratory
work and found 519 basically clerical mistakes, not
fraud.

Now, how can we reconcile I concede that you're
a statistician as to the Prudewtial and everything
like that. But how do we reconcile testimony like that
with your statements? ‘

A. The only thing I can conclude, Commissioner,
is that the claims that were selected by the S.C.I. were
for a two-month period and were for these labora-
tories that are the more unusual laboratories. Let me
put it that way.

I assare you that the sample that we took was
totally random and the selection method has bheen .
validated by a statistician, and the error rate and
error amount is, and I'll quote from his letter, at ten
per cent—ien per cent either way at ninety per cent
comprehensive, ten per cent variable. That’s the
word. ~
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- @. So that leads us to the conclusion, then, that we

have to look more to the profile of the particular lab
and make our deductions or inductions from that.

A. And there’s time periods involved in this. I
think periodicity is very much at work perhaps in
the claims that were selected by the S.C.I. whereas
we selected them over the entire five-and-a-half year
period.

Commisstoner Farugy: Thank you.

ExamMiNATION BY THE (CHAIRMAN @

Q. Mr. Beatty, wouldn’t it be true, just to follow
up on that; that the explosion has been occurring in
the recent years ‘74 and 75, That to spread the sta-
tistic back to 1970 when the incidences were very low
would naturally temd fo reduce the error factor or
the error potential?

A. T think not because on the systematlc samphling
basis when the explosion occeurs you're ge‘t‘ting more
claims selected than you would, for example, in the
vear 1970. :

Q. You're still takmg one out of & hundred.

A. Yeah, but you have processed more, many more
claims in 73 '74. So statistically you’'re going to have
more claims in the sample for that time period.

Mr. Beatty testified that Prudential’s operations had been re-
viewed and audited as many as eight times in recent years and
had been validated by those reviews and also by comparisons with
the error-occurrence rates in the Medicald systems of some other
states. During part of his testimony, Mr. Beatty was permitted
to p]ace on the record excerpts he had brought with him from
reviews of Prudential operations by the Burean of Health Ad-
ministration and by the Social Security Administration and. audits
by the Arthur Young firm and by the Arthur Andersen firm. Mr.
Beatty testified:

A. Mr. Dickson, could I make one statement. We
have talked about errors where we have been exposed
and now we’re on an error that is a clerical error,
and I want to assure you, gentlemen, that we watch
our error rate and cost and service very closely, and,
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in-fact, in front of me I have a comparison of occur-
rence error rates for New Jersey, North Carolina and
Georgia for the Medicare Program. This data is sent
into the Social Security Administration where
national averages are constructed. And T also have
the same ocenrrence rate of error in, New Jersey
Medicaid, and the oceurrence rate for the first quarter
of 75 in Medicaid, by our own-in-house quality, was -
4.1; in Medicare it was 4.5 and 4.2. .

The point I'm making is that we have processed
8 million claims last year in these four locations and
these pieces of paper, they’re subject to human error,
and we want to minimize them, but you can never
eliminate them, and I don’ care whether doctors
approve the eclaims. In fact, the cost would be
astronomical.

Q. Again, just the precut or the process of hoving
the girl look at the claim to see whether or not there
is an melzgzble wmwolved, I suppose, is o fairly time-
consuming process?

A. Tt’s an exposure and time consuming.

Q. Costly?
A, Yes.

Q. Adds to your admmstmtme costs?

A. Yes. Mr. Dickson, I don’t know Whether it’s
appropriate or not, but we’re on the age-old question
of quality and cost and service, and T brought with me
today a number of reviews that we have gone through -
and some excerpts from them, and if you wounld
permit me, I would just like to read a couple of these
quotes.

Q I would rather have you file them with the Oom— B

mission as for as the record, if you like.
A. Okay.
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FiNAL RECOMMENDATIONS

AN IMMEDIATE CORRECTIVE RESPONSE

After hearing and evaluating the testimony of the Wltnesses
who appeared during the four days of public hearings, the Com-
mission issued an adjournment statement which, on a preliminary
basis, outlined reforms necessary to insure that the Medicaid
laboratory program would function in the public interest. Many
of these recommendations were promptly and expeditiously
adopted by the Division of Medical Assistance and Health Services.
The highly inflated fee schedule—which facilitated the making of
finanicial inducement type payments from some laboratoriés to
their physician customers—was reduced 40 per cent. Language
in the program laboratory manual was tightened to clearly pro-
scribe the practice by which small laboratories subcontracted
particular tests to large reference facilities then, in many instances,
marked-np the cost by more than 300 per cent and reaped Wmdfa,ll
profits at the taxpayer’s expense. Steps were taken to make the
matiial explicitly prohibit the breakdown of antomated component-
part tests into separate ingredients and the submission of bills to
Medicaid for each to the end that a lab might receive between $60
and $80 for a profile which costs less than $3.50 o perform. A
computer system for analyzing and screening group tests is cur-
rently being developed. ‘ :

The Divigion has taken steps to insure that laboratories fully
identify the procedures performed and for which payment is
requested. In this regard, a requirement has been imposed apon
Prudential (the fiscal intermediary) that all claims be itemized
in detail. Aggrega,te billing—which was effectively used by some
labs to mask improper requests for reu:nbursement—ls no longer
tolerated o :

The Division has taken a hard line with respect to the flow of
inducement type payments in any form whatever between labora-
tories and physician customers The relevant Medicaid program
rule reads as follows:
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205. LaporaTory REBATES

205.1 Rebates by reference laboratories, service
laboratories, physiciang or other utilizers or pro-
viders of laboratory service are prohibited under the
Medieaid program. This refers to rebates in the form
of refunds, discounts or kickbacks, whether in the
form of money, supplies, equipment, or other things
of value. This provision prohibits laboratories from
renting space or providing personnel or other con-
siderationg to a phymman or other practltloner
whether or not a rebate is involved.

~ A§ the Commission pointed out in its adjournment statement,
these financial relationships amount fo an inberent conflict of
interest in that the physicians have an inducement not to judge
the quality and performance of the laboratories, but rather to
send test business to the laboratory on the basm of personal
ﬁnan(nal gain.

~ The Division hag very recently cured a glarmg Weakness by
obtaining for its surveillance staff a person with expertise in
clinical laboratory processes and procedures. During its investiga-
tion, the Commission had available to it the expertise of personnel
assigned to the State Department of Health’s Division of T:abora-
tories and Epidemiology. Because of their technological back-
grounds, these State employees were able to readﬂy identify
many program abuses which appeared on the face of the claim
sheet. They were also capable of making informed judgments as
to the quality of care being provided to Medicaid patients by
various laboratory facilities. We are pleased that the Division of
Medical Assistance and Health Services now has similar capablh-
ties of its own.

The Commission applauds the efforts so fa,r taken by the Divi-
gion which will go far in placing a halt to Medicaid program abises
docamented by the Commission in its investigation. On a broader
plane, the Commission recognizes that both the executive and
legislative branches of state government deserve considerable
eredit for the reforms effeeted in the entire clinical laboratory
industry by the enactment of the New Jersey Clinical Laboratory
Imprevement Act subsequent to a detailed Commission statement
in support of the legislation. This statement called attention to
instances of potentially dangerous poor performance and inept-
ness on the part of certain facilities in New Jersey, which were
allowed to flourish due to a vacuum in state law.

218



MORE MUS'r BE DONE v

Notmthsta;ndmcr the fact tha,t con31derable efforts alrea.dy have
been expended by the Division of Medical Assistance and Health
Services and the legislature, more remains to be done to adeguately
protect the public interest.

- The.Commigsion is not aware of the promulgation of a standard-
ized schedule of tests clearly defined as to component parts. We
agaln recommend that the Division clearly indicate to participat-
ing laboratories that a given multi-component test shall include
but not necessarily be limited to certain specified sub-parts. Tests
not containing the prescribed elements should not be reimbursed
at. the same level ag tests meeting the criteria.

