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CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Mayor Sheehan
and gentlemen, this is one in the series of publiec
hearings of Task Force C of the Governor's Tax
Policy Committee. This Committee has a -- this
Task Force, rather, has a very narrow Job description
having to do strictly with restructuring the
property tax, It cannot deal with costs of
government, revenues, other types of taxes. The
Tax Policy Committee 18 dilvided into several
Task Forces of which this is one. There 18 one
having to do with fiscal needs and forecasts,
revenues, resources and tax inequities and services,
levels of costs and alléégﬁibns, and public credit.
We simply remind you of the provisions of our job
description, so that you will not waste your time
or the time of the committee. If you will strick
strictly to the property tax in your testimony, 1t
will be helpful to all concerned.

Now, we are here at the request, not only
of Mayor Sheehan, but Senator Tanzman, Senator John
Lynch, Assemblyman Haelig, the Mayor Bennett of
Piscataway Township, President of the Township Council,
Mr. Edward Sinatra. And in order to permit everyone
to be heard, your original testimony will be limited

to ten minutes, and the chart counts you down here at




five minutes, after which your original testimony at
least will be terminated. Then after everyone who
wishes to be heard has been heard, you willl be given
permission to extend your remarks.v

Now, the witnesses are being called strictly

in the order of their registration with the Task Force,

and the first witness 1s Mayor Sheehan.

I might say, Mayor Sheehan, this 1is, perhaps,

the most auspicious launching this Task Force has had.

MAYOR SHEEHAN: Thank you.

I do not intend to belabor the points, and
I will be very brief, hoping by this time that the
full dimension of the problem has been crystalilzed
for your deliberations. And particularly, let me
welcome you to New Brunswick. I commend your
willingness to hold hearings in the various citiles
throughout our state, because I think that no one
will deny that this is where the financial crisis is
most severe, and these are particularly the places
where the financial strain has prevented most of us
who are mayors from implementing service programs
desired and required by our citizenry. The buildings
and facilities that you have found in these cities

are really monuments to past glories. The decades

of the fiftles and sixties have generally gone by




with little munlcipal modernization. In view of
our financlal situation no more could really be
expected.

In New Brunswick this year the prorperty tax
is eight dollars forty-six cents per hundred. Our
ratio, under appeal, 1s currently 38.7%. This,
despite the addition thils year of two hundred and
ninety thousand dollars in special urban aid! We
expected the sltuation to be even worse.

Translated into a real life situation this
mean 8 that for a house assessed at seven thousand
five hundred dollars, the property owner must pay
8ix hundred thirty-four dollars and fifty cents in
property tax. Houses in this value range are generally
on a twenty-five foot lot, with one bathroom, no
driveway, houses that are often better than forty years
old. Twenty percent of our homeowners are senior
citizens whose income 18 fixed, yet they must pay a
8lxty-two point increase this year! Half that amount
18 too much to pay on a house of this value. According
to our County Planner, this city has more poor and
more aged than any other municipality in the county.
This alone puts a great stress in our abllity to pay.
Yet, the situation 1s further compounded by factors

beyond our control.




If in fact the property tax 1s to pay
our way, the first order is to allow us to fully
levy this tax. Yet, nearly one-thlird of our ratables
are tax exempt! New Brunswick is the county seat,
it 18 also the home of Rutgers University. We are
proud of both designatlions., We recognize very real
economic advantages from both, but the fact remains
that the money the city needs to actually operate
both thls municipality and this school system comes
from property taxes. w§ cannot afford tax exempt
lands. We get no operating funds from property that
i1s exempt from taxation! Two-third of our properties
finance three-third of the burden. Token and
arbitrary payments made by the State in lieu of
taxes for State owned lands in a municipality where
thet same state requires you to operatre primarily on
funds raised through property taxes 1s not only a
contradiction in terms - it defies all concepts of
Justice and reason. This constant erosion of the
tax base through urban renewal, and the state and
county acquisitions, as well as the lack of uniformity
from community to community, serve as a stranglehold
on the older communities in particular.

The sinecure of all times, the most exalted

of all sacred cows 1f you will, is "home rule", locél
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control is the must - yet, I ask you whether new town
or old, what effective local control do we have over
school spending and this never-ending meterolc rise
in the educational costs? Agaln, the municipality

is expected to ralse these monles in amounts far in
excess of what we judge 18 the taxpayers ability to
pay and derive this total from substantially less
than a total tax base due to the exemptions imposed
from higher levels of government.

It has been sald many different ways, but
truly we are fast making our cities the "jailhouses
for the poor, the aged and the disadvantaged", 1
firmmly believe that the inequitable imposition of
the property tax as we now live with it coupled with
the unrealistic burden it is supposed to finance
namely education plus municipal service, 1s hastening
us toward that end.

Because of my position as a member of the
Tax Reform Committee, I do not believe 1t would be
appropriate for me at this time to suggest any means
to resolve the situation but given the speclal
characteristics of the problem of the Property Tax
in New Brunswick and the clear inequitlies that are
beyond bur control, I felt it necessary to highlight

someof them as we currently live with them here in




attempting to meet the urban crisis daily.

And, again, let me repeat that I amend
all of the committee, thils Task Force, for being
willing to traverse this state to see first hand
some of the problems, and I would mention that
later in the day-- excuse me, the President of
the Middlesex County Mayor's Assoclation representing
ail of our county, large towns and small, old cities
and new suburban communities 1s going to present
what I think 1s a very significant statement, 1f only
in the fact that the twenty-five municipalities and
the twenty-five mayors, again, Republican or Democratic,
large and small, have been able to agree on unifled
testimony to this committee. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Thank you, Mayor, for
your thoughtful comments.

Now, do I take 1t from your latter part of
your testimony that you would prefer not to submit
to questions?

MAYOR SHEEHAN: I will, but I didn't feel
it appropriate for me to say that the committee should
decide this or that,

CHATIRMAN JOHNSON: The first question of
the chailr was about to pose was whether or not you

had specific recommendations with respect to




restructuring the property tax.

MAYOR SHEEHAN: Well, I think that in a
very general way, I hope that I represent the feelings
of many in that the inequities that are locked into
the property tax now to changes that are imposed on
us in terms of what we can collect and how we can
collect it, the fact that special interest groups,
these would be the rallroads, pay a different tax
than the homeowners. The fact that the state pays
a token amount in lieu of state properties, these
kind -f 1nequitles, if in fact there 18 tc be property
tax and beyond that, I feel very strongly that the
property tax 13 -- 1t 18 t: bte the municipal, the
main source of lncome, well then 1t should be
burdened with financing municipal services. And the
costs of state programs, the costs of education must
all be on a much more broadly based tax as opposed
to property tax.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Mainly, as you know, the
property tax now produces approximately two million
dollars in revenue in this state, a lot more than
a quarter of a billion in one year. I think that
maybe we have to assume in these hearings that this
is going to continue to be a property tax in some fomrm.

Perhaps, we could make it fair and more equitable.
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MAYOR SHEEHAN: Well, I don't think that
there isn't any mayor around who wouldn't say that
the property tax could adequately and reasonably
finance municipal services and provide for the needs
of our citizens, if 1n fact we were able to collect
the full amount, and 1f we had some limitations as
to the other demands made upon the property tax,
most llkely, of course, education.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Any questlions on this side?

MR, HAINES: No.

MR. MOWERY: Mayor, you point out here
that one-third of your ratables are tax exempt due
to the college. I would like to raise this question.
I don't know the answer. We hear so much criticism
about the tax exempt property, but also, doesn't this
tax exempt property bring income, revenue to the
city because of Jobs?

MAYOR SHEEHAN: Oh, 1t does indeed. We
recognize, as I sald, great economic advantages, for
example, the university 1s one of our largest employers.
But, while this 18 of economic benefit to the
community over all, it does not supply us with
operating funds. Operating funds to collect the
garbage, to hire policemen, to pay pensions, to

conduct an adequate health program or recreation




11

Program. It makes the level of economic living in

the community better than it would certainly be without
it, I testify several times before the Approprilations
committee iIn the legislature, and at no time did I
ever suggest that perhaps they would have to pay one
hundred percent ¢f the tax, because there 1s a real
benefit from thelr belng here. But we passed the
noint of no return on that benefit, and there should
he some real recognlizable formula. For example, prior
to last year, the time before that in New Brunswick
that the state pa&ment in lieu of taxes had been &
hundred and ten thousand dollars for roughly three
milliion dollars worth of lancd and facillitles in the
university. Now, that was set, I belleve the last
year, as I say, prior to last year, was 1951. VWell,
in the period from 1951 to 1970, Rutgers acquired more
propertles in New Brunswick, sc that there should be
some kind of a formula for every inch of land that the
state acquires, there should be some reasonable ratio
of payment for that benef'it. Now, there is currently
a situation where if they owned, you know, sSo many
acres, you are entitled to, I think it's land tax,

but 1t's based on the value of the land at the time

of acquiaitién. Well, you know, number one, we have

rio records, some of it goes back two hundred years,.and
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number two, the value of it at acquisition has nothing
to do with the value for it right now. And, yet,

the cost of providing service particularly in a
central city that's going up and up. Having the

poor, having the aged, having the disadvantaged or
concentrating those groups while they have the least
ability to pay, they have the most need for services.
And, yet, I think that 1f you consider our children,
say as a resource, 1it's Important to us that the

dlld whose going to high school or grammar school in
New Brunswick, or Oshkosh or Wayne, or Short Hills,

or somewhere 1ln anywhere across the country, that

they get, you know, the best education that can be
provided for thelr potentlal, because ten years from
now, they might be settled here in New Brunswick, or
your town or somewheres else, So 1t's a resource.
And, yet, 1f we ask only those citizens within the

-- Within the conflnes of the central clty to provide
not only the normal but in most cases special educationa]
requirements, we box them in and deprive them,of no
fault at their own.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Any other questions?
MR. GUNTSCH: Mayor, would it be unfair to

ask what your in lieu payment 18 now?

MAYOR SHEEHAN: Last -- it was a hundred and
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ten last year and they gave us an additional fifty-
five thousand. So we now get a hundred and sixty-
five thousand.

MR. QGUNTSCH: Do you have any ldea what the
fair market value of the university is at the present
time?

MAYOR SHEEHAN: I would be hesitant to say
exactly, because I am not sure what you mean by fair
market value. We assume, true value, based on our
current taxation, it would be over three million.

MRS. KLEIN: What proportion of your tax --
taxes go for public education?

MAYOR SHEEHAN: About sixty-eight percent
of our, you know, the local -- locally raised property
tax.

MRS. KLEIN: And on this evaluation of the
house at seventy-five hundred, what percentage of
true value is that?

MAYOR SHEEHAN: Well, it's in theory, fifty
percent. Although, we have been disputing with the
county.

MRS. KLEIN: About a fifteen thousand dollar
house?

MAYOR SHEEHAN: Right.

MRS. KLEIN: Thank you.
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Any other questions?

Thank you, very much.

MAYOR SHEEHAN: And, again, my congratulations
on your being here.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Thank you. Thanks for
the use of the hall.

Oour next witness 1s Mr. Louls Schick,

Tax Accessor, New Brunswick.

MR. SCHICK: Although I am the accessor
here in the city, I am here as a homeoﬁner, rather
than 1n any officlal capacity.

All accessors are famillar with the three
approaches to value, which are reproductions and costs
less the depreciation, sales, and the income approach.
In my estimation, the income approach when used as a
gulde to value 1is discriminatory. The homeowner is
penalized by being denied this approach, which
invariably produces the lowest ultimate value. The
homeowners should only rely on sales reproduction.

In the recent years these prices have skyrocketed. In
essence, the income approach forces the homeowner into
a partnership with the investor or speculator, a
partnership in which the homeowner can only lose,.

To the income approach, increases in tax rates make

it incumbent on the Court when an appeal is heard to
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lower its assessment, and the difference in dollars

to be picked up by someone, and the someone being the
ocwners of dwelling properties. When a spectulator

or investor can present a profit and loss statement
showing that he's losing money, he inevitatly recelves
& tax reduction, and if the homeowner, confirming the
fact that he was out of work for months, and his
assessment remains the same,

For example, Mr. "A", a spectulator,
purchases a group of garden apartments. EHe finds
that he's not earning the money he antlcipated. So
the first thing he attacks 1s the accessment. The
tax appeal 1s filed with flgures showilng his gross
income and total expenses. The net income 1s
capitalized, and in view of the Court the accessment
1s too high, the Court then orders the reduction in
the accessment.

Let us further assume in this example that
the total true value of these garden apartments as
determined by the Court decision 1s three million
nine hundred and eighty-six thousand six hundred dollars,

being fhree hundred and seventy-five thousand six
hundred‘contributed to the land, and the remainder to

the improvements.

We have & taxpmyte of six dollars per hundred,
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and we assess another fifty percent ol true value.
So the effective tax rate 1s three percent. The
ultimate figure of three mlillion nine hundred eighty-
three thousand six hundred dollars 1s arrived from a
net profit of four hundred and eighty-eight thousand
five hundred and sixty dollars. It's done 1n the
followlng manner: If we capltalize the three hundred
and seventy-five thousand sil» hundred dollars
contributed to the land at ten percent which is seven
percent return on the value, plus the three percent
as the effective tax rate, we show the income from
the land at thirty-seven thousand five hundred and
sixty dollars. The remalning net income of four.
hunéred and fifty-one thousand 1s capltalized at
twelve and a half percent, being seven percent return
on the investment, three percent on the effective tax
rate, and two and a half rate percent depreciation.
This 18 producing a bullding value of three million
8ix hundred eighty-eight thousand dollars, which 1is
added to the thirty-seven sixty-five hundred land
value, and sustains ﬁhe Court's reasoning for .
determining the value through the income approach.
Now, let's suppose the following year the
tax rate jumps from the six dollars per hundred to _

seven dollars. Our effective tax rate 18 now three and
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a hall percent instead of three. 7The net income of
four hundred and elghty-eight thousand five hundred
and siity dollars remains the same. So we first
capitalize the three hundred and seventy-five thousand
'six hundred dollar land value at ten and a half
percent instead of ten, showing a return of thirty-nine
thousand four hundred and thirty-eight instead of

tiie thirty-seven five slity. We substract the thirty-
n ine four thirty-eight from the net 1ncome which leaves
four hundred and forty-nlne thousand one hundred and
twenty-five dollars as 1ncome attributed to the
improvements. This value capitalized at tlilrteen
percent instead of twelve and a half, agailn because
the cifective tax rate was Increased from three to
three and a half percent. By doing this we find the
value of the bullding to be three million four hundred
and fifty-Iour thousand eight hundred dollars. Total
value of land and bullding is now three million eight
hundred dollars -- pardon me, three million eight
hundred and thirty thousand four hundred dollars,
Instead of the three million nine eighty-three six,
merely because the tax rate increased. The investor
pays in taxes a hundred and thirty-four thousand

sixty-four dollars instead of a hundred and thirty-nine

thousand four hundred and twenty-six dollars. Through




the income approach, the investor saves approximately
five thousand dollars in taxes, because the tax rate
went up. The decreases in value on income propertles
brought about by the rate increases results in tax
rellef for the spectulators. The loss 1s passed on
Lo the homeowner, who is not permitted use the income
approach,

A town knows by preparing 1ts budget how
much money it needs to operate. If investors pay
hundreds of dollars in taxes, the remalnder must be
supplemented by the homeowner. When more money 1s
always needed the apartment 1s a tax rate 1ncrease,
again llke a cycle, this results in a decrease for
the investor, while no rellef 1s given to the owner
of private dwellings. The income approach ignores
the needs of individual property owners and perpetuates
discrimination.

As the situation ncw exlsts, there are three
approaches to value, for one type of property owner,
and two approaches for another. In my oplnion, the
legislature should be more closely attuned to the
problems of the dwelling property owner and equalize
approaches of value. The -- the constitution says
that ali property owners should be treated equally,

but the present tax structure doesn't rely on the
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statement, and I think a change should be made.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Thank you. Now,
perhaps you have questions, Mr. Haines.

MR, HAINES: I was very much interested in
the way Mr. Schick has presented his problem, because
it 1s one that all of us assessors are confronted with.
I'm just wondering, Lou, if you do have any specific
recommendations?

MR. SCHICK: Yes. I would eliminate the
income approach,

MR, HAINES: How would be get by the
income producing property owners, 1f we eliminate that?

MR, SCHICK: Well, of course, I don't how
fair it is, but if a man willingly goes intc an
investment, he has to take the risk. If he -- if 1it's
profitable, well so much the better for him. But 1if
he loses, he made -- exercised poor Judgement. I
should think that it's his fault, and not my fault.
We can approach the values of the income property
in the same manner that we approach the values of
the dwelling, depreciation and sales., I don't see
why the homeowner should become a partner and losers
to the investor.

MR, HAINES: Thank you.

MRS, KLEIN: Mr. Schick, is this income
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aprroach used oniy un apartments, or is it used --

MR. OCHICK: Commercial propertles. All
commerclal properties.

MRS. KLEIN: How 4o you account for tle
lacl when the tax rate goes up, the landlord usually
asks for lidgher rents --

MR, OSCHICK: Well, some dv and some don't.
Come can'l because o: leases. Of course, thelr way
of’ combating a tax increase 1s by high rentals.

MRS, KLEIN: You Just indlcated that 1f you
have a rate in taxes, thelr rate goes down.

MR, SCHICK: I sald when -- we assume the
tax rate went up, and the owner of the apartmenits did
not ralse the rent, he had the same income, the same
expenses, this will produce a lower value to his
property.

MRS, KLEIN: Do you have a copy of that
statement?

MR, SCHICK: Yes.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Well, it will be in the
record, as well,

Any further questions?

MRS. KLEIN: No. Thank you.

MR. JOHNSON: Yes. Mr. Schick, in reference

to you, and Mr. Haines, i1s it not a fact that any one
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tax reduction is spread to all taxpayers equally?

MR, SCHICK: Well, yes. This 18 -- this
is part of my complaint. The reduction that the
investors get is spread -- 18 thrown on the backs of
the homeowner.

MR. GUNTSCH: 1It's also thrown on the backs
of the other businessmen., I think you should highlight
that. Not just homeowners. Because, 1f a particular
business is given a tax reduction, that additional
tax burden 1s spread all throughout the community,
including all other businesses.

MR, SCHICK: That's true. But it doesn't --
it doesn't alter the --the theme of what I am saying,
even if this businessman who pays extra taxes has the
income approach available to him. He, too, may have
received a slight reduction. The income approach 1s
not available to the homeowner.

MR. GUNTSCH: That's true, I understand that.

MR. SCHICK: This 1s what I am trying to say.

MR. QUNTSCH: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Thank you, Mr. Schick.

Next witness is Assemblyman Robert K. Haellg,
Jr., of Middlesex County.

ASSEMBLYMAN HAELIG: Mr. Chairman, members of

the Task Force C, my name is Robert K. Haellg, Jr. 1
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am a member of the New Jersey Assembly, representing
District 7-A, which includes the city of New Brunswick.

And first of all, I wish to thank you,

Mr. Johnson for calling this hearing in order that
public officilals and other citizens from the

New Brunswick area might have the opportunity to be
heard in connection with the local property tax question
and its relationship to the issue of lieu of tax
payments on state owned real property.

I also llke to commend so many members of
the commission for showing up today. You found a
parking space which demonstrates your persistance.
And most leglislative hearings that I have attended,
there hasn't been this many members, which every
committee has been holding a hearing.

I would like to begin by offering a few
general comments on the local property tax and its
position in our total tax structure.

Middlesex County, and more particular, my
own assembly district, qualifies rather well as a
microcosm of the entire state of New Jersey.

New Brunswick 18 an old city with many
problems which are typical of all of the older

cities in New Jersey.

Piscataway, North Brunswick and South Brunswick
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are rapidly expanding suburban communities.

Dunellen, Milltown and Jamesburg are small,
settled towns where further expansion 1s not possible
because of space limitatlons.

And Monroe, Plainsboro and Cranbury are still
virtually rural in character.

And, as a general rule, the severity of
problems which are encountered in each of Middlesex
County's twenty-five communities 18 directly related
to the level of the real property tax, and this
factor 1s self perpetuating.

The greater the problems, the higher the
tax which is necessary. The higher the tax, the
more insoluable the problems become.

Clearly, the chief responsibility of this

commission 18 to design a system of taxation in

New Jersey which will feature substantially lower propert

taxes in communities where real property taxes have
become virtually confiscatory.

In Middlesex County, the highest property
tax burden on a $30.000 home in 1970 was $1,356 in
Madison Township; the lowest property tax burden was
$558 in Plainsboro, a difference of $798 or a factor
of more‘than 2u5%,

A chart 1is attached which shows the actual
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tax rates 1in descending order for the 25 municipalities
of Middlesex County expressed as percentages of true
value for 1968 through 1970.

Clearly, this enormous differential, which
has very little relationship to ability to pay, is
the touchstone of the major inequity in the structure
of taxation in New Jersey and the source of many of
our state's most perplexing problems.

I will specifically enlarge upon two
aspects of the property tax question as they relate
to a significant segment of the people in my district.

One aspect alludes to the enormous economlic anf
soclal damage which confiscatory property taxes bring
to bear upon our elderly homeownlng citizens.

I commend your particular attention to the
testimony before this committee presented on April 22nd
by Mr. George Tuttle, Administrative Analyst of the
Board of Fimnce of the Clty of Paterson.

I endorse his suggestion that all homeowners
and rentpayers aged 65 and over receive direct
reimbursement for all property taxes in excess of 10%
of income and I wish to emphasize that, even with the
present level of property taxation, such a program
would cost a maximum of $11 million per year.

My own legislative proposal, which was
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introduced in the Generzl Assembly as Assembly
Concurrent Resolution $39 on January 13, 1970, would
extend the real estate tax deduction to rentpayers at
one-half the current rates for veterans and senior
citizens,

There has also been considerable debate
in recent years regarding the question of the state's
responsibility to municipalities which have
substantial tax exempt state-owned properties,

One legislator, for instance, has
introduced legislation which would ultimately
compensate municipalities for 373% of the tax revenue
they would recelve if the tax-exempt land and
improvements were on the municipal tax rolls at full
assessed value.

The problem with this legislation is that it
would take 15 years for full funding and that it
fails to account for the simple fact that most of
these municipalities do not provide any educational
services for those who use the tax exempt property.

To ask the state to compensate the
municipalities 1n accordance with the total tax rate
(including school taxes) may make pleasant headlines,
but the proposition is difficult to defend on a

rational basis.




26

I have introduced legislation (Assembly Bill
#1152) which would provide a more realistic response
to this problem.

My bill would compensate these municipalities
as a function of the combined county and local purpose
tax rate, with school tax rates excluded.

Thus, New Brunswlck and Piscataway Township,
which provide police and fire protection rfor tax
exempt property and which absorb costs for sanitation
and road maintenance, would receive compensation based,
to a significant degree, on the municipal services
they provide.

The proposed legislation also recognizes that
the costs of county government are increased by the
exlstence of tax-exempt properties and the state would
also pay 1ts fair share in this regard.

It would provide additional compensation,
based on 1970 local tax rates, of $1,260,000 for
New Brunswick and $425,000 for Piscataway.

The total cost for the state, based on full
funding after four years, would be $13,500,000 annually.

Additionally, in places like Piscataway
Townshlp, consideration should be given to mandating
dollar-for-dollar reimbursement in accordance with the

direct and indirect cost of providing educational
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facilitles for the children of parents who live on
state owned property like the Rutgers University campus.

In my opinion, these proposed programs have
two very attractive features:

1. They can be sold to the legislature on a
coherent and rational basis because the formulae
reflect, to a considerable degree, the costs for the
services which the municipalities actually provide
to the property in question.

2. The total cost of the programs would be
more in line with the fiscal capabllities of the
state government than some other proposals.

The programs would also provide additional
benefits for other Middlesex County communities such
as Edlson, North Brunswick, Woodbridge, East Brunswick
and Perth Amboy.

It is my hope that when the commission
reports back later this year with its recommendations
for a comprehensive tax reform in New Jersey, that
some consideration will be given to these remarks
and recommendations.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Thank you, Assemblyman
Haellg. %You referred to the modest cost of your

proposal. The legislature has provided some gglective

financile;1 relief to Trenton and to Newark, perhaps
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elsewhere, I am not aware of it, 1f you have -- how
would you dovetall what you have done, and of the
cities which you propose here?

ASSEMBLYMAN HAELIG: Well --

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: And how far 1is this
going to ripple?

ASSEMBLYMAN HAELIC: Well, I made these
proposals without taking into consideration the full
context of tax reform. There would be five hundred
pages of testimony instead of over five, if any of
us had to go into detail on the entire reform question.

New Brunswick is getting about three
hundred thousand dollars a year. This year an
additional urban aid, which if my own program had
been implemented thils year, 1s about the same amount
of money as they would have gotten during the first
year, of twenty-five percent funding of the program.
So that I think you're golng to have to consider all
of the contributions that the state government 1s now
making and convert all of these contributions plus
whatever equitable additional contributions have to
be made to provide Justice for all of the people of
the state and create an entire comprehensive program.
The question of tax reform is typed up in so many

economic questions, some people ought to pay more,
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and other people ought to pay less. Some businesses
ought to pay more, and others probably ought to pay
less. There ought to be some considerations given

to whether or not the tax structure ought to be based
more on abllity to pay than upon the property tax base.

So all of these questions are significant,
and I don't propose to be able to provide answers to
all of them. But I think, from an economic standpoint
that everybody ought to pay what he can afford to pay
in terms of services,

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Aside from the Tuttle
suggestion, with respect to rentpayers, do you have
any other specific proposals as to how we could make
the property tax more equitable along the lines of
ablility to pay?

ASSEMBLYMAN HAELIG: Well, the way to make
the property tax more equitable is to reduce it where
it's too high, which 18 a very over simplification,
if I ever heard one. Obviously, if you reduce it
where 1t's too high, you either have to cut back the
services that are provided by the property tax, or
you have to replace 1t with some other form of taxation.

Now, politicians seem to be shyling away
from th&t half of the question. And the other half is

easy to pontificate about, because it involves a
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reduction in taxes. The other hall involves an increase
in taxes.

I might say there are very few alternatives
avallable to the commission in this respect. In order
to respgond to the public interest, you're golng to
have to convince them that you have a program that they
can buy.

Now, if you're going to reduce the property
tax and replace it with something else, and you
recommend & graduated income tax as a foundation stone
of a complete comprehensive tax reform program, I
think you have a chance to sell i1t to the public.

CHAIRMAN JOUHNSCON: As I saild at the outset,
it's not within the purview of this Task Force to
recommend any tax.

ASSEMBLYMAN HAELIG: Well, another
alternative that the commission can consider 1is what
about a property tax on a state-wide basis rather than
on a municipal basis? These are alternatives I'm
simply suggesting. I don't propose to endorse any of
them at this time.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Any questions?

MR. QUNTSCH: No.

MRS, KLEIN: Do you feel that ten percent of

income that you set on property tax for people over




sixty-five -- we have had proposals -- we have had
proposals that there be a 1limit such as that on
everybody's property tax as they do in Holland, we
were told. How does that sound to you? If you put
that on people over s8ixty-five this means that cther
people are probably golng to end up paying a lot more
than ten percent of thelr income.

ASSEMBLYMAN HAELIG: Well, what it means
is that you're going to add eleven million dollars
to everybody else's taxes in the state. That's how
much the program costs.

MRS, KLEIN: Would you propose that that
be reimbursed from the state or spread over the rest
of the property tax?

ASSEMBLYMAN HAELIG: Well, if you do propose
that program on the existing tax structure and you
propose to add 1t to the municipal tax burden, I
wouldn't support 1t. I think as the general rule
the legislature should not impose additional
responsibilities on local government at this time,
wlthout also with giving them the money to meet the
responsibilities., This 1s a complaint that local
officlals make all the time.

So far as the ten percent limitation on

the property tax is concerned, I think that if --
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if you're going to form the tax structure, the
commission ought to consider placing a constitutional
l1imitation on the level of the property tax, like --
like some other states do. I am thinking particularly
of Washington, state of Washington. There 18 a
constitutional limitatlon of the property tax.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSCN: What is that limitation?

What's the nature of that?

ASSEMBLYMAN HAELIG: The nature of that
limitation 1s a percentage of true value, I think.
And this, of course, has served to make that state
tax structure more equitable than the tax structure of
many other states.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSCN: Any further questions?

ASSEZMBLYMAN HAELIG: To force the state
government to come to gripes with the fiscal dilemma,
one, the tax rate has reached the limitatlon level.

MRS. KLEIN: I understand that that kind
of limitation has forced the closing of schools,
because, you know, they had the constitutional limit,
and that was 1it.

ASSEMBLYMAN HAELIG: I recall vaguely
something like that. I rather doubt that the schools
have been closed in Ohlo all year.

MRS, KLEIN: In some towns it was closed for
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quite a whille,

MR. HAINES: Assemblyman, first of all, as
a member of this Task Force, I am mighty glad to see
a member of the leglslature indigent enough in our
problem to testify with us here like you have this
morning. I happen to be familiar with your ACR39,
as I am a member of the New Jersey State League of
Municipalities legislative Committee. We have studied
your proposal together with two or three others along
this line. The thing that bothers me about your
proposal 18 the administrative machinery tla& would
have to be set up.

Do you think that the aim of your leglslation
here would overcome the problems that --and the cost
that would be entalled to administer a program like
this, a reilmbursement --

ASSEMBLYMAN HAELIG: One of the nice things
about being a legislator 1s that we don't have to
assume the responsibilities for administering the
programs that we pass.

MR, HAINES: We do on the local level.

ASSEMBLYMAN HAELIG: The League of
Municipalities 1s constantly reminding us of this

fact for which we are eternally grateful. I don't

know whether I can comment effectively on that. I
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think there 1s an lnequity that exist here in
connection with the fact that property owners are

glven this exemption and rentpayers who pay property
taxes indirectly through the landlord are not given
this exemption. That's the problem that my legislation
18 directed to.

Now, 1f this legislation creates other
problems, obviously, I would like to know about then,
and, perhaps we can write some additional language
into the bill to make 1t easler to administer.

MR, HAINES: Well, that's one of the
things we are concerned about. It would be the cost
to the administration.

Just one other question regarding your
All152. Whether you are aware of it or not, but the
accessors during the past two years have been directed
to review our exempt list, and these have been put on
computers. And whether vou are aware, the most recent
report that came off of the computer about the last
1ist have to be submitted last year, that the amount
of exempt properties as a result -- of the accessors
being required to approach it from a more realistic
viewpoint than we have in the past, has just been
doubled in value.

Were you aware of this increase?




ASSEMBLYMAN HAELIG: I am aware insofar
as my own district is concerned that there has been
an enormous increase in the value of state owned
properties in New Brunswick and Piscataway Township,
because of the great expansion of Rutgers University.
And with that expansion have come some problems which
have resulted in some increases in cost for these
municipalities. And this 18 why I think this in lieu
tax question becomes more acute all the time.

MR. HAINES: My only reason 1ln asking that
question, Assemblyman,was the fact that you have
estimated a figure what you think it would cost the
state, and I am in favor of some legislation along
this line. I don't mean to be lobbying here, but the
thing is that I was wondering whether your suggested
figure was as a result of this tremendous increase as
1t has been reflected in the latest state study?

ASSEMBLYMAN HAZLIG: The fiscal note on
the bill was prepared a few months ago, so that it's
to the degree that they took this into consideration,
and 1t does reflect 1t, but not up to the minute.

MR, HAINES: Thank Yyou.

MRS. KLEIN: Vas that for all ciltizens,
or those with the certain income?

