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SUMMARY

The New Jersey Supreme Court considered whether a timely tax appeal should be dismissed because

the complaint named an entity that was not an aggrieved taxpayer and was not a legal entity. The Court

held that the pleading defect could be corrected under the liberal amendment rules and that the

amended complaint would relate back to the original filing date. The Court reversed the Appellate

Division and remanded for further proceedings, while rejecting the taxpayer's equitable estoppel and

laches arguments.
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Bocceli, LLC appealed the dismissal of its property-tax appeal after
the Tax Court denied leave to amend the complaint to substitute
Bocceli for the erroneously named plaintiff, Prime Accounting
Department. The Appellate Division affirmed, and the Supreme Court

of New Jersey granted certification.

The court reviewed the denial of leave to amend and the resulting
jurisdictional dismissal under the liberal amendment standard

applicable to Tax Court pleadings and the relation-back doctrine.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether a timely filed property-tax appeal must be dismissed for lack of subject-matter jurisdiction

because the complaint mistakenly names an entity that is not an aggrieved taxpayer.

2. Whether the Tax Court should permit amendment of the complaint to substitute the actual aggrieved

taxpayer as plaintiff.

3. Whether the amended complaint would relate back to the filing date of the original complaint under
Rule 4:9-3.

4. Whether equitable estoppel or laches barred the Township from challenging the plaintiff's designation.

HOLDINGS

1. The error in naming Prime Accounting Department rather than Bocceli, LLC as plaintiff did not deprive
the Tax Court of subject-matter jurisdiction because the complaint was timely, identified the property

and assessment under challenge, and gave the Township notice of the tax appeal.
2. The Tax Court improperly denied Bocceli leave to amend its complaint to name itself as plaintiff.

3. The proposed amendment substituting Bocceli for Prime Accounting related back to the March 24, 2009
filing date under Rule 4:9-3, thereby preserving the timeliness and subject-matter jurisdiction of the tax
appeal.

4. Bocceli's equitable estoppel and laches arguments were properly rejected.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We hold, however, that given the error in the Township’s tax assessment list, and pursuant to the liberal
amendment of pleadings standard of Rule 8:3-8 and case law construing Rule 4:9-1, the Tax Court improperly

denied Bocceli’s motion to amend the complaint.” (at 496-497)

“That misdesignation constituted a significant error. Yet that error did not deprive the Tax Court of subject-

matter jurisdiction.” (at 515)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The Township's tax assessment list incorrectly identified Prime Accounting Department, an office associated
with a former lessee, as the owner and taxpayer for a commercial property. Bocceli, LL.C later became the
property's sublessee and assumed responsibility for property-tax payments, while the Township continued to use
Prime Accounting's name on the assessment list. Bocceli timely filed a tax appeal through counsel, but the
complaint named Prime Accounting rather than Bocceli as plaintiff. Bocceli moved to amend after the filing

deadline to identify itself as the aggrieved taxpayer.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Bocceli's counsel timely filed a Tax Court complaint naming Prime Accounting Department, an entity that was

neither a legal entity nor an aggrieved taxpayer, as plaintiff. After the Tax Court questioned standing, Bocceli



moved to amend the complaint to name itself as plaintiff. The Tax Court denied the motion and dismissed for

lack of subject-matter jurisdiction; the Appellate Division affirmed. The Supreme Court reversed and remanded.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The matter was remanded to the Tax Court for further proceedings consistent with the opinion, including

permitting Bocceli to amend the complaint with the amendment relating back to the original filing date.
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