" To simplify investigative procedures for the surveillance unit
and to further deter overntilization, physicians ordering the tests
should be required fo indicate the suspected or established diag-
nosis which substantiates the medical necessity for all of the
tests ordered. Invoices which do not conform to the above proge-
dure should he disallowed.

One problem area which sur faced durmg the hearings involved
the lack of direct and constant supervision over the fiscal inter-
mediary by the Division. -While the Commission is aware that
liaison between the fiscal intermediary and the Division is main-
tained primarily through periodie contractor meetings, we believe
it desirable to have a Division representative stationed at the
contractor’s office to constantly monitor its State Medicaid pro-
cedures

+In the ad;;ournment statement the Conmnssmn recommended
that a panel be formed to draft an equltable competitive bid system
for laboratory work based upon awards of a regional nature. In
furtherance of this recommendation, the Commission testified as
to impractical restrictions -of federal law before several Congres-
sional bodies. We again recommend that the State pursue the
avenue of competitive bid to effectuate even further savings.

" The Commission recommends that the Division take steps to
ascertain the identity of the provider with which it deals. Dis-
closure should be required from providers and all having stock or
equitable interest in a given facility, Providers should also fully
disclose the nature and extent of any business relationships with
other Medicaid program participants. Such information would be
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helpful to surveillance personnel in identifying potential areas of
abuse and keeping those who have been barred from direct pro-
gram participation from indirectly receiving Medicaid . moneys.
This information should be updated periodically and penalties
should be imposed for any false or misleading sfatements made
by the providers. '

The New Jersey Legislature must provide new statutory tools
to deal with problems documented in the Commission’s laboratory
hearings. To deter the flow of financial inducement type payments
from laboratories to physicians—whether in private or govern-
ment-funded program situations—appropriate criminal sanctions
should be enacted. Such a statute might be modeled upon sections
650 and 652 of the (alifornia Business and Professional Code;
which makes the offering, delivering, recéiving, accepting or par-
ticipating in financial inducement type payments a misdemeanor
pumshable by six months imprisonment and/or a fine not exceed-
ing $500.

That Code reads in: part:

. any rebate, refund, commission preference,
patronage dividend, discount or other consideration,
whether in the form of money or otherwise, as com-
pensation of inducement for referring patients, clients
or customers to any person, irrespective of any mem- -
bership, proprietary interest or co-ownership in or -
with any person to whom sneh patients, clienis or
customers are referred is unlawful.

The Commission further indicated in its adjournment statement
that to simply recover money obtained by program providers
through overbilling and false blllmg was an inadequnate remedy.
‘We advocated that the State be given the power to levy fines on
labs engaging in those abusive practices as an additional deterrent
factor. Moneys so recovered could be used to help defray the high
costs of complex Medicaid fraud related investigations and to
supplement decreasing State budget allocations for necessary
health services for the poor. Such legislation is currently pending.
Assembly Bill No. 1455 proposes to amend the State Medicaid law
to provide for the recovery of civil penalties ineluding interest
payments on moneys inappropriately received, payment of a pen-
alty amounting to no more than three. times the amount of the
moneys wrongfully paid, and payment of $2,000 for each excessive,
claim submitted. The Commission strongly supports the eoncept
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and substance of this measure and recommends its immediate
adoption.

To facilitate the conduet of fraud related investigations resulting
in monetary recoveries and fines, the Commission recommends
that the Division’s surveillance unit be increased to include
accountants. These positions are necessary to give the Division
the capability to monitor Medicaid program providers for financial
abuse. In order to secure necessary financial data from suspect
participants, the Division of Medical Assistance and Health Ser-
vices should be given subpena power. Presently, providers have
a choice of showing documentation supportive of medical claims
to Division staff or face suspension.

The most comprehensive legislative scheme, however, is only as
effective in safeguarding the public interest as its enforcement
procedures. The Commission lastly recommends that all State
agenecies having an interest in medical practice statutes generally,
and Medicaid specifically, aggressively pursue those who would
take untoward advantage of the public and private purse. With
respect to the laboratory aspect of the Commission’s investigation,
cartons of documents and thousands of pages of transeript were
turned over to State and Federal enforcement agencies in July of
1975. We hope and trust that the State Board of Medical Ex-
aminers, the State Division of Criminal Justice and the U.S.
Attorney’s Office are, within the ambit of their statutory powers,
aggressively pursuing those who appear to have so flagrantly
flaunted the public’s interest.
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CHART SIX

MEDICATD PAYMENTS TO
CERTAIN INDEPENDENT CLINICAL LABORATORIES

(1972-1975)
1972 1973 1974 L1975
' (Jan.-April)
Fair Lawn Clinical & Cytology Lab ... ... ... $27,114 $127,707 $253,855 $39,650
ro Park Medical Laboratory ................ ... 35,565 346 164,849 205,852
g. South Jersey Diagnostic Center ... . ........ ... ... ' 88,694 = 120,117 60,759 -
Ludlow Clinical Lab, Ine. ... ... ... .. e T . 4,700 118,747 - 113,080
North Bergen Clinical Lab. .. ... . ... L 199 52,839 111,893 204
Laboratory Procedures ... ... ... ... S 15,183 22,632 84,820 48,156
North Hudson Clinical Labs., Inc. ........... ...... L 75,591 80,495
Paterson Diagnostic Cenfer ........... ... .. 38,982 147,574 62,027 ...
Roche Clinical Liab . ............. ... .. S , 38,895 - 40,527 60,638 - - 45926
Elizabeth Bie-Chemical Lab ... . .. Coolo.. 24572 o 26416 59,492 769
Center for Laboratory Medicine ... ... oo 12,302 30,380 0 7 53953 - ¢ 83,313

Physicians Lab, Service Ine. .......... oo 1,309 19,300 0 52466 14,377



CHART SEVEN

MAXIMUM MEDICAID REIMBURSEMENT
FOR CERTAIN LABORATORY TESTS

Mamimum
Medicaid
Code Name Reimbursement
8628 Complete Blood Count, hemoglobin $5.00
' white cells, red cells and/or
_ hematocrit, differential
8710 Protein Bound lodine (PBI) ‘ 10.00
8719 SMA 12/60 12.50
8751 T-3 10.00
8752 T-4 10.00
8961 Pregnancy Test—Immunologic 7.50
8962 Pregnancy Test—Animal (rabbit or rat) 10.00
8652  Cholesterol, total 5.00
- 8654 Cholesterol, total and esters 7.00
8761 Triglycerides 15.00
8936 Urine Analysis (complete routine 2.00
chemical and microscopic)
8722 Glucose (sugar) quantitative or 2-hour 5.00
: pp/3-hour pp
8675 Flocenlation tests (Kline, Mazzini, each 2.50
VDRL, ete.)
8476 Ova and parasites, concentrated method 2.50
8459 Culture with sengitivity studies, bacterial 15.00
disc technique, up fo 10 antibodies
8911  Cytological Study (Papinicolaoun smear) 5.00
8745 Urea nitrogen (or N.P,N.) 5.00
8664 Creatinine or creatine 5.00
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INVESTIGATION OF THE PRE-PAROLE RELEASE
PROGRAMS OF THE NEW JERSEY STATE
CORRECTIONAL SYSTEM

INTRODUCTION

Beginning in 1974 and continuing into 1975, the Commission
received a number of complaints about possible abuses and ripoffs
of the pre-parole release programs of the New Jersey Stale
Correctional System. The complaints came from a variety of
sources both in public life and in the private-citizen sphere. In
order to evaluate fully the complaints, the Commission found that
its preliminary inquiries were extending in depth into standards
and operations of the various programs—furlonghs, work-
releases, educational releases and community releases. By Sep-
tember, 1975, information gathered by the inquiries clearly indi-
cated to the Commission that these basically worthy programs
aimed at successful re-introduction of inmates to society had
become riddled with weaknesses which led to exploitive abuses in
contravention of the effectiveness and goals of the programs
Accordingly, the Commission by : resolutlon anthorized a full inves-
tigation of the programs at the various state prison units, an
investigation which eontinued into 1976.