ASSEMBLYMAN HAELIG: He's talking about two
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different questions, Eleven million dollars pays the
bill for the program for senlor cltizens and veterans,
And thirteen and a half million dollars pays the bill
for the in lieu tax program that my bill promotes with
full funding after four years.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: All right., Further
questions?

Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN HAELIG:  Thank you.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Our next speaker 1s
another member of the assembly, Willliam E. Schluter,
Mercer County.

ASSEMBLYMAN SCHLUTER: @Good morning, ladies
and gentlemen, I am happy to be here today to give my
views on the very severe effects of the property tax
on municipalities where there 1s a high concentration
of publicly owned properties -- both land and
improvements. Efforts to overcome this problem are
often described as in-lieu tax payments. This
particular subject does not fit any one of the four
categories in your format, but rather, it involves
aspects of all.

I am sure that you have studled the report
of the Commission to Study the Adequacy of Existing

Laws Pertaining to Taxation of State Owned land by




local Taxing Districts formed by Joint Resolutions
in 1965, 1967, and 1969, and chalred by Assemblyman
Howard Woodson. My remarks will be directed at a
specific problem area, namely iwing Townshlp of
Mercer County. My position, however, 18 not to be
construed as belng entirely parochlal since the same
principles apply regardless of the municipality
designated.

Jnder present law, municipallities 1n New Jerse;
are reimbursed in a varlety oi ways. The Yurban aid"
program supplied 500,000 for Trenton in 1971 for
“services rendered'. The Rutgers University budget
includes $120,000 foi New Brunswick to compensate
Cor services and/or "loss’of ratables. N.J.S.A.54:4-2.1
allows those municipalities with 9% or more of state
land to blll New Jersey for payment of local taxes
hagsed o the value of the land at time of acqulsition.
Ewing Township, applying through the claims process,
has received approximately $25,000 per year under
this statute during the last several years. In
addition, the 1971 Claims Act willl carry an item
of approximately $75,000 comprised of past (unpaid)
claims between 1960 and 1968. The $29,000 provided
by the Sfate in its fiscal 1972 budget represents

less than 1/3 of one percent of the value of state
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lands and buildings in Ewing, which property constitutes
over 24% of total Township reatables,

Under other sections of state law, three
Bergen County munlcipalities whose land area covers pard
of the Palisades Interstate Park are eligible to apply
for taxes to cover land at full current values. And,
t'inally, recent legislation establishing a sports
complex 1n the Hackensack Meadowlanads contemplates
a State payment to zast Rutherford oi' 10% of the
total amount to ve raised thrcugh taxes,

Under the present formula, funds provided
Ewing Township are woeiully 1inadequate when
considering the costs sustained because of state
owned land and bulldings. The uniqueness of Ewing's
situation results from the fact that there 1s a
high concentration oi buildings and improvements on the
state land. In virtually all other cases in New Jersey
where the 3State owns over 9% of the land area, such
land 1s used for conservation or "open space"
purposes. Major State facilitles in Ewing Township
are: State Home for Girls, New Jersey School for the
Deaf, State Transportation Department and Shops, State
Farm, New Jersey State Police, Trenton Psychlatric Hospi

Trenton State College, Delaware River Basin Commission

Several examples will demonstrate the

tal,




inordinate cost burden of these propertiles.
Trenton Psychlatric Hoaplital has announced plans
to build five new 'residences’', each with four
bedrooms, on the grounds of the Trenton pPsychiatric
Hospital. The municipality will receive no property
taxes for these residences. Nine new policemen have
been added to kwing's Lorce in 1971 at an aggregate
cust of $150,000, 5ix of these are the direct result
of traffic ana law enforcement problems at Trenton
state College. (The March 20, 1971 edition of the
Trentonilan carried a story of the extensive
investigative work by a team oi three welng policemen whp
apprehended an undergraduate selling drugs 1in one of
the dormitories.) Jsewer costs for the entire Township
in 1970 were $2€5,00C more than payments received
I'rom customers. JSince the State pays no property taxes
even though owning 243% of the ratables, all of
this excess had to be borne by the local tax rate,
The Transportation Department complex at Parkway
Avenue and Lower Ferry Koad excuses itself from paying
any in-lieu taxes under 54:4-2.1 on the basis that
such land is in the "highway, bridge or tunnel”
exclusion of the statute,

The State facilitles located in Ewing are

established. They are not the type that can be "soid"




to private investors, leased back by the State, and
thereby put in a position to carry thelr tax load.

Such inequities are only a few of the more
ma jor ones -- and these inequities are compounded yearly
under our distorted property tax system. The tax rate
in Ewing increased over %0 points in 1971 (11%) and
would have been up by 150 points were it not for a
local bond issue that covered many fringe"” costs.
Ewing has a tax rate ol appro.imately $9.60 based on
50% valuation. A total of $8,400,000 must be raised
in 1971 for all purposes, including $573,000 for the
municipal budget alone.

Why is uwwing Townshlp, a "normal’ suburban
community with 32,000 residents, in which dire
straights® Simply stated, the State properties in
tWwing do nothing to improve the economic base of the
Township (except to the extent of a $2y,000 annual
in-lieu payment) even though these properties comprise
243% of the total assessed valuation, and 144 of the
land area. 1t can be argued that state owned bulldings
in the City of Trenton at least attract commerce to the
downtown area. This 18 not the case in Ewing. The
State College is used by "transients', the inmates
of the institutions add nothing to local trade, and

mo8t of the workers in the offlices and faclllities
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return to their humes to do their shoppingz (a relative
f'ew of these homes are in Ewing.)

Trenton, with all its problems involving
State bulldings, has consliderably less land occupled
by tnese facllities. Moreover, only 12% of total
ratables represcent State property. Yet Trenton
receives in 1571 $500,00¢ for "in-lieu' services,

Nev. Brunswick has a high percent of its total
vaiuatlion in Ctate property (Rutgers) and it receives
$120,000 yeariy pilus urban aid.

My remarks have obviously sounded parochial --
because bkwing Township 1s in a uniquely difficult
situation. This is not to assert that other
municipalities iIn New Jersey 4o not have equlivalent
problems because of tax exempt property in one
category or ancther. I only wish to highlight one
o’ the severest of the prablems. Perhaps the
answer is 1n a statewlde reform of the property tax
system. My view 1s that such a reform would have tc be
heavily augmented by in-lieu tax payments.

Ewing 1s at the other end of the scale from
the Teterboros with respect to the impact of
property taxes. If the property tax is to play any
aubstantial role in New Jersey's future revenue pattern,

there must be adjustments where such heavy concentration%




oi' tax exempt property exlsts,.

In order to alleviate the problem for Lwing,
I have introduced legislation (Assembly Bill 2408) which
would increase the formula payments [or those
municipalities which quaiify under 54:4-2.1 if over
75% of the State lana area 1s 'develuped . This
approach involving aaditional compensation for
“developed' land as opposed to open space' 1s in line
with the recommendation of the C:mmisslion studylng
taxatlion of stateownec lands.

Coples uf this bill are attached. The
measure was released from the fAssembly Appropriations
Committee and given second reading Jjust yesterday --
May 3, 1971.

I am confident that your panel of thils very
ausplcious Tax Policy Committee will give this situation
the consideration which it so obviously deserves.
Simple equity and justice demand that properties
which enjoy the benefits of local services should
share in the costs.

Thank you.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Thank you, Assemblyman.
You have said, 1f I understood correctly, that Ewing
receive# twenty-nine thousand for twenty-nine million

two 1n ratables. Is that right?
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ASSEMBI.YMAN SCHLUTER: That's correct.
Twenty-nine in excess of twenty-nine million at
fifty percent,

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Now, Trenton's in lileu
of payment went up from sixty thousand to a half
million this year, i1s that right?

ASSEMBLYMAN SCHLUTER: That is correct.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Trenton's state owned
properties are twelve percent of the total city
ratables, right?

ASSEMBLYMAN SCHLUTER: Right.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: What 1s the value of the
state bulldings in Trenton, state buildings? Do
you know, offhand?

ASSEMBLYMAN SCHLUTER: I have that figure,
Mr. Johnson, if you will give me half a minute to
dig it out. It might take more than a half a minute.
Maybe you can continue with your other questions.

MR. HAINES: Assembly, while you're digging
up that question, first of all, I am glad to see you
here, and I have had some correspondence in the past --
the thing that bothers most of the assessors, and I
see a few of my aggsessing friends in the audience, 1is
that the state statute that tie® down the computation

r liew ents to the cost
of in liew payments to °%% of acquisition of state
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lands. You really think that this 18 a falr -- a
fair way to tie down these in lieu payments? Because,
all the rest of the property owners throughout the
state have had to absorb the increased cost of the
property, and this is -- this 1s, in my opinion, has
been a most unsavory situation.

ASSEMBLYMAN SCHLUTER: Sir, no, I do not
think it's fair. I do not think 1it's fair on two
basis. Number one, you have a different standard
under this section that I related here and the aection
applying to the Paliscades Park Commission.

Number two, I think that the reason that it's based

on the value of the land at time of acquisition was

to counter balance other provisions in the legislation
in order to get it passed.

MR. HAINES: I was glad to see that your
testimony indicated you're in favor of a reform, but
a complete reform of the property tax situation, of
course, that what we are confronted with. And, also,
I am glad to see this A-2408. You can rest assured
that it's golng to be considered, because I happen to
come from a municipality where we have two large
state institutions. Of course, we have a considerably
more in land area, but I am concerned about some of

these 1n lieu statutes. I think they need to be




45

updated.

If there isn't some other way, the state
reimbursing the municipallity for these services, that
the municipalities are furnishing. Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN SCHLUTER: I have, incidentally,
Mr. Johnson, I have that figure. I will have to gilve
it to you in relative values, because I have two
different figures on the asgessed value of Ewing
Townshlp. But I have it here as being approximately
ten percent more than Ewing, 1n the value of the
ratables for the city of Trenton.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Do you have the dollar
value of the state buildings and land in the city?

ASSEMBLYMAN SCHLUTER: I have a figure,
but a different base, 1t's roughly twenty-four and
a half million dollars, dollar value. And 1 presume
that 18 at fifty percent level.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Yes. I was going to say -

ASSEMBLYMAN SCHLUTER: This -- this particular
calculation was given to me by Legislative Research,
and the comparable to the Ewing i1s two hundred twenty-
two million compared to the twenty-nine which I have
in these figures.

| CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: So Trenton was receiving

this year a half million dollars of in llieu payments on
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roughly, total value of say fifty thousand dollars?

ASSEMBLYMAN SCHILUTER: Yes.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: All right. Mr. Mowery,
do you have a question?

MR, MOWERY: One interesting note here, 1
see state farms have a total gss:essed value of a
million two hundred and thirty-four thousand. But,
also notice 1n driving through West Trenton, it does
provide qulte a nice buffer zone for Lwing Townshilp.
Would you agree with that, assemblyman?

ASSEMBLYMAN SCHLUTER: Yes, I do. It 18 a
part of the land and property zoned by the Department
of Institutions and Agencies that 1s adjacent to the
State Police, and this is -- this 1s correct, yes.
And even though this 1s in the B111 2408, this would
come under the definition of developed lands. I would
have to admit that it 1s more open space than would be
normally attributed.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Well, some of this land
is productive, is it not?

ASSEMBLYMAN SCHLUTER: Yes, it is. Yes.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Are you finished?

MR. QUNTSCH: No questions.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN SCHLUTER: Thank you.
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CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Our next speaker,

Mayor Robert W. Cawley of Princeton. 1Is Mayor Cawley
in the room?
(No response.)

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Mr. John L. Burnham of
Linden.

Mr. Burnham, are you representing yourselfl
or an organization?

MR. BURNHAM: My interest is in this
questlion, as a tenant who pays very high rent,

Mr., Chalrman.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: This 1s personal
testimony”

MR. BURNHAM: Yes, sir. I live in Linden.
I'm strictly an amature on taxes, and I hope the
professionals will excuse me.

Mr. Chairman, would you allow me to say one
sentence in my presentation which 18 outside the
guldelines for these presentations?

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: If you don't go beyond
that.

MR. BURNHAM: Yes, sir.

The outline of the l1deas I would 1like to

discuss is as follows: Filrst, the economic impact

of New Jersey Property Taxes gtems essentially from
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high tax rates. Secondly, measures to deal with
specific problems resulting from property taxes
won't work unless ratea are substantially lowered,
first.

Thirdly, to replace revenues lost 1in
a property tax reduction, a general gross receipt
tax is recommended, similar to the present electric
utility gross recelpts tax, except applylng to all
businesses,

Fourth, to compensate further for the
unfavorable impact of property taxes, the tax base
might be changed from accessed valuation to combination
of dwelling units and land acreage, with no
conslderation of dollar value.

The first point, the economic impaet of
New Jersey property taxes stems essentlially from
high tax rates. Any tax that goes sky-high will have
an economic impact, and probably an unfavorable one
introducing distortions and inefficlencies into the
affected economy. Federal income taxes are one
example; New Jersey property taxss are another.

Two examples of unfavorable property tax
Impact are -

(a) The unregulated subsidizing of

households well below the economic median. With the
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increasing importance of government services and
subsidies at all levels, this characteristic changes
the ball game completely from what it was when assessed
valuation taxes were originally worked out. In Linden,
for example, municipal and county services will cost
about $20 million dollars in 1971, or roughly $500
dollars per inhabitant. Suppose a below-medlan family
of 5 18 1living in a $75 a month apartment; their
contribution to the general municipal and county
revenues such as through licenses and fees will
probably be negligible; their indirect contribution
to tax revenues through rent payment will amount to
about $200, but there 1is no reason to expect their
drain on the city treasury will be any less than
average. Therefore, the city 1is subsidizing this
sample family in the amount of $2500 less $200, or
42,300 a year.

While in Linden an unusually high value
industrial tax hase eases the subsidizing squeeze,
in more typical municipalities this $2,300 subsidy comes
largely from the pockets of near - and above - median
taxpayers principally in smaller households,

(b) A second effect of high property
taxes 18 to discourage the bullding of high-density

housing for families., This effect comes in the form
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of over-restriction, over-regulation, and nit-picking
zoning; it 1s assoclated with high rents and general

stagnation. The tendency to discourage needed housing

is based largely on the fear of overloading school systems

which will require still greater property taxes to expanp.

Thus partents enacting housing restrictions
force their grown children to leave the community
to find an economical place to live. Farmland-
devouring suburbs continue to expand in order to house
young families escapling the stagnated municipalities.
Transportion problems are multiplied.

Unregulated subsides and over restricted
housing are two examples of the unfavorable impact
of high property taxes. The Committee is no doubt
aware of many others,

2. Measures to deal with specific problems
resulting from property taxes won't work unless rates
are substantially lowered first. To put 1t another
way, 1f property taxes were very low, thelr impact
would be negligible; moreover, I bellieve whatever
changes are made in collecting these taxes, at best
only new problems will replace the present ones unless
overall tax rates are, on the average, reduced to one-hal
or less‘their present amount.

3. To replace revenues lost in a property

L £
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tax reduction a General QGross Recelpts tax 1s recommended,
similar to the present electric unility Gross Receipts
Tax ecept applying to all businesses. The tax would

be collected by the State of New Jersey and distributed
to municipalities. Financial institutions would

ante in along with manufacturers, wholesalers,

retailers and services.

To briefly mention some advantages of this
tax, 1t could replace the State Sales Tax, since its
effect on retall sales would he the same, but its
administration would be much simpler. It could also
possibly replace the Corporation Business Tax, Corporate
Net Income Tax, State Business Personal Property Tax,
Retall Gross Receipts Tax, and Unincorporated Business
Tax, In fact, the sum of all these taxes amounts
roughly to a General Gross Receipts Tax in any case.

It would forestall enactment of any more of the
relatively inefficient and unpopular local city

sales taxes. Most important, it would provide a
fully adequate, straightforward replacement for local
property tax revenue,

4, To compensate further for the unfavorable
impact of property taxes, the tax base might be changed
from aséeaaed valuation to a combination of dwelling

units and land acreage, with no consideration of dollar
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value. The proposal amounts to a flat-rate tax

system, wherein each dwelling unit would be subject

to a yearly charge uniform throughout a municipality;
each acre of land would also be taxed the same as

every other acre. The proportion of tax revenue derived
from dwelling units, as compared with that from land,
would be decided locally.

The general advantage of this proposal
1s that the taxes will be collected more in accordance
with how they are spent, but will on a broad enough
base not to cause undue hardship in most cases.
Getting back to the two disadvantages of present
property taxes mentioned earlier, the flat-rate
dwelling unit and land taxes will deal with them
as follows -

(a) Unregulated subsidies: a flat-rate
dwelling unit tax of any fiscal importance would force
the problem of hidden, unregulated subsidies out into
the open, where some positive public decisions could
be made about them. At a tax rate of $300 per
dwelling-unit per year, for instance, landlords renting
units for presently $60 a month would have to raise
the rent to roughly $75 to foot the extra tax bill
on lower-value residential properfy. An average

increase of 25% in lower-income housing rentals will
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probably cause pressure for legislated rent subsidies.

This process might appear to be taking money out of
one pocket (subsidies) to put it in another (taxes) -

but it would have the important advantage of being an

explicit decision to support people in a certain economif

category, as compared to the unplanned and frustrating

drift into the present subsidlzing situation.

(b) Next, how the flat-rate dwelling unit
tax could alleviate over-restriction of housing
construction: 1f the dwelling-unit tax pald most of

the entire school bill for a municipality perhaps

the greatest obstacle to new housing would be removed.

Each new dwelling unit, whether in high - or low-
density or -income housing would produce a unifomm,
predictable addition to tax revenues. It would only
be necessary to insure housing construction was
approximately balanced between various income and
age groups, to insure adequate revenues for schools.
In conclusion, let me re-emphasize that in
all probab;lity no proposal to reform New Jersey
property tax will be successful unless rates are
reduced to one-half or less of their present
amount on the average. Since a corresponding
reduction of expenditures appears politically

unfeasible, 1t will be necessary to derive the

y
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replacement revenue from another source, such as the
General Gross Recelpts Tax 1 recommended,

Mr. Chairman, thank you for allowing me to
appear before this committee.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Thank you, Mr. Burnham.
Now, do we have questions?

MR. HAINLES: My only question, sir, is, are
you familiar how the present rates are computed?

Mk. BURNHAM: As I understand it, they're
based on a certain percentage of the accessed market
valuation, true valuation, typically fifty percent.
And then the tax rate is established locally to be
a certain number of aollars per hundred dollars of that
percentage in valuation. Is that right?

MR. HAIN&S: Not exactly right, but,
thank you.

MR, MOWERY: No questions.

MRS. KLEIN: No.

MR, GUNTSCH: Yes, I have a question. I
wonder why you, as a replacement tax have selected the
General Gross Receipts Tax?

MR. BURNHAM: There are a great number of
state administered taxes on businesses, for instance,
the sales tax, the corporate business tax, corporate

net income tax, state business, personal property tax,
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retall gross receipt tax and unincorporated business
tax, which praccically amount to general gross
recelpts tax as 1t 1s, sir. In using the dwelling
unlt and land acreage flat rate system, a general
gross receipts tax would allow you to derive income
from industries you would lose when you abandon the
accessed valuation. That's another reason. Did I
make that clear?

MR, GUNTSCH: No. No, not really.

MR. BURNHAM: In Linden, for instance, which
1s an unusual case, about seventy-five percent of the
tax revenues are derived from industry. Now, under
a typical setup using a Ilat rate dwelling unit and
land acreage tax, only thirty-five or forty percent
of the municipal revenues would come from the local
industry, see. If local 1lndustry were taxed in the
same way, the local electric utilities are in Linden,
that 18 to say taxed by the state, and the returns
distributed to the city --

CHAIRMAN JOHNSCN: Will you keep this brief,
because we are wondering --

MR. BURNHAM: Yes. I'm sorry. He will get
this revenue back from local industry.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Thank you.

MR. BURNHAM: I'm sorry.
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CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Allright.

A SPEAKAR: If one is not on the agenda,
will they have an opportunity to speak?

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Yes. We are calling
the witnesses in order which they have registered,
and if you have not registered and 1f you do 8o now,
we wlll be glad to call you. You can register with
Mr. Dyke, please.

Qur next witness is Mr. William Richardson,
Raritan Valley Reglonal Chamber of Commerce.

MR, RICHARDSON: Mr. Chairman, ladiles
and gentlemen of the Task Force C Public Hearing,
my name is William M. Richardson, President of the
Raritan Valley Regional Chamber of Commerce. I
thought it was important that 1 express our support
for particularly in lieu of tax payments and add our
support to that as voiced by other municipal officlals
and leglislatures that have appeared and willl appear
here today. I would ask the indulgence of the
committee, since 1 am not an expert in these tax
matters that I waild not submit to questioning
following my brief statement.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: You prefer not to be
questioned?

MR, RICHARDSON: I would.
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CHATRMAN JOHNSON: All right.

MR. RICHARDSON: I don't belleve that I
have to lmpress upon you gentlemen the urgent need
for local property tax reform in New Jersey.

In fiscal 1969, New Jersey ranked second
among the fifty states in the per capita levy of
$226.68 in property taxes. Property taxes levied
for education in New Jersey totaled $1.1 billion
in 1970 or almost three times that raised in 1960.

Most of us are 1n agreement that the local
property tax system is in need of reform in order to
provide a more equilitable way of taxing our homeowners,
particularly those who are living on a fixed income
or are 1n the lower socloeconomic bracket.

We wlill, in all probablility, find a divergent
opinion in the manner of effecting that reform through
other means of taxation in order to provide the necessary
governmental services.

I1'm not here to speak to that or to
necessarily offer solutions. There are many better
equipped than I who can address themselves to the
ultimate solution.

I would, however, llke to call your attention
to those communities like New Brunswick who not only

share the local property tax burden of all New Jersey
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comumunities but who have that burden weighted more
heavily because of tax exempt state owned bulldings
and land located within their boundaries.

Our state university, Rutgers, provides
educational opportunities for all oi our States
citizens but at the same time consumes almost one-third
of the land area of the City of ilew Brunswlck.

We're both proud and pleased to be the home
of the Universlty yet at the same taime we must take
cognizance ot the financial plight of an older city
llke New Brunswick.

The City of New Brunswick provides the
university with police and fire protection and absorbs
'Ther costs such as sanitation and road maintenance
well 1n excess of the current reimbursement of those
services. 1In addition New Brunswick's share of
the cost of county government 18 increased by the
very existence of the University's tax exempt property.

legislation to provide payments to
municipalities, like New Brunswick and Piscataway,
in-lieu-of taxes for state owned properties has been
introduced in various forms by Senator Norman Tanzman,
Assemblyman Robert Haelig and Assemblyman Peter
Garibaldi.

Senator Tanzman's Bill S-288 provides that
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that all state owned land except those held for
highway, bridge or tunnel purposes shall be taxed in
the municipality where the lands and improvements are
located, for municipal, county and local school
purposes. Assessment to be at 75% of the level at
which all other lands and improvements are assessed
but during the first 5 years the per cent is to be
50% and during the next 5 years 60%.

Assemblyman Haelig's Bill A-1152 differs in
that it would exclude school taxes and cover
compensation for only services actually provided by the
municipality such as sanitation, road maintenance,
police and fire protection.

Assemblyman Garibaldi's Bill A-1057 differs
in the method of arriving at the formula. The
Tanzman Bill treats all municipalities wherein state
lands are situated the same. The Garibaldi Bill 1nc1udeF
an escalation clause taking into consideration tax
rates and reflected need of revenue. Mr. Geribaldi
estimates that his Bill would cost the state
approximately ten million dollars per year less
than the Tanzman method.

While the Chamber of Commerce agrees with the
concept bf all three proposals, we have endorsed thg

legislation advanced by Assemblyman Haelig as being
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more equitable.

At the same time, we would hope that if
meaningful local property tax reform is forthcoming
immediately tha t it encompass provision for payment in
lleu of taxes to municipalities for state owned
property.

Thank you for allowing me the opportunity
o' presenting the views o1 the Raritan Valley
Regional Chamber of Commerce at this hearing.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Thank you, Mr. Richardson.

MR, RICHARDSON: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Next speaker 1s
Mayor Donald Olsen of Perth Amboy.

MR. DYKE: Mayor Olsen had to leave, but
he submitted a statement.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: He submitted a statement.

Okay .

Mr. John Pasiecznik,

Is Mr. Pasiecznik in the room?

MR, PASIECZNIK: Yes.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Is this personal
testimony?

MR, PASIECZNIK: Yes, it is, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Chairman, members of the Task Farce C,

members of the assembly and governing body and fellow
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taxpayers, before I proceed, I would like to submit
some of my qualifications.

I have completed all of the tax accessors
courses at Rutgers, I am a licensed tax accessor, I
also have completed the course in real estate at
Rutgers, I have also -- I also have a license in
real estate and sales. I have also attended
American Institute courses as their qualificatinn
exam.

This matter of taxation 1s very dear to my
heart, and 1t's affecting the entire country, not
only New Jersey. Many of you people probably are
aware of this booklet put out by the New Jersey
Taxpayers Assoclation, and I would like to quote
from one section here: "The expenditures per pupil
where I live, in the community is spending nine
hundred and rifteen dollars per pupil, whereas a
neighboring community of Kenilworth of five six five,
which could also include other counties like Newark,
and Essex County, and also make comparisons of
southern New Jersey. This, it 1s quite apparent
that there 18 a great disparity in the cost and
quality'of education. These are synonymous.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: You're going to relate

that to the property tax?
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MR, PASIECZNIK: What's tiht?

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: You're golng to relate
that to the property tax?

MR. PASIECZNIK: Right. First of all, the
present system is not functionling, and I have a good
example in my own community. As you probably are
aware, there are -- the state puts out graph lists
which are usable sales for determining the ratios.
Well, a few years ago, I got deeply involved in this
matter and decided to investigate why after
reevaluation suddenly a ratio dropped and got penalized.
And in checking 1t over, I called the State House,
Mr. Glasler, Acting Director at the time, and found
that by examining the ratlios of vacant land,
residential, farfm and industrial, i1t was only one sale
in thé commercial zone. But 1n the way the state
calculates these ratios, they lump in the industry,
which knocked our ratio, instead of being up to
fifty, 1t was down to twenty-four. The accessor
apparently not being on the job, wasn't aware that
he had to fill the SR6 form to disqualify the sale
or investigate the sale, and apparently it wasn't
investigated., That error has costed our taxpayers
and home owners over a half million dollars., That's

quite a sheldcking and it was needless. It was
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something that should have never occurred. In fact,
I have coples from the -- what they call the SR3A
forms which show these statistics for two consecutlve
years, and nobody apparently worried about 1it.

As you probably read, Newark 18 now
carrying the highest tax burden of the whole
United States. If we intend, and I hope this is not
proposed, although some mention has been made of 1it,
of a state income tax, i1t will kill many communities.
I believe the governor of Michigan, Governor Mulligan
has proposed a commendable approach to this problem,
and that 1s, let the state take over the distribution
and control of costs for education. The bond of
indebtedness, and if you look at these figures again,
in this book, of the various towns, particularly the
older towns, it's fantastic.

It's not only school indebtedness, 1it's
municipal indebtedness, costs for urban renewal,
which admittedly will recup someday, hopefully.
Someday, it's been dismal fallure. And, yet, there's
no solution beilng offered to correct these inequities,

I have also -- I would like also to recommend
that the Task Force request that the variety of
county ratlos be abollished. It only confuses the

taxpayer.
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Initially, there was court cases and
hearings and task forces which permitted each county
to go on an individual basis from ten percent to &
hundred percent. This is -- serves no function
except it's confusing the taxpayer. It makes this
thing a big hocus-pocus. It should be stralght
forward a hundred percent everybody, industry and
so forth.

And one other recommendation I would like
to make, and that is a very serious recommendation,
is the revision of the reasons for a non-usable sales
that the tax board -- for the Tax Commission Trenton
permits. There's a lot of clever legal dodges that
are in these lists, and I am familiar with then,
because in some cases, right in my own municipality,
a piece of property, vacant land is owned, 1t turns
around, and through manuevers makes a quick deal on
it, disqualifies the sales so nobody knows what
happened,as to why it was accessed so low. Why it
so0ld for many times beyond what it was on the
accessment books. Also, corporations like in one
case I know, in my municipality, sells land to a
potential industrial firm. The firm builds a bullding,
and then they lease it back to the same company, and

this again doesn't appear on the books, because it's
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a nonusable sale. It's on the books so far what the
accessment was, and what was theoretically paid, but
to really get down to the nitty-gritty and come up
with a figure, it's impossible.

Also, I feel that this state is not doing
a proper function, I don't mean the local patrol
boards, like county tax boards, but I am referring
to Jjudiclal systems, where abnormal sums are awarded
for lands, and then for highway use and other publilc
uses. This 1is penalizing our taxpayers. I know in
one particular.case the land that was condemned for
highway purposes, where I live, in fact, a hundred
foot from my home, land value that sold to the state
was 8ix times what 1t was on the tax bill. This is
a fantastic differential, and either the accessor
hasn't been doing the job properly, or we're paying
a premium. And I believe California has very rigid
laws where the state appoints various individuals
that are qualified to make appraisals, and then render
it on the basis of what the values are rather than on
some fantastic high level.

I do have a series of questions. The first
question is: Why is the telephone industry exempt
from paying New Jersey sales tax?

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: That's outside the purview
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of this Task Force,

MR, PASIECZNIK: All right. Why 1isn't
vacant land accessed at full true value? I mean,
market value? In my community, industrial land 1is
accessed eighteen percent lower per acre than
residential. And, frankly, 1t should be even higher
than residential. This 18 quite a disparity. I
also feel that -- that the state aid -- school aid
based on ratios, instead of a more equitable method
should be instituted. And in addition, I would also
recommend that some legislation be posed for the
county tax appeal board be appointed on state license
qualifications, rather than on political consideration.
Some of these men have absolutely no background in
this business. They are appointed primarily for
political consideration. They should be required to
pass the state license per accessor, Jjust like the
local accessors are acquired to do.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Thank you. As Yyou know,
your time as run out. We may have questions.

MR, PASIECZNIK: Okay.

MR, HAINES: Sir, I Just like to inform
the witness that last week at the Newark Hearing, I
announced that all but six counties in the state are

now accesséng at a hundred percent. Well, based on
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the latest information that Jjust came out, I believe
it's been reduced to all but two, Somerset County --

A SPEAKER: Not yet.

MR, HAINES: And Middlesex County. The
only counties in the State that aren't assiessing --

MR, PASIECZNIK: Happy to hear that.

MR, HAINES: And, sir, vacant land 1is one'
of the hardest categories to assess in the state,
And if you can glve me a formula where I can keep
up to vacant land values, I will be very happy to

receive it. Because, we are attempting to receive
it at the same ratio.

MR, PASIECZNIK: Well, I can show you
specific examples --

MR, HAINES: There might be --

MR. PASIECZNIK: Where you have real estate
values, and you don't use the resale valuation. And
you're 1n derelict -- you're being in dereliction --
the only penalty he faces 1s i1f he falls to file a
tax role, it doesn't have to be an accurate tax role
by January 10, Is that correct? He can't be removed
from office, even -- after he's got tenure, as long
as he flles a form, whether it's inaccurate or even
half the value, such as -- we have to, up in

Peterboro, you can't remove him from office, is that
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correct?

MR. HAINES: That's your opinion.

MR. PASIECZNIK: That's the law.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Any other questions?

MR. GUNTSCH: No.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Thank you.