The investigation included the examination of Literally tons of
records and other documents hoth in the Commission’s offices and
in the field. These records and documents included applications
for entry into release programs, classification committee papers
used in deciding on entries into the programs, monthly reports on
which inmates were let out on releases by the various institutions,
inmate clasgification folders which contain inmates’ prison h1s-
tories, prison log books which purport to record the in-and-out
status of inmates on a daily basis, records pertaining to inmate
population movements among the various prisons, and the corre-
spondence of various program coordinators and superintendents
and business remittance records of inmates. This phase of the
investigation was expedited by the special and complete coopera-
tion ‘afforded the S.C.I. by the Office of the Commissioner of
Institutions and Agencies. ,
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This massive research and analysis of records, followed up by
hundreds of interviews by S.C.I. agents of individuals, showed in
full factual form specific patterns of improprieties and abuses.
Armed with this data, the Commission was able to question under
oath inmates and other individuals in an intense and thorough
manner which in numerous instances left witneses with the option
of either testifying fully or facing coercive contempt proceedings
in the courts. As a result, the Commission at four days of public_
hearings in May, 1976, was able to present factually exploitations
of the pre-parole release programs in the following areas:

Falsification of furlough and other types of release
~ applications and documents to gain premature entry
into the programs. A highlight of the hearings was
the presentation of the facts relative to a bogus
Superior Court Appellate Division decision which
was inserted in the files of an inmate and was the
basis for his total sentence being substantially short-
ened. The inmate was identified by State Police
testimony as having associations with a leading New
Jersey organized crime figure.

The establishment of favored status for certain
inmates who then become subject to pressures from
other inmates wanting to make use of the favored
statns to gain premature and unqualified entry into
the programs. Under these condifions, a system of
bartering for special favors, including monetary ex-
changes among inmates, flourished. That type of
system created in the minds of the inmate populations
the impression that releases are not obtained on
merif but rather on favors, money and pressure.

The ease with which work and educalional releases
could be ripped off by inmates becanse of a free-form
supervision and check-up approach.

The intrusion of a system of barter-for-favor in
procedures attendant on fransfers of inmates among
the various penal institutions.

The Commission in its opening statement credited the State
Institutions and Agencies Department with making meaningful
efforts to correct deficiencies in the programs while the 8.0.1.%s
invesfigation was in progress. These efforts ineluded restriction
of the type of inmates eligible for releases, removal of inmate

223

L7



clerks from certain sensitive procedures and adoption of a federal
type system of more proper furlough forms, verification of these
forms, transmittal of the forms to area parole offices and some
in-field verification of furloughs. However, the Commission stated
that its investigation demonstrated the need for further corrective
steps to bring the programs to a point where system integrity is
virtually foolproof and, therefore, deserving of the proper and
needed levels of public confidence and support.

THE COMMISSION’S ADJOURNMENT STATEMENT

Since the transeripts of these public hearings were not available
in time fo edit them and codify them into a full review of these
sessions, the adjournment statement made by Chairman Joseph H,
Rodriguez on behalf of all the Commissioners is pregented below
in full as'a way of partial review of the hearings and of presenta-
tion of the Commission’s preliminary recommendations. A full
review of this investigation will be included in a subsequent report
by the Commisgion. Mr. Rodriguez’s statement follows:

; hearings which we adjourn
today most certainly justify an urgent call for prompft
improvements of a fundamental nature in the pre-
parole programs of the New Jersey prison system.
We use the word “‘fundamental’’ because the cnmula-
tive factnal record of these hearings demonstrates
that a bandaid-here and a bandaid-there approach to
treatment of abuses and exploitations of the program
will neither succeed in insuring their effectiveness
and integrity nor engender the public confidenece they
need and deserve.

Rather, in the Commission’s opinion, the funda-
mentally worthy nature of pre-parole release pro-
grams must be re-emphasized. The Commission
takes this opportunity to strongly emphasize the
essential value and crifical importance of the pre-
parole release programs, With such re-emphasis as
a goal and guide, specific and sufficient check and
balance procedures and systems can be fashioned to
present a more foolproof barrier to the various rip-
offs of the programs as deseribed in detail at these
public hearings. The system mmnst not, as it has in
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the past, virtually invite abuse and exploitation. The
system must in the future contain security, sur-
veillance and double-check mechanisms which will
defy defeat by the schemers and the con artists.

Certainly, additional non-inmate personnel, funded
by additional dollars, will be needed to operate
soundly improved programs. The testimony and
other evidence disclosed at these hearings offers
factnally documented and compelling reasons for the
legislative and executive branches to provide sufficient
personnel-funding.

But important as that factor may be, the Commis-
sion considers even more important the institution of
improved policies, procedures and systems along the
lines reviewed on a preliminary basis later in this
statement, While the same are being implemented,
thereby providing a greatly improved measure of
public-interest protection, the fight for additional
funds and personnel can be carried forward.

The Commission discusses avenues of improvement
in this adjournment statement on a preliminary basis,
pending the preparation and igsuance of a final report
and recommendations on this investigation. How-
ever, the Commission believes the facts aired af these
hearings and the preliminary recommendations set
forth in this statement provide an adequate basis for
taking prompt corrective actions.

The proposed improvements we now review fall
into two major areas. Both are of equal importance
to meaningful reform. The first major area of neces-
sary reform is as follows:

The revision of procedures and systems to
insure that all the records for all the inmates
in all of the state correctional institutions are
kept in a tofally accurate, verified, up-to-date
and secure basis so that those called on to make
decisions on the bagis of those records can rely
on the integrity of the data before them. There
must be absolutely no question that the records
reaching the State Parole Board have been kept
safe from any tampering, falsifieation or errone-
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ous caleulations by inmates or correctional sys-
tem employeews

The second major area of necessary reform is as
follows:

Rededication to the standard that pre-parole
releases—whether they be furloughs, work re-
lease, or educational or community release—are
privileges granted at the discretion of the state
and are not an inalienable right and that each
release will be granted on a thoroughly re-
searched, evaluated and verified finding that it
will contribute to the attainment of discernable
and legitimate correctional goals. Pre-parole
releases represent programs through which an
inmate’s alienation from family and community
may be minimized. Additionally, performance on
pre-parole releases, through gradual exposure
to community life under proper safeguards and
checks, should provide a realistic measure of the
parole-release readiness of an inmate. The pre-
parole releage program will suffer from anemia,
failure and public distrust if releases are granted
simply because a certain time hag come in gervice
of sentence or because more bed space is needed,
-and if they are not carefully administered and
evaluated.

To elaborate on the first major area, we suggest
that the testimony at these hearings shows that
merely removing the inmate clerks from the pre-
parole release process and introducing some new
forms and verification procedures do not constitute
sufficient, fundamental reform to achieve ironclad con-
fidence in the verity and integrity of the inmate
records on which pre-parole and parole decisions are
based. We heard testimony at these public hearings
that inmate porters and wing runners can gain access
to sensitive records. Additionally, we heard private
tegtimony indicating that at Trenton State Prison in-
mates had a particular ploy for tarmpering with their
files. An inmate at that institution who desired to re-
view and purge his file would merely have to schedule
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an appointment with the prison psychologist. The file
would then be ghipped for pre-conference review to
the Psychology Department where an inmate depart-
‘mental clerk, or the subject inmate, would obtain
access to the inmate’s file material..

The Commission recommends that the State Cor-
rection and Parole Division immediately initiate and
enforee a policy whereby no inmate will work In any
area in which access may be had to classified informa-
-tion, mail, funds, prisoners’ personnel. records,
prisoners’ personal property and prisoners’ classifi-
‘cation reports and summaries thereof. We endorse
the good efforts already made to date to implement
such a policy.