We are going to have a five minute recesﬁ.
(At which time there was a short recess.,

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: The hearing willl come
to order.

Our next witness 18 Mr. Willlam Schlechtweg,
Coordinating Committee to Save Open Space.

MR. SCHLECHTWEG: Mr. Chalirman, members of
Task fForce C of the New Jersey Tax Policy Committee.

My name is William Schlechtweg, and I am
a master of the State Grange, and also a frult grower
by profession down in Monmouth County. I appear
before you today as Vice President of a private,
nonprofit association, the Coordinating Committee
to Save Open Spaces in New Jersey, Inc. The
organization i8 governed by a 22-member Board of
Trustees who are representative of broad interests
in agriculture, agribusiness and other groups and
agenciealinterested in the preservation of agriculture

and open space in New Jersey. The Committee was
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initially organized in 1963. 1Its purpose, then

and now, was to conduct research and disseminate
facts and information on the importance of preserving
open spaces 1in New Jersey and to encourage public
policies to roster the continuance of agriculture as
a primary open space user and open space contributor
to our Garden State,

The Committee's first major effort was
directed in support of the New Jersey Farmland
Assessment program. Our support and contlnuing interest
of tnis essential public policy, on behalf of
agriculiture and open space in New Jersey provides
the major basis for my presentation today. Thus my
remarks will be directed to the economic impact of
the property tax on agriculture and to the New Jersey
Farmland Assessment program.

One further introductory l1tem. My presentation
to you 18 a summary of more complete information which
I have and will supply to you for your consideration
in conformance with your hearing rules.

Agriculture and Local Property Taxation Prior to 1964

During the 1950's and early 1960's,
agriculture was under ever intensifying; the increase
in population; the unending demand for new and expanded

public services; the lack of substantial State assistance
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to local government; the sporadic increase 1n real
and speculative land values, all contributed to this
pressure. Agriculture, dependent on the land for 1its
production abllity, was belng sorely affected. Not
only the individual farmland owners, but the industry
of agriculture 1tself was being challenged and shaken,

Three studies conducted during the early
1960's clearly revealed the impact of local property
taxation on agriculture,

Land use studies of several municipalities
undergoing various degrees of suburbanlzatlion showed
a "bowwave' of vacant land being created, largely
from agricultural land, in the forefront of
development. In several instances this vacancy
represented 10 to 20 percent of the land in the
municipality. Thus a large amount of land was
becoming unproductive, eroded and unattractive.

From 1950 to 1960, 10,000 or approximately
40 percent of New Jersey farms had disappeared. During
this period, about 400,000 acres or 23 percent of
New Jersey's agricultural land resources had been
removed from production.

Taxes per acre of farmland were the highest
in the United States and had doubled from 1954 to 1960.

On a per farm basis, property taxes had increased
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nearly 4 fold from 1950 to 1960. On many individual
farms, local property taxes were greater than net
farm income. Thus, agricultural incomes were being
consumed and overwhelmed by high property assessments
and taxes,

A study of several municipalities examined
the relationship between municipal revenue and costs
assoclated with agriculture. The results of this
sample study showed that farms pay in property tax
a much greater percentage of the total levy than the
cost .f local and school services that were
attributable to them. This relationship became
even more pronounced in those townships that were
affected by suburban growth. Thus, agriculture
more than pald 1ts way for services and would do 8o
even where land was assessed for farm purposes,

The Farmland Assessment Program

Recognizing the agonizing problem imposed
on agriculture by the local property tax, especlally
when assessments were dramatically lifted in keeping
with legal requirements, the Leglslature and the
Governor approved legislation, in 1963, providing for
a constitutional amendment, to be placed on the ballot,
which would provide for the assessment of qualified

farmland on the basis of 1ts productivity value in
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agriculture. The question was overwhelmingly
approved by a vote of nearly 3-1 in the November 1963
election. Implementing legislation was approved

in 1964 and so the farmland assessment program came
into being.

Basically, the program provides that land
actively devoted to agricultureal or hcrticultural use;
not less than 5 acres in area; so devoted for the prior
two years; on application to the local assessor shall
for local tax purposes be valued on the basis of its
value for agricultural or horticultural use.

Further, to protect the community interest, the
program includes a requirement that if land which has
secured this benefit undergoes a change in use, a
three year 'rollback' of taxes shall be due the
municipality.

It should be pointed out here, that the
farm dwelling, homesite and all farm bulldings are
assessed in the same manner as all other real property
in the community.

Interest in and Effects of the Program

Participation in the farmland assessment
program has increased since its inception for the
1965 tax year. For 1970, approximately 760,000 acres

of qualified land actively devoted to agricultural




or horticultural use were scheduled to be assessed
under the program. Stabilized assessments, at
agricultural land values, is now one of the primary
foundatlions of our New Jersey agriculture,

Of particular interest 1s a newly released
Rutgers, College of Agriculture and Environmental
Science study entitled "Implementation and Ekarly Effects
of the New Jersey Farmland Assessment Program'. I
commend 1t to your attention. Briefly, it points out that
the great bulk of agricultural landowners are large
enough to be generally termed bona fide farm
operators; thgt recent land purchases had not been
made by many program participants which would indicate
an obJjective of prospective short-term gains; that
the program was a positive force enabling particlpants
to continue in agriculture; that additional investments
in agriculture were being made by participants and
that the program was observed to have brought land
back into agricultural production as well as being
successful in slowing the rate of withdrawal of land
from agriculture.

There remains, however, a continuing problem
of agriculture with the local property tax. Though
the problem of volatlile assessments related to

agricultural land has been successfully resolved,
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the annual escalation of the tax rate continues to
exact its toll of sweat and tears.

As reported by the United States Department
of Agriculture, New Jersey farmers continue to pay the
highest taxes per acre of farmland in the United States.
In 1969, the amount was $18.87 per acre. On a per
farm basis local property taxes for 1y69 were $2,415

which represented something over 24 per cent of net

farm income. Public service costs reflected through
the local property tax remains an ever present problem
to our agriculture.

In summary, 1 have briefly reviewed the
New Jersey farmland assessment program; a program vital
to an agriculture which provides numerous direct and
indirect benefits to the Garden State. The program
18 now making its contribution as one of the publle
policles essential to a balanced, diverse and
environmentally attractive New Jersey. This fact
has been recognized elsewhere for approximately
30 of our sister states have enacted or are considering
farmland assessment programs; many of which are modeled
on the New Jersey program,

A further recognition of the contribution
to our State by the farmland assessment program is

gleaned from the recent report of the New Jersey Commiss]
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on Open Space Policy. I quote -- "The farmland
assessment program has moderated some of the tax
pressure on farming. By requiring assessors to

value a farmer's land according to the way he actually
uses 1t, rather than at its speculative value for
development. There have been some procedural problems,
to be sure, and farmland assessment by l1tself cannot
stave of'f development if the pressures become too
intense. But the program has bought valuable time.

We believe it should be continued and strengthened”.

The 1ssue of the local property tax remains
as a lingering problem to agriculture because of the
continuing heavy rellance that is placed on 1t. This
emphasis must be mitigated.

I thank you for the opportunity to appear
before you and wish you well in your further
deliberations,

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Are there questions?

MR. HAINES: I Just have a couple of
questions. Do you have any speciflic recommendations
as to how you think the present program might be
up-dated or modernized or anything?

MR, SCHLECHTWEG: Well, let me say this,
sir. I’do feel that the bresent program is working

quite well. No, I don't have any specific
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recommendations, I felt in coming here today, I
wanted to bring before this Task Force Committee the
fact that we feel that it is doing the Jjob 1t was
set up to do,

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: You say the Farmland
Tax Act, however, 1s only slowing down. 1Is 1t
perceptively slowing down the disappearance of the
farmland?

MR, SCHLECHTWEG: I would say, yes. I
think our records will show that it has slowed down
probably fifty percent of the sales. In other words,
the fifty percent of what it was, Just before enacted.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: And pursuing Mr. Haines
line of testimony, you have no notion at the moment
as to how that might be further slowed?

MR. SCHLECHTWEG: No more than if we
continue the farmland act as it is. If it's continued
to work under that act.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Thank you. Oh, excuse me.
Were you finished?

MR, HAINES: No. I see several friends of
this Farmland Act in the audience, and we have worked
together a number of years, and we have been working

on some studies. The only thing we're concerned about

is whether you had any specific recommendations about
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the five hundred dollar figure, because that 1is one
that we are concerned about in view of the present
economic situation, whether it should be increased?

MR. Chairman, I see & hand in the audience
from the Farm Bureau, perhaps he might have some
comments, with your permission.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: I'm sorry. I am well
aware of Mr. lleld's expertise, but he’'s not a
registered witness. If he does care to register and
testify formally, otherwilse, Mr. Flelds, we open 1t
up to everybody, and we --

MR. FIELDS: We do have an answer, I will
talk to him later.

MRS, KLEIN: I am glad you testified, because
I think this 1is the first testimony in the Farmland
Act. I wanted to ask, but -- we have had some
testimony indicating abuses of this act by people who
are really not farmers, but using it in a speculative
way. Do you have any suggestions, or your organizatinns
have any suggestions, for changes that would stop those
abuses”?

MR. SCHLECHTWEG: Madam, we have given it
some thought. The problem, of course, that arises
18, we are hoping to keep'open spaces. And it 1is

open spaces, even though it may be purchased by a
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speculator, and if he keeps it as open space, he keeps
paying taxes on it. It certainly is available for the
environment to enjoy while he holds it that way. And
if he changes it, changes the use, naturally, using

to pay his taxes as a roll-back --

MRS. KLEIN: Three years from now.

MR. SCHLECHTWEG: Right.

MRS, KLEIN: There has been some recommendatio%
that there be some kind of a capital gains tax on sales
of real estate to compensate for this. Has your
organizatbn considered that at all?

MR, SCHLECHTWEG: I might go along with that,
in your thinking, if it was a speculator, Now, if
you're talking about speculator buying land for capital
gains, I can see it, If a farmer held that particular
land, and if he was fortunate enough at the end of
a2 number of years to have a falrly good price realized
for 1t, I feel that he didn't do it for capital gains,
particularly. I think he done it to farm it and maybe
he had many years when he didn't make a penny in
agriculture. And, we have had that. It's a question
of where you would want to put it.

MRS, KLEIN: It's not a legitimate Question,
because 1t's outside the property tax éreas, as I am

sure Mr. Johnson will tell me. I would like to rocommnn+
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that your organization maybe think about these

abuses, and incline people unfavorably towards the
Farmland Assessment Act, and perhaps come forth with
some proposals that would take care of those problems.

MR, SCHLECHTWEG: We will give it more
consideration, I assure you.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: In an earlier hearing,

a witness expressing concern about the shrinking open
space, urger our conslderation of the British system
which she described in brief and as follows:

The Commission presumably surveys the country
and/or the area involved and designates certain land
as prime farmland. That then becomes prime farmland
in perpetulty and can never be used for another
purpose. Other apparently second class farmland 1is
80 designated, and a ten year roll-back imposed.

Now, are you famlliar with that system?

MR. SCHLECHTWEG: I am not, sir.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: That's my recollection
of the testimony, and I wonder if you might have any
comments?

MR. SCHLECERTWEG: You see, I started out
saying I was a fruit grower, sir, number one farm land
in some'reapects may be considered for, well, pototoe

growing and so forth. We may &ake on what we call a
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number two farmland and may, fruit growing, and so
agdin, 1t has its respects according to what tt's
used for. Another reason we must look at it in a
broad spectrum.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: How would you view the
government's lmposition of characterizing the land in
perpetulty, never to be used for another purpose?

MR. SCHLECHTWEG: Well, it kind of ties your
hands, when you get to be a man of my age, and say,
maybe we will not have another farmm, and follow in
my footsteps. Then what happens?

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Well, contrary wise, we
are not golng to have anymore land, are wve, thgn we
have now?

MR. SCHLECHTWEG: Right.

MR, MOWERY: I think I had some responsibility
in Mr. Schlechtweg's appearing here today at the
meeting, and I did request his farm organization to
appear, because there has been testimony presented,
ceriticizing the Farmland Assessment.

I happen to be the only farmer on Governor
Cahill's Tax Study Commission, which I am quite honored.
But I would like to point out here a situation, my own
perticular situation. Apparently, I aﬁ not on a

Farmland Assessment, I am eligible, I have not taken
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advantage of 1t, because I am no longer faming.

I had hoped to subdivide my land, and I am finding out
I cannot even do that. So I don't know where I go
{rom here.

We are hearing criticism, because the 1§rge
zoning that we have in our rural township, in my
township, we are zoned minimum one acre. I am finding
out that I can't even sell a one acre lot to bulld
a house on, because the state sets a minimum for
the septic systems, And we are -- we are -- maybe
I am going to have to go back to farming my land,
because right now, I don't know what to do with it.
But ﬁe are -- the State 18 setting minimum standards
for percolation, and there's very few areas that will
even come under that. I am only pointing that,

Mr. Chairman, I don't know whether it has any bearing
on the tax, but I think 1t has, because the rural
areas, the communities are being critized severely

at the State level bacause they are zoning out housing,
and yet the 8tate 1s compelling us to zone out housing.

Now, we are wasting land which really, some
areas are zoning even five acres, and the point is
this, that 1f you have no perc on five acres, you
can't -; still can't build, no matter how big the

acreage is. But I don't know what the answer is.
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But I would like to point this out, there seems to be
so much misunderstanding of the intent and purpose of
the Farmland Assessment. As I interpret 1t, 1t was
not to keep farmers on the farm. It was to keep open
space. And I think this 18 where the -- would you like
to expand on that a little bit? Really the intent of
the farmland -- was 1t intended to keep farmers
farming the land?

MR. SCHLECHTWEG: Well, let me say, I think
as we studied 1t in the group, we came up with the
two thoughts. And one was to keep open spaces,
naturally. Naturally we wanted to keep this for
everyone, the public in general. And by keeping open
spaces, and we were keeping it in a method whereby it
was paying taxes. This is another thing. When you go
to some other acquisitions of land for the public use,
you know that the taxation has -- 1s lost to the
community. And so, the rest of the community suffers.
So this was the other point.

Now, -- yes, I think that it was a way to
keep agriculture in the State, because without 1t,
agriculture was certainly going out. There 18 no
question in my mind. When our taxation today is about

twenty-four percent of the gross receipts on the farm

that we are being squeezed even in the Fartiland Assessmej
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we could never stay under the old method.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Any further questions?

MR. GUNTSCH: Yes. Mr. Schlechtweg, in
one of your schedules back here, I think you shauld
indicate that in 1960 there were one million four
hundred thousand acres of farmland.

MR. SCHLECHTWEG: I believe that is right,
sir.

MR, GUNTSCH: Now, over ten years, it's now
1970, you refer in your discussions today in 1970
acreage would be something like seven hundred and
sixty thousand. So in that period of time, we have
lost fifty percent of the acreage.

MR. SCHLECHTWEG: Is that 1960 or 1950, sir?

MR. GUNTSCH: 1960.
. SCHLECHTWEG: 19607

. GUNTSCH: Yes.

5 5 3

. SCHLECHTWEG: Probably lost that since
1950.

MR. GUNTSCH: You lost fifty percent since
1950. Do you have any 1dea how much acreage was
available for farmland in 1964~

MR, SCHLECHTWEG: There may be another table
further back that will pick 1t up. I‘believe there_is.

MR, QUNTSCH: Oh, yes, One million fifty-six.




84

MR. SCHLECHTWEG: Yes,

MR. GUNTSCH: Would you -- would your
organization conslder extending your roli-back period,
increasing 1t?

MR, SCHLECHTWKG: Well, sir, I would say
this, that I think for the rcll-back under the --

I think they use then the valuation, that 1s the overall
valuation with the roll-back to it, 1f it keeps a

farmer in there -- in there continuously for a great
nunber >f y2sars, maybe 1t might be considered. However,
I think cn a short period of time, the benefits would
naturally be wiped out. That wculd be my thinking.

MR. GUNTSCH: The reason I brought this out,
between 1964 and '70, we have lost five hundred -- a
half a million acres of farmland, and during the period
1940 through 1960, twenty year period, we lost a half
million acres of farmland.

MR, SCHLECHTWEG: I am afraid that my own
thirking, sir, would be this; if we stepped that
roll-back to a greater period of time, then I think
we are agaln golng to see a sale of farms, which I
hope we do not see, to get under the dead line., But
I am afraid it will very well happen. 30 I would rather
8ay we would be in the best position to keep

agriculture by keeping the three year roll-back.




MR. QUNTSCH: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSUN: ‘thank you, sir.

YRS, KLIIN: Could I just ask one more
question®” On the slze of farms, I notice that the
average slze of (he farm has changed from elghty-nine
to & hundred and twenty-two acres. fThat 1s an
average. Wouid you say that in general wrat we are
iosing is large farm3, small farms?

MR, OCULLCHTWEG: No, I would 8.y we are
provably losing the small farmer, which is probably
very Ineflficlent, because of the gross amcunt of
receipts from that small farm. Now, when we think
cl small farms, remember that the chicken business
has suffered, the egg tusiness has suffered, and they
consisted of many small farms. Now, I might say that
nost of thuse small farms were taken up by other farms
right in their l1ocality. So you will see there is a
8light gain in acreage on some farms.

MRS. KLEIN: It's a little hard to judge
the flgures. It goes from thirteen hundred dollar
property tax to twenty-four hundred dcllars property
tax per farm. But I really can't tell how much of
that, because of Iincreased size of farms --

| MR. SCHLECHTWEG: This 18 not, as it is of

the increased tax rate, not so much as the size of
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the farm. I have a tax bill for 1941 of three hundred
and forty-five dollars. I had a tax bill for 1370 of
five thousand and six hundred. So, you s8ee what's
happened,

MRS. KLEIN: How many years®

MR. SCHLECHTWEG: That was '41. That was
my first tax bill.

MRS. KLwIiZi: Oh,

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Thank you.

Next speaker is rrank Ingling of Frenchtown,

MI, INGLING: 1It's rather brief, it's on
two subjects. Through the courtesy of your committee,
] appeared before you --

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Ixcuse me, Are you --
is this a personal representation, or are you a
representative --

MR, INGLING: I own a farm. I have been
appointed, or asked by the Mayor of the town to serve
on a tax study group.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: But thils 1s personal
testimony?

MR, INGLING: Thils is personal, as far as
this 1s concerned. No 1nvolvement with groups or
anything? |

Through the courtesy of your comhittee, I
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appeared before your tax committee on March 30th at
Camden and spoke briefly on the subject of computing
and recording farmland assessment on the municipal
tax records. I resume you remember that. I again
suggested that the assessor compute all farm land
values, this 1s ratio, but I am trying to sell 1it,

I guess, I again suggested that the assessor compute
all farm land values on two levels and record the
true non-farm level -- and you referred to that as
the regular, didn't you?

MR, HAINES: True value.

MR, INGLING: Yes. True. It's under
column six., This 1s on the tax books. Record the
computed farm land valué under column nine. And the
difference between six and nine should appear on the
record under column eight, representing the deduction
attributable to farmland assessments. This does not
suggest any changes in the assessment or the tax form.
It merely is a matter of compiling -- complying with
the right-to-know law, so frequently referred to under
similar situations. That's Jjust a remainder of my
previous,

Number two, following a study of assessments
roll-back, I would like to take this opportunity to

suggest the change in this law to establish a correlatio;
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of zoning and assessing. In connection with roll-back
system, namely to expect such roll-back penalties on
individual pileces of land that conforms to the local
minor subdivision law. I firmly believe that
conditions have changed drastically in New Jersey,
since you have brought out there, since this law wmas
enacted in 1964. With conditions of today, farm
families in many areas are on the down. Parents who
had -- parents with no second generation to carry on
are in trouble. That's me. It was possible -- if it
was posslble to sell an occasional lot, it may very
well prevent such land going into the hands of
speculators.

The poultry farms, and that was the chief
industry in our area, will eventually be replaced by
industrial complex, perhaps of fifty to a hundred
thoasand layers on a few acres. Now, we have one
facing us now. The committee is trying to pass an
ordinance against it, and they're not getting very far,
I guess. But I understand this huge complex is taking
up farm of about thirty acres.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: This is for poultry
products?

MR. INGLING: Egg products, yes, sir. There's

been great squawks about the residential urea around it,
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so far, and 1it's a hot potatoe right now. But it's
in the direction in what you were talking about before
of the decrease in acreage. And my sympathy is with
the small farmers that are penalized for three years
back to sell a plece of land to their daughter, and
that's an incident in my area. If doesn't seem fair,
because these people have pinched, and can retire
and retain this land and Jjust sell an occasional lot,
maybe once a year to carry them through in their
expenses. That's a personal view that I have. This
particular law I think needs a good going over.
Assessors are evidentally unhappy with 1t, disagree
over it's terms and courts have had too many sticky
cases,

Following my last appearance with your
committee, I signed up to take the farm land
assessment course at Rutgers, with Rutgers. 1It's
exciting, and I may see you again. Thanks very kindly.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Well, we are going to
look forward to that.

MR. INGLING: Well, you will be here many
more times.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Well, we maynot be here,
we willvbe elsewhere.

We may have some questions.
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MR. GUNTSCH: No.

MRS. KLEIN: No.

MR. MOWERY: No.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Mr. Lockward, Camp
Wyanokie Assoclation. Would you tell us what the
assoclation 1s?

MR. LOCKWARD: Well, I believe that I
explained this very shortly in my prepared remarks.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Oh. Okay.

MR. LOCKWARD: My name 1s Donald G. Lockward.
I have 1lived in Caldwell, New Jersey, all my life,
where until 1960, I served for Y years as Councilman
and 10 years as Mayor. I am a Realtor and appraiser
and conduct my own business from #744 Bloomfield Avenue,
Verona, New Jersey. I appear today as a Trustee for
Camp Wyanokle Association which is a chartered
non-profit organization owning 150 acres of native
forest land in West Milford, Passaic County.

Five couples, of which my parents were one,
purchased 123 acres in 1919 and turned it over to the
Caldwell Young Peoples Camping Association for the
perpetual use of all citizens of the Caldwell area now
compris;ng Caldwell, West Caldwell, North Caldwell,
Essex Fells, Roseland and Fairfield.

A dam was built creating a 5 acre lake, a
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substantial log cabin, & kitchen and a dining shelter,
8ix sleeping shacks and a camp director's cabin
followed in rapid order. Organized 4 week camping
programs for Boy Scouts and Girl Scouts were
undertaken annually until 1930 when the depression
dried up contributions which had underwritten the
project.

The property was leased to the Eagle Rock
Council BSA for 10 years. Unfortunately Camp Wyanokie
was only used sporadically during this periocd and
vandals took over. At the expiration of the lease
not a bullding was left standing, the well was
contaminated beyond recovery and the dam needed
repair, Eagle Rock Councll endeavored to purchase the
property for indebtedness which had accrued plus $1.00
for use as a base for overnight hikes from Camp Glen
Grey which they owned, located some 12 or 15 miles
distant.

A group of interested people, of which I was
one, objected. The name of the organization was changed
to Camp Wyanokile Assocition and new life was breathed
into thé organization. The local Kiwanis, Rotary and
Lions Clubs and the J.C.'s were motivated to the extent

that the dam was repaired, a fine driven well was

installed, a large shelter '1‘Wr£f351séé was constructed
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and a simulated log cabin with concrete slab was
completed for group shelter in inclement weather.
The camp has been maintained primarily for primitive
over-night camping with four camp sites and three
leantos available without charge on a permit basis
to all residents of the six towns,

In 1965, our taxes amounted to $408.24. They
have increased annually ever since and in 1970 came
to $2,764.88. I should add that in 1966 we purchased
26.81 acres of granite rock forest which abutted our
property on the east. After almost one year of
negotiations we secured this parcel for $2400.00.

We were shocked when the assessment for the following
year on these 27 acres was determined to be $11,000.
Appeals to the Assessor and to the County Board have
been unavaliling. As an appraiser, I am appalled and
indignant that an arm's length transaction 1s
completely ignored and that an arbitrary value has
been placed on land that can have no other use than
as a nature preserve., It is completely isolated -
over 3% mile from any road and can be reached only by
traversing our lands after crossing the dam. To reach
it one must scale a rock escarpment at least 10 feet
high which later develops into a cliff over 100' in

height.
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We have depended on membership fees,
contributions from friends and Service Organizations
for our basic support. An annual chicken barbecue nets
$700 or $800. To help meet the mounting tax bills,
we have leased the camp to the Iakeland YMCA for an
8-week day camp operation this summer. Even then we
may not be able to clear up back taxes in time to
forestall more drastic action.

For a long time I have felt that land such
as ours, devoted exclusively to natural use for
public benefit, deserves preferred tax treatment.

The Farm Assessment Act sets a precedent and I

believe provides a model that could be used. Assemly
Concurrent Resolution No. 2024 points in this

direction. Most of our land would be classed as either
Class VII or Class VIII as shown on pages 34 and 35 of t
Real Property Appraisal Manual for New Jersey

Assessors, and I quote: -

"Class VII - Iand not suited for

cultivation but suited for grass

or trees with very careful management.

It has shallow s0ll and steep slopes

that range from 26 to 60 percent.

Class VIII - Land not suited for

cultivation, grazing or forestry,

but 1is suited for wildlirfe or

recreation or for watershed protection.

It 1s usually very steep, rough, stony,
sandy, wet or severely eroded."

he
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Unlesas leglgisiive reliefl 1z nrovided
very quickly, many thousarnde of acres of land devoted to
use such as ours must be disposed of and it can never
be replaced. Our assocization commends the sponsors
of SCR 2024 for their interest in preserving areas
ugsef for nature study and recreation and urges this
Commission to diligently pursue the obJjective of
forestalling their take -~ over for other purposes.

Thank you very much.

At this point, Mr. Chairman, I should like
to preserit a few other qualifications. I have served
on the Tax Committee and on the Legislative Committee
of the New Jersey asscclation ol Realtor Boards, having
served as Chairman for each of these committees for
8ix years, I was the director of the New Jersey
Taxpayers Assoclation. I have been interested in
tax problems personally since 1940, and this has been
sort ol a hobby with me. My conclusion after thirty
years in this business of taxes 1s that the real
estate tax in New Jersey 1s an inequitable tax, because
it stands on the wrong premise. I believe that our
government provides that it be supported by all of
its cltizens based on their ability to pay.

Perhape, at the time whenthe tax land tax

was first inaugrated, the amount of land that a man
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owned really did represent his wealth., Because, most
of it was used productively, elther for farming or
lumbering or other similar occupations. This is no
longer true. The average citizen owns a small plot

of land on which his house is located. It has no
productive value whatever to him, His value is
measured more nearly by what he has in his safe deposit
box down in the bank.

I think that you gentlemen in your studies
have the opportunity at this time to really get at
some of the philosophical troubles that are at the
base of our tax problems, our school taxes, it
seems to me, and our welfare taxes are really soclal
taxes. And they should not be on the land based.

The land does not directly benefit from either a
school system or from a welfare program, It does
directly benefit from police protection, from fire
protection, from sewers, water, streets and so forth.
And this basis, a land tax could be equitable, but
when social taxes are included, it becomes extremely
inequitable,

| There 1s a proposal before the senate right
now, I believe Senator Miller has just introduced a

bill about which he spoke to our committee only two

uééka ago, in which the state would assume the
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responsibility for raising all of the money for schools,
with no other alternations in the school system. His
proposal further suggested that a flat real estate

tax of two dollars and twenty-five cents be levied
across the board, equally based on equalized valuation.
So that all land would equally support the educational
syastem. And instead of the Board of Education receiving
monthly payments from the municlpality as they now

do, these payments would then come directly from the
state,

Now, I commend the senator for his thinking,
to get the -- to get the school taxes off the local
base. But I would recommend that -- that a long look
be taken at the proposal at this again be put up on
a real estate base, It will -- it will produce
greater equity in the school system, 1t will probably
produce greater equity in the taxation we now have,

But if what we have now 18 inequitable, this will only
serve as a palliative and not a remedy. These are just
some additatlive thoughts that I -- that I make plain

at this time,

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: All right.

MR, LOCKWARD: Thank you, very much.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Thank you, sir.

Now, 18 your instant problem -- with respect to your
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instant problem, the fact that Camp Wyanokie, its
land is in private ownership?

MR, LOCKWARD: If'a in a private -- it's
a private non-profit corporation.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: And you have never been
successful in seeking the tax exempt status?®

MR, LOCKWARD: No. We have not. We
understand that we cannot. We do get five acres --
we do get a five acreage exemption now. But inspite
of the five acre exemption, our taxes have
quadripled in the last five years. The land which we
have palid -- we have pald fifteen hundred dollars --

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: The land title is in the
association?

MR, LOCKWARD: That 18 correct.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: If you divested yourself
of 1t, if you s80ld it, where would the proceeds go?

MR. LOCKWARD: Any proceeds that we might
recover would have to be distributed among certain
types of designated charible organizations,

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: No individuals would
profit?

MR. LOCKWARD: No, no.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Thank you.

MR. LOCKWARD: At the present time, I might
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further add, that we have a plan that 1s nearing
completion, perhaps for a six towns who benefit to
take title to the property as a joint proposition
that we will require legislation for, enabling
legislation for them to do it, but we are about --
to the point where an agreement has been drawn. The
s8ix towns are in pretty good agreement, and we think
this might be completed by the end of the year. But
in any event, in order to preserve this type of open
space, I think thls special consideration has to be --
has to be given to 1t, and I sincerely believe that
the farm -- the Farm Assessment Act shows the way.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Of course, then, if this
is achieved, this change of ownership, then you get
resistence from the town in which it is located.

MR. LOCKWARD: This is undoubtedly true.
But the land, the one parcel that we purchased is a
solild rock mountain. There is not a tree over eight
inches in diameter that can grow on it. 1It's all
underbrush. You reach it by climbing up a rock wall
to get on to the land, and you have to hike three
quarters of a mile through the woods to get there.
It was an arms-length transaction at twenty-four
hundred dollars, and we got assessed at eleven

thousand and can't do anything about i1t. We think this
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is entirely wrong.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Any questions?

MRS, KLEIN: I Jjust can't understand why
you can't get tax exempt status.

MR. LOCKWARD: We apparently do not qualify
for a full tax exempt status.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Well, you're moving in
that direction, obviously.

MR. LOCKWARD: We are trying to.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: All right. Thank you,
very much,

Next speaker Mr. Justus Von Lengerke, Jr.,, of
Essex Fells, New Jersey.

This 1is personal testimony?

MR. VON LENGERKE: Yes,

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Would you proceed, please.

MR. VON LENGERKE: My name is Justus Von
Lengerke, Jr., and 1 have been a resident of the
State of New Jersey all my life.

Because I enjoy the outdoors and because I
enjoy looking at an uncluttered countryside with
beautiful rolling hills covered with trees, and not
houses or factories, I am here today to ask this
committeé to consider the impact the true assessed

property tax is having on privately owned undeveloped
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land.

With all the interest in ecology, the
protection of our environment, preservation of our
wildlife and the preservation of undeveloped open
tracts of land, this committee should consider what
can be done taxwise to preserve our heritage. The
true value requirement for munilcipal property
assessments with periodic reassessments, coupled with
the tremendous increase in property values and the ever
increasing tax rate, puts the cost of retaining
undeveloped property beyond the means of most owners
and impractical for the rest. There already are
provisions whereby the farmer 1s given tax relief by
permitting farm land assessments @t less than true
value, This or a similar provision should be extended
to open space undeveloped lands.

Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 2024
introduced March 22nd of this year, accomﬁlishes
this purpose. I strongly urge this committee recommend
this or similar legisiation. As long as the property
tax remains at 5% to 10% of true value every year, much
of our bpen space, privately owned, undeveloped land
wlll go up for sale, The only potential buyers will
be those who look to derive an income from the purchase

by developing the property into houses or factoriea; or
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commercial use, or by speculating on a continued rise
1n‘value of the property anticipating future development
In either event, the open space land will be lost.

Green Acres is not the whole answer., The tax load on
the people of this state for the carrying charges on

the bonds, plus the cost of amortization, and now for
the reimbursement of local taxes, limits how far the
state can go by this route. A reduction in the local
property tax can accomplish the retention of open

space property a lot more reasonably and also not
deprive the municipalities of the full retables. Most
other states already provide for tax relief for open apaue'
undeveloped property. Why shouldn't we?

Many of our summer camps such as are run by
the Y.M.C.A. or the Boy Scouts, find they are forced
to sell because the property tax has be come too much
of a burden. I have recently heard of a Y.M.C.A camp
in Mt. Olive Townshilp, containing over 100 acres, that 1is
in the process of being sold because of the tax burden.
A Boy Scout camp in Warren County has been sold, and I
understand it is the intention of this New Jersey Scout
Council to purchase property in New York State where
the property tax 1is lower; to open a new camp.

The five year rollback provision of Bill

A.C.R. No. 2024, will discourage the present land
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speculation and encourage continued ownership of land
that 1s undeveloped. When a property owner considers

he will have to pay the real estate tax differential for
the previous five years, plus a capital gains tax, the
temptation to get out will be a lot less, This same
provision in part will offset the fear of some that this
type of tax rellef will transfer too much of the cost of
schools, of county adminlistration and of municipal
administration, to the homeowners for whom, by the way,
most of these expenses are incurred.

I have tried to be brief and still cover the
several very important points I have made, for I know
you are busy menrn. I thank you for the opportunity
to speak to you, and in closing, once again recommend
tax legislation similar to A.C.R. No 2024,

CHAIRMAN JCHNSCN: Thank you, sir.

Any questions?

MRS, KLEIN: I -- I am surprised, this is
the first time I have known that Boy Scouts and the
Y.M.C.A. were not exempt from property tax. I see
that leglslation has either been offered or has passed
I am not sure, to restore tax exempticn such as the
Elks, and things like that. These camps that are owned
by theae‘organizationa are not tax exempt?

MR, VON LENGERKE: They -- I am not an expert.
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There is an exemption per bullding of five acres or
something like that. Most of these camps have a
lot more, or maybe it's five acres for the total
number of bulldings.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Well, Mr. Von Lengerke,
you polnted out that --

Mk, VON LENGERKE: Most of these camps are
comprised of alot more.

MRS, KLEIN: But these are tax exempt
organizations that own them. They don't come under
local --

MR, HAINES: You see, there are federal laws,
and there are state laws. Now, so far as our
property tax 1in exemptions are concerned, they are
administered under state laws, as the witness indicated.
There is a limitation of five acres per bullding
under our tax exemptions statute, This is not easy to
administer, because some times they want to count
woodsheds and pumphouses and everything to be equivalent
of a five acre limitation,

I see some of my fellow assessors, and I
know they will agree with this, that this tax exemption
is a -- 18 the most difficult phase of our work. I
have been a Y member since high school days, and yet,

1 have to comply with the state statute in administering
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these exemptions, because, don't forget what we exempt
has to be passed on to the other property owners, Jjust
like you heard earlier here today. And it's a moust
unfortunate situation tnhat we have.

MRS. KLEIN: Does that apply to church
owned properties”

MR. VON LENGERKE: That limitation,all --

MRS .KLEIN: Five acres per bullding.

MR, HAINES: Yes,

MK. MOWERY: For the reccrd here, the
Boy Scout camp in Warren County, being sold, actually
that was a tat that was acquired by Tocks Island
residences. They are now in the process of buying
in Blairstown, which 1s s8till New Jersey. So they
are not golng out of state. We last night at the
Rotary, the raising -- trying to raise a million two
hundred and fifty thousand or something, and my
particular Rotary has made a donation last night,
because I -- well, I think this was not sold because
of taxes. It was because of -- the State condemned it
for the Tocks Island reservior.

MR, VON LENGERKE: The Camp Kittatinny, and
I assume it's in Warren County, it's up on the road
between Newtown and Blairstown. And the orange scout

council opened that camp originally, and it's going to
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New York State.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: All right. Any further
questions?

Thank you, sir.

Next witness, Mayor Ralph Barone of Woodbridge,
New Jersey.

(not present.)

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Mr. Russell Miles,
Planning Director of Warren County.

(not present.)

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: We have several people
from Piscataway, New Jersey --

A SPEAKER: I would like to yleld to
Mr. Stevens to represent me.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: You're Shelley?

A SPEAKER: I make the same yield.

CHAIRMAN JOHENSON: Do you have coples of your
testimony?

MR, STEVENS: I am d citizen of Piscataway
“Township.

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, and
ylelders and friends, gentlemen, I just like to try to
emphasize u [ew statistics, as far as Piscataway Township
is concerned.

Piscataway Township has within its confines
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Rutgers University. And Rutgers takes up twelve percent
of the land space of Piscataway Township. The total
of twelve thousand one hundred and sixty acres in
Piscataway Township. But Rutgers owns one thousand
four hundred and seventy-four of these acres, roughly
twelve percent.

MR, HAINES: Is this the Kilmer Campus?

MR, STEVENS: Not New Brunswick. We are
speaking of Kllmer, including the Livingston Campus
over in Piscataway. We emphasize those figures,
though, Plscataway Townshlp collects in taxes 1n total
from Rutgers two hundred and twelve thousand dollars
per year, I have taken some calculations, fourteen
hurd red and seventy-four acres owned by Rutgers, and
placed evalQation which 1s a conservative valuation
of twenty thousand dollars per acre, 1t gives a rough
figure of twenty-nine million four hundred and eighty
thousand dollar valuation in land value alone., And
when 1 say twenty thousand dollars is a conservative
-valuation figure, some of the land out in Piscataway
right now are selling for in excess of thirty thousand
dollars per acre. But at twenty thousand dollars per
acre, Rutgers has over thirty million dollara worth of
land out there., And it should be payAng at the present

tax rates th&t are close to nine hundred thousand dollars
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per year in taxes on the land alone.

And I call your attention to the fact that
they are paying two hundred and twelve thousand only.
I am not talking under consideration that fact that
Rutgers in the past ten years has spent hundreds of
millions of dollars in buildings. And I am Just calling
your attention to the fact that right now, Rutgers is
not paying its weight as far as taxes is concerned,
on land alone,

If we were to compute the amount of money
that Piscataway 1s not collecting because of the
buildings out there, the figures would be astronomical.

Well, I suppose you would say then, well,
there are other municipalities too that have tax
exemption. That 1s true. There probably is not a
municipality in the whole state of New Jersey, in
the whole five hundred and sixty-seven municipalities
probably everyone of them has exemptions. But I call
your attention to the fact that Piscataway 1s in a
position, because not only is all of this land, I am
speaking of twelv: percent of land, tax exempt, in
addition we have the high school population that comes
from the married students who are residents of
Piscataway. And that places Piscataway in a unique

position compared with the other five hundred and




108

sixty-six municipalities in the state., There's only
one Piscataway, and it 1s in effect payling for the
education of school children from five hundred and
sixty-s8ix other municlipalities, plus the children from
the rest of the world. We have forelgn students at
Rutgers. Piscataway gets no extraordinary contributions
from the United States -- from the United Nations,

from the federal government, or from the state of

New Jersey. Plscataway has roughly six thousand

single family residences. We have about four thousand
garden apartment units. But to the six thousand single
family resident owners, falls this added burden which
is the weight around the neck of every single family
resident owner in Piscataway Township.

I am speaking of added costs, the education
cf the Rutgers student children. Now, what does that
mean in terms of dollars and cents? Recently we
conducted hearings in Piscataway Township under oath,
and we found through sworn testimony that Rutgers
~anticipates constructing at least another three
thousand married student units in Piscataway Township.
Projecting those figures on the basis of past
perfofmance, we can anticipate at least an additional
five huhdred school children to be admitted to

Piscataway schools.
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Now, those of you who are -- who know, as
far as the districts are concerned, know that five
hundred students at twenty-five students per classroom,
it means twenty classrooms, which means that a brand
new school. A brand new school costs in excess of a
million dollars today. And to staff it, you need
twenty teachers at the minimum of seventy-five hundred
dollars a year merely for payroll. That's payroll for
teachers alone. To that, the administrative help, the
custodial help, the bonding and interest money on the
bonds that are sold to construct this school, the
transportation costs, the library costs, all this 1is
going to set back Piscataway Township in excess of a
millién dollars a year. And the figure of two hundred
and twelve thousand dollars 1s going to remain constant.

If Piscataway could see that in proportion
to the growth of Rutgers 1t was goling to have a
proportional increase in the tax income or money in
lieu of taxation, there would be no cause for alamm.
But with the phenomenal growth of Rutgers and the
projected growth of Rutgers, I foresee a fantastic
increase in the taxes for the six thousand single family
homeowngre in Piscataway Township. And I beg that you
take these statistics into consideration in your

deliberations.
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The one aspect, %“co, and speaking again for
the six thousand single family property owners in
Piscataway, one might say in argument in rebuttal that,
well, all of these single family homeowners have student#
in the school system., That's true. But as each student
graduates from the local school system, presumably the
mothers and the fathers continue as residents of
Piscataway. And then they continue to help to educate
the other students who come along. But that is not
true in the case of Rutgers. Rutgers continues to
saturate the school system each year with no alleviation
whatsoever. And this goes nn and on and on. It's an
inequitable proposition, and it's going to become more
serious, and we seek relief through the state, we hope
that it will be the recommendation of this body that
attention be made to municipalities such as Piscataway.
And I understand there are other -- there are other
municipalities, but I probably could count them on one
hand: Newark, Trenton, New Brunswick, and possibly
Ewlng Township and Camden. Once you get beyond those
unique situations, and Piscataway is worse off, and I
say, thén the rest of them, because of the great
percentage of acreage we have in Piscataway.

Thank you for your attention.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Thank you, sir. Would you
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remain for questions, please?

MR. STEVENS: I would be happy to answer
any questions.

MR, HAINES: I Just want to ask one question.
You testified that you -- that you're collecting two
hundred and twelve thousand dollars in taxes?

MR, STEVENS: Yes, sir,

MR. HAINES: From Rutgers?

MR, STEVENS: Yes, sir. Thit covers the space
that 1s occupled by the stadium, and the golf course,

MR, HAINES: This is beyond the five acre
limitation, isn't 1it?

MR, STEVENS: That's right. Consider the
commercial proposition.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: These are taxes, these are
not in lieu payments?

MR. STEVENS: They are being taxed. The
reason I say that that two hundred and twelve thousand
dollar figure is a constant figure is because they are
going to get another golf course out there and a
stadium.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: The values of those
properties must incroase, do they not?

| MR. STEVENS: Yes. But in proportion to the

amount of the land, and the tax rate, it is not going




112

to go up that much. It wouidn't amount to a hill of
beans,

MR, HAINES: Are you receiving any in lieu
payments from the state?

MR. STEVENS: No, sir, we are getting the
usual formula that other municipalities get fro the
state formula for school children, and nothing from
that --

MRS, KLEIN: Do these students, these
married students with children, do they live on the
campus?

MR, STEVENS: They live in what is called
the married students housing. Rutgers does have it
on the campus.

MRS, KLEIN: Zoned by Rutgers?

MR, STEVENS: Owned by them.

MRS, KLEIN: It's tax exempt?

MR. STEVENS: Yes. 1It's included in that
two hundred and twelve.

MRS, KLEIN: They are not being taxed?

MR, STEVENS: Years ago, Piscataway brought
an actidn in the New Jersey courts to try to abstain
some tax money or in lieu money, and a gentlemen's
agreement by way of a settlement in court was effected.

And ever since that time, Rutgers has been paying
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Piscataway for these housing units. But according to
the formula that was set up in the courts at that time,
it was not to excess forty-five thousand dollars per
year.

MR. HAINES: Do you get that much now?
Forty-five thousand per year?

MR, STEVENS: Yes.

MR, HAINES: In lieu payments from Rutgers?

MR, STEVENS: They call it by virtue of that
gentlemen's agreement.

MRS, KLEIN: You mean that this student
housing which is on property owned by Rutgers is not
subject to the local property tax?

MR. STEVENS: That's right.

MRS. KLEIN: It's subject to this agreement
that was made?

MR. STEVENS: Subject to that gentlemen's
agreement.

MRS, KLEIN: Does the agreement change as
~more housing is added”?

MR. STEVENS: That agreement was not to
exceed forty-five thousand dollars, forty-five thousand
dollars per year,

MRS, KLEIN: It's already reached forty-five

thousand a year.
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MR, STEVENS: That’'s right.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Any further questions?

MR. QUNTSCH: No.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Thank you, sir.

Now, the next gentlemen in order of
registration from Piscataway Township is Mr . Robert
Shearn,

(no response. )

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Mr. William Shelley.

MR, SHELLEY: Mr. Chairman, Mayor Sheehan,
Assemblyman Haellg, Assemblyman Schluter,

Mr. Richardson of the Raritan Chamber of Commerce,

and Mr, Stevens of Piscataway have pretty well express
my basls philosophy of in lieu of tax payments. So

I have necessarily edited my own remarks, and the jest
of my remarks will be on an in lieu of tax formula.

Now, the County Board furnishes to the state
of New Jersey continuous statistics on tax exempt
properties to Middlesex County, the figures I have here,
Mr. Chairman, are the 1971 figures. My remarks concern
only state owned exempt properties, excluding other
tax exempt properties such as church, cemeteries,
county, municipal properties, rescue squads and so
forth. I excluded these because these institutions

local and county governments derive local and county
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benefits from them. But state facilities are the
responsibility of the entire state of New Jersey, in
my view, and all of the taxpayers. Students from all
over the state attend our state university and colleges.
And state facilities, also, serve the atitc of New Jerse)
and all the citizens of the state of New Jersey. It
seems rational to me that when state owned facilities
exist, taking up valuable taxable land, the entire
state should share the burden of the tax loss to the
community.

Now, support for some of these formulaes
for in 1ieu of tax payments is present in the
legislature, but I believe that the proposals have
either been turned away, or they haven't even been
considered, because they were too complicated, and in
some cases almost absolutely unworkable. Now, 5288192
has merit, 81152 has merit, ACR39 certainly has merit.

Iet me read first a few statistics of the
Middlesex County tax axempt properties, and then I will
get on to my brief proposal. These figures were taken
from the 1971 tax books, and they include all of the
tax exohpt prope:tiel in Middlesex County. I would like
to concentrate on just the larger municipalities.
Edison with the tax rate of eighteen would pay in

taxes, if it were non-exempt, seven hundred and forty-

-
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eight thousand dollars. Madison Township, one hundred
and thirty-four thousand. I rounded out these figures.
Monroe, which 1s the home of the S8tate Home for Boys,
three hundred and sixty-nine thousand dollars.

New Brunswick, three million one hundred and one
thousand dollars. North Brunswick, three hundred and
thirty-eight thousand dollars. Piscataway, four million
elght hundred and thirty-four thousand dollars.
Woodbridge, with the New Jersey Turnpike Authority,

one million four hundred and seventy-nine thousand
dollars.

Now, the formula I would propose 1is that the
state pay twenty percent of the assessed value of
state owned properties wherever they exist, any
munlicipality. The formula 1is so simple that perhaps
it's too simple, and 1t might be rejected on that basis
alone, because 1t seems that when bills are considered,
when they get too simple, ;hey're shoved aside.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Are you saying the state
pay us a tax, twenty percent of the assessed value?

MR, SHELLEY: Twenty percent of the assessed
value, twenty percent. I will get down to figures,

Mr, Chairman, and translate them into tax figures.
First I am talking about assessed value, which is

normally about fifty percent of true value, and take
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twenty percent of that, and I will translate that into
tax figures.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Oh,

MR, SHELLEY: What I like about the formula
is that it needs no implementation, it needs no costly
studies, 1t needs no administration at all. The local
assessor assesses state owned land and bulldings in
the normal manner. The County Boards certifies the
figures and turns the tax books to the municipality.
The local tax collector then would be supporting
legislation bills the state twenty percent of that
tax figure. The use of the percentage figure has
these advantages, it is equitable, and it's fair to
all municipalities, state owned property where
municipalities and state owned properties exist. If
the volume of state owned property goes up or down,
it continues to operate on a falr level, Suppose
certalin municipalities where state owned properties
exlst do contribute more municipal services than others.
A case in point could be Piscataway versus New Brunswick.
Perhaps New Brunswick does contribute more in
municipal services. Then the legislature could be
in power to reduce that percentage payment from
twenty percent, perhaps to fifteen. Then In Trenton,

as an example, where the municipality, the City of
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Trenton, contributes more in municipal services, than
that twenty percent would be increased in proportion
to the services that are offered, say twenty-filve
percent. The percentage figure can be adjusted up or
down. In other words, commensurate with municipal
services. The twenty percent formula 1n summary is
equitable, it's adjustable to increasing or decreasing
volume of state owned property, and the percentage
level can be adjusted according to the municipal
services used by the state. It needs no implementation,
there are no extra administrative costs, Mr. Chalrman.
CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Thank you. For the
twenty percent formula you propose for the state,
could the state on equal footing with other tax payers,
or would it be punitive?
MRK. SHELLEY: It would be on an equal footing.
In other words -- in other words, at present in
Middlesex County, 1f all exempt state owned -- state
owned exempt properties were taxed at the regular level,
using the local tax rate for each municipality, their
return in taxes would be eleven million three hundred
and twenty-one thousand dollars. The twenty percent
formula will result in two million two hundred sixty-
four two o four. Now, the breakdown for the two

municipal -- municipalities more directly concerned,
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that would be New Brunswick and Piscataway. Piscataway
would receive under this formula nine hundred and
slxty-six thousand dollars. New Brunawick would receive
8l1x hundred and twenty thousand dollars.

MRS, KLEIN: You're not talking about twenty
percent of the assessed valuation. You're saying
twenty percent of the taxes.

MR, SHELLEY: It amounts to the same. If
you were to take the assessed valuation --

MRS. KLEIN: Tax on twenty percent?

MR, SHELLEY: Right. And you multiply it
by the local tax rate. Whatever the tax rate is. Then
you simply take twenty percent of that tax and bill the
state for twenty percent,

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: I believe, i1f I recall
correctly, Assemblyman Schluter sald that state owned
property represented twelve percent of the ratables
in Trenton, for example. Would you still have Trenton
tax the state twenty percent?

MR, SHELLEY: Yes. But you recall,

Mr. Chairman, that I mentioned that 1i1f an inequitable
-- I think this is an equitable formula, but if an
inequlity exist, that twenty percent can be moved up
or down to make it more equitable to Trenton.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: All right. Further questions?
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MR. HAINES: I think you covered 1t, sir,

MR, GUNTSCH: well, won't you under this
formula have all the municipalities that have the
state owned properties in them ®Belng -- vying for
change in the percentages? In other words, you siart
out with twenty and this would be just the basic, then
they would be looking for more. They would be vying
for mcre at all times. Wouldn't you have to freeze 1t?
Wouldn't you have to freeze a percentage?

MK, SHELLEY: No. I don't think so. This
is a constant rechanging situation. A good example,
again, is my beloved Piscataway where we have all kinds
of' large bulldings golng up, and I think that the
formuia ls adjustable.

CHAIRMAN JOHNGON: There your problem 1s
that your tax payment is virtually frozen, right?

MR. SHELLEY: That's right.

Mr. Stevens mentioned, [(or instance, the
taxable land we get two hundred and tw=lve thousand
dollars for, that in effect 1s frozen., That should
be up-dated. DBut that's another prctlem, But tc
answer your questlon, 1f the situation changes and
state owned land and bulldings, then the formula is
such that it can be adjusted to the change. That 1is

the entire Jjest of this formula., 1It's easy to work.
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T think 1t's equltable, and it can be adjusted.

MRS. KLEIN: Do you know what it would cost
the state?

MR. SHELLEY: The state, no. I sent for some
figures, and I'm sorry I didn't get them. However, one
of the senators mentioned a figure of approximately
twenty-two million dollars, as he put it, avallable
for this kind of program. I belleve if you were to
take into consideration, Newark, Trenton, New Brunswlck,
Woodbridge, Piscataway and the other cities and
municipalities where state owned property exist, I
would venture a guess that 1t's going to be within the
state's capablility to pay that twenty-two million dollar&.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: All rigth. Further questions?

Thank you.

MR. SHELLEY: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Mr, Shelley, perhaps we
covered this before. Are you a municipal officlal?

MR. SHEILEY: No. I am president of the
Middlesex -- I want my remarks here, I want the
commlittee to construe 1t as being a private citizen,.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Personal., All right,

Thank you.

MR, Earl A, Schultheiss or Mr. Harry Ferguson

of Stillwater Townshlp.
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MR, SCHULTHEISS: I'm Mr. Schulthelss.

Mr. Chalmman, much of the thinking tnat I have on this
has been presented previously. Unfortunately, number
twenty gets a little boring. This I didn't find out
-- I din't find out about this meeting until two days
ago. So I kind of puts these together in a hurry, and
I do not want you to consider this from going from
Stillwater Townshlp. We do not have time to take a
formal action to that paper.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: May I say in respects,
the committee will be alwayc glad to receive -- to
extend written comments from you for their study.

MR. SCHULTHEISS: This isn't a study. It
probably should be based on more on maybe .andom
thoughts. But basically, I am glad to see that
somebody has spoken out for open space. And this
paper 18 not written to apply pressure to obtain tax
advantages for any group or area. Tt is opposed to
pressure and favorlitism and 1s only written as a
plea that we consider tax changes that are fair
and logical. People require services and people
must pay taxes - old, young, poor, rich, black and
white. Some people have more ability to pay and
should and do pay more,

We believe that the pressure of taxes based
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on real estate land values places undue pressure

on open land and fosters poor planning. Taxatlon
should assist good planning for land use. We need
open space, - trees, farms, and protected watersheds
for health, ecological, environmental, esthetical,
and yes, economlc reasons. We also need land for
homes. But we cannot afford to allow the planning to
be controlled by real estate interests and tax pressures
We must encourage private and public holding of open
space, woods, farms and protected watersheds by our
tax policies. Only that land which can be spared
should be developed.

We need more open land than the public 1is
wllling to purchase and we must count on private
owners to hold the land for open space use, True, he
may have a gold mine in real estate values, but as
long as a land owner holds 1t open his income may be
zero or at most equal to that of a farmer. There 1is
no ablility to pay until liquidation takes place. Until
then the community is indebted to the land for all
the reasons mentioned above and should not expect tax
revenues of any grat amount from land.

We don't tax stocks and bonds held in bank
vaults - why tax land until it, too, 18 801d? The

following are the changes we'd like to see accomplished
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by State action:

1, Tax relief for open space - (any piece

of ground in excess of the minimum zoned lot size).

As long as a owner holds land undivided it
18 beneficial to the community. It really doesn't
matter if he 18 a speculator or a pure conservationist.

Tax on & plece of land should be based on a
value established by capitalization of its use. If
land that has been taxed as open space 1s eventually
subdivided and developed, the real estate value must
become the basis of taxation and must be collected for
at least ten years back. The owner could have his
cholce of being taxed on the basls of real estate values
or open Space values to avoid a back tax. From a
practical viewpoint the Townshlip needs this money at
this time of subdivislon and development more than at
any other time,.

If land 1as sold at a profit, income tax or
caplital gains tax 1s also levied and proceeds from this
tax should come back to the community. This prevents
a landowner from having unfalr investment advantage.
But the community must have a share of this tax
on profit.

2, Tax relief for homeowners.

We recommend relief here, but recognizing it
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is the homeowner that requires increasingly costly servites.
We suggest that a good share of services required be
paid for by a tax based on ability to pay and "feed back
from Federal and State tax. We don't believe anyone
should be completely free of supporting the community
activities, and we favor continuation of tax based on,
not value, but some measure of a home's requirement of
services. For a simple base we'd suggest the number

of rooms and/or living area.

3. Tax relief for retired people.

We urge that retired people pay their debt to
the community which i1s primarily school tax, with the
same dollar value that they earned as of the day of
retirement. This means a tax freeze as of date of
retirement as long as no wage earners are living in the
home, and as long as the retired persons are not earning
in excess of that amount allowed by Soclal Security
regulations.

4, Tax relief for land restricted in use for
benefit of community.

This should be explicitly spelled out. Why
should an owner pay real estate tax on flood plane and
swamp or wood lot zoned for watershed, for example?
True, he may sell the land for profit, but here he should

be subject to capital gains or inciéme tax. Meanwhile
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his swamp and trees are preserving the water supply
and cleaning the air for thne community.

5. Regional tax on regional industry.

If an industry obviously serves serves several
municipalities or a whole region, the taxes derived
from this industry should beneflit the whole region.
Perhaps the state should collect these taxes. Why
should the users of telephone, through pnone rates
in "Community X', pay the school taxes in "Community
Y" just because "Y" has the power to tax the telephone
company head office and warehouse. These taxes must
be redistributed as nearly as possible over the region
by the State.

6. Establishing the wealth of a community.

Too long we have used real estate values to
establish assessed true value of a community. On this

basis we distribute such tax assistance as school aid,

If a community is holding open space for watershed
protection, for instance, the true assessed value of
this land should be based on its actual use, The
watershed 18 a benefit to the whole state. Again,
the valuation of a community should be based on its
planned use - not on the most lucrative use.

To sumarize - 1f we are going to provide the

services and for all our peopel, we need money. People
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must pay according to services requirad and ability
to pay. The land has few needs for services and, as
open space, has little ability. If we liquidate open
space to pay for the services required, we destroy 1it.
Thank you.
CHAIRMAN JUHNSON: Thank you,
Mr. Schultheiss. Are there questions?

MR. HAINES: I have no questions.

MRS.KLEIN: No questions.

MR, GUNTSCH: I don't have any.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: 1 guess you said 1t all,
sir.

MR, SCHULTHEISS: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Mr. Peter Martinez,

MR. MARTINEZ: Mr. Chairman, the Association
of Taxpayers was born out of dissatisfaction of the
local property tax structure. We wrote a letter to
the Tax Policy Committee sometime back, and I don't
know if the members here have read it. And if you
have, I would like to go over it again just to put
it in the record. This was sent out to the attention
of Senator Harry Sears, Chalrman.

Mr. Chairman, this incorporated organlzatlon
of taypayers wishes to express it's feelings concerning

the inequities and immoral aspects of the New Jersey laws
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pertaining to property taxation. The Assoclation of
High Bridge Taxpayers was born out of dissatisfaction
with & local tax structure that did not conform to the
statutes., We viewed with dismay the sweeping gaps

in assessed evaluations that appeared in the tax
records. We fought for revaluation. In doing so we
discovered inconsistancles and unfairness in the

basic philosophy of property taxation. The situation
is serious and cannot be tolerated by the taxpaying
property owners much longer.

The following pages point out some of the
outrageous situations that are imposed on the public
a8 a result of the wording of the law. We have spent
much time reading the "Assessors law Manual"” that we
were able to obtain from the Local Property Tax Bureau.
The provisions and safeguards spelled out in the
statutes have been criminally neglected. We have
letters in our files that document the indifference
of our public officlals that are responsible in the
enforcement of the law.

Please review our points carefully. In light
of the loss of confidence in government that 1is
growing day by day in this country, we feel that it
would be wise for our public officlals to pay

attention to the people. History has shown that when
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government takes an aloof and pompous attitude toward
the masses, eventually disaster prevalls.

The government officials responsible for the
formantion of your committee, and in particular,
Governor William T. Cahill are to be commanded for this
attempt to investigate this matter that is causing
hardship and distress among so many of our cltizens.

This group of interested taxpayers 1s not a
body of lawmakers and we will not even attempt to make
positive recommendations, however, we do feel that we
are in a position to point out the short-comings of
the letter of the law because we are seeing the
sltuation first hand., After reading our paper, we
doubt that any member of your committee can truthfully
say that there 1s no injustice in our tax laws.

If this Assoclation can help by attempting
to communicate with people in areas of influence feel
free to call on us., We sincerely hope that your
committee can effectively determine the major short-
comings of our tax structure. We Prust that you will
make intelligent recommendations to provide a tax
proposal that will consider the points that we will
bring to your attention on the following pages.

Very truly yours, The Executive Committee

Peter Martinez, Chairman, 1 Jersey Street; Arnis Buza,
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Vice Chairman,20 Sylvan Road; Thomas Qogal, Secretary,
Valley View R oad; Willard Everitt, Treasurer, 31
Sylvan Road; Thaddeaus GajJewskl, Legal Lialson, Valley
View Road; Eugene Polsley, School Board Liaison, 14
Patton Street; Frank Morrisson, Planning Board Liaison,
Cregar Road; c.c. Governor William T, Cahill, Mayor
and Common Council, High Bridge, Editors, 4 Newspapers:
Henterdon Democrat, Hunterdon Review, Easton Express,
Courier News; Hunterdon County Tax Board,Senator Foran,
Senator Wayne Dumont, Representative Frank Thompson, Jr.
and Group to Repeal Inequitable Taxes,

The Assoclation of High Bridge Taxpayers
finds that the tax laws in the state of New Jersey
are unfair and inequitable to a large portion of the
property owners 1n the State for the following reasons:

1. TAX LAWS ARE NOT BASED ON A PERSON'S ABILITY
TO PAY!

(1) Senior citizens, disabled persons,

wildows with children have no consideration.

The Senior Citizens deduction, as called out
in the statutes (93-440p Sec. 54:4-8,41), 1s a farce.
This statute says that a person over sixty-five that
earns in excess of $5000.00 is not eligible for the
exemption. In High Bridge, elderly citizens are

obliged to pay in excess of $1000.00 in property tax.
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Therefore the law is placing conditiona on these
people that makes 1t impossible to own property to be
eligible for the deduction. It seems very cruel to
tell an old couple that the home that they have
sacrificed and worked so many years to obtain must
be given up because of their obvious inabililty to pay
an excessive tax. These people have paid their taxes
for years. In most cases, they make very little
demand on municipal services, There seems to be no
excuse for a couple existing on the pitiance of
Social Security, to be plac;d in a situation where
they must sacrifice thelr very necessities of life
or face a forclosure sale for unpaid taxes.

The fact that the voters of the State voted
to raise the Senior Citizens exemption from $30,00
a year to $160.00 shows clearly that people at large
are aware of the problems of the aged. Not too many
people are aware of the aforementiohed conditions
limiting the eligilility for the deduction.

People that suffer disabilities (including
war veterans) such that their earning capacities
are impaired, fall into this category along with
small children. The unemployed whose income 1is totally
cut off (except for unemployment insurance) are placed

in a hopeless situation. All are expected to pay
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regardless of income.

(2) Escalating prcperty vaiues causing
distress in taxation.

In recent years property values have
escalated tremendously. Property taxes have
sky-rocketed at the same rate. The reason for this
situation is that the statute (93-404k Sec. 54:4-2.25)
says that assesament of property to be taxed will be
done at "true value"., True value is defined as
"eurrent market value"., (93-035¢c Sec 54:1-35.3)
Current market value means nothing to an individual
unless he plans to sell his home. His income is not
enhanced by the fact that his property is appreciating.
Therefore this is a poor basis on which to detemine
the amount of taxes he should pay.