But the total integrity and reliability of the records
cannot be assured solely by their isolation from the
hands and eyes of inmates. For example, the testi-
mony at these hearings indicated that the presence
of the bogus Appellate Division opinion in-an in-
mate’s file-and computations supposedly based on that
phony document bore relation to the activities and
contacts of a Correction and Parole Division em-
ployee. If is obvious, therefore, that there must be
instituted forthwith a centralized record keeping
gystem which is subject to the most sophisticated
and thorough checking and verification and security
procedures as can be devised by experts in that field
and which 1s effectively executed by employees of
agsured integrity, assisted by an apphcable computel
technology.

The Commission spec1ﬁca11y recommends that all
records and other papers—or verified copies of those
récords and papers—relating to all inmates in the
prison sysfsem be placed in a centralized file subject
to maximum security precautions. The Commission
‘during this investigation was dismayed to have to
Jocate an inmate’s file at several different locations in
-order to obtain information concerning furloughs,
‘work releases and legal actions. The Commission ree-
commends additionally that the central file contain
.chronological ‘Inventory sheets detailing "documents
Iplaced in: any inmate’s file and -the date. when so
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placed, and that authors of entries in any inmate’s
file in the central file be documented by the authors’
signatures. The Commission was disturbed to find
that entries concerning such crucial matters as time
computations for parole consideration could be made
anonymously. With anonymity, there can be little
accountability.,

The Commission also recommends that all persons
having a valid reason to have access to the central
files record their names and date of access on an ap-
propriate ledger or card-like document. And, of
course, the Commisgion recommends that no court or
other agency opinion or ruling affecting an inmate’s
status be entered into an inmate’s file until the in-
tegrity of that ruling or opinion has been thoroughly
checked with the issuing court or agency.

Turning to the second major area summarized
above, we emphasize again that no pre-parole releases
should be granted unless the valid correctional goals
of such release have first been determined and that the
release be subject to proper checks, safeguards and
evaluations, To that end, we recommend that, as a
precedent to granting a furlough, the Classification
Committee must find, or the Classification must agree
with the finding of the furlough coordinator, that the
purpose of the proposed furlough is legitimately con-
sistent with basie furlough policies and will contribute
to the attainment of correctional goals by being a
positive force in the adjustment process of the inmate.
The Commigsion suggests that the success of the de-
cision-making of the Classification committees could
be enhanced by including institutional parole officers
in the decision-making process, since these officers
possess important msights concerning inmates apply-
ing for pre-parole release.

The Commission strongly endorses the new policy
of the Division of Correction and Parele to eliminate
the practice whereby prison superintendents were al-
lowed to exercise unfettered diseretion to overturn
the judgments of the respective Classification com-
mittees. The Commission heard testimony that the
prior practice caused justifiable frustration and
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understandable suspicion among the inmate popula-
tion. Also, we strongly recommend re-examination of
the practice of utilizing so-called. ‘‘community re-
leage’’ programs to allow superintendents and others,
often without adherence to any meaningful standards,
to grant pre-parole release privileges tfo favored in-
mates who are ungualified for either work release or
furloungh.

Fuarloughs should be granted only for specifically
pre-authorized purposes which counld inelude: visits
to a terminally ill relative, attendance at the funeral
of a relative, the obtaining of medical services not
available in the prison system, establishment or re-
establishment of meaningful community ties, the ob-
taining of valid school enrollment, the obtaining of
housing, participation in family activities and in bona
fide community, educational, civiec and religious activi-
ties, and establishment or re-establishment of family
ties provided, however, that it is determined such
release will facilitate the transition from penal insti-
tution to community life and, of course, consistent
with various legal processes.

- 'What we are stressing at this point is that fur-
loughs, as well as other types of pre-parole releases,
should be awarded under a system of clearly set forth
rules which should be uniformly applied and adminis-
tered. An inmate should on an objective basis either
qualify under the rules or not qualify. The system
should be immunized from the type of barter and in-
fluence peddling by specially favored inmates, a sub-
ject on which we heard extensive testimony at these
hearings. -

The Commission recommends further that requests
for furloughs be required fo be submitted three weeks
in advance of the proposed effective date of the fur-
longh so that the requests can be checked and evalu-
ated as to their legitimaey, as to their consistency with
bagic furlough policies, and as to their potential con-
tribution to the attainment of valid correctional goals.
Prior to a furlough grant, the police in the locality to
be visited by the inmate and the appropriate county
prosecutor should be contacted. The purpose of this
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contact would be to. give notice that the inmade will be:
in the jurisdiction and to obtain any new information.
the Classification Committee should have available:
when they consider whether to approve the furlough..
In the event the police chief and/or the prosecutor
indicate a belief the furlough is nof appropriate in:
their opinion, the Classification Committee may still
approve the furlongh but that panel must then, in a
memo to the inmate’s file, document the rationale for
so doing.

The Commission recommends addltlonally that to.
be eligible for a furlough, an inmate must have en-
joyed full minimnm custody statas for 60 days and:
be within six months of a firm parole date. An ex-
ception to this rule conld be made by the State Parole
Board in instances of long-ferm senfences with no
available parole date, if, in the opinion of the Board,
a release is necessary to test the release readiness of
an inmate and, thereby, determine whether a future
parole date Would be appropriate. An inmate so re-
leased wounld be required on return to prison to confer
with the prison psychiatrist or psychologist to deter-
mine his emotional reaction to the release, with a
report of the conference being forwarded to the
Parole Board. In order to provide for a gradual, well
evaluated exposure to community life, the Commission
recommends further that inmates initially be given a
designated number of escorted furloughs in a finite
time period before being deemed eligible for addi-
tional unescorted furloughs.

- Candidates for furloughs shall have demonstrated
a level of responsibility which will provide reasonable
assurance that the offender will comply with furlough
regulations and conditions. Candidates for fur-
loughs also must have institutional dzsclplme records
free of major infractions for six months prior to the
first furlough grant.and should be required fo main-
tain such. a reeord during the. furlough ehglblhty
period.

‘The Commission also recomrneuds tha,t prlor to the
grantmg of any furlough, the proposed furlough plan
and purpose be. verified as to its sunitability -and
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legitimacy. ‘The. verification should ‘include direct
communication by Correction and Parole Division
officials with the prineipal or person whom the fur-
loughed inmate is to contact. This direct communica-
tion should be documented and made part of the
inmate’s file, '

 Additionally, the Commission recommends that,
gubsequent to each furlough and prior to the granting
of any succeeding furlough, the success or lack of
success in accomplishing the purpose of the farlough
should be evaluated and verified by direct communi-
cation by Correction and Parole Division personnel
with the principal or person with whom the fur-
loughed inmate was in contact during the furlough.
Copies of such evaluation should be made part of the
inmate’s file and forwarded to the Parole Board as a
measure-of the release readiness of the inmate.

. Furthiermore, the Commission recommends that a
statutory requirement that an inmate be furloughed
to a specific location be enforced by geographically
limiting the furloughed inmate, as a condition of the
furlough, to a specifie location. Also, we recommend
that there be established a night-hour curfew to be
adhered to as a furlough condition. A furlough was
never intended to be a'license for an inmate to travel
at will around the state and even across state lines
at.all hours: of the night and day. There should be
spot checks by Correction and Parole Division per:
sonnel to see that geographical, curfew and other fur-
lough condifions are complied with. An inmate who
fails to meet the conditions of his furlough should be
subject to disciplinary action and loss of future fur-
loughs, and serious abuses of the furlough privilege
should by statute be made a criminal offense.

' The testimony at these hearings eclearly demon:
strated that, without meaningful reforms, inmates on
work release, sometimes with the connivance of their
employers, can easily abuse and defeat the legitimate
aims of this type of pre-parcle release. To prevernt
further ripoffs of work releases, the Correction and
Parole Division should initiate policies and proce-
‘dures which emphasize more pre-release verification
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of the legitimacy and usefulness of the employment
situation, more employer responsibility and account-
ability, and inereased spot-checking of inmates at
their work release locations.