An individual who could well afford to
purchase a home at a given price ten or fifteen years
2go, and maintain the mortgage payments and taxes of
that period, will not necessarily be able to do so
today at inflated prices. Mortgage payments in fact
decrease over the years due to a depreciating interest
charge. On the other hand, taxes are increasing
consistently each year. When the sales tax came into
being, State officials proclaimed that it was going

to relieve the property taxpayer. It is doubtful
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that your committee will find any taxpayer who has
felt this "relief". The law assumes that an individual's
income always reflects the curve of the economy. This
by far is a condition that is not true.

11. PRESENT STRUCTURE REWARDS NEGLECT AND PENAILIZES
PRIDE IN HOME OWNERSHIP!

(1) 1If a property owner neglects his home
and allows 1t to fall into decay and ruin, the current
market value of the propaty will definitely fall off.
If a property owner takes pride in his possessions and
through sacrifice and hard work, he makes his home an
asset to the community, the current market value will
definitely rise. Now, here is a paradox. In the
first case the individual is rewarded for his lack
of initiative. 1In the secdnd case, the individual
is penalized for his diligence. This 1s not only
unfair, it 1s foolish! This is the stuff of which
slums are made. Landlords let thelr holdings
deteriorate because they know that they will realize
benefits in taxation. Individuals are starting to
adopt the same outlook. In time the blight that is
infecting our citieé will spread, and the prospect
for the future looks very grim indeed.

111, PRESENT STRUCTURE EXPENSIVE TO MAINTAIN AND
DIFFICULT TO UNIFORMLY ENFORCE,
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(1) Expense of revaluation high and
unreliable,.

The cost of maintaining a study on a rapidly
growing community for tax purposes 1s high and even
if revaluations could be assumed to be accurate,
inequities crop up between periods of revaluation.
This situation is unfailr to the individuals who are
{forced to pay more than their fair share according
to the system.

Inevitably revaluation breaks down. In
High Bridge, 1t was never accomplished prior to 1971.
There is no Justification for the huge discrepanciles
that appear in the tax records up until this year.
Revision and equalization as called out in the statutes,
(93-481 Sec. 54:447, 93-028 Sec. 54:1-30) was sadly
neglected by local, county, and state officials for all
these years, Unqualified people are responsible in the
area of property taxation. As we see the situation,
they are incompetent to serve in this very important
and complex function. We are sure that this situation
prevalls in other areas outside of High Bridge and
Hunterdon County. The language of the law 1is vague
and needs much in the way of interpretation. Using
the term "current market value" leaves much to be

desired when a persons pocketbook is effected. Market
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value 18 the price a perscn 1s wililing to pay for a
given commodity. One person may place a very high
value on som thing. This "something" may have no value
to another individual. There is nothing hard and fast
about the wording of the law to solldly determine what
a person should pay relative to his neighbor.

This should be clear so that there is no
question in anyone's mind that someone else is
"getting away with something!.

(2) Assessing is not an exact science.

It would be interesting to have a number of
revaluation firms assess the same area independent of
each other without the knowledge that others are also
doing the work. It is doubtful that there would be
exact consistancy and quite possibly there would be
vast discrepencles between these exact consistancy
and quite possible different firms. There are many
in High Bridge that feel that their homes were given
only an off-hand appraisal. There are so many minute
factors that effect the market value of a home that it
is practically impossible to determine with any
precision what the '"current market value" really 1is.

If two different contractors bulld two
identical homes, they could demand different "market

values' because workmanship enteres into the picture.
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The amount a person 1s willing to pay does not
necessarily reflect the true market value. An
individual may not know the proper value of the property
since different areas reflect different values for
similar homes., They may be willing to pay more than
it's worth for speculation purposes, Yet the prices
paild in recent years is used as a yardstick for
revaluation, These prices are then applied to land

and dwellings that no-one wishes to sell.

IV. TAXES PAID SHOULD ATTEMPT TO REFLECT DEMAND ON
MUNICIPAL SERVICES.

(1) The largest portion of every municipal
budget in the State 1s the school budget. It is not
reasonable that a person that has four, five, or six
children in the school system should pay ;eas than a

person that has only one child. Yet g¢his 45 the case
repeated many times over. Where this 1s particularly

wrong is in the case of couples without any children
and senlor citizens. It seems logical that the financing
of schools should be carried out at the state level.
The local vote on the school budget seems to be an
attempt to dupe the public into thinking that there 1is
local conntrol over spending in the school system.

Our school board informs us that 85% of their budget

is controlled and mandated by the state, If this is a
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reality, then the vote on the school budget is nothing
but a mockery. If the state does control the money and
dictates how 1t is to be apent, then the state should
arrive at some equitable means to obtain this money
instead of placing the burden on the local property
taxpayer.

In closing, we must say, not only tax reform
but control and analysis of government spending at the
state level should be considered. The taxpaying publle
in general 1s caught in the squeeze of unemployment,
escalating taxes of all kinds, and runaway inflation.
Areas of expenditure such as the various welfare
programs can stand a hard looking into. A serious
and careful study should uncover places where tax dollars
can be saved., The Assoclation of High Bridge Taxpayers
hopes that government will try to accomplish its
buainess in a more professional manner than we have
seen in the past. In this way our officilals can gain
the respect of the taxpayers they represent. |

Thank you.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Thank you. Are there
questions? |

MR, HAINES: Did you say your assoclation
.requested a revaluation?

MR. MARTINEZ: No. We were delayed on
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revaluation for two years, and the reason we were
delayed was the town council told us planning and
zoning was the reason for holding it up. Since then,
we have found out that planning and zonlng 1s a
continuous ever changing process, and revaluation
should be a current rechanging process. And we are
hard put to understand why one should put off another
for three years.

MR. HAINES: Haven'!'t you had a revaluation
yet?

MR, MARTINEZ: Yes. It finally came in, and,
quite frankly, there is quite more, which I don't have
time, it doesn't look right. I will tell you that --

MR, HAINES: PFor what year?

MR, MARTINEZ: It was for thils year. And
this is the first fime in the history of High Bridge
it's been done,

CHAIRMAN JOHNSCON: Are there other questions?

Thank you.

Anthony Dailey, fcrmer tax assessor and
tax consultant.

MR, DAIIEY: I was tax assessor, and I was
tax consultant to challenge the equalization table of
Middlesex County in '47 and '55. And I was successful,

even though the municipality went to the Supreme Court,
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and we had in Middlesex County probably the first
equalization table than any other county. The reason
I am here today is that we are talking, I assume about
the property tax.
In order to talk about the property tax,

we must talk about the three groups of governments
there are, We have the county government, we have

the school boards, and we have the municipal. Now,

I might state that without their contradiction, that
here in New Brunswick thirty-four percent of the tax
levy is raised by tax levy on properties., The balance
comes from other miscelleneous revenues and surplus,
Only thirty-four percent. And I might also state that
here in Middlesex County fifteen of the municipalities
pay more county taxes than they do of their tax levy
for thelr own use., So that on the other hand, the
schools, they take about seventy percent. Their
budget, seventy percent must be raised by a tax. And
in the county government, eighty percent of their

tax budget must be raised on tax levy on property.

When speaking of tax levies, we must bear in

mind that there 1s an injustice created by the
legislature in 1965 when 1t adopted the so-called
personal property assumed valuation. That the

legislature in 1965 had in mind that the local assessors)

)
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or '66 rather, Public Law 1966 Chapter 1, it had in
mind that the local assessors were assessing personal
property in a discriminatory mannor. And the
acquisition that it permitted them to create tax
adjustments which resulted that the legislature did not
adopt this statute and remove the personal property
assessment from the local assessor's books.

Now, in doing so, those ratables were used
t o support education and support the county government.
Well, when it removed all these personal property
assessments from the ratables, that mean that the
Board of Education in New Brunswick lost about
three hundred thousand dollars in taxes. What happened
was that there was replacement tax adopted by the
state. And this replacement tax goes to municipal
treasuries, None of 1t 1s divided or given to the
Board of Education or given to the county government.
And that has remained stationary or stablized. 1It's
the same amount., It was seven hundred and eighty for
every municipality in the state. The amount is the
same., This would indicate that the state had not been
successful in eliminating tax delinquencies. Therefore
it's the same., But the most important fact that I am
concerned about is that in doing so, eliminating this

personal property tax, they replaced it with an
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assumed personal property valuation, And if yuu have
ever studied, I think that my friend Mr. Halnes, you
will read that the personal property replacement
revenue is divided, capitalized by the tax rate of the
preceding year. Then that figure, like in New Brumswick
it was seven hundred and eighty-seven thousand three

o three, and that was capitalized by the preceding
general rate of seven thirty-four. That gave a
capitalization figure of ten million o four four two
thousand. Then it was further equalized by using the
real estate, the real estate ratio of the previous
year which has nothing to do whatsocever to do with
personal property, which was forty-six percent. And
they computed the figure of twenty-one million eight
hundred and thirty thousand dollars, which the
municipality had to raise taxes for support of the
ounty government. That is an indirect tax on property,
because there is no personal property assessment under
the local -- and on/:g:nCounty Board of Taxation added
that twenty-one million dollars, I want to say that

the amount throughout Middlesex County is that -- is
included in the county ratable sheet, and it's assessed
to the municipelity on the local tax property tax rate.
That should be eliminated.

When they talk about the tax exempt -- tax
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exemption, the Middlesex County we have approximately
five hundred and twenty-five million dollars of tax
exempt property. On the ratio of fifty percent, that
would be over a billion dollars. But how are we going
to segregate state institutions which provide for
rehabiliation of the 111, of the numbers who have
violated laws, against the county institutions? What
about the county hospitals? What about the chariable
non-profit hospitals?

Now, there 1is some property here in the
county that enjoys tax exemption that 1s questioned.
And that is where a municipality has acquired property
% tax title liens. They have allowed some of 1t to
remain there for years without attempting to adopt
in rent forclosure or anything, and it stays on the
books as tax exempt.

Now, that property should be disposed of after
the tax title lien had been forclosed, which should be
-- but 1t is not being done. Therefore, the property
tax in Middlesex County, it 1s nothing more than a
discriminatory tax. And unless it's enforced in full,
-- now, I remember back in '38, municipalites, they
were able to reduce their taxes by reason of various
changes by the legislature in the tax structure., 1In

1938 the county, the state removed the value of utility
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cost from the local tax bocks, and they replaced it
with a gross receipts and franchise tax. That money
goes directly to the municipality. None of it goes
to pay the cost of county government or school
government. When they removed the personal property,
they get the same thing. Except, as I sald before,
in the county government, they turn around and put
this assumed personal property valuation, they removed
the second class rallroad property from the local
assessors books and they fixed a tax rate, 1966 Tax
Rate, the froze it. In New Brunswick it's five dollars
and ninety cents. They froze that. So all this --
2ll this talk about that we should have new taxes,
the legislature directs and controls much of the tax
legislation, and if they don't pay attention to too
many of these bills that they introduce that impose
injustice on a property, whatever you recommend, if
you do recommend, 1it's not going to solve the property
tax. |
The legal assessors abide by the rules of
the County Board of Taxation. The County Taxation, as
Mr. Haines says, has never adopted a standard value to
be put into effect. It denies, according to the
statute that we are a County Board of Taxation, it

fails to adopt a standard of value. It automatically goes




to fifty percent. And that's all they have ever done
in Middlesex County. The twenty-one counties through
the state should have one standard of value, and I
say at 2 hundred percent. Then each taxpayer will kn
what tax he's going to pay. When you pick up these
appeals, and they show that some property 1s assessed
at twenty, fwenty-five percent, but it should be
fifty percent, as it exist here, and the County Board
of Taxation has never corrected it, they have allowed
municipalities to go as much as eight or nine years
without revaluation. So that we can't blame the
County Board of Taxation and the State Legislature

if the property tax now exists is discriminatory.

The tax rates are erroneous,because any governing
body, when they come up on an election year, reduce
the tax rate that year. The following year, it goes
up.

Now, I bring these points to you, but
primarily I'm interested in this. I am interested in
this --

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Your time is running out

MR. DAILEY: It is to assume personal
property assessments. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Thank you. Are there

questions?
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(No response.)

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: All right. Thank you.

Mr. Richard Adams, Councilman, Piscataway
Township.

MR. ADAMS: Thank you, very much., I am going
to be very brief. The hour 1is late. I would like to
g0 on record as stating Piscataway needs help. The
property in the state -- for state owned property in
our township. I am supporting the bills of Senators
Tanzman, Assemblyman Haellg, and Garibaldi. We have
one of the fastest growing communities in Middlesex
County, and we are burdened now with constructing new
schools. We had a serious teacher strike in our
township a few weeks ago, and we have additional
children. Reslidents are requesting additional services
every year. And senlor cltizens in our community
needs some kind of tax rellef,

Gentlemen, where are we headed? Where is
New Jersey headed, taxwise? What can we do to
alleviate this situation? What areas will you
recommend? What areas would you like to recommend?
Did we save money by combining certain services? This
is one of my recommendations to you, maybe it might
be an area. I know this isn't in your jurisdiction,

but it might be in your recommendations for the
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-- to the governor to mayove move and look into areas
where he could save money, utilizing certain services,
statewide, municipal, or cauntywide. One of the areas
I am thinking about is in the school board area, where,
perhaps, more new schools can be -- the state has an
area there where they have plans for school, where
a munlcipality can go down and look at them, rather
than -- I am not trying to put the architects out of
work, but it might be an area in where we could save
some money. We have got to do somethling for our
municipalities. We have got to do something for our
county, and I want to go on record as being an
interested councilman, and an interested citizen of
Piscataway. And I want to thank you for letting me
speak today.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Thank you. Are there
questions?

Thank you, sir.

Mayor Joseph Mammon of East Brunswick.

MAYOR MAMMON: First I would like to
apologize. I am not too well prepared here today.
Unfortunately, the Mayor of Woodbridge who is chairman
was suppose to have appeared. We have been unable to
find him,

What I would like to do is to read a
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resolution which was presented at our Middlesex County
Mayors meeting last Friday. I've got the original
here, which I will leave with you. It's been signed
by --

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: We will put it in the

record, if that's your pleasure.

MAYOR MAMMON: 1It's been signed by twenty of
the twenty-five mayors in the county. I would like
to read the resolution, 1f I may.

Resolution to be presented by Middlesex
County Conference of Mayors to the State Tax Pollicy
Commission on May 4, 1971.

WHEREAS, the skyrocketing of educational
costs have already forced local property taxes through-
out New Jersey to a point, where they threaten to
become unbearable burdens on property owners;‘and

WHEREAS, any further increased in real
property taxes due to spiraling educatiou costs could
in effect, be tantamount to confiscation of the'property
of many of our homeowners and other taxpayers; and

WHEREAS, state aid has decreased to citien
in Middlesex County from 19% of revenues to 14% of
revenues in the perlod 1966-67 to 1971-72; and

WHEREAS, the national average of state share

of local school costs approaches 50% while New Jersey
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slips below 30%; and

WHEREAS, the average school budget, in
Middlesex County, has risen 87% since 1966-67 while
average annual state aid for education has decreased
from 19% to 14% of local school costs; and

WHEREAS, additional, and more equitably
distributed State Ald for schools, 1is urgently and NOW,
by municipalities throughout the State; and

WHEREAS, the Mayors of Middlesex County agree
that the State of New Jersey should strive toward a
goal of financing 50% of local school costs; and

WHEREAS, increased state aild would reduce
property tax burdens by 35% in Middlesex County; and

WHEREAS, ilncreased state ald would provide
a more appropriate funding source for a service that
has no relationship to property values; and

WHEREAS, increased state aild would allow an
even distribution of quality educational programs and
an even distribution of the benefits of such education;
and

WHEREAS, property tax rellef for education
would allow adequate planning and provision of other
municipal services; and

WHEREAS, the State Tax Policy Commission 1is

delliberating to determine fair and just taxation for




2ll New Jersey citizens and homeowners; and

agree that state funding of 50% of local school costs

is the best form of relief for the property taxpayer;

have resolved jointly to call for a 50% state funding
of local school costs to shift this burden from

harassed property taxpayers,

1.

WHEREAS, the Mayors of Middlesex Caunty

THEREFORE, the Mayors of Middlesex County

Environmental and Economic Impact

A,
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Tax 1s regressive

Tax 1s placed on owners of property
regardless of income

Badly affects fixed income

iamilies (pensioners)

Badly affects diminishing income
families - as in a recesslon

Tax 1s inappropriate for financling certaln

non-property functions.

Education

Finances education most (about 70% of
tax revenue applied here)

Educational benefits have no relation
to property values

Property Value growth bears no

relationship to rise in education costs
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Property tax asked to make up for
difficiencdes in state rormula aid

14 .8% of Middlesex County local school
costs come from state ald Statewide
average 1s about 204 and national
average is about 45% Middlesex County
annual local school costs rose 87% in
five years while annual state ald
decreased from 19% to 14% of local
school costs.

Tax is inadequate to finance annual

cost increases in local government,
Uncontrollable cost increases such as
employer contributions to pension funds,
insurance, share-of regional sewage and
other agencies' costs, about 10 to 20%
annually.

Other sources of revenue show little or
no growth for the munlcipalities in the
period of 1976. The property tax will
have to bear the combines burden of
county, townshlip, and special district
cost inflation unless new sources of
revenue are made available. This

indicates a thrée-way upward push on
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property tax rates.
II. Property Tax Limitations

A. Not all property is taxable

For Example:

Exempt property totals $154 million

in Woodbridge.

Street and other rights of way account
for at least 1/20th of land area.

B, Veterans' and Senior Citizen exemptions
while important to reduce the regressive
nature of the tax but do so at the cost
of reducing revenue,.

C. Growth Restrictions
All the conditions listed impact the tax
most in municipalities that are
completely bullt up- those that have little
tax base growth.
Projections of tax base growth that it will
not grow as fast as projected municipal
costs. This means that even cities with
diverse tax bases are going to feel the pains
of significant property tax increases
in the 1970's. Woodbridge will reach
that point in a short time.

I might add that the twenty-five mayors on
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this resolution represents -- includes urban and
suburban and rural areas in Middlesex County, and
includes bhoth political parties, and also indepentents.
There was a unanamious agreement upon this, With that,
I say, unfortunately, I apologize for being called

the last minute. I will submit to questions, if you
have any.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Are there questions?

MRS, KLEIN: The first WHEREAS, it says
the average annual state aid of education has decreased
from 19% to 14%, and up above it says 30?.

MAYOR MAMMON: Let me give you an example.

In 1966 -- '67, this is on one where the
school budget was five million, our state ald was one
million four hundred and sixty-one thousand, or
twenty-four percent of our total budget was state aid.
In 1970 -~ '7T1l, where our school budget was -- our
state aid was one million five hundred and sixty-one
thousand dollars, or fourteen percent of total.

MRS, KLEIN: Also, the state averaged
twenty-nine percent, Middlesex is twenty-four to
nineteen percent?

MAYOR MAMMON: That's the range, yes.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Further questions?

All right. Thank you, Mgyor.




MAYOR MAMMON: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Now, the Chair will go
back over the list of registrants and see -- call the
names of those who were called earlier and who were
not in the room.

Mayor Robert Cawley of Princeton.

(Not present.)

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Mayor Ralph Barone
of Woodbridge.

(not present.)

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Mr. Russell Miles,
Planning Director of Warren County,

MR, MILES: My apologies, gentlemen.

My name is Russell A, Miles, and my address
is Box 282B, R.D.#2, Phillipsburg, New Jersey, 08865,

I appreciate the opportunity to express my
vieys relative to the proposed property tax revision
‘1n New Jersey, particularly Assembly Bill Resolution

Number 2024, sponsored by Assemblywoman Fenwick,
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Margetts, Assemblymen Schluter, Ewing, Kean and Heellig.

I am not going to reiterate all of the many
reasons of why a property tax revision in New Jersey
is essential. I will, however, confine my remarks
to the property tax as a function of municipel and

regional planning inasmuch as 1 am presently Planning
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Director for Warren County, and have been actively
engaged in the field of community planning for the
past 12 years. I feel that I have observed firsthand
some of the problems that our present tax system

has engendered.

As a basic planning policy at the state,
county, and municipal level those undeveloped areas in
the northwestern part of our state, including
Warren County, are genernlly‘considered most logical
to be retalned as open undeveloped land. It is said
that we are the most densely populated state in the
union, and yet, our northwestern portion contains
substantial areas of open land.

Some of the open land exists in a public
ownership, but a large and more significant portion
13 open land because it is the desire of the property

owner. The property owner however is frequently
confronted with a municipal tax policy which 1is
discouraging him to retain the land in an undeveloped
state,

Municipalities all over the state are faced
with the problem of rising operating costs, largely
school costs, As a result, under the present tax
structure the assessment of open land is increased

far out of proportion with its use or with its demand
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for community services., The net result is that one
owner after another is pressured into selling his land
not because of a desire for development, but rather
that the maintance of open land has become to
expensive. Forcing these open lands only accelerates
the vicious cycle that I have Just described.

The net result of this merry-go-round 1is
that one community after another gets into the ratable
game, soliciting development only on the basis that it
willl add to the list of ratables without giving a
consideration to whether a particular use is really
as asset to the community or whether it is consistant
with the principles of community planning.

In many instances the property owner would be
much happler and the community far better off if much
of the open land had not been forced into development.
If the assessment on open land can be kept with in
reason based on its value as opan land the community
development will be encouraged to take place on a
more rational basis. Municipal operating costs can
be held to a minimum because growth can be planned

to take place in those areas where it is more
economical to service, The overall effect of this

will be lower operating costs to the community and

lower tax rate to the citizens.




156

So far I have confined my remarks to only
the direct financial benefits that can be gained from
this kind of revision and on other benefits -- Living
in a densely populated state as we are, the effects
of open, green spaces takes on a real value to all
of our citizens. I hasten to say that the value 1is
difficult to measure in dollars and cents, however,
blologists, community planners, and urban sociologists
are quick to point out that without large areas of
open land filled with natural vegetation that most of
our environment, which is the air we breath and the
water we drink, would deteriorate rapidly.

It is difficult for me to visualize how
government on levels would acquire the necessary
amount of open spaces in order to insure the
environmental basis for our densely populated urban
areas. The only answer seems to be to encourage the
rprivate land owner to maintain his land in an
undeveloped state particularly in the northwestemrn
portion of our state.

In Warren County agriculture now forms a
large part of the economic base, however, figures show
that changes are occurring 1n agriculture which are
pertinent to this bill. During the past decade, we

have seen the total number of operating farms decrease
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by approximately 18% and at the same time the total
acreage in agriculture decrease by slightly less than
10%. This indicates that our farms are diminishing in
number and increasing slightly in average size, The
statistics indicate that we actually have a greater
intensity in agriculture in certain areas and many of the
smaller farms of 100 acres or less are going out of
business. When this happens the owner loses the
benefit of the farm assessment land program and the
land is then pushed into the market place not
particularly because the owner wishes, but because
the tax bill is forcing the issue.

If we had an open land assessment program,
as 1is proposed in this bill, I belleve that many of
these smaller farms could be retained in a non-fam
open land use which would be of benefit to our
communities, and county, and ultimately our entire
| state.

Before I close, I would suggest that the
sponsors of this legislation considers an amendment
which would change the number of acres required from
2 acres to 5 acres. With this change I believe the
bill would be a significant contribution to the
cltizens of New Jersey. I urge this committee

to evaluate all of the testimony presented and make
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recomuendation to your colleagues in the legislature
for a speedy enactment for a comprehensive tax revision
law.

Thank you.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Are there questions?

MR, HAINES: No questions.

MR. GQUNTSCH: No.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: All right. Thank you.

Mr. Robert Shearn of Piscataway Township --
he was called before,

Now, that completes the 1list of registrations.
Is there anyone in the room who has not said anything
yet and who wishes to make a statement? Is there
anyone who has made a statement and who wishes to
extend his remarks?

MR, MARTINEZ: I would like to extend some
comments to Mr. Halnes.

MR, HAINES: Yes,

MR. MARTINEZ: You brought up this thing
about revaluation in High Bridge, and actually, it
has been completed. With the few who are really --
there's been quite a furor, and the fact that this
has been put off and put off for planning and zoning,
as I mentioned. I went along with this for about

two years, because I was an individual, and I went




156
down to the councll from time to time and inquired
what happened to the revaluation, what was being
put off for planning and zoning. So finally I asked
them questions, and they sounded a little crazy, so
I started checking them out. And I wrote to the
State, and I didn't even know who to write to at
that point. At this point I am completely ignorant
about everything. However, ignorance 1s not stupidity.
So, I wrote to the State Board of Taxes. There is no
such animal, It was channeled down to the Property
Tax Bureau. I had correspondence back and forth with
t hem. And to keep it short, I don't want to take up
too much time, it boiled down to where I finally wrote
a letter of -- in which he sent me a book by the way,
about that thick, and when I was sitting, watching
televislion, and this paragraph jumped out of the
book. At this point, mind you we never had a valuation,
and I am inquiring as to why this isn't being done,
and completely ignorant of the law. But I found in
-- when people have inquirlies and complaints by
individual taxpayers with regard to exemptions, and
served directly by the Buraau or by persons from the
governor's office or other state agencies, this 1is
underlined for Mr. Hart's Dbenefit, the subject

where these complaints are properly and cerefully
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investigated. This includes examination of public
records and the property involved by discussion with
local officials and tax payers. Every effort is made
to inform taxpayers of the applicable laws and the
facts,

Now, I sent this to Mr. Hart, and with the
happy thought that they were going to send some state
man to look the situation over. In response to this,
I got this letter here from Mr. Hart which was very
short and very sweet. This is to acknowledge your
most recent letter relative to your dissatisfaction
with the assessed valuations placed on the properties
in the Borough of High Bridge. We have advised you
of the applicable laws and procedures whereby you and
other tax payers were dissatisfied based on the
properties, and they seek rellef. We cannot see that
- any continuance of this correspondence will serve
any good purpose,

So the door was slammed. So I wrote to
the Attorney General. The Attorney General writes me
back and tells me to get a lawyer. Now, at this point
I am pretty upset. So I sat down and I wrote this
letter.

Gentlemen, your complete rejection in a

matter that appalls -- it's appalling and inexcuseable.




I am going to try to get all the injured
parties to contribute to the fund for local counties.
At the same time I intend to get signatures and
inquire as to just what are the functions of your
respective offices. This is not a personal matter
between two individuals. This is a situation imposed
on a large number of citizens by local government.

I presently seem to have some interest at the county
level,

Now, however, if that fails and the matter
is not straightened out at the government level, then
I am going to see that it can be induced to put up
poorer resources for councll. And when this takes
place, I will include your letters of rejection.

No wonder there are militant groups to cause so much
trouble to complete this interest of governments and
the legitimate complaints to invite such activities,

I won't trouble you pecple any further,
and you don't have to respond. However, as
representatives of the government, your lack of
interest has cost a lot of people of this town to
wonder why taxpayer's money --

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: What's the date of that
letter?

MR, MARTINEZ: The 20th, 1970.
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CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: 19707

MR. MARTINEZ: Seventy.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Has there been any
response?

MR, MARTINEZ: Well, this is where it all
started, you see. And as I said, when I wrote a
petition and I was mad enough. So then I was told
I might get in trouble, because I'm soliciting funds
without a license, and so I consulted an attorney,
and there was that possibllity. So that is when I
got a group together and we formed a committee and
assoclation and we became incorporated.

So that's it. The only thing I am saying,
I am trying to impress, and I must comment that your
interest, and 1t's been a long session, your interest
is really rewarding, and I expected to come down and
see a lot of hoohums, but everyone seems to be very
interested.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Well, we are all
taxpayers.

MR. MARTINEZ: I understand this., We are
in High Bridge, too. But we are down here, So, I
wish to thank you, anyway.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Thank you.

Now, it should be noted for the record, a
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statemert has been fliled by Senator Norman Tanzman.
There being no further statements, thils

meeting is adjourned.

(At which time the hearing was adjourned.)
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I, PETER C, MASSARO, Shorthand Reporter
and Notary Public of the State of New Jersey do
hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and

correct transcript of the proceedings.

Peter C, Massaro

Date /}u‘-n& 22 (4 ﬁ%}g t( m&m\y—/
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COUNTY PLAMN!: ~&G OFFICE
WARREN COUNTY

BELVIDERE, NEW JERSEY 07823

RusseLL A. MILES
PLANNING DIRECTOR

PHONE 201~-475-3361
EXT. 236

May )4: 1971

A Statement to the New Jersey Tax Policy Committee

Task Force C

My name is Russell A. Miles and my address is Box 282B,
R. D. 2, Phillipsburg, New Jersey, 03865.

I 2ppreciate the opportunity to express my vievs re-
lative to the proposed property tax revision in New Jersey,
particularly Assembly Bill Resolution Number 202}, sponsored by
Assemblywonen Fenwick, Margetts, Assemblymen Schluter, Ewing,
Kean and Haeliwg.

I am not going to reiterate all of the many reasons
of why a property tax revision in New Jersey is essential. I
will, however, confine my remarks to the pronerty tax as a
function of municipal and regional planning inasmuch as I am
presently Planning Director for Warren County, and have been
actively engaged in the field of comrminity plenning for the
past 12 years. I feel that I have observed firsthand some of
the problems that our present tsx system has engendered.

As a basic planning policy at the state, county, and
municipal level those undeveloped arsas in the northwestern part
of our state, inclnding Varren County, are generally considered
most logical to be retainzd as opzn undeveloped land. It is
said that we are the most densely populeted state in the union,
and yet ouvr northwestern portion contains substantial areas of
open land.

Some of this open land exists in a publie owmership,
but a large and more signific2nt portion is open land bectuse
it is the desire of the property owmer. The property owner
however is frequently confronted with a municipal tax policy
vhich is discouraging #¢ him to retain the land in an undeveloped
state.
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Municipalities all over thc state are faced with the
problem of rising operating costs, largely school costs. As a
result,. under the present tax structure the assessment of open
land is increased far out of proportion with its use or with
its demand for community services. The met result is that one
owner after another is pressured into selling his land not be-
cause of a desire for development, but rather that the main-
tance of open land has become to expensive. Forcing these open
lands only agcelerates the vicious cycle that I have just des-
cribed.

The net result of this merry-go-round is that one
community after another gets into the ratable game, solicit-
ing development only on the basis that it will adc to the 1list
of ratables without giving a consideration to whether a particu-
lar use is really an asset to thz comunity or vhether it is
consistant with the m of commmnity plenning.

In rany instences the property owvner: would be mch
happier and the community far better off if much of the onen
land had not been forced into development. If the assess-
ment on opsen land can b2 kept with in reason based on its value
as open land the cormunity development will be encouraged to
take place on a more rational basis, Municipal operating costs
can be held to 2 minirmum because growth cen be plarned to take
place in those arzas where it is more economical to service.
The overall effect of this will be lower operating costs to the
commmity and lower ta2x rate to the citizens.

v So far I have confined ry remarks to only the direct
financial benefits that can be gained from this kind of re-
vision and on other benefits. --- Living in a densely populated
state as we are, the effects of open, green spaces tekes on a
real value to all of our citizens. I hasten to s2y that the
value is difficult to meassure in dollars and cents, howvever,
biologists, comminity nlanmmers, and urbzn sociologists are
quick to point out that without large areas of open land filled
with natural vegetation that most of our environment, which is
the air we breatheand the water we drink, would deteriorate

rapidly.

It is dlfflcult for ms to visualize, howssqllm govern-
ment et on ]avaluAarculre the necessory amount of open spaces
in order to insure the enviornmental basis for our densely pop~-
ulated vroven areas. The only answver seems to be to encourage
the private land ovner to maintain his land in an undeveloped
state particularly in the northwestern portion of our state.
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In Warren County agricui.ure now forms a large part
of the economic base, however, figures show that changes are
occuring in agriculture which are pertinent to this bill. Dur-
ing the past decade, we have seen the total number of operating
farms decrease by approximately 18% and at the same time the
total acre~ge in agriculture decrease by slightly less than 107.
This indicates that our farms are deminishing in mumber and in-
creasing slightly in average size. The statistics indicate that
we actually have a greater intensity in agriculture in certain
areas and many of the smaller farms of 100 acres or less are go-
ing out of business. Vhen this happens the ovmer looses the
benefit-of the farm assessment land program and the land is then
pushed into the market place not particularly because the owmer
wishes, but because the tax bill is forcing the issue.

If we had an open land assessment program, as is pro-
posed in this bill, I believe that many of these smaller farms
could be retained in a non-farm open land use which would be of
benefit to our communities, and county, and ultimately our en-
tire state.

Before I close, I would suggest that the sponsors of
this legislation considerg an amendment which would change the
number of acres required from 2 acres to 5 acres. With this
change I believe the bill would be a significant contribution
to the citizens of New Jersey. I urge this committce to evolu-
ate all of the testimony presented and make recommendation to
your collezgues in the legislature for a speédy enactment for a
comprehensive tax revision lzw,
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Settled by the Swedes in 1638 Incorporated as a Borough in 1902

BOROUGH OF SWEDESBORO

SWEDESBORO, NEW JERSEY 08085

(609) 467-0202

April 20, 1971

Mr. Leonard C. Johnson
Chairman, Task Force C

New Jersey Tax Policy Committee
134 West State Street

Trenton, New Jersey 08625

Dear Mr. Johnson:

I regret that I was unable to attend your recent
public hearing in Camden, but would appreciate a few moments of
of your time as I express my views on tax-exempt property.

As mayor of this Gloucester County community of
some 2200 residents, I am concerned about the great amount of
tax exempt property existing here.

In addition to three schools (two public and one
parochial) serving Swedesboro and the surrounding farming area
in Woolwich Township, we also have nine tax-exempt church prop-
erties. (Properties owned by nine churches

I am a church member (Trinity Episcopal) so
obviously am not anti-church. My own church, for example, has
four structures which are tax-exempt: the main edifice, a parish
house for church school sessions, the rectory and a dwelling for
the sexton.

Our tax books show a very conservative valuation
of almost $500,000 on properties of all nine churches in town.
The true valuation would be several times this total.

I personally believe, and respecfully request your
committee's consideration, that a limitation be placed on the
types of church properties that would be free of taxation; that
exemptions, for example, be limited to the main edifice and to
church school buildings, with housing for the clergy, sextons and
other personnel being placed on a tax-paying basis.

It is true, under such a limitation, that all church
members would have to ante up more money when the collection plate
is passed, but such an arrangement would certainly be more fair
to the entire community.

Also, I strongly feel that properties owned by
fraternal organizations should be assessed and taxed on the same
basis as residential, commercial and other properties.

RECE!\:: f'"\??_ 22 197[ -169- %mncerely,
4
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ADVISORY COMMISSION ON 7*"ERCOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS
Washington, D.C. 20575

John Shannon
Assistant Director, Taxation and Finance 1/
Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations=

CIRCUIT-BREAKERS AS A MEANS OF PUTTING A CEILING ON PROPERTY TAXES
. '

A willingness to protect t?e weak stands out as ogg qg ;he true
marks of a civilized society. A practical manifestatfaﬁ bf_this
concern can be found in a public insistence that its tax collectors
not be allowed to impose extraordinary burdens on the poor.

Before this idealism can be translated into law, however, State

N
legislators need answers to several tough questions. I shall attempt
to answer the questions most frequently raised when the subject of

property tax ceilings comes under serious consideration.

What economic yardstick should be used in determining a

family's need for property tax relief?

In my judgment, the case for residential property tax will
ordinarily hinge on only one factor--the size of the bite that the
property tax takes out of the family's annual income. Admittedly, there

are secondary considerations--for example, the value of the residence
<
can not be totally ignored. Even when two income situations are iden-

tical, the public ordinarily will not be so quick to extend property

tax relief to an elderly lady living in a great mansion as to one
living in a modest home. But this is the ekcéptional case that can
1/Remarks made before the Graduate School of Public Affairs, Institute
of Governmental Research, University of Washington and the Washington
State Department of Revenue, October 10, 1970, at the University
Tower Hotel, Seattle, Washington.
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be easily handled when drafting property tax relief legislation.

The central point is this--in our modern urban society the
annual flow of money incoﬁe into the household ordinarily repre-
sents the most preéise measure of ability to pay taxes. Yet the
property tax has its roots in a rural society where the value of
a family's physical holdings--land and buildings--serves as the
single best measure of taxable capacity.

The problems caused by clinging to this outmoded view of taxable

capacity are clearly reflected in the hardships that the paymept’of

I3

; LA 2
residential property taxes imposes on low income households. - With

retirement, the flow of income drops sharply and a $300 a year

property bill that once could be taken in stride becomes a dis-
proportionate claim on the income of an elderly couple living on

a pension of $1,500. Similarly, if the flowﬁof income falls

sharply as a result of the death or physical disability of the
breadwinner, or due to unemployment, then again payment of the
residential property tax can become an extraordinary tax burden. It can
consume as much as 50 percent of a household's meager income (tablell).

Thousands of homeowners, mostly elderly, are forced each year to liqui-
‘date part of their assets or endure real privation in order to pay the local
tax on shelter. It is a bitter commentary on our youth-oriented society
when the many elderly persons are forced through the property tax wringer

in order to finance the education of the young. .

- How do we know when a tax burden is truly extraordinary in

Dl
-

relation to household income?

Avdilable evidence suggests that the avefééé urban household in
the United States is now turning over about & pércent of total house-

. >

hold income to the local residential propefty tax collector.
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Table I

REAL ESTATE TAX RELATED TO INCOME FOR NONFARM HOMEOWNER PROPERTIES,
1960 AND 1968 EST

1968 est. 1960

Percent Percent

distri- distri-

Item Number bution Number bution
Real estate tax as . ¢

a % of incomel bt

. . ooyt
Total 26,500,000 100.0 22,485,146 ' 16d.0
Less than 1.0% 3,066,000 11.6 3,573,291 15.9
1.0% to 1.9% 3,940,000 14.9 4,592,195 20.4
2.0% to 2.9% 3,633,000 13.7 4,239,356 18.9
3.0% to 3.0% 2,611,000 9.8 3,043,484 13.5
4.0% to 4.9% 3,818,000 14 .4 2,028,333 9.0
5.0% to 7.4% 4,641,000 17.5 2,465,970 11.0
7.5% to 9.9% 1,721,000 6.5 .4 913,631 4.1
10.0% or more 3,070,000 11.6 1,628,886 7.2

Median (percent) 4.0 -- 2.7 --

l/ Income of owner and relatives living with him.
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census. U.S. Census of Housing, 1960, Vol. V,
~and unpublished data. 1968 data estimated by ACIR staff.

When viewed against this background--an average household burden
" of 4 percent--I believe we could muster widespread support for the
generai conclusion that any residential property tax payment in excess
of 10 percent of total household income would represent a truly extra- .
ordinary tax burden. If we use this tough 10 percent standard--2-1/£

times the average burden--we estimate that approximately three million

householders will be found in this excessive property tax burden category.

Let me emphasize, however, that this 10 péféént test is by no

means the last word on the subject. Avefage pfbperty tax burdens

- - cw
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vary.widely from one State to another. According to our calculations,
a Seattle family wiéh a $10,000 income is turning over approximately
$300 or 3 percen£ of total money income to the residential property
tax collector. Thus, it might be argued that any family in this
State that must pay out more than 6 or 7 percent of its income is
carrying an excessive burden and is therefore entitled to tax relief
on that part of the tax payment in excess of 6 percent.

The important point to note here is that it is pésgihl% to ob-
tain a fairly accurate picture.of the average family bﬁrdeg, either

on a national or State basis. It is then just a question of agreeing

on the maximum size of the tax bite; at what point it becomes excessive
in relation to the family's annual income.

]
Has any State adopted this '"circuit-bBreaker' approach as a way of
1y P

coming to the aid of taxpayers confronted with tax overload situations?

Yes--to date four étates have adopted this plan--Wisconsin (1963),
Minnesota (1967), Vermont (1969), and most recently Kansas (1970).

The Vermont legislature has taken the position that any residential
tax payment in excess of 7 percent of total family income should be deemed
excessive and the State, therefore, should rebate to the taxpayer that
part of the tax payment in excess of tﬁe 7 percent figure. The Minnesota
"ecircuit-breaker" cuts off the devastating power of the residential
property tax process when the burden exceeds 6 percent of household in-
come (table II). Recent statistics on the Wisconsin plan indicate that
the residential property tax burden must exceed 11 percent before State
financed property tax relief aid becomeS'availéblé;

As you can well imagine, very pragmatic-fiscal considerations in-
fluence the decision of State 1egi§1at0;s. In the final analysis, the

amount that a State can set aside for this form of property tax
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THE "CIRCUITBREAKER" SYSTEM FOR PROTECTING LOW INCOME HOUSEHOLDS

Table IT

FROM PROPERTY TAX OVERLOAD SITUATIONS
HOW IT WORKED IN WISCONSIN AND MINNESOTA IN 1968

WISCONSIN

Average Property Tax*

i

Ratio of Property Tax™®

to Household Income

Household Number Average Percent of

. Income 3 of Household Before After Tax Burden Before After
Group Claims Income Credit Credit Relieved Credit Credit

$0 , 102 $ 0 $333 $151 55% -7 Rt

1 - 499 539 381 254 98 61 66 26

500 - 999 6,508 801 211 78 63 26 10

1,000 - 1,499 14,903 1,269 249 140 44 20 11

1,500 - 1,999 16,809 1,750 288 188 35 16 11

2,000 - 2,499 14,287 2,236 323 241 25 14 11

2,500 - 2,999 9,857 2,734 363 307 15 13 11

3,000 - 3,500 5,576 3,207 415 392 5 13 12

MINNESOTA

Less Than $250 192 $ -495 $164 51 697% -7 -
$ 250 - 499 198 434 145 38 74 33.4 8.8
500" - . 749 994 652 128 39 70 19.6 6.0
750,- 999 2,108 891 136 42 69 15.3 .7
1,000 - 1, 249 :2,779 1,132 143 . 72 50 12.6 b,
1,250 —vl 499, 3,666 1,380 151 76 50 10.9 L%
1,500 - 1,749 , 3,453 1,624 160 95 41 9.9 5.8
1,750 - 1,999 3,828 1,880 167 100 40 8.9 5.3
2,000 - 2,249 - 3,115 2,122 179 125 30 8.4 5.9
2,250 - 2,499 2,879 2,375 182 127 ~ -~ -30 7.7 5.3
2,500 - 2,749 2,403 2,717 190 151 <721 7.0 5.6
2,750 - 2,999 © 2,189 2,875 194 155 T 20 6.7 5.4
3,000 - 3,249 1,488 3,124 200 179 ~ -~10 6.4 5.7
3,250 - 3,499 1,270 3,368 215 193 6 6.4 5.7

*

Includes property tax portion of rent payments.

Sources:

Wisconsin Department of Revenue Research Division July 28, 1970.

‘Minnesota Department of Taxation, Property Tax Relief for Minnesota's Senior Citizens (Special Report)

August 1970.

-
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relief largely determines the calibration of the "circuit-breaker."

Should residential property tax relief be extended to all

low income householders--the renters as well as the homeowners--and

those under 65 years of age as well as to the elderly?

In our judgment, a very persuasive case can be made in behalf
of the comprehensive approach--that relief should be exteqded to
all householders carrying exceséive residential propegé; ﬁ;x/burdens
be they renters or homeowners, young or old.

Let us look at the renter issue first. There is widespread agree-
ment that the renter ordinarily absorbs the lion's share of the property
tax paid by his landlord. For this reason,' Wisconsin, Minnesota, and
Vermont extend tax relief to the elderly renter as well as to the
elderly homeowner. Wisconsin assumes that 25 percent of the rental
payment goes for property taxes while Minnesota and Vermont use a
20 percent figure.

Most recently Kansas adopted the '"circuit-breaker'" type tax re-
lief but restricted the benefits to elderly homeowners. Thus, the elderly
renters are batting 750--they are entitled to property tax relief
in three of the four States that now employ this sophisticated form
of residential property tax relief. ¢

Not one of the four States currently using the "circuit-
breaker" approach now extends this property tax relief to those
householders under 65 years of age. I believe it will be only a
matter of time before this oversight is corrected. The widow with
a houseful of children and the family.hit by unemployment are also often

forced to carry extraordinary residential tax burdens in relation to

their income.

FU b [ i .



How is the "circuit-breaker' administered?

All four of the States that now use this approach have employed
the same form of administration. Their tax relief plans are financed .
entirely from State funds and administered by the income tax divisions

of their State tax departments.

To insure that only the truly needy persons would receive property
?

'

tax relief, the applicants must list all forms of money ipcome, includ-
ing such sacrosanct items as social security and veté;;é;’bénefits and
railroad retirement payments. In view of this fact, the stark picture
of regressivity depicted by the data in table II becomes even more
shocking. Under the Wisconsin procedurgz the applicant for homestead
tax relief files a statement as a supplement to the Wisconsin State-
income tax return.

After audit by the Wisconsin State Income Tax Department, the
eligible beneficiary receives compensation for that part of his
property tax payment deemed extraordinary under Wisconsin law. The
compensation takes the form of either a direct cash refund or a credit
against his State income tax liability. The vast majority of applicants
have sﬁch low income that they have no State income tax liability--a
"negative' tax credit situation--necessitating-direct cash refund inmsi-.. (¢

*

about 98 percent of the cases.
While the presence of an income tax certainly facilitates the ade : - - .

ministration of this type of tax relief program,. it is by no means

N . s

absolutely necessary. The legislature in a non-income tax State

-

could direct its State tax department to process and verify the appli-

cations and authorize the refund payments. Instead of having direct
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cash refunds in 98 percent of the cases--as would be the case in an
income tax State--the compensation would take the form of a cash
refund in 100 percent of the cases.

How much does the "circuit-breaker" cost?

The cost of this tax relief system varies with the legislgtive
definition of extraordinary burdens. Wisconsin and Minnegota also
control the cost by restricting benefits to those houseﬁ;id;,with
a total income of not more than $3,500. States can also employ a
second type of cost control that of limiting the size of any rebate
to an amount not to exceed say $300. By plaqing a ceiling on the re-
bate it is possible to minimize the complaints that would otherwise
be triggered in coming to the aid of the property owner residing in
a "mansion'.

The relatively small outlay required under the Wisconsin plan

is reflected by its 1968 cost data:

Cost of relief provided | | $6.1 million
Relief cost per capita $1.50

Relief cost as a percentage of local residential
real estate levies » 2.0 percent
t

Relief cost as a percentage of State personal
income tax collections ' 1.5 percent

Relief cost as a percentage of total State
tax collections . .. 0.6 percent

e A
)

Relief cost as a percentage of State-local
tax collections B . 0.4 percent

Relief cost as a percentage of State-local
public welfare expenditures 2.5 percent
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What are the.major strengths of the '"circuit-breaker'?

In my estimation, the '"circuit-breaker'" stands out as the instru-

ment of choice in providing property tax relief for low income house-
holds because it possesses seven highly desirable features.

First, it is most efficient because it can deliver the most

tax relief "bang' for the '"buck'. The efficiency of the "circuit-
oYy
'y

. . ¥ : .
breaker" is reflected in the remarkable transformation of a regressive
1 t s

tax into an essentially proportional levy at relatively modesf cost
to the State treasury (table II). 1In 1968, for example, Wisconsin
aided 66,000 beneficiaries at a cost of about $6 million--this is
less than one percent of the total property tax take and, in per
capita terms, it cost less than $2 per person.

The important thing, however, is this--it extended relief to
those who needed it the most, to the over 7,000 elderly householders
with income less than $1,000 who had paid out in résidential taxes
about 30 percent on the average of their total subsistence income.
In fact, the data set forth in table I1 almost boggles the mind.

It is difficult to conceive that in this day and age we would ever
permit our tax collectors to inflict so much damage on the poor.

The second great advantage of the "circuit-breaker" is that *

it is a State not a locally financed program. Too often State

-

“mlegislators grant relief in the form of partial tax exemptions
but force the local governments and the school districts to pick up
the tab. Local governments and local property owners should not be

forced to underwrite property tax relief hecause it erodes their
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already precarioug fiscal position and aggravates tax inequities.
This is especially true in many of our metropolitan areas where the
poor tend to cluster together within the same jurisdiction.

In sharp contrast, State financed property tax relief tends to
reduce intergovernmental fiscal disparities between high and low
income communities within the same metropolitan area albeit on an
indirect basis. The mailman will deliver most of the propéét§;ﬂéx

PR AV
refund checks to households in the low income communities. Thus,
State financed tax relief moves in the 'right'" equalization direc-
tion from both the interjurisdictional and the interpersonal stand-

points. K

Third, the "circuit-breaker' approach stands out as a dignified

and humane method for extending tax relief. By lodging administrative

responsibility in the State tax department, the program completely by-
passes the local social welfare workers and cbunty court house clerks.
There is no more social welfare stigma attached to this form of tax

relief than to the action of a Federal income taxpayer receiving some

tax reduction because he had incurred extraordinary medical expenses.

Fourth, by requiring some consideration of the property taxpayer's

income position, the '"circuit-breaker" approach introduces a badly needed

element of economic realism into the ancient property tax. As the

‘property tax statistics derived from Wisconsin and Minnesota experience
clearly reveal can not close our eyes to the property taxpayers' income

situation. If the property tax is to continue.to serve as a primary
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source of revenue it must operate in such a way as to avoid doing
violence to the concept of ability to pay. And in today's'world that
means taking into consideration the family's annual flow of income.

Fifth, the '"circuit-breaker'" approach can also aid farmers and

‘ ! . 3
corporations carrying extraordinary tax burdens. The adaptability
. v
of this plan is surprising; it can be used to extend aid efficiently

vto as few or to as many classes of property owners as the legislature
deems expedient to aid. The State can provide relief to farmers and
corporations as well as the the homeowners and renters. 1In all of
these situations the neediest taxpayers in each class would receive
the most help.
In fact, this virtue makes the circuit-breaker attractive to
State policymakers faced with the task of selling a legislature on
"the need for more revenue while preventing a wholesale giveaway of
) the State revenue for local property tax relief. It is for this
reason that a circuit-breaker for corporations is now beginning to
receive some consideration in Ohio. Under one plan, authored by
Professor Stocker of Ohio State University, part of the revenue

derived from enactment of a State income tax would be used to

.. -aid those manufacturing firms carfying extraordinary property tax

~
-

burdens. In effect, the State would credit against the State income'.
tax .that part of the firm's local tax payment tﬁataexceeded 20 per-
cent of its taxabie income. This 20:percent trigger point approxi-
mates national experience; the averdge torporation turns over to

the local property tax collectors an amount equal to about 20 percent

of its net income.

-~180-
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Similarly, the circuit-breaker principle can be extended to
the farmers' property tax payments. Again, it is a question of
ascertaining the point at which the burden is deemed by the legis-
lature to become extraordinary. On a nationwide basis, farmers
turn over about 14 percent of their income to the property tax,
collector. " , P! ot

ot
Sixth, the circuit-breaker approach can provide timely aid. Con-

trary to widespread belief aid can be immediate and therefore timely.
The eligible elderly homeowner does not have to pay the bill first
and then wait until the next year to file an.%ncome tax return and
claim a rebate. In Wisconsin, as soon as the tax bill arrives, the
elderly homeowner can file for the tax rebate thereby permitting the
State aid to be extended in time to shield the taxpayer from the
gctual blow.

Seventh, the circuit-breaker relieves pressure on assessors to

. -

grant hardship relief. Compassion for human suffering runs strong in
the circulatory system of assessors particularly the elected vafiety.
They have a tendency to look at property not merely as an object of
value but with reference to who owns it. Most of us would do the same
if we were charged with the assessment task. The circuit-breaker pro-

. ~motes tax equity in a way that is legal and does not interfere with

the orderly and impartial valuation process that is necessary if

e &P
)

property is to be assessed fairly.
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What are the major objections to the circuit-breaker?

There are at least five objections that must be analyzed.
Allegation: Tax relief for the elderly homeowner provides
unwarranted aid to the children who will inherit the property.

Comment: Those who hold this point of view ordinarily ‘have

1]
S,

some plan for recovering at the death of the homeowner the/amq;htvof
tax relief extended by the State. Oregon's tax deferral plan immedi-
ately comes to mind. Many elderly persons, however, would accept
almost total privation before allowing a tax lien to be attached to
their home place. -t
Moreover, it is becoming increasingly repugnant to the
public to force the liquidation of an estate in order to pay
property taxes--even if the liquidation is held off until the
deaﬁh of the benefitted homeowner. In the final analysis we must
accept the fact that the value of a man's home must be viewed as a
“rough yardstiék of his (not his children's) ability to pay taxes out
of current income. When this is demonstrably not the case the home-
owner should Se entitled to unconditional relief.
Allegation: Tax relief for the elderly can enable a home- *
owner to hold his property off the market thereby working against ﬁhe
*ﬁighest and best use of land.
. Comment: This is a classic example of‘tryingnto frame public

policy so as to fit the exceptional situation and in the process deny

relief to a substantial body of taxpayers carrying extraordinary burdens.
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Moreover, this objection vastly overstates the effect aht a tax
rebate of a couple of hundred dollars can have on a person's deci-
sion either to sell or to hold the homestead.

Public policy should be framed to aid the 99 percent who
are truly overburdened. If in the process some real estate developer
is forced to pay an elderly lady.a little more for her bfoéérty than

s
would otherwise be the case, only the ghost of Henry George will be
troubled.

Allegation: This circuit-breaker approach makes welfare
operators out of our State tax collectors. ,

Comment: Recent State experience clearly indicates that this
approach represents the most efficient and dignified way to administer
a local property tax relief program.

Allegation: The circuit-breaker‘plan does not cure the real
disease--poverty.

Comment: Those who take this position urge the government
(meaning the Federal establishmentj to eradicate poverty directly by
raising the income level of the poor through some type of g new multi-
billion income support program. In theory the idea may be very sqund
but what should we do until the doctor comes? The task right now is to..._

make sure that govermment does mot impose extraordinary burdens on the:

poor.

[

R v .

Allegation: State financed property tax relief might encourage

local officials to adopt reckless spending policies.
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Comment: The relationship of local fiscal responsibility and

the circuit-breaker is tenuous, at best. Confronted with burgeoning
program deﬁands, no State legislature is likely to provide relief
generous enough to relieve low income families of all property tax
liability. This contention also overlooks the fact that most taxpayers
will be paying property taxes wighout benefit of circuié-?rﬁgéer type
relief and will continue to exeré a powerful restraint bn 1écal budget
expansion.
Summary
In summary, the "circuit-breaker'" approach provides significant
M

local property tax relief at modest State cost to those who need it
the most, without disrupting the regular property tax system. It is
thus to be distinguished from the more common kind of "homestead ex-
emption'", which may reduce the official tax base considerably, provide
é benefit to high-income homeowners as well as others, and afford no
relief to householders living in rented homes.

More important, the "circuit-breaker'" approach introduces a badly

needed element of modern economic realism and social justice into the

administration of the property tax. In effect, the adoption of this

13

plan can insure that the ancient property tax will no longer be allowed"

_-to do gross violence to our contemporary concept of ability to pay as

determined by the taxpayer's annual income.



Table III

STATE FINANCED AND ADMINISTERED RESIDENTIAL PROPERTY TAX RELIEF FOR
PROTECTING LOW INCOME HOUSEHOLDS FROM PROPERTY TAX OVERLOADS
(The "Circuit-Breaker')

-~ ~

TN
.. Form of
T~ Abatement
Beneficiaries Income Tax and Estimated Date of Statutory
State Description Ceiling Relief Formula Per_ Capita Cost Adoption Citation
Wisconsin | Homeowners & renters [ $ 3,700} See footnote 1/ State income tax credit or - 1963 [Chap. 71, Sec.
65 & older rebate © 1.71.09(7)
Cost~--81.50 (1968) \ ’
Minnesota | Homeowners & renters | $ 3,500 | Relief ranges from State income tax credit or 1967 :|Chap. 290, Sec
age 65 & older 75% of tax payment if | rebate 290.0601 et se
household income is Cost--30.50 (1968) (This aid 4
under $500 to 10% if is in addition to a general \
family income is be- State-financed property tax | .
tween $3,000 and relief that approximates 35% , 3
$3.,499 of the homeowner's tax bill) 3
California | Homeowners age 65 & | $ 3,350 ] Relief ranges from 957 State rebate only 1967 Revenue & tax-
older; no relief for of tax payment if Cost-=-$0,40 (1969) ation code
renters household income is- Div. E., Sec.
less than $1,000 to 17 19501 et seq
of tax payment if
household income 1is
$3,350
Vermont Homeowners & renters | Not ex- | Relief limited to State income tax credit or 1969 H.B., 222
age 65 & older plicit | that part of tax rebate
. payment in excess of |Cost--$1,25 (1969)
7% of household in-
come times a local
rate factor that
varies by tax rate of
local communityZ
Kansas Homeowners age 65 & |$ 3,700 | Same as Wisconsin tax | State income tax credit or ", 1970 H.B. 1253
older; no relief for relief formula rebate B
renters . ¢

Footnotes on following page.
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Table II1 (Concluded)
STATE FINANCED AND ADMINISTERED RESIDENTIAL PROPERTY TAX RELIEF EOR;

PROTECTING LOW INCOME HOUSEHOLDS FROM PROPERTY TAX OVERLOADS
(The "Circuit-Breaker')
(concl'd)

~
EN

“
-

tivusehold income--$1,000 or less:;relief ranges from 757 of amount by which property tax exceeds 3% of household

between $500 and $1,000; household income--over $1,000--607% of amount by which property tax exceeds 37 of
~uid income between $500 and $1,000, 6% of income between $1,000 and $1,500, 9% of income between '$1,500 and $2,000
i income between $2,000 and $2,500, and 15% of all household income over $2,500,

‘or this credit is limited to $330.

‘ne Cowmissioner shall annually prepare and make available the local rate factors by arraying all muniCIpalltleS

The maximum property tax to be

cording to their effective tax rate and dividing the .population of the State into quintiles from suchfarray with

- having the lowest effective tax rates being in the first quintile.

The local rate factors shall be as follows:
0.6; second quintile, 0.8; third quintile, 1.0; fourth quintile, 1.2; fifth quintile, 1.4, The jamount
taxes or rent constituting property taxes used in computing the credit are limited to $300 per taxable year.

guiviile,
LOpet

[

~

-LI-
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PROPERTY 74X RELIEF FOR LOW-INCOME FAMILICS

e

The property tax can quickly create a disproportionate claim on a family’s financial resources once re-
tircment, the death or physical disubility of the bread-winner, or unemployment reduces sharply the tlow of
income. Local governments as a rule have neither the fegal authority nor the fiscal capacity to alleviate these
potential property tax over-hurden situations, but States have both. California, Kansas, Minnesota, Vermont
and Wisconsin have developed an etficient tax retiet mechanism designed to avoid the speaial hardships
frequently experienced by fow-income property-owners. Low-income, elderlyv homeowners and renters i
these states either clamm a credit against their State mcome tax inbility or it the credit excecds their income
tax liahtlity. receive a rebate from the State tor that portion ol their property tax liability deemed by the
legistuture to be excessive i relation to their houschold mcome. !

In a number of States, homestead exemption, a durable by-product ot the 1930’s depression, offers
some protection from undue property tax burdens on low-income occupants of dwellings and farms. This
method, however, bestows property tax reliet to all homeowners, not just those with low incomes, and
misses completely the low-income families in rented properties. The policy of granting homestead exémp-
tions involves a substantial amcunt of injustice among individual taxpayers and taxingjurisdicxi_ons: 3t a large
and usually unwarranted sacrifice of local property tax revénue.2 If the exemption privilege js restricted to
low income households and the State reimburses local governments for the cost of this program, the more
obvious defects of the exemption approach could be minimized. It is not, however, flexible enough to al-
leviate extraordinary property tax burdens that may be experienced indirectly by low income households
in rented quarters.

To the extent that landlords can shift the property tax to tenants, low income households in rented
quarters also feel the pinch of extraordinary property tax burdens in relation to current income. Minnesota,
Vermont and Wisconsin have recognized this by establishing a percentage of'gross rent as rent constituting
property taxes accrued. This percentage serves as the property tax equivalent which renters may use in
claiming income tax credit or rebate.

As a means of preventing fiscal overburdens, the tax credit-tax rebate technique has unique advantages.
Because this tax relief program is financed from State funds and administered by a State agency. it neither
erodes the local tax base nor interferes in any way with the local assessment or rate-setting processes. 1t can
be designed to maximize the amount of aid extended to low-income homeowners and renters while minimiz-
ing loss of revenue. It operates in the “right’ direction from both interjurisdictional and inter-personal stand-
points; because the poor tend to be clustered toegther, the major portion of the relief will redound to the
benefit of low-income households and low-income communities.

. The suggested legislation contains three alternative methods of determining an extraordinary property
tax burden. One alternative uses the Vermont method of defining the extraordinary burden as the amount
in excess of a specified percentage of household income. A second alternative uses the Minnesota method
where the extraordinary burden is defined as a specified percentage (depending upon income size) times the
property tax paid. A third alternative is designed to reflect differences in extraordinary burdens that stem
from variations in size of family. Under this alternative, the claimant’s extraordinary burden is the amount
that exceeds a specified number times the liability the claimant would have if he calculated his State personal ®
income tax liability using total household income as defined in this bill less personal and dependents allow-
ances provided in the State income tax law. Two States specify $300 as the maximum amount of the prop-
erty taxes-or rent constituting property taxes that can be used in claiming the credit.

lExcept that in the State of California, State rebate only applies.

. 2Advi<ory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, The Role of the States in Strengthening the Property Tax
(Washington, D.C., 1963). s )
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For purposes of this legislation, income means not only ‘rcome as defined for ncome tax purnoses but

also social sccurity, pension and annuity payments, nontaxable interest, workman’s compensation, anid the
gross payment of “loss of time™ insurance. To protect the State against “doubling-up™ on the charge against
public funds, any person who is u recipient of public funds for the payment of taxes or rent during the period
for which the ¢laim is filed may not claim tax reliet under the act.

The following suggested legislation is patterned after the Wisconsin, Minnesota, and Vermont statutes.

Language has been included (alternative Section 5) that would provide an outright rebate to those who qual-
ify in States without a personal income tax that desire to grant this type of relicf.

—
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Suggested Legislation

[ Title should conform to state requirements. The following
is a suggestion: “An Act to Reimburse Low-Income House-
holders for Extraordinary Property Tax Burdens.]

. [
N
/"‘Ir

" (Be it enacted, etc.)

Section 1. Short Title. This act may be cited as the “Extraordinary Tax Relief Act.”

Section 2. Purpose. The purpose of this act is to provide relief, through a system of income tax
credits and refunds and appropriations from the general fund, to certain persons who 6wn or rent their
homestead.