The Commission recommends specifically that prior
to approving a work release for an inmate, Correction
and Parole Division personnel thoroughly check out
and evalnate the validity and usefulness of the em-
ployment situation and make a conscions determina-
tion that the particular work releage opportunity will
be of positive help to an inmate in reaching a legiti-
mate correctional goal, Thigs pre-release inquiry
should determine exactly who will be fthe inmate’s
employer and the person to whom the inmate will
report while at work. If an employer’s reputafion
is nnknown or in any way in doubt, the Correction
and Parole Division should ask for a State Police
check on that employer. The Correction and Parole
Division should also notify local police of a proposed
work release fo get additional information on poten-
tial employers and their other employees.

In order to fix employer responsibility, the Com-
mission recommends that an employer provide to Cor-
rection and Parole Division officials, on a weekly basis
and on pain of eriminal penalty for giving wilfully
false information, certification of the number of hours
worked by the inmate and certification that the source
of payment of the inmate for his work was the em-
ployer’s business and that the employer was not re-
imbursed by the inmate or by another individual on
the inmate’s behalf.

‘We recommend further that the Correction and Pa-
role Divigion require a work-release employer to sign
a contract which would gpell out the employer’s su-
pervisory obligations and which would stipulate that
the contract could be canceled if the employer did
not make appropriate records and other information
available to Correction and Parole Division officials.
We think this contractual obligation is in order, since
employers can and do benefit from the use of work-
release labor,
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" The Commission also recommends that work re-
leases be authorized only for a normal eight-hour
working day, plus travel time, unless’ the employer
certifies, again with eriminal penalty sanctions, that
longer work hours are necessary for the proper con-
duct of the business. We know of no modern working
conditions which would require work release from
6 a.m. to midnight on a seven-day-a-week basis.

"We further recommend that Correction and Parole
Division personnel physically check the work premises
on an unannounced bagis at least twice a month for
all work release jobs to determine their continued
validity and usefnlness. And we recommend that the
Division scrutinize and evaluate closely any work re-
Jeases where an inmate is released to work for a
relative or to conduect his own business.

 The Commission recommends that, for educational
and community releases, the Correction and Parole
Division should, as in work release, initiate policies
and procedures which emphasize greater pre-release
verification of the legitimacy and usefulness of the
release plan, greater agsumption of responsibility for
supervision of the released inmates, and more on-
premises spot-checking to insure that inmates are
adhering to the condifions and schedules of their
releases. In instances of all educational releases, the
Commission recommends that security personnel at
the educational institutions at least be made aware
by the Correctional and Parole Division of the pres-
ence of inmate pupils at the institutions and the
inmate’s schedules of hours of attendance and desig-
nated courses of study. We also recommend that it
be mandatory for faculty members to record the at-
tendance of inmates at their designated classrooms
and courses.

The Commission has heard disturbing testimony
about the traffic of narcotics and other contraband
into the prisons. There must be instituted policies
and procedures sufficient to make sure that the impor-
tation of contraband into the prisons is deterred by
effective measures, including regular, systematic and
mandatory searches of returning inmates, and ageres-
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sive efforts to expose corrections personnel possibly
involved in such importations. To insulate inmates
‘participating in pre-parole release programs from the
demands for contraband made by members of the gen-
eral inmate population, ways and means must be
found to separate the inmates participating in such
programs from other inmates.

The Commission is also concerned by testimony at
these hearings that prison officials at the middle-
management level are left to make decisions as to
whether pre-parole release violations and other pos-
sible offenses by inmates should be handled infernally
on an administrative basis, or brought to the attention
of prosecutorial authorities. We recommend that
there should be regular and sustained communication
between Correction and Parole Division officials and
the Attorney General’s Office on the question of
whether or not to prosecute offenses committed
while on release or elsewhere. The prison system
should be serviced by continuing legal input and
should not just wait for a crime-of-the-century situa-
tion to consult with the Attorney General’s Office. -

 As we stated at the opening of these hearings, the
Commission believes pre-parole release programs are
a vital part of any modern correctional system striv-
ing to succeed in successfully returning inmates to
society. We support the programs and state again
that the principal purpose of these public hearmgs
has been to fuel the fires of reform of the programs
to a point where they will receive the full level of
support they deserve,

The 8.C.1. is available to appear before any legis-
lative or executive panel to urge that funds be pro-
vided for the hiring of addltlonal non-inmate per-
sonmnel to fully carry out and maintain reform of the
programs. Furthermore, the Commission realizes
that overcrowding is a serious problem in the state
correction system and is a constant pressure for
releaging inmates. The public should understand
that, unless public funds are forthcoming to expand
prison facilities and adequately staff them, there can
be no total cure for the ills of the system. The publie
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must not labor under a false sense of security that
those dangerous to society are firmly incarcerated,
because the reality is that corrections institutional
space in New Jersey now remains static while the
number of those being incarcerated is increasing
~sharply.

‘The Commission will make the records of this inves-
tigation and these hearings available to the State
Parole Board, the State Department of Institutions
and Agencies and the State Attorney General’s Office
for their judgments as to whether any further
actions may be in order. :

It is apparent to the Commission from these
hearings that historically the New Jersey correc-
tional system in its entirety has evolved with lLittle
overview or planning, To the contrary, the corree-
. tional system is operated on a day-to-day basis
- adjusting from one crisis to another. The present
correctional system embraces the inter-relationship..
of various state and county agencies, including but
not limited to, 21 county sheriffs, 21 county Probation
.- Departments, a parole board, county jails and peni-
-tentiaries, the Department of Institutions and
Agencies which operates the state prisbn system and
~ the New Jersey Superior Court. It is quite evident
that these inferacting components have created a
- fragmentation within the correctional system which
has resulied in a severe breakdown of effective comi-
munication, including guidelines, among the many
agencies that in some manner relate to the correc- -
tional system., With respect to this problem, the -
Commission strongly urges that some form of a
‘modernized master plan be prepared and evalnated so
“that the existing correctional system can be brought
* into the realities of 1976 and not merely continue as a

historical hand-me-down system that simply is not I

“performing to the standards required.
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LEGISLATIVE RECOMMENDATIONS

The Commission respectfully requests that the Governor and
the Legislature take under advisement the recommendations
advanced below on proposals for new legislation.

MANDATED STANDARDS FOR GREEN ACRES APPRAISALS

The Commission’s investigation of the land purchasing practices
of Middlesex County and the related appraisal review function of
the State Green Acres Program, as reviewed on previous pages
of this Annunal Report, showed that the appraisers used by the
County were not bound by any mandatory standards and gnidelines
in establishing appraisal values which would serve ultimately as
a basis for grants of State Green Acres funds. The Commisgion
recommends that this glaring weakness be corrected by enactment
of a statutory requirement which would mandate that the ad-
ministrators of the Green Acres Program promulgate binding and
uniform rules and regulations for the maintenance of the highest
standards in any appraisal work that is to be considered a factor
in the granting of Green Acres funds.

The binding standards would apply to the selection of appraigers,
the contents of appraisals submitted by appraisers, and the conduct
of the post-appraisal review of the appraisals swbmifted. The
criteria for and principal elements of such standards are discussed
fully in the ‘‘Final Recommendations’’ section of the review of the
Middlesex County-Green Acres investigation in this Annual Report.
The standards promulgated by the adminigtrators shall be binding
for both Green Acres land acquired direetly by the State and by
application of the counties and municipalities for matching fund
grants., The Commission believes that where the State has the
power to grant money, it also should have the power to enforce
standards used in key processes leading to the award of money.

OQuTLAWING FINANCIAL INDUCEMENT TYPE PAYMENTS

The Commission’s investigation of independent elinical labora-
tories, as reviewed on previous pages of this Annual Report,
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showed that some of the laboratories were kicking back to some
doctors, either directly or under certain guises, a percentage of
their Medicaid receipts to induce the doctors to send Medicaid-
funded test business to the laboratories.