Section 3. Definitions. As used in this act:

(1) “Income” means the sum of federal adjusted gross income as defined in the Internal Revenue
Code of the United States, the amount of capital gains excluded from adjusted gross income, alimony,
support money, nontaxable strike benefits, cash public assistance and relief (not including relief granted
under this act), the gross amount of any pension or annuity (including railroad retirement benefits, all
payments received under the federal social security act, State unemployment insurance laws, and
veterans disability pensions), nontaxable interest received from the Federal Government or any of its
insn:umemalities, workman’s compensation, and the gross amount of “loss of time” insurance. It does
not include gifts from nongovernmental sources, or surplus fcods or other relief in kind supplied by a
governmental agency. -

(2) *“Household™ means a claimant and spouse.

(3) “Household income’” means all income received by all persons of a household in a calendar
year while members of the household. '

+ (4) “Homestead” means the dwelling, whether owned or rented, and so much of the land sur-

tounding it, not exceeding one acre, as is reasonably .necessary for use of the dwelling as.a home, and

e AL

may consist of a part of a multi-dwelling or multi-purpose building and a part of the land upon which

itis built. (“Owned” includes a vendee in possession under a land ¢contract ahd of one or more joint

-
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tenants or tenants in common.) [t does not include personal property such as furriture. furnishings or
appliances, but a niobile home may be a homestead.

(5) “Claimant™ means a person who has filed a claim under this act and was domiciled in this
state during the entire calendar year pr'cceding the year in which he files claim for relief under this
act. In the casc of claim for rent constituting property taxes accrued, the claimant shall have rented
property during the entire preceding calendar year in which he files for relief under this act and shall
have occupied the same residence quarters for at least six months of the preceding calendar year.
When two individuals of a household are able to meet the qualifications for a claimant, they may.de-
termine between them as to who the claimant shall be. If they are unable to agree, the matter shall
be referred to the [tax commissioner] and his decision shall be final. If a homestead is occupied by
two or more individuals, and more than one individual is able to qualify as a claimant, and some or all
the qualified individuals are not related, the individuals may determine among them as to who 'the"
claimant shall be. If they are unable to agree, the matter shall be referred to the [tax com’vn"r’issi'u;’ne'r] ,

AR
and his decision shall be final. If a homestead is occupied by two or more individuals, anfd mo're than
one individual is able to qualify as a claimant, and some or all the qualified individuals are not related,
the individuals may determine among them as to who the claimant shall be. If they are unable to
agree, the matter shall be referred to the [tax commussioner], and his decision shall be final.

(6) “Rent constituting property taxes accrued” means [20 or 25]“ percent of the gross rent
actually paid in cash or its equivalent in any calendar year by a claimam.and his household solely for

the right of occupancy of their (name of state) homestead in the calendar year, and which rent con-

. stitutes the basis, in the succeeding calendar year, of a claim for relief under this act by the claimant.

(7) “Gross rent” means rental paid solely for the right of occupancy (at arms-length) of a home-

stead, exclusive of charges for any utilities, services. furniture, furnishings or personal property ap-
pliances furnished by the landlord as a part of the rental agreement, whether or not expressly set out

, in the rental agreement. If the landlord and tenant have not dealt with each other at arms-length, and
the [tax commissioner] is satisfied that the gross rent charged was excessive, he may adjust the gross
rent to a reasonable amount for purposes of this act.

(8) “Property taxes accrued” means property taxes (exclusive of special assessments, delinquent
interest, and charges for service) levied on a claimant’s homestead in this State in [calendar year] or
any calendar year thereafter. If a homestead is owned by two or more persons or entitites as joint
tenants or tenants in common, and one or more persons or entities are not a member of claimant’s
household, “property taxes accrued™ is that part of property taxes levied on the homestead which

reflécts the ownership percentage of the claimant and his household. For purposes of this paragraph

"Twenty percent used in Minnesota and Vermont; 25 percent in Wisconsin, . .

)
.
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property taxes are “levied” when the tax roh s delivered to the iocal {treasurer for collection. If a
claimant and spouse own their homestead it of the preceding caicndar year and rent it or a different
homestead for part of the same year, “property taxes accrued” means only taxes levied on the home-
stead when both owned and occupied i)y the claimant at the time of the levy, multiplied by the per-
centage of 12 months that such property was owned and occupied by the household as its homestead
during the preceding year. When a household owns and occupies two or more different homesteads in
this State in the same calendar year, property taxes accrued shall relate only to that property occupied
by the household as a homestead on the levy date. If a homestead is an integral part of a larger unit
such as a farm, or a multi-purpose or multi-dwelling building, property taxes accrued shall be that per-
centage of the total property taxes accrued as the value of the homestead is of the total value. For pur-
poses of this paragraph “unit” refers to the parcel of property covered by a sin‘gle tax statgxﬁen;iofwhich
the homestead is a part. e
Section 4. Claim is Personal. The right to file claim under this act shall be personal to the
claimant and shall not survive his death, but such right may be exercised on behalf of a claimant by his
legal guardian or attorney-in-fact. If a claimant dies after having filed a timely claim, the amount
thereof shall be disbursed to another member of the household as determined by the [tax commis-
sioner]. If the claimant was the only member of his household, the clair'r‘x may be paid to his executor

or administrator, but if neither is appointed and qualified within 2 years of the filing of the claim, the

amount of the claim shall escheat to the state.

Section 5. Claim as Income Tax Credit or Rebate. Subject to the limitations provided in this
act, a claimant may claim in any year as a credit against [name of State] income taxes otherwise due
on his income, property taxes accrued. or rent constituting property taxes accrued, or both in the
preceding calendar year. If the allowable amount of such claim exceeds the income taxes otherwise
'due on claimant’s income, or if there are no {state] income taxes due on claimant’s income, the amount
of the claim not used as an offset against income taxes, after audit [or certification] by the [tax commis-
sioner], shall be paid to claimant from balances retained by the {treasurer] for general purposes. No
interest shall be allowed on any payment made to a claimant pursuant to this act.'
[Alternative Section 5 for States not imposing a personal income tax. Claim as Rebate From
State Funds. Subject to the limitations provided in this act, a claimant may claim in any year a rebate
for property taxes accrued or rent constituting property taxes accrued or both in the preceding year.

The aimount of the rebate, after audit or certification by the [tax commissioner] shall be paid to

-

claimant from balances retained by the [treasurer] for general purposes.}
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Scction 6. Filing Date. No claim with respect to property taxes accrued or with respect to rent
constituting property taxes accrued shall be paid or allowed, unless the claim is actually filed with and
in the possession of the [tax department] on or before [date for filing initial claim]. Subject to the
same conditions and limitations, claims ’may be filed on or before (income tax filing date or other
specified date) with respect to property taxes accrued of the next preceding calendar year.

Section 7. Satisfaction of Outstanding Tax Liabilities. The amount of any claim otherwise pay-
able under this act may be applied by the [tax department] against any liability outstanding on the
books of the department against the claimant, or against his or her spouse who was a member of the
claimant’s household in the year to which the claim relates. -

Section 8. One Claim Per Household. Only one claimant per household per year shall be en-
titled to relief under this act.

Section 9. Computation of Credit. The amount of any claim made pursuant to this act shall’
L Pty

. 1t

(1) (based on Vermont statute) For any taxable year, a claimant shall be entitled to a credit

be determined as follows:

against his tax.liability equal to the amount by which the property taxes or rent constituting prop-
erty taxes upon the claimant’s homestead for the taxable year exceeds [7] percent of the claimant’s
total household income for that taxable year.

OR

(1) (based on Minnesota statute) For any taxable year, a claimant shall be entitled to credit

)

in accordance with the following schedule:

Percent of

Income Range Property Taxes
0-— 499............. (75) percent
S00— 999............. (70) percent
1,000-1,499............. (50) percent
. 1500-1,999............. (40) percent
2,000-2,499............. (30) percent
2,500-2999............. (20) percent
3000-3,499............. (10) percent

(1) (To reflect family size) For any taxable year, a claimant shall be entitled to a credit against

his State personal income tax liability equal to the amount by which property taxes or rent constituting

property taxes upon the claimant’s homestead for the taxable year is in excess of [2] times the amount
of.the claimant’s “recomputed State personal income tax liability.” *“Recomputed State personal in-
come tax liability” for purposes of this act means the amount obtained by applying the appropriate

i &P .
D
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State income tux rates to the result obtained by subtracting the claimant’s personal exemption and de-
pendent allowances as set forth in the State personal income tax siatute from the ciaimant’s total house-
hold income as defined in Section 3.

(2) Inany case in which property taxes accrued, or rent constituting property taxes accrued, or
both, in any one year in respect of any household exceeds [$300' ], the amount thereof shall, for pur-
poses of this act, be deemed to have been [$300'].

(3) The [tax commissioner] shall prepare a table under which claims under this act shall be de-
termined. The table shall be published in the department’s official rules and shall be placed on the ap-
propriate tax blanks. The amount of claim as shown in the table for each bracket shall be computed
only to the nearest 10 cents. ‘ f

(4) The claimant, at his election, shall not be rcqui‘red to record on his claim the aman't cifflrﬁed
by him. The claim allowable to persons making this election shall be computed by the depz;ft;nén’t,
which shall notify the claimant by mail of the amount of his allowable claim.]

Section 10. Adnministration. The [tax commissioner] shall make available suitable forms with
instructions for claimants, including a form which may be included with or as part of the individual
income tax blank. The claim shall be in such form as the [tax commissioner] may prescribe.

Section 11. Proof of Claim. Every claimant under this act shall supi);y to the [department of
taxation], in support of his claim, reasonable proof of rent paid, name and address of owner or man-
aging agent of property rented, property taxes accrued, changes of homestead, household member-
ship, household income, size and nature of property claimed as the homestead and a statement that the
property taxes accrued and used for purposes of this act have been or will be paid by him and that
there are no delinquent property taxes on the homestead.

. Section 12.. Audit of Claim. 1f on the audit of any claim filed under this act the [tax commis-
sioner determines the amount to have been incorrectly determined, he shall redetermine the claim
and notify the claimant of the redetermination and his reasons for it. The redetermination shall be
final unless appealed within 30 days of notice.

Section 13. Denial of Claim. If it is determined that a claim is excessive and was filed with

fraudulent intent, the claim shall be disallowed in full, and, if the claim has been paid or a credit has

been allowed against income taxes otherwise payable, the credit shall be canceled and the amount

paid may be recovered by assessment (as income taxes are assessed), and the assessment shall bear in-

terest Trom the date of payment or credit of the claim, until refunded or paid, at the rate of one per-

1 . v '
$600 in Minnesota.
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1 cent per month. The claimant in such case, 2nd any person who assisted in the preparation or filing

¢
of such excessive claim or supplied information upon which such excessive claim was prepared, with

2

3 fraudulent intent, is guilty of a misdemeanor. If it is determined that a claim is excessive and was

4  negligently prepared, 10 percent of the corrected claim shall be disallowed, and if the claim has been
5 paid or credited against income taxes otherwise payable, the credit shall be reduced or canceled, and
6 the proper portion of any amount paid shall be similarly recovered by assessment (as income taxes
7  are assessed), and the assessment shall bear interest at one percent per month from the date of pay-
8 ment until refunded or paid.

9 Section 14. Rental Determination. If a homestead is rented by a person from another person

10 under circumstances deemed by the [tax commission] to be not at arms-length, he may determine
11  rent constituting property taxes accrued as at arms-length, and, for purposes of this act, such deter-
12 mination shall be final. . o
3 Section 15. Appeals. Any person aggrieved by the denial in whole or in part of reli'er’f ;Iz}f‘r’f'/xeé_
14 under this act, except when the denial is based upon late filing of claim for relief [or is based upon a
15  redetermination of rent constituting property taxes accrued as at arms-length] may appeal the denial
16 to the [appropriate state agency] by filing a petition within 30 days after such denial.

17 Section 16. Public Welfare Recipients Excluded. No claim for relief under this act shall be al-
18  lowed to any person who is a recipient of public funds for the payment of the taxes or rent during
19  the period for which the claim is filed. ‘

20 Section 17. Disallowance of Certain Claims. A claim shall be disallowed, if the department

21 - finds that the claimant received title to his homestead primarily for the purpose of receiving benefits
22 under this act.

23 Section 18. Extension of Time for Filing Claims. In case of sickness, absence, or other disabil-
24 ity, or if, in his judgement, good cause exists, the [tax commissioner] may extend for a period not to

25 ,exceed six months the time for filing a claim.

26 Section 19. Separability [Insert separability clause].
27 Section 20. Effective date. [Insert effective date].
3 <A -
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SCIT

Advisory commission on intergovernmental relations,
washington, D.cC. 20575

ACircuit-Breaker on Property Tax Overload

Property taxation, as it is administered in
communities across the Nation, often ftorces the elderly
into real privation to finance the education of the

fifth uses a variant of the same principle. Several other
States have the circuit-breaker ,under serious
consideration. ;

young. The Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental
Relations recommends an approach to relieve individuals
of excessive tax burdens while not heaping new fiscal
burdens on localities. The idea has been translated into
model legislation which is available on request from the
Commission.

The INTERGOV proposal is similar in principle to
the circuit-breaker that prevents electrical overload. By
means of tax credits and rebates. it protects the poor
from tax overload without disrupting the tlow of
revenue from those able to pay. It is State financed to
maintain the fiscal solvency of local governments and
State. administered 10 promote the greatest efficiency,
provide the widest base. and maintain the dignity of the
recipients. Four States have adopted it since 1963 and a

The average urban househélc'i paffs about 4 percent
of its income for the local residentiil’property tax. But
there are more than 3 million households that pay 10
percent or more, 2.5 timés the average. And low-income
families in substantial numbers turn over as much as 50
percent of their meager incomes for the local tax on
shelter (see Table 1).

The property tax had its roots in a rural society
where the value of a family’s physical holdings, land and
buildings, served as the single best measure of taxable
capacity. Urbanization has changed the gauge — the
most precise measure now of ability to pay taxes is
annual tlow of money income — but not the character of
the property tax, and it is still the single most important

revenue source for local government.
Table 1

REAL ESTATE TAX RELATED TO INCOME FOR NONFARM HOMEOWNER PROPERTIES,
1960 AND 1968

1968 (estimate) 1960
Real estate tax as a percent of income’ Number .Pe!'cen.t Number .Percen.t
distribution distribution
Total 26,500,000 100.0 22,485,146 100.0
Less than 1.0 3,066,000 11.6 3,573,291 15.9
10to 1.9 3,940,000 149 4,592,195 20.4
20to 29 3,633,000 13.7 4,239,356 189
.30t039 2,611,000 | 9.8 3,043,484 13.5
. ..,:‘ 40to0 4.9 3,818,000 14.4 2,028,333 9.0
50t07.4 4,641,000 17.5 2,465,970 11.0
. 751099 1,721,000 6.5 913,631 4.1
10.0 or more 3.070,000 116 .4 1,628,886 7.2
Median (percent) 4.0 - : . 2.7 -

-

'Income of owner and relatives living with him.

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census. U.S. Census of Housing, 1960, W/ V, and unpublished data. 1968 data esti-
mated by ACIR staff.
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STATE FINANCED AND ADMINISTERED RESIDENTIAL PROPERTY TAX RELIEF FOR

Table 2

PROTECTING LOW INCOME HOUSEHOLDS FROM PROPERTY TAX OVERLOADS

(The “’Circuit-Breaker)

£
77‘ Form of
Beneficiaries Income Abatement and Date of Statutory
State Description Ceiling Tax Relief Formula Estimated Per Capita Cost Adoption Citation

Wisconsin Homeowners & renters | $3,700 See footnote 1 State income tax credit or rebate 1963 Chap. 71, Sec.
age 65 & older Cost—$1.50 (1968) 71.09(7) )

Minnesota Homeowners & renters $3,500 Relief ranges from 75% of tax State income tax credit or rebate 1967 Chap. 290, Sec.
age 65 & older payment if household income is Cost—$0.50 (1968) (This aid is 290.0601 et seq

under $500 tc 10% if family in addition to a general State-

income is between $3,000 and financed property tax relief that

$3,499 approximates 35% of the home-
owners’ tax bill)

California Homeowners age 65 $3,350 Relief ranges from 95% of tax State rebate only 1967 Revenue & taxation
& older; no relief for payment if household income Cost—$0.40 (1969) code Div. E., Sec.
renters is less than $1,000 to 1% of 19501 et seq

tax payment if household
. income is $3,350
Vermont | Homeowners & renters | Not explicit. [ Relief limited to that part of State income tax credit or rebate 1969 H.B. 222

' " age 65 & older tax payment in excess of 7% of Cost—$1.25 (1969)

® household income times a
. local rate factor that varies

. N by tax rate of local

‘ community?

Kansas Homeowners age 65 $3,700 Same as Wisconsin tax relief State income tax credit or rebate 1970 H.B. 1253
& older; no relief for formula
renters ~ .

' Household income—$1,000 or less—relief ranges from 75% of amount by which property tax exceeds 3% okhousehold income between $500 and $1,000; household
income—over $1,000—60% of amount by which property tax exceeds 3% of household income between $500 atid $1 000, 6% of income between $1,000 and $1,500,
9% of income between $1,500 and $2,000, 12% of income between $2,000 and $2,500, and 15% of all household income over $2,500. The maximum property tax to
be used for this credit is limited to $330.

2The Commissioner shall annually prepare and make available the local rate factors by arraying all municipalities according to their effective tax rate and dividing the
population of the State into quin'files from such array with those having the lowest effective tax rates being in the first quintile. The local rate factors shall be as fol-
tfows: first quintile, 0.6; second quintile, 0.8; third quintile, 1.0; fourth quintile, 1.2; fifth quintile, 1.4. The amount of property taxes or rent constituting property
taxes used in computing the credit are limited to $300 per taxable year.



The four States that use the circuit-breaker
approach are Wisconsin (adopted in 1963), Minnesota
(1967), Vermont (1969) and Kansas (1970). Caliiornia,
in 1967, provided tor a similar type of relief (see Table
2). These States all administer their programs in
generally the same manner, but the principle of the
circuit-breaker permits wide flexibility and adaptation to
individual tax systems and State-by-State tax relief
needs.

How It Works

This is a generalized picture of the program. Each
State might have exceptions to many of the particulars.
The circuit-breaker program is administered by the
income tax division of the State tux department and
funded entirely out of State money. The State
determines the amount of property tax burden it deems
excessive. The excessive amount — with certain
restrictions to avoid abuse — is then rebated.

To obtain the relief. the applicant files a statement
as a supplement to his income tax return. He lists all
forms of money income, including all social security and
veterans benefits and raifroad retirement payments.
After audit, he is allowed a credit against his State
income tax liability — if he has sufficient income to pay
an income tax - or he receives back in the mail a direct
cash refund, the case with 98 percent of the recipients.

Although the circuit-breaker is part of the income
tax process, the Wisconsin applicant does not have to
pay his property tax biil and then wait until income tax
filing time to get his refund. As soon as the property tax
bill comes, he may file the statement and receive the
cash when he nesds it. Because the program is
administered - by the State tax department and the
refund sent through the mails. there is no more stigma
than when a Federal income taxpayer receives a tax
reduction because he incurred extraordinary medical
expenses. Local social welfare workers and county
courthouse clerks are bypassed. If a State did not have
an income tax, the circuit-breaker could be administered
in the form of direct cash rebates to all eligible property
taxpayers. '

Determining Overload Situations

The property tax takes a different bite out of
householders in different part of the Nation. Because the
average burden varies, what is excessive would also vary.
The Minnesota circuit-breaker comes into play when the
property tax burden exceeds 0 percent of houschold
income: Vermont's cuts in at 7 percent: and under the
1969 Wisconsin formufa, the circuit-hreaker begins to
work when the property tax reaches more than 11
percent of family income.

To avoid providing property tax reliet to the little

Y

old lady wheo lives in ine mansion on the hill, several of
the States have written into the law income ceilings or
tiruts on  the amount of rebate. They have
progressive rates to provide the most relict to the most
needy cases. California has a S$S3,350 income limit;
Minnesota, a 83,500 limit; Wisconsin and Kansas a
$3,700 limit. The ceiling in Vermont is not explicit.

also

Who Should Be Eligible?

The flexibility of the circuit-breaker extends to
the type of recipients as well as the amount of need. At
present, all the States using the procedure grant relief
only to persons age 65 or older. But death of the
breadwinner, physical disability or scvere unemployment
would muke the property tux just as.devastating to a
younger family as to the elderly.,

Minnesota, Vermont and Wiconsin at present
grant circuit-breaker relicf fo' fenters as well as
homeowners, on the theory that most landlords pass on
most of the property tax burden to their tenants.
Wisconsin assumes that 25 percent of the rental payment
goes tor property tuxes while Minnesota and Vermont
use a 20 percent figure.

The possibilities don’t stop here. A State wanting
to provide relief for small farms or businesses could
write circuit-breakers into their property taxes as well.
The circuit-breaker would assure that the neediest
taxpayers in any class would receive the most help. A
circuit-breaker tor corporations is now under
consideration in Ohio. for instance. )

This type of relief is objective, impartial, und legal.
Property tax relief of the non-legal, non-objective variety
Is going on in many communities right now, especially
where assessors are efected. Compassionate assessors may
have a tendency not only to look at property merely asan
object of wvalue but also to take into account the
circumstances of the owner. The harsh burdens that an
objective assessment might bring can sway the valuation
of the property. This might be humane, but it is not
legal. The circuit-breaker promotes tax equity in a way
that is legal and does not interfere with the orderly and
impartial valuation process that is necessary if property
is to be assessed fairly.

L]

How Much Does It Cost?

One of the great advantages of the circuit-breaker
is that it is a State-financed relief program. Too often
State legislators grant reliet in the form of partial tax
exemptions .but. force the local governments and the
school districts to pick up the tab. Local governments
aid docal property owners should not be forced to
underwrite property tax reliet because it erodes their

-+ already-<precarious fiscul position and aggravates tax



inequities. This is especially true in metropolitan arcas
where the poor tend to cluster together within the sume
jurisdiction. In sharp contrast, State-financed property
tax reliet in an indirect way tends” to reduce
intergovernmental fiscal disparitics between high- and
low-income communities within the same metropolitan
arca.

What is even better, the circuit-breaker is relatively
inexpensive to the State. Take Wisconsin, for example.
In 1968, the Wisconsin circuit-breaker program cost the
State about S$6.1 million - about S$1.50 a person. Yet,
this modest outlay enabled the State to extend aid to
66,000 clderly houscholders. About 7,000 ot them had
an income of less than $1,000 and would otherwise have
had to pay out in residential taxes about 30 percent on
the average of their total subsistence income.

The inexpensiveness of the Wisconsin program can
be illustrated further by these comparisons. In 1968,
relief cost was —

— 2 percent of the local residential real estate
levies in the State:

— 1.5 percent of State personal income tax
collections;

— 0.6 percent of total State tax collections;

— 0.4 percent of State-local tax collections: and

— 2.5 percent of State-local public welfare
expenditures.

Answering the Objections

Like any innovative program, the circuit-breaker
has opponents who raise various objections. Most of
them can be answered quite simply.

Some complain that the circuit-breaker does not
cure the real discase. poverty. True, but something must
be done now. while the Federal Government is working
out, a broad program to eradicate poverty. The
circuit-breaker makes sure that the government does not
impose extraordinary burdens on the poor while poverty
remains among us.

_Others complain that the circuit-breaker approach
makes welfare operators out of State tax collectors. This
over-simplified worry is nullified by recent experience
which indicates that this approach represents the most
efficient and dignitied way to administer a local
property tax relief program.

There are some who claim that State-financed
property -tax relief might encourage local officials to
adopt reckless spending policies. The small amount of
relief to local governments that the circuit-breaker
;;rovidcs is not enough to make local officials
spendthrifts. Besilles, the majority of citizens paying

GSA DC 71.8507

property taxes without relief will continue to exert a
powerful restraint on local budget expansion.

Those who wish to recover the relicf after the
death of the homeowner object that the circuit-breaker
provides unwarranted aid to the children who will
inherit the property. A man’s home must be viewed as a
rough yardstick ot his -- not his children’s — ability to
pay taxes out of current income. When this is
demonstrably not the case, the homeowner should be
entitled to unconditional relief. It is becoming
increasingly repugnunt to the public to force the
liquidation of an estate in order to pay property taxes,
even if the liquidation is held off until the death of the
benefited homeowner.

Finally, some complain that tax relief for the
elderly can enable a homeowner to hold his property off
the market thereby working ugainst:t}le,highest and best
use of land. This cut-off-the-nose-josspite-the-face logic
would deny relief to a substantial body of taxpayers
carrying extraordinary burdens in order to take care of a
very few exceptional situations. Moreover, this objection
vastly overstates the effect that a tax rebate of a couple
hundred dollars can have on a person’s decision either to
sell or to hold the homestead.

Summary

The circuit-breaker approach to property tax relief
introduces a badly needed element of modern economic
realism and social justice into the administration of the
property tax. By extending relief to those who nead it
the most, it turns a highly regressive tax into an
essentially proportional levy. In etfect, the adoption of
this plan can insure that the ancient property tax will no
longer be allowed to do gross violence to our
contemporary concept of ability to pay as determined
by the taxpayer’s annual income.

The circuit-breaker thus provides significant local

property tax relief at modest State cost, to those who
really need it without disrupting the regular property tax
system. This distinguishes it from the more common
kind of “homestead exemption” which may reduce the
official tax base considerably, provide a benefit to
high-income homeowners as well as others, and atford
no relief to householders living in rented homes.
) For more information about the circuit-breaker,
and a copy of the ACIR model State law to enable it,
write to John Shannon, Assistant Director (Taxation and
Finance), Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental
Relations, 726 Jackson ‘Place, N. W., Washington, D. C.
20575. SRS ’



The Hawthorne Park Club

Paterson, New Jersey

May 3, 1971

Mr. Leonard C. Johnson, Chairman
Task Force C

New Jersey Tax Policy Committee
134 West State Street

Trenton, New Jersey 08625

Dear Mr. Johnson:

I heard of your hearings only last Friday and I shall be unable to
appear personally but on behalf of the Hawthorne Park Club, I would like you
to know how deeply we are concerned with the problem you are investigating.

The Hawthorne Park Club is a non=-profit corporation organized under
the "boating laws" of New Jersey. For nearly 80 years the Club has owned
about 450 acres of woodland in Sparta Township, Sussex County. The constit-
ution of the Club limits the membership to 30 and each member is priviledged
to build a cottage on Club property. Only one new cottage has been built in
the last 40 years and only two more may ever be built. These cottages surround
a amall lake. The rest of the acreage is wild land. The land for many years
was assessed at $25,000. At the last reassessment it was increased to $11,000.
The Township now threatens to double the assessment again although we receive
practically no services from the Town and have no thought whataoever of develop-
ing the land in any way. The watershed on much of our acreage flows into the
Newton reservois at Morris Lake and would probably he subject to condemnation
if it were developed.

We believe that taxation should be related to the costs of services
performed rather than to some theoretical land value which is in fact purely
intangible. We would like to preserve our woodland for our children and
grandchildren in the form it was conceived by my own grandparents but tax-
ation based on theoretical values with no relation to the cost of municipal
services used becomes confiscatory. I certainly hope that your Committee
will come up with sound recommendations that will permit of the maintenance
of our few remaining wooded acres.

Very Truly yours,

RECEIVED MAY 5 w7

Howard D. Crosse, Treasurer
18 Central Avenue
Glen Rock, New Jersey 07452
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western union

1046A EDT MAY 4 71 PBO34
SSH237 P NKA1O7 IW NL PDF TDNK SHORT HILLS NJER 3
NEW JERSEY TAX POLICY COMMITTEE
134 WEST STATE ST TRENTON NJER
WE WHOLEHEARTEDLY SUPPORT ASSEMBLY CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NER
2024 TO PROVIDE TAX RELIEF FOR OPENING SPACE NATURAL LANDS
MARGARET HISCANO AND RAYFIELD HISCANO 1! WEST RD SHORT HILLS
NJER.,

FECENER MAY 4 9
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MEMORANDUM TO TASK FORCE C
NEW JERSEY TAX POLICY COMMITTEE

SUBJECT: FARMLAND ASSESSMENT ACT

FROM: C. H. FIELDS, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, NEW JERSEY FARM BUREAU
DATE: MAY 6, 1971

This is a follow-up to the testimony at the public hearing held in New Brunswick
on Moy 4, preserted by William Schlechtweg for the Coordinating Committee to Save
Opoen Svece ™ New jersey.

The New Jersey Farm Bureau fully concurs in the Coordinating Committec's
statement on Farmland Assessment; but due to the fact that certain questions were
roised hy members of the Committee that did not get thoroughly explored, we arc filing
this mcﬂﬁor:_wmh11n with the Committee, and if possible, ask that it be made a part of the

onine record.

Dot Opos Recvivement

The nresent Act provides that in order to qualify for assessment under this
not, e neonerty in question must heve produced during the preceding two years--or
eyovy ¢ evidence of producing in the {uture--sales of agricultural or horticultural
veadeote T e ameunt of $500 or mozre.

[aal]

Thic grorderd was written into the law o separate commercial farming from

tack-yoord onvdening and the operation of rural estates. The minimum amount was
DeodTor T o e minimum acreanse of five acres also required in the Act and ir the

aovendta ot o the Constitution. Tor some crops, like corn, for example, sales of $100

“ vy vy omsey At
o eere ~re tonical.

Because this provision in the act sets a single standard on the requirement of
arleg, reonvdless of the size of the acreage involved, considerable criticism has developed,
21leciva that some landowners who are not primarily "farmers' are abusing the act by
Ufammine™ on'y o small portion of the cereage, sufficient to produce the sales of $500.

The Coordinating Committee, of which Farm Bureau is an active member, has
studiced this problem over the past several months. We have handed to Senator Dumont
csted language for a bill to amend the Farmland Assessment Act to take care of

thig gituation. ‘

The proposal is that the $500 sales for the first five acres remain the same;

but that the remaining acres of the land in question produce an average of $5 an acre in
sales--except wetland and woodland, where the standard would be $.50 average per acre.



Woodland and Wetland Question

Some asscssors and others have expressed some difficulty in how to trecat
woodiand and wetland under the Farmland Assessment Act. The Coordinating Cominittec,
with tiie concurrcence of Farm Burcau, has recommended to the Director of the Division
of Taxauuion that he promulgate a regulation under the authority given to him in the
Farmland Assessment Act, that would establish definite guideclines for assessoxrs in
deaiing with woodland and wetland.

The proposcd regulation would make it clear that the growing of trecs ior sule
is an agricultural activity that is included in the Act, the samec as growing any other
crop. 1n the case of trees, however, it normally takes from 10 to 30 years to produce
a crop. Our recommendation is that the landowner should be required to furnish proof
to uic assessor that he is carrying out a forest management plan on liis woodlana that
will, in the natural course of events, produce the annual sales required in the Act. In
addition, the regulation would make it clear that woodlots and small acreages o tices ase
vdci 4 part of many types of farming operations. Tais growing ol trees as an mcidenad
pait of the overall farming operation should also be recognized as a legitimate past of the
Zarnung operation; and no atiempt shiould be made on the part of the ASsessor (6 sepaiaie
this acrecage from the rest of the farm and disqualify it because it is now producing sales

Ol Cruas.

There is no attempt in the present Act, nox shiould there be in ocur opinicn, ¢
require cach acre on a farm to qualify. In other words, there is presenily no requirement
that cach acre produce a minimum amount of sales. This is not practical in most farming
operations. Practically every farm includes a number of acres that are not capable of
producing a crop; or are used for other purposes on the farm, such as irrigation ponds,
roadways, windbreaks, etc.

Deferred or Roll Back Taxes

Another method provided in the Act to discourage benefits to land speculators
is the deferrea tax or roll back tax, which is a lien on the land and is to be paid by the
owncr of the land at the time the use of the land changes to a non-farm use, and is paid
on die current year plus two previous years, if the land has been under the Act for that
period of time.