The Commission recommends statutory action to deter more
effectively this type of improper and injurious use of funds.
Specifically, a statute should be enacted to make the financial in-
ducement type payments from the laboratories to the physicians—
whether in private or government funded situations—a mis-
demeanor punighable by six months in imprigonment and/or a fine
not exceeding $500. The “‘Pinal Recommendations’’ section of
the review of this investigation in this Annual Report suggests
specific statutory langnage based on the California Business and
Professional Code.

A STERNER BILLING ABUSE REMEDY

The independent clinical laboratory investigation also uncovered
the practice of some laboratories of bilking Medicaid by overbilling
and false billing. The Commission recommends that the State be
given the power to levy fines on laboratories engaging in those
abusive practices as an additional deterrent factor. The Commis-
sion notes that legislation which would accomplish this recom-
mendation is eurrently pending in the Legislature in the form of
Assembly Bill Number 1455. The Commission urges enactment of
this bill as a needed amendment to the State Medicaid law.
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'COLLATERAL RESULTS FROM PREVIOUS
| INVESTIGATIONS

LINDENWOLD OFFICIALS INDICTED

After holding, pubhc ‘hearings in December 1974 on eorrupt,
and unethical practices 1*elated to land deve10pments in the
Borough of Lindenwold, the Comumission referred the records of
that investigation to the State Criminal Justice Division. Sub-
sequently, during 1975, a State Grand Jury indicted two former
Lindenwold Mayors, William J. MeDade and George LaPorte,
. four times on charges which included soliciting a bribe from a land
developer, misconduct in office and perjury. Former Lindenwold
Borough Treasurer Arthur W. Scheid was also indieted by the
same jury on. a charge of soliciting a bribe from a land developer.
In announcing the indictments, the State Attorney General’s Office
stated that the S.C.L.’s referral was the springboard for. further
investigation which resulted in the indietments. Trial of the indict-
ments was s_till pending when this Annual Report was published.

PASSAIC ScrooL OFFICIAL CONVICTED

The Commission’s 1973 public hearings on the purehasmg _
practices. of ‘the Passaic County Vocational! and Technical High
School in Wayne centered in large part on certain activities by
that school’s Business Manager and Purchasing Agent, Alex
Smollok. The Commission heard testimony that Mr. Smollok made
frequent purchases for the sehool through a middleman supplier
who profited by grossly marking up the sales prices to the school
above the prices he paid for the goods. It was the testimony of
the middleman, Joseph Carrara, president of Caljo Construction
Supply Co., Fairfield, that he paid kickbacks to Mr. Smollok in
return for getting purchase contracts from the school. After
referral of data from this probe to the State Criminal Justice
Division, a State Grand Jury indieted Mr. Smollick on charges of
taking nearly $40,000 in kickbacks between 1968 and 1972. After
trial in Superior Court, Essex County, in January, 1976, Mr.
Smollok was convieted of nine counts of accepting bribes in con-
nection with the $40,000 in kickback payments. He has been
sentenced to one to three years in state prison and fined $9,000.
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FINES PAID IN ANTI-TRUST ACTION.

" The Commission’s 1970 1nvest1oa,t10n a,nd pubhc hearmgs on
restraint-of-trade and other abuswe practices in the building ser-
vice maintenance industry in New Jersey aroused the interest
of the United States Senate Commerce Committee which invited
8.C.L staffers to testify at its 1972 public hearings on organized
erime in interstate commerce. As a result of that testimony, the
Anti-Trust Division of the United States Justice Department, with
assistance from the 8.C.I, launched an investigation into an as-
sociation which allocated territories and customers to various
member huilding service maintenance companies in New Jersey.
In May, 1974, a Federal Grand Jury in Trenton indicted 12 com-
panies and ﬁve company officials for eonsplrmg to shut out coTn-
petition in the industry. The companies were the same as those

mentioned in the S.C.I.’s public hearings. The companies and
officials pleaded no contest to the_charge-s during 1975 and were
fined a total of $225,000 and given suspended prison sentences.

FORMER BUILDING INspECTOR FINED

Aftfer itg 1971 pubhe hearings on the developlnen‘u of the Point
Breeze area of Jersey City, the Commission referred the records
of that probe to prosecutorial authorities. A Hudson County Grand
Jury returned an indictment charging Timothy Grossi, a former
Jersey City building inspector, with extorting ‘151 20(} from an
official of the Port Jersey Corp. and obtaining money under false
pretenses. During 1975 he was convicted of obtaining money
under false pretenses and ﬁned $200 and given a six-month’ sus-
pended sentence

ATTORNEYS CHARGED IN FRAUD INDICTMENT

‘The Commission’s 1973 pubhc hearmgs on abuses of the Work-
men’s Compensation included extensive testlmony and supporting
exhibits relative to the practice of the Hen Woodbridge law firm
of Rabb and Zeitler of obtaining phony medical treatment state-
ments to inflate both compensation and negligence elaims and,
thereby, increase either compensation awards or negligence suit
settlements. The data from this investigation was referred to
prosecutorial authorities, and in October, 1975 an Essex County
Grand Jury returned indictments charging that attorneys Richard
J. Zeitler and William K. Rabb and their law firm’s business
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manager, Charles Haus, with conspiring with three doctors and
others to submit false and fraudulent medical reports to insurance
companies. Trial of the indictment was still pendmo- when this
Annual Report was published.

EX-JUDGE PENALIZED

The same public hearings in 1973 on Workmen’s Compensation
dwelled in part on how a then Judge of Compensation, Alfred P.
D’Auria, had constantly had his lunches paid for by attorneys
practicing before him and also had a Christmas Party given him
and his Bar Association dues paid for him by attorneys practicing
before him. e was given a disciplinary suspension after the
hearing and later retired. In March, 1975, the New Jersey State
Supreme Court suspended D’Auria from law practice for six
months stating that D’Aunria’s behavior was inherently wrong and
that the eonstant accepting of free Iunches ‘‘has a subtle, corruptive
effect.”’

TAax COMPLAINTS AGAINST DocTors AND DENTISTS

During the course of its investigation of Medicaid, the Commis-
gion Special Agents/Accountants discerned indications that a
number of doctors and dentists were receiving substantial business
income from Medicaid buf might be failing fo report the income
under the New Jersey unincorporated business tax law. The 8.C.1.
staffers brought this investigative data to the attention of the
State Division of Taxation which, working with State Deputy
Attorney Gtenerals, caused criminal complaints to be filed against
14 doctors and dentists and two partnerships for failure to file
gtate umnincorporated business tax returns on business income
totaling $2.7 million over a three-year period. Disposition of the
complaints was still pending when this Annual Report went to
press.

&
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APPENDIX I

STATE COMMISSION OF INVESTIGATION
New Jersey Statutes Annotated 52:9M-1, Ef Seq.

L., 1968, C. 266, as amended by L. 1969, C. 67, L. 1970, C. 263, and
L. 1973, C. 238.

- 52:9M-1. Crealion; members; appointment; chairman; terms;
salaries; vacancies. There is hereby created a temporary state
commission of investigation. The commission shall consist of 4
members, to be known as commissioners. '

Two members of the commission shall be appointed by the
governor, one by the president of the senate and one by the speaker
of the general assembly, each for 5 years. The governor shall des-
ignate one of the members to serve as chairman of the commission.

The members of the commission appointed by the president of
the senate and the speaker of the general agsembly and at least one
of the members appointed by the governor shall be attorneys ad-
mitted to the bar of this state. No member or employee of the com-
mission shall hold any other publie office or public employment. Not
more than 2 of the members shall belong to the same political party.

Each member of the commission shall receive an annual salary
of $15,000.00 and shall also be entitled to reimbursement for his
expenses actually and necessarily incurred in the performance of
his duties, including expenses of travel outside of the stafe.

Vacancies in the commisgion shall be filled for the unexpired
term in the same manner as original appointments. A vacancy in
the commission shall not impair the right of the remaining mem-
bers to exercise all the powers of the commission.

82:9M-2. Duties and powers. The commission shall have the
duty and power to conduct investigations in connection with:

a, The faithful execution and effective enforcement of the laws
of the state, with particular reference but not limited to organized
erime and racketeering.

b. The conduct of public officers and public employees, and of
officers and employees of public corporations and aunthorities;
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¢. Any matter concerning the public peace, public safety and
public justice.

52:9M-3. A&Zditéonal duties. At the direction of the governor
or by concurrent resolution of the legislature the commission shall
conduct investigations and otherwise assist in conneection with:

a. The removal of pubhc officers by the governor;

b. The making of recommendations by the governor to any other
person or body, with respect to the removal of public ofﬁce_rs_,

¢. The making of recommendations by the governor to the legis-
lature with respect to changes in or additions fo existing provisions
of law required for the more effective enforcement of the law.

U 52:9M—4., Investigation of management or affairs of state de-
partment or agency. At the direction or request of the legislature
by concurrent resolution or of the governor or of the head of any
department, board, bureau, commission, authority or other agency
created by the state, or to which the state is a party, the commis-
sion shall investigate the management. or affairs of any. such
department board, bureau, commission, anthority or other agency.

52:9M-5. Cooperation with law enforcement oﬂiowls Upon
request of the attorney general, a county prosecutor or any other
law enforcement official, the commission shall cooperate with,
advise and assist them in the performance of their ofﬁelal powers
and duties, A

52:9M-6. Cooperation with federal government. The commis-
sion shall cooperate with departments and officers of the United
States government in the investigation of violations of the federal
laws within this state.: : L

- 52:9M-y. Ezamination into law enforcement affecting other
states. The commission shall examine into matters relating to law
enforcement extending across the boundaries of the state into other
states; and may consult and exchange information with officers and
agencies of other states with respect to law enforcement problems
of mutual concern to this and other states.

52:9M-8. Reference of evidence to other officials. W'henever 1t
shall appear to the commission that there is cause for the prosecu—
tion for a crlme, or for the removal of a public officer for miscon-
duct, the commission shall refer the evidence of such erime or mis-
conduct to the officials anthorized to conduct the prosecutmn or'to
remove the public officer.
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52:9M-9. Emecutive director; counsel; employees. ~The com-

mission shall be authorized to appoint and employ and at pleasure:
remove an -executive director, counsel, investigators, accountants,
and such other persons as it may deem necessary, without reoald
to civil service; and to determine their duties and fix their sa]arles
or compensatlon within the amounts appropriated therefor. In-
vestigators and accountants appointed by the commission shall be
and have all the powers of peace officers.

- 52 9M—10 Annual report; recommendations; other reports.
The commission shall make an annual report to the governor and
legislature which shall includé its recommendations. The commis-
sion shall make such further interim reports to the governor and
legislature, or either thereof, as it shall deem advisable, or as shall
be required by the governor or by concurrent resolutlon of the
legislature.

" 52:9M-11. Information to publzc By such means and to such
extent as it shall deem appropriate, the commission shall keep the
pubhe informed as to the operations of organized crime, problems
of eriminal law enforcement in the state and other activities of the
commission.

- 52:9M-12. Additional powers; warrant for arrest; contempt of
court. "With respect to the performance of its functions, duties and
powers and subject to the limitation contained in paragraph d. of
this sectlon, the commission shall be authorized as follows:

a. To conduet any investigation authorized by this act at any
place within the state; and to maintain offices, hold meetings and
funection at any place Within the state as it may deem neecessary;

b To conduct prlvate and public hearings, and to demgnete a
member of the commission to preside over any such hearing

e To administer oaths or aﬁirmatmns, subpoena w1tnesses,
eompel their attendance, examine them under oath or affirmation,
and require the produmction of any books, records, documents or
other evidence it may deem relevant or material to an investiga-
tion; and the commission may designate any of its members or
any member of its staff to exercise any snch powers;

" d. Unless otherwise instructed by a resolution adopted by a
ma;jonty of the members of the commission, every witness attend-
ing ' before ‘the commission shall be examined privately and the
commission shall not make public the particulars of such examina-
tion, The eommission shall not have the power to take testimony
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at a private hearing or at a public hearing unless at least 2 of
its members are present af such hearing, :

e. Witnegses summoned to appear before the commission shall be
entitled to receive the same fees and mileage as persons sum_moned
to testify in the courts of the state.

If any person subpanaed pursuant to this section shall neglect
or refuse to obey the command of the subpoena, any judge of the
superior court or of a county court or any municipal magistrate
may, on proof by affidavit of service of the subpcena, payment or
tender of the fees required and of refusal or neglect by the person
to obey the command of the subpeena, issue a warrant for the arrest
of said person to bring him before the judge or magistrate, who is
authorized to proceed against such person as for a contempt of
court.

52:9M~-13. Powers and duties unaffected. Nothing contained
in sections 2 through 12 of this act [chapter] shall be construed to
supersede, repeal or limit any power, duty or funection of the
governor or any department or ageney of the state, or any political
snbdivision thereof, as preseribed or defined by law.

52:9M-14. Request and receipt of assistance. The commission
may request and shall receive from every department, division,
board, bureaun, commission, authority or other ageney created by
the state, or to which the state is a party, or of any political sub-
division thereof, cooperation and assistance in the performance of
its daties.

52:9M~15. Disclosure forbidden; statements absolutely priv-
ieged. Any person conducting or participating in any examina-
tion or investigation who shall disclose to any person other than
the commission or an officer having the power to appoint one or
more of the commissioners the name of any witness examined, or
any information obtained or given upon such examination or in-
vestigation, except as directed by the governor or commission, shall
be adjudged a disorderly person.

Any statement made by a member of the coramission or an em-
ployee thereof relevant to any proceedings before or investigative
activities of the commission shall be absolutely privileged and such
privilege shall be a complete defense to any action for libel or
slander.
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52:9M-16. Impounding exhibits; action Dby superior court,
Upon the application of the commission, or a duly authorized mem-
ber of its staff, the superior court or a judge thereof may impound
any exhibit marked in evidence in any public or private hearing
held in connection with an investigation conducted by the cormmis-
gion, and may order such exhibit to be retained by, or delivered to
and placed in the custody of, the commission. When so impounded
such exhibits shall not be taken from the custody of the commission,
except upon further order of the court made upon 5 days’ notice to
the commission or upon its application or with its consgent.

52:9M-17. Immumity; order; notice; effect of immunity. a. If,
in the course of any investigation or hearing condueted by the com-
mission pursuant to this act [chapter], a person refuses to answer
a question or questions or produce evidence of any kind on the
ground that he will be exposed to eriminal prosecution or penalty
or to a forfeiture of his estate thereby, the commission may order
the person to answer the question or questions or produce the
requested evidence and confer immunity as in thig seetion provided.
No order to answer or produce evidence with immunity shall be
made except by resolution of a majority of all the members of the
commigsion and after the attorney general and the appropriate
county prosecutor shall have been given at least 24 hours written
notice of the commission’s intention to issue such order and
afforded an opportunity to be heard in respect to any objections
they or either of them may have to the granting of immunity.

b. If upon issuance of such an order, the person ecomplies there-
with, he shall be immune from having such responsive answer given
by him or such responsive evidence produced by him, or evidence
derived therefrom used to expose him to eriminal prosecution or
penalty or to a forfeiture of his estate, except that such person
may nevertheless be prosecuted for any perjury committed in such
answer or in producing such evidence, or for contempt for failing
to give an answer or produce in accordance with the order of the
commission; and any such answer given or evidence produced shall
be admissible against him upon any eriminal investigation, pro-
ceeding or trial against him for such perjury, or upon any investi-
gation, proceeding or trial against him for such contempt.

52:9M-18. Severability; effect of partial invalidity. If any
section, clause or portion of this act [chapter] shall be nuneonstitu-
tional or be ineffective in whole or in part, to the extent that it is
not unconstitutional or ineffective it shall be valid and effective and
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no other section, clanse or provision shall on aécount thereof be
deemed invalid or ineffective.

_52:9M-19. There is hereby approprlated to the Commission the
sm:n of $400, 000

© 52:9M-20. This act shall take effect immediately and remain
in effect until December 31, 1979. ‘
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AprpENDIX II
MEMBERS OF THE COMMISSION

The Commission’s activities have been under the direction of
Joseph H. Rodriguez who in December, 1973, was appointed to be
a Commissioner and Chairman by then Governor William T.
Cahill. He succeeded John F', MeCarthy, Jr., who had been Chair-
man since February, 1971 and a Commissioner since July, 1970.
The other Commissioners as of July, 1976 were Thomas R. Farley,
Stewart G. Pollock and Lewis B. Kaden. Charles L. Bertini' left
the Commission in June of 1976.

Mr. Rodriguez, of Cherry Hill, took his oath of office as
Commissioner and Chairman in January, 1974, A graduate of
LaSalle College and Rutgers University Law School, he was
awarded an Honorary Doctor of Laws Degree by St. Peter’s
College in 1972, Mr. Rodriguez was a member of the Board of
Directors of the Camden Housing Improvement Project during
1967-71. He was appointed to the State Board of Higher Education
in 1971 and the next year was elected Chairman of that agency
which oversees the operation and growth of the state colleges and
university. Mr. Rodriguez resigned that Chairmanship to accept
his appointment to the Commission. He is a partner in the law
firm of Brown, Connery, Kulp, Willie, Purnell and Greene, in
Camden.

Mr. Bertini, of Wood-Ridge, was sworn in as a Commissioner in
January, 1969 following his appointment by former Governor
Richard J. Hughes. A graduate of the former Dana College and
the Rutgers Univergity Law School, he was president of the New
Jersey Bar Association when he was named to the Commission.
Bloomfield (N.J.) College awarded him an honorary Doctor of

Laws degree in 1970. Mr. Bertini conducts a general law practice
in Wood-Ridge.

Myr. Farley, of West Orange, took his original oath of office as a
Commissioner in March, 1973 following his appointment to the
Commission by then Speaker of the State Assembly Thomas H.
Kean. A graduate of the University of Notre Dame and Rutgers

. University Law School, Mr. Farley served as an Essex County
Frecholder during 1968-70 and as Essex County Surrogate in 1971,
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He has been an instructor in ingurance finance courses at Rutgers
University and St. Peter’s College. His law firm, Farley and Rush,
has offices in East Orange.

Mr. Pollock, of Mendham, took his oath of office as Commissioner
in May, 1976 after his appointment to the Commission by Senate
President Matthew Feldman., A graduate of Hamilton College
and the New York University School of Law, Mr. Pollock served
as Assistant United States Attorney for New Jersey during 1958-60.
A former Trustee of the College of Medicine and Dentistry of
New Jersey, Mr. Pollock served as a Commissioner of the New
Jersey Department of Public Utilities during 1974-76. He is a
partner in the law firm of Schenck, Price, Smith and King, Morris-
town, having been associated with that firm sinee 1960 except for
the period he served as a Public Utilifies Commissioner.

Mr. Kaden of Perth Amboy, was sworn in as a Commissioner in
July, 1976, following his appointment by Governor Brendan T.
Byrne. A graduate of Harvard College and Harvard T.aw School,
he was the John Howard Scholar at Cambridge University, Eng-
land. From 1974 to July, 1976, he was Counsel to Governor Byrne.
Mr. Kaden is now Professor of Law at Columbia University, and
active as a labor arbitrator and mediator,
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AprrPENDIX III

CODE OF FAIR PROCEDURE

Chapter 376, Laws of New Jersey, 1968, N. J. 8. 52:13E-1
to 52:13E-10.

An Act establishing a code of fair procedure to govern state
investigating agencies and providing a penalty for certain viola-
tions thereof,

Be it enacted by the Senate and General Assembly of the State
of New Jersey:

1. As used in this act:

(a) ‘“‘Agency’” means any of the following while engaged in an
investigation or inquiry: (1) the Governor or any person or per-
sons appointed by him acting pursuant to P. T.. 1941, c. 16, s. 1
(C. 52:15-7)), (2) any temporary State commission or duly autho-
rized committee thereof having the power to require testimony or
the producfion of evidence by subpoena, or (3) any legislative
committee or commission having the powers set forth in Revised
Statutes 52:13-1.

(b) “Hearing’ means any hearing in the course of an investi-
gatory proceeding (other than a preliminary conference or inter-
view at which no testimony is taken under oath) conducted before
an agency at which testimony or the produnction of other evidence
may be compelled by subpena or other compulsory proeess.

- (e) ‘“Pnblic hearing’’ means any hearing open fo the public, or
any hearing, or such part thereof, as fo which testimony or other
evidence is made available or digsseminated to the publie by the
agency.

(d) ‘‘Private hearing’’ means any hearing other than a public
hearing.

2. No person may be required to appear at a hearing or to
testify at a hearing unless there has been personally served upon
him prior to the time when he is required to appear, a copy of this
act, and a general statement of the subject of the investigation. A
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copy of the resolu'tion, statute, order or other provision of law
authorizing the investigation shall be furnished by the agency upon
request therefor by the person summoned.

3. A witness summoned to a hearing shall have the right to be
accomnpanied by counsel, who shall be permitted to advise the
witness of his rights, subject to reasonable limitations to prevent
obstruction of or interference with the orderly conduct of the
hearing, Counsel for any witness who testifies at a public hearing
may submit proposed questions to be agked of the witness relevant
to the matters upon which the witness has been questioned and the
agency shall agk the witness such of the questions as it may deem
appropriate to its inquiry.

4, A complete and accurate record shall be kept of each publie
hearing and a witness shall be entitled to receive a copy of his
testimony at such hearing at his own expense. Where testimony
which a witness has given at a private hearing becomes relevant in
a criminal proceeding in which the witness is a defendant, or in any
subsequent hearing in which the witness is summoned to testify,
the witness ghall be entitled to a copy of such testimony, at his own
expense, provided the same is available, and provided further that
the furnishing of such copy wiil not prejudice the public safety or
security.

5. A witness who testifies at any hearing shall have the right at
the conelusion of his examination to file a brief sworn statement
relevant to his testimony for incorporation in the record of the
investigatory proceeding,

6. Any person whose name is mentioned or who is specifically
identified and who believes that testimony or other evidence given
at a public hearing or comment made by any member of the agency
or its counsel at such hearing tends to defame him or otherwise
adversely affect his reputation shall have the right, either to
appear personally before the agency and testify in his own behalf
as to matters relevant to the testimony or other evidenee com-
plained of, or in the alternative at the option of the agency, to file
a statement of facts under oath relating solely to matters relevant
to the testimony or other evidence eomplamed of, which statement
shall be incorporated in the record of the investigatory pro-
ceeding.

7. Nothing in this act shall be construed to prevent an agency
from granting to witnesses appearing before it, or to persons who
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elaim to be adversely affected by testimony or other evidence
adduced before it, such further rights and privileges as it may
determine.

8. Except in the course of subsequent hearing which is open to
the publie, no testimony or other evidence adduced at a private
hearing or preliminary conference or interview conducted before a
single-member agency in the course of its investigation shall be
disseminated or made available to the public by said agency, its
counsel or employees without the approval of the head of the
agency. Hxcept in the course of a subsequent hearing open to the
publie, no testimony or other evidence adduced at a private hearing
or preliminary conference or interview before a committee or other
multi-member investigating agency shall be disseminated or made
available to the public by any member of the agency, its counsel or
employees, except with the approval of a majority of the members
of such agency. Any person who violates the provisions of this
subdivision ghall be adjudged a disorderly person.

9. No temporary State commission having more than 2 members
shall have the power to take testimony at a public or private hear-
ing unless at least 2 of its members are present at such hearing.

10. Nothing in this act shall be construed to affeet, diminigh or
impair the right, under any other provision of law, rule or eustom,
of any member or group of members of a committee or other multi-
member investigating agency to file a sfatement or statements of
minority views to accompany and be released with or subsequent
to the report of the committee or ageney.

2561






	0324_001
	0325_001