The question was asked at the hearing as to whether the agricultural interests
had considered the adviseability of increasing the number of years on which the roll back
tax would be collected.

This suggestion has been considered at some length; but it is our studied opinion
that the increase would not accomplish the purpose of further discouraging benefits to
spcculators nor contribute to a solution in any substantial measure.

While it is true that in many instances the buyer of the land pays the roll back
tax, rather than the farmer who has had the benefits of the Act; it is also true that if the
roll back is made exhorbitant, it will be reflected in the sale value of the land. This, in

-?0] =



itsclf might be desirable purely from the standpoint of the public; but from the standpoint
of the bona fide farmer, it would be a harsh penalty that might cause more of them to scll
their farms and leave New Jerscy. Our purpose is to keep farms in operation, not to
discourage farmers.

The present three-year provision was carefully thought out by the Governor's
Committee in drafting the legislation; and we believe there is no real justification for

any chanoe.

Overall Purpose of the Farmland Assessment Act

The voters in 1963 voted overwhelmingly to amend the Constitution so that land
actively devoted to agriculture would be assessed according to its productive capability
i agricu'ture, thus making it possible for agricultural production to continue in this
stote. The Act does not contain the word "farmer" in its provisions; since it is predicated
on the question of "how is the land being used?" not "who is using it for what purposc?"
The nurpose is to save farmland as a part of open space; not "farmers' per se, a term
for which nearly everyone has his own definition.

Loss of Farms

Statistics filed by the Coordinating Committee with the statement prescnted
‘\ Mr. Schlechtweg reveal the serious loss of farms that had taken place in New Jersey
voen 1950 and 1960 continuing throuch 1969. The ficures did not bring out the focr that
o'nce 1965, the fivst year of the Farmiand Assessment Act, the rate of loss has been cut
Py heTh Dovina 1009, the rate of loss was approximately 500, as comnared to 1,000 in

proevion s vears.,

It is now clear that the Act has caused 2 significant reduction in the rate of loss
olour inrms. Uis not a total answer; but it has made it possible for those farmers who
ot o cortinve forming to do so; and it has made it possmle ior young men coming 1un

on nrns 2o pien Jor a future in farming here in New Jersey.

\Imse of the Act

“We have heard considerable comment from various sources about widespread
chusa of the Act on the part of Jand speculators.

No doubt some abuse exists, as is true with any other law. The extent of the
abrse has never heen documented and is based on general impressions and opinions of
some peenle. It is most difficult to separate land speculators from 'bona fide' {2 rmers.

Much of the criticism of the act is based on personal jealousy, misunderstonding
of the act itself; or poor administration of the act by assessors and tax boards. Some,
for cxample, seem to have their own idea of who is a farmer, and assume that only such a
"farmer" should have the right to have his land assessed under this act. Actually, there
is no requirement in the act that the owner of the land accomplish the agricultural or
horticu!tural production that is required. The test is how is the land being used, not who



is using it To some people, "to farm'™ means to plow up land and plant a crop. They

do not realize that a great deal of farmland is never plowed; but kept in permanent pasture.
Crop rotation plans require land to lie fallow some years; or put in a soil-building crop
that will not be harvested.

We believe the present act, though not pericct, is the best act of its kind in
the United States. It has already been amended several times by the Legislature, with
the approval of the agricultural community; and no doubt other strengthening amendments
~will be needed; but any such changes should come only after careful study by agr1cultura1
experts who can calculate the results of such changes.
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&l Centra. Ave.
evuchen, les Jersey

Members, State Policy Tax Commission
City Hall,
New Brunswick, N.J.

Gentlemeng

Due to my present work schedule I am unable to appear before
your Tax Committee, Howeve r as a resident of Metuchen, New Jersey
I would like to brimg up a few points on present property taxes.

Here in Metuchen our tax rate is $10.50 per 166 of assessed
valuation. 72% of this money goes for Zducction. It has been 12
vears since our property has been ascesscd, howev.r we can expect
it this year and with it a tremendous tax rise, by virtue of inflation,
educstional costs and the basic unfair tax structure,

We have a tax rate for industry, business, the apartment owner
but it all boidss down to one word for the average property owner, namely
DISABTER. This year in Perth Amboy, New Jersey the reassessment has
doubled the tax burdem on the hapless home owner, New Brunswick
fzces a great loss due to adverse court rulings on apartment house
assessment ( Articlec Attached]).

I believe the only solution for this dilema is for the Btate to
ensct legislation along trne following lines.

l. A state income tax based on Gross income to pay for all education
up to the High School Level.

2. A State take over of all education up to the 1l2th year,

3. A law equalizing all property tax among property owners, industry,
business and apartment owners,

I do believe in 1972 I as a middle income tax payer stand a good
chance of lobsing my home. The New Jersey legislature has indeed
very little time to prevent further bankruptcy among the home owner.
No one from this state pays taxes to the borough of Metuchen for
my property tax whereas the State el pays a large subsidp tax
money for the Penn Central Railroad property Tax. each year.

I am a disabled veteran employed full time, having a difficult time
hodding on to my home, I can hardly venture what will happen to
those unfortunate people on fixed incomes, or on retirement income.

Sincerely
G Dnplpar
I.We Molbar
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Skyrockehng Tax Rates Cut

Chance for Urban Progréss

Perth Amboy N a,nd New see his house apprmsed' at
.Btunswxck will command coun« '$18,100 on the tax books ‘this

¢

ing a common’ tax plight. The . tax rise :for this home~
. Both _cities, headed byi-ad-’ owner, then, will not be trom

‘ministrations which hoped to $721 to $977, as might be apo
" give their citizens a forward parenlly from simply an exam-"

‘look in -government, will have ination of the tax. rates. but

. chances ~of - progress severely from $727 to @ emam—
limited ‘this year by substantxa e New Brunswick tax In-

tax increases. crea.se is somewhat disguised,
The Perth Amboy increase 1s The ~announced rate of $8.71,

nity in Unwn County, paxd an
unbelievable .rate - of. $4L98.;
with 50 per ‘cent assessmefitg;
This means the owners of -a

$20,000 house-. in Winfield, 1"

‘such , there be, was -paying 3
fifth of his housing- value, or
$419a in annual taxes.

‘New Brunswick at one time
laid..the hope for tax relief on

a better deal from Rutgers and -, -

development of hlgbwa\ prop-

the more- pbvnous -gince much &ranted, is-only up 87 cents, or erties. Now Mayor Patricig Q.

ed: $87. for the owner of a $20,000

of it is apparent in the print
budgets. The budgetg pubhsbed
by~ the *'various gpvernment
agencies Ievymg taxes on .city -
property-— city, board of school
estimate, . cdunty ﬁeeholders

show & total levy of about $13

house, a moderate increase for -

Sheehan, a member of the”
Governor's Tax . Policy,, Study:

4
-1
“a

& New Jersey - city this - year.* Eommission, “is - sayihg:
Yet New Brunswick, also, un-

e «“hvf“&‘

tax reform is- the most 1mn’1é—

‘derwent. a general change of. diate and desperate quesuon

‘property
the ‘year, and in .this case the
total went: up instead of down. "

-assessments = during facing us.””
The * Perth Amboy commis-

million, an increase of $2.8 over
the money ‘paid last yeat. I e

:'sioners “have already set this
If the 10 per ceﬁt general as-" ‘tone, pledgmd in ‘last year’s

. $250,000 cut approved by the’ Sessment increass can be ap- . campaig to seek “further legis- .

commissioners last week will Dlied against the board,
reduce the tax by 19 points,

the: lation which will give to cities,
owner of 'a $20,000 house - last like Perth ‘Amboy the aid they
but still produce a rate of $9.77° Yéar must now be considered so

desperately reqwre and -

per $100 of assessed valuation, the owner of & $22,000. house. " need.” M
Gov. Camll has a modest ur—'- o

The tax bill, then, will not

give or take a few.points.
Compaleson with.- Jast year’s

rate is  difficult, since the

-$17.31 rate pubhshed then was.

$871, but from $784 to
runswi

simply increass from $784 to ban aid program this year,

~costing . $2¢' million, end prond-

and - Perth ing: cities like New Brunswick

based 0n -an assessment raho Amboy pl‘opel‘ty owners are by “and Perth Amboy 3200 000 ‘.0

of 21. per “cent of “true ‘value,:
« rather than the 50 per cent ra-
tio now being used. However,” local government.

"if the . $10.2 million..tax .levy In Middlesex County., a mid-

no means those .who ‘are most: $300,000. The. gain represents ac
sorely affected by the costs of small ‘measure in the face of : 3

the increases in budget needs,
‘Perhaps New Brunswick and.

"last year -had been -applied” dle territory in the state as far -Perth Amboy have been too tim- -

" against assessments calculated as tax
~."at 50 per ‘cent of true value,"

rates go,’

Metuchen id'

in pushing, professionali-.:

homeowners were paying a tax - zat!on of - their administrative ,

-the tax rate would have been rate of $9.50 last year, ‘and .staff; too cautious on housing

+$7.27. The new tax rate, then, some residents
+ represents an mcréase of $2.50. Township were paying a. rate

in Madison . redevelopment;

beginninng the revival of- their

‘The Perth Amboy ' property  as high as $12.73 counting spe-. downtown areas.

"owner is getting some -consider- - ¢ial garbage and fxre assess-

tation, “however, in. the new ments,

‘Yet cities of even:the. most'
prof&ssxonal mien can pot oper-"

> city-wide : revaluation  program, - Trenton Dromrty-owners paid ate in the face of -$200 ‘and-,
;- which  wen - into ‘effect this  taxes at a'rate of $13.53."Prop-' $250 gnnual tax mcteases upon

year. The revaluation shows a- erty-owners-in Newark and Un- their citizens

* slippage ,of ‘five per cent in the ion City, with assessments. at -

duture of the” center. ei-

]
- total * true _value of taxab.e 100 per cent of calculated true ue, in Middlesex ‘County’ will .’

 properties, | It this, can be ap- Vvalue, paid rates of $8.44 and' hg a dominant theme in gov-* . -7’
respectively, ' Translated ergment operatians  here: . this. &
“no lo 50 per cent, the rates were :year, and the question of urbanf

'plied  generally agam,st all '$9.12,

. propertynwners by - *

- means. pecessarily’ the case’ — - $16.88 aiid $18.24, . > aid the “critical .issue in the *
- a hqmeOWner With: Q housé val-.  Tiny Winfield Township, the forthcoming legislative . elec-%
ued: at’ $20000 last’ year will World War II housing commu~ tions. - e
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Colony House
Tax Deczsmiz

Contmuod from Pagy Cno
from the Colony House.

Since the assessment was un-
der appeal, the owners of the

apartment building were
l s m ay S I obliged 10 pay only.7 per esat

By GEORGE TRAPP
Home Naws Staff Writer

City officjals discussed an ap-
peal and Tax Assessor Louis
Schick shook his bead in dismay
sfter learning ‘last week the
Colony Heuse management had
achieved victory in a series of
tax assessment appeals dating
back to 1965.

The decision handed d'\wn by
Judge Carmine F. Savino Jr.
of the Division of Tax Appeals
of the Department of the Treas-

ury, came almost a year to the’

hearing.

The judgment sets am assess-
ment for the apartment house
and land of %31850%9 Sl;w;(;
. tax fgposes; a ratio o
‘F cent is used, the actual
téxxb]e vdlue would be $2,-
109,250, .

The latter figure fs $746,000
less than the amsment set by
the ‘city.

For the five year period un-
der appeal, 196569, the lower
assessment would result in a
loes of $233,495 in taxes to the
cify. However, the apartment
msnagement has consistently
beld back part of its tax bill,
and City . Finamce Director
Géorge Cox said there is' an
exeess of $400,000 in liens on
the building

Cox, Schick and City Attor-
ney Nerris Harding said while
no official decision has been
reached, it seemed very likely
the city would appeal to the
Appellate Division of the Supe-
rior Court.

Thé, ewners of the 18-story
apartment building' have - ap-
pealed every assessment since
construction was completed in
1965. But in every case, the
¢ity’s assessment was upheld
by the Middlesex County Board
of Taxation. ’

Bchick said the state’s deci-
sion granted everything the
- owpers asked for and used the

income approach, which pro-
duced the lowest pessible ss-
sessment,
. The assessor said there are
three methods allowed by law
to derive the assessment value
of a property. The reproduction
_cost method is based on what
current expenses would be to
- replace the structure, less de-
preciation,

Savino rejected thxs W
out of h-d in his (hdsia “

of their yelrly tax bill, with
the mmmor belmx made up

‘“The building is unique
in the area in which it is lo-
cated.” )

Both Schick and Harding
said they had no idea what the
judge meant by that.

Another method is the sales
approach, in which the sale-
price of a similar building is
used to determine the assess-
ment, During last year’s hear-
ing the city attempted to illus-
frate this method by citing the
recent purchase price of the
Park Lane Apartmenis at a

~cost of $4,000 per room.

Using a similar figure on the
Colony House's 1,310 rvoms
would result in an assessment
of $5,279,300. At the 50 per cent
ratio that would amoumt to
$2,689,650 for tax purposes. The
judge made mention of this in
his decision, but declined to
comment on its merits.

The last method is the im-
come approach, which Savino
said was ‘“the only fair method
of -evaluating property of this
kind.”

That is based on the income
from rents, less costs and a
vacancy factor of five per
cent, divided by a capitaliza-
tion rate. This rate is an at-
tempt to compare the net in-
come from the building to the
return of a similar investment
elsewhere,

Schick claimed the use of
such a method discriminated
against the homeowner, since it
only could be used for income
producing properties,

He said it allows owners of
such properties to obtaim a
lower assessment every time
their income drops, while the
homeowner mmust pick up the
additional tax burden.

“If a homeowner lost his job
for illness er any other reasem,
be could not go before the
courts and seek a reduced as-
sessment because of a loss of
income,™ he said. “Yet those
with income preducing proper-
ties do just that.”

Schick has argued in the
past for abalition of the income
approach, and sald this recemt
decision is another reasom for
homeowners to protest to their
legislators. He said -the home-
owner will end up paying more
taxes to make up for the loss
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through .he cuys reserve for

" uncollected taxes.

. However,  should
judgment stand,
.not get a return on that re-
serve as it does for other de-
linquent tax payments.

Schick said he doubted the

Savino's , T °

city would get the assessmen: @ |
it asked for even if it wins

further appeal. but added he is
ul of some compromige.
Hardmg said he expectad an

the city will |

[,

afiirmative decision to appeal

would be made by the mayor
and (‘mmCll

Urde What Yoo Thumb
\Fead w%dﬂwrs

s ,Lms,
Daily in

Tut HoMe NEws




RECEIVED MAR 2 5 1971

Association of High Bridge Taxpayers
1 Jersey Sircet
High Bridge, New Jersey
Zip 08829

The New Jersey 1ax Policy Committee
134 West State Street

Trenton, New Jersey

Zip 08625

Att: Senator Harry Sears, Cheirman
Mr. Chairman:

This incorporated organization of taxpayers wishes to express it's feelings
concerning the inequities and immoral aspects of the New Jersey laws
pertaining to property taxation. The Association of High Bridge Taxpayers
was born out of dissatisfaction with a local tax structure that did not conform
to the statutes. We viewed with dismay the sweeping gaps in assessed eval-
vations that appeared in the tax records. We fought for revaluation. In
doing so we discovered inconsistancies and unfairness in the basic philosophy
of property taxation. The situation is serious and cannot be tolerated by the
taxpaying property owners much longer.

The following pages point out some of the outrageous situations that are imposed
on the public as a result of the wording of the law. We have spent much time
reading the "Assessors Law Manual” that we were able to obtain from the Local
Property Tax Bureau. The provisions and safeguards spelled out in the statutes
have been criminally neglected. We have letters in our files that document
the indifference of our public officials that are responsible in the enforcement
of the law,

Please review our points carefully. In light of the loss of confidence in
government that is growing day by day in this country, we feel that it would
be wise for our public officials to pay attention to the people. History has
shown that when government takes an aloof and pompous attitude toward the
masses, eventually disaster prevails.

The government officials responsible for the formantion of your committee, and
in particular, Governor William T. Cahill are to be commended for this attempt
to investigate this matter that is causing hardship and distress among so many

of our citizens,

This group of interested taxpayers is not a body of lawmakers and we will not
even attempt to make positive recommendations, however, we do feel that we

are in a position to point out the short-comings of the letter of the law because
we are seeing the situation first hand. After reading our paper, we doubt

RFf.""!""" TR X WP 5 19”
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Page 2

that any member of your committee can truthfully say that there is no injustice
in our tax laws,

If this Association can help by attempting to communicate with people in areas
of influence feel free to call on us. We sincerely hope that your committee
can effectively determine the major short-comings of our tax structure. We
trust that you will make intelligent recommendations to provide a tax proposal
that will consider the points that we will bring to your attention on the
following pages.

Very truly yours,

The Executive Committee

Peter Martinez, Chairman = = = - = = = = = = = - - ggﬁ Mﬂ—d&/
1 Jersey Street 7/

Arnis Buza, Vice-Chairman = = = = = = = - - = - - ,421 14g;6‘{—§g

20 Sylvan Road a

Thomas Gogal, Secretary= = = = = = = = = = = = - - &% ) 4—5"%
4 2o =

Valley View Road

Y& ¢
Willard Everitt, Treasurer- = = = = = = = = = = = = = Zﬂz;%/zd/ /JCA,(/Mﬁ

31 Sylvan Road

Thaddeaus Gajewski, Legal Liaison - = = = = = - %%M /_/ /%,Z«»QZ

Valley View Road —

Eugene Polsley, School Board Liaison= = = = = = - /Z,q-fm‘ @Qﬁ%

14 Patton Street

Frank Morrisson, Planning Board Liaison- - - - -W%ﬁ:ﬂ% N

Cregar Road

c.c.:. Governor William T. Cahill
Mayor and Common Council, High Bridge
Editors
4 Newspapers: Hunterdon Democrat, Hunterdon Review, Easton Express,
Courier News
Hunterdon County Tax Board
Senator Foran
Senator Wayne Dumont
Senator Bateman
Representative Frank Thompson, Jr.
Group to Repeal Inequitable Taxes

- ONO



Page 3

The Association of High Bridge Taxpayers finds that the tax laws in the state
"of New Jersey are unfair and inequitable to a large portion of the property
owners in the State for the following reasons:

. TAX LAWS ARE NOT BASED ON A PERSON'S ABILITY TO PAY!

(1) Senior citizens, disabled person, widows with children have
no consideration.,

The Senior Citizens deduction, as called out in the statutes (93-440p Sec. 54:
4-8.41), is a farce, This statute says that a person over sixty-five that earns in
excess of $5000.00 is not eligible for the exemption. In High Bridge, elderly
citizens are obliged to pay in excess of $1000.00 in property tax. Therefore
the law is placing conditions on these people that makes it impossible to own
property to be eligible for the deduction. It seems very cruel to tell an old
couple that the home that they have sacrificed and worked so many years to
obtain must be given up because of their obvious inability to pay an excessive
tax. These people have paid their taxes for years. In most cases, they make
very little demand on municipal services. There seems to be no excuse for a
couple existing on the pittance of Social Security, to be placed in a situation
where they must sacrifice their very necessities of life or face a forclosure
sale for unpaid taxes.

The fact that the voters of the State voted to raise the Senior Citizens exemption
from $80.00 a year to $160.00 shows clearly that people at large are aware of
the problems of the aged. Not too many people are aware of the aforementioned
conditions limiting the eligilility for the deduction.

People that suffer disabilities (including war veterans) such that their earning
capacities are impaired, fall into this category along with widows with small
children. The unemployed whose income is totally cut off {(except for un-
employment insurance) are placed in a hopeless situation, All are expected
to pay regardless of income.

(2) Escalating piwoperty values causing distress in taxation.

In recent years property values have escalated tremendously. Property taxes
have sky-rocketed at the same rate, The reason for this situation is that the
statute (93-404k Sec. 54:4-2.25) says that assessment of property to be taxed
will be done at "true value". True value is defined as "current market value".
(93-035¢ Sec. 54:1-35.3) Current market value means nothing to an individual
unless he plans to sell his home. His income is not enhanced by the fact his
property is appreciating. Therefore this is a poor basis on which to determine the
amount of taxes he should pay.

An individual who could well afford to purchase a home at a given price ten or

fifteen years ago, and maintain the mortgage payments and taxes of that period,
will not necessarily be able to do so today at inflated prices. Mortgage payments
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.in fact decrease over the years due to a depreciating intercst charge. On the
other hand, taxes are increasing consistently cczh yvear. Whar the sales tax
came into being, State officials proclaimed that it was going to relieve the
property taxpayer, It is doubtful that your committee wili find any taxpayer
who has felt this "relief". The Law assumes that an individual's income always
reflects the curve of the econony. This by far is a condition that is not true.

Il. PRESENT STRUCTURE REWARDS NEGLECT AND PENALIZES PRIDE IN
HOME OWNERSHIP ;

(1) If a property owner neglects his home and allows it to fall into
decay and ruin, the current market value of the property will definitely fall
off. If a property owner takes pride in his possessions and through sacrifice
and hard work, he makes his home an asset to the community, the current
market value will definitely rise. Now, here is a paradox. In the first case
the individual is rewarded for his lack of initiative. In the second case, the
individual is penalized for his diligence. This is not only wnfair, it is foolish!
This is the stuff of which slums are made. Landlords let their holdings
deteriorate because they know that they will realize benefits in taxation.
Individuals are starting to adopt the same outlook. In time the blight that is
infecting our cities will spread, and the prospect for the future looks very
grim indeed.

IIl. PRESENT STRUCTURE EXPENSIVE TO MAINTAIN AND DIFFICULT TO
UNIFORMLY ENFORCE.

(1) Expense of revaluation high and unreliable.

The cost of maintaining a study on a rapidly growing commumity for tax purposes
is high and even if revaluations could be assumed to be accurate, inequities
crop up between periods of revaluation. This situation is unfair to the individ-
uals who are forced to pay more than their fair share according to the system.

Inevitably revaluation breaks down . In High Bridge, it was never accomplished
prior to 19714 There is no justification for the huge discrepancies that appear
in the tax records up until this year. Revision and equalization as called out
in the statutes (93-481 Sec. 54:447, 93-028 Sec. 54:1-30) was sadly neglected
by local, county, and state officials for all these years. Unqualified people
are responsible in the area of property taxation. As we see the situation, they
are incompetent to serve in this very important and complex function. We are
sure that this situation prevails in other areas outside of High Bridge and
Hunterdon County. The language of the law is vague and needs much in the
way of interpretation. Using the term "current market value" leaves much to
be desired when a persons pocketbook is effected. Market walue is the price

a person is willing to pay for a given commodity. One person may place a
very high value on something. This "something" may have mo value to another
individual. There is nothing hard and fast about the wording of the law to
solidly determine what a person should pay relative to his neighbor.
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This should be clear so that there is no question in anyone's mind that someone
else is "getting away with something".

(2) Assessing is not an exact science.

It would be interesting to have a number of revaluation firms assess the same
area independent of each other without the knowledge that others are also doing
the work. It is doubtful that there would be exact consistancy and quite possibly
there would be evﬁctgsigsmmy-gnladﬁgiagsw‘y different firms. There are
many in High Bridge that feel that their homes were given only an off-hand
appraisal. There are so many minute factors that effect the market value of

a home that it is practically impossible to determine with any precision what

the "current market value" really is.

If two different contractors build two identical homes, they could demand
different "market values" because workmanship enters into the picture. The
amount a person is willing to pay does not necessarily reflect the true market
value. An individula may not know the proper value of the property since
different areas reflect different values for similar homes. They may be willing

to pay more than it's worth for speculation purposes. Yet the prices paid in
recent years is used as a yardstick for revaluation. These prices are then applied
to land and dwellings that no-one whishes to sell.

IV. TAXES PAID SHOULD ATTEMPT TO REFLECT DEMAND ON MUNICIPAL
SERVICES.

(1) The largest portion of every municipal budget in the State is the

. school budget. It is not reasonable that a person that has four, five, or six
children in the school system should pay less than a person that has only one
child. Yet this is the case repeated many times over. Where this is particularly
wrong is in the case of couples without any children and senior citizens. It seems
logical that the financing of schools should be carried out af the state level. The
local vote on the school budget seems to be an attempt to dupe the public into
thinking that there is local control over spending in the schaol system. Our
school board informs us that 85% of their budget is controlled and mandated by
the state, If this is a reality, then the vote on the school budget is nothing but
a mockery. If the state does control the money and dictates how it is to be
spent, then the state should arrive at some equitable means o obtain this money
instead of placing the burden on the local property taxpayer.

In closing, we must say, not only tax reform but control and analysis of government
spending at the state level should be considered. The taxpaying public in general
is caught in the squeeze of unemployment, escalating taxes of all kinds, and
runaway inflation. Areas of expenditure such as the various welfare programs

can stand a hard looking into. A serious and careful study should uncover

places where tax dollars can be saved. The Association of High Bridge Tax-
payers hopes that government will try to accomplish it's busiress in a more pro-
fessional manner than we have seen in the past. In this way our officiak can gain

the respect of the taxpayers they represent.
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Association of High Bridse Toovayers RECEIVED MAR 25 1971

1 Jersey Sireet
High Bridgz, New Jersey
Zip 08E29

Group for Repeal of Inequitable Taxation
16 Laurie Terrace, Hackettstown, N.J.
Zip 07840

Att: Robert V., Goordman, Chairman
Dear Mr. Goordman:

Enclosed please find a copy of our paper to the State Policy Committee. We
are pointing out what we feel are gross injustices prevalent in our local
preperty tax structure. We agree with G.R,1.T. that there are many short-
comings in our tax laws as they now stand. However, we do not subscribe
to your proposal of a state income tax based on a percentage of the amount
paid on federal income tax.

The feeling expressed at our last committee meeting when we ratified our
letter to the state can be summarized as follows:

There are too many "loop-holes" in the federal tax laws
that allow people of means to avoid paying their fair
share (tax-free bonds, capital gains, business exemp-
tions & etc.). These loop-holes are abused to the extent
that there are people earning large sums of money who
pay little or no federal income tax. This fact was widely
publicized by the news media not too long ago.

In lieu of these factors, we feel that it would be a fallacy to
base a state income tax on the amount of federal income tax an
individual pays. The federal taxes paid, in many cases, is

not a true basis for determining a person's capacity to pay.

We feel that your "Critique" was intelligently written, but, we hasten to say
that we must be careful in our analysis of this situation. In trying to over-
come the evils of the present structure , we could encourage our lawmakers
to create more injustices than we are presently obliged to endure.

However, the general format of G.R.1.T.'s "Critique" is noteworthy. We
are hoping the State Tax Policy Committee will arrive at a good equitable
tax proposal in the near future. We are anticipating tax reform that will
satisfy most of the adverse conditions that we pointed out in our paper.

In conclusion, we feel that the various interested citizen's groups will exert
influence on our public officials in time if they persist. If you receive word
of a meeting aimed at a coalition of taxpayers organizations, the Association

' RECEIVED MAR 25 1870
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of High Bridge Taxpayers would be interested in having a delegation present
at the proceadings.

We wish to thank you for your interest and the information that you forwarded
to us.
Very truly yours,

P. J. Martinez, Chcirmané’

c.c.: State Tax Policy Committee
Hunierden County Taxpayers
Association
Editor, Easton Express
Editor, Hunterdon Democrat
Editor, Courier News
Editor, Hunterdon Review

encl.
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Totonship of matn’son‘

OFFICE OF THE ASSESSOR

MIDDLESEX COUNTY
NEW JERSKY

ANNEX BUILDING
18 THROCKMORTON LANE
OLD BRIDGE, NEW JERSEY . ASSESSOR

December 1, 1970
Re: Tax Ideas

New Jersey Tax Policy Committee

134 West State Street

Trenton, N.J. 08625

Dear Mr. Sears:

(1) Solution:

(a) Put School Current Operating Budget on a County Basis

to solve most Inequities. (Leave the school Bonding to
the towns.)
(b) State Help to Problem Ccunties or Towns only if necessary.

(2) Why put the School Current Operating Budget on a Ccunty Basis.
(a) The expensive school costs should be spread over the
region they serve, which can easiest be described on a
County Basis. The industry and large commercial property
will then share in a large proportion of their employees
educational responsibilities.
(b) The Ranking of 567 Municipalities ranging from the

Effective Tax Rate (ETR) in Winfield of $ 21.15 to Teterboro

.72 will be drastically drawn toward the State Average of
3.30. Any town over 4.0 is causing a confiscatory tax
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situation. I will attempt to explain this with Statistics

about Middlesex County only because I have the information for
the year 1969.

(c) The calculated statistics are based on the Abstract of
Ratables Middlesex County 1969. I recommended just the Current
School Expenses, but the Statistics are based on Total School
Levy Required from Property Taxes, since that is all I have.
(d) The County School Levy graph shows that the Normal Deviation
is Statistically much improved when total school costs are put
on a County School Levy. (Bell Shaped Curve .N\)

(e) The lower E T R 's are virtually eliminated. The lowest is
still low. Plainsboro somewhat like Teterboro they are zoned
for no people, but their industrial wealth would be paying a
517% (268 + 177) increase. Their 1969 Student population 180

is only 10% of Plainsboro's 1732 people. The taxable value
$9,216,000 +« 437% Ratio equals $21,433,000 Equalized value
divided by 180 Students equals $119,000 Assessed Value to back
each student. Plainsboro has 12 Square Miles.

(f) The three Generator Towns, Woodbridge, Sayreville & South
Amboy would have substantial increases.

(g) The only town zoned 50% industrial North Brunswick also has
a substantial increase.

(h) The high growth towns, 1960-1969 in enrollment in order
Madison, South Brunswick, East Brunswick, Piscataway all over
1007 Increase all receive tremendous reductions. These towns

might not have recently excluded Low and Middle Income House
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Zones if the taxes were reasonable.
(1) The high growth towns in Population change. Piscataway,
Madison, North Brunswick, Monroe will have the school enroll-
ment problem in the 70'S.
(j) The Cities, Perth Amboy, New Brunswick have more services
(Paid Fire, Garbage, etc.,) so their tax should be higher.
The Welfare on a State Basis should take care of most of their
problem.
(k) The new high tax towns, Perth Amboy, Highland Park, New
Brunswick, Carteret, South Amboy are old established towns.
Their School Capital Bond Indebtedness should be low. I am
sure that if the Capital portion was taken from County School
Levy Tax and put back to the individual School Districts that
these five towns would shift left on the County School Level
Graph No. 1 making the whole scheme Politically possible. Also
the adjusted chart # (1) I feel would show nearly a perfect
Deviation.
(1) The uneven distribution of county roads is a good reason
to leave the School Building up to the Towns. 1If they vote
for new schools they pay for them. The county should maintain
some uniformity in Salaries so County School Operation should
have Checks & Balances on the individual School Districts and
itself.

To protect the taxpayer the Voters must have control which they do

not have at all now with autonomous School Boards and Carl Marburger

returning most of the voter-rejected budgets.
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EFFECTIVE TAX RAT: GRAPHS IN MIDDLESEX COUNTY
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
TOTAL LEVY
ON WHICH
1969 TAX RATE COUNTY
MIDDLESEX TAXABLE 1S COUNTY 1969
STATE MUN. VALUE COMPUTED 1969 ETR
RANK NO. ETR RANK 000 000 RATIO (3)+«(2)X(4)=5 RANK
82 9 4.52 1 105,576 10,530 45 4.49 1
199 8 3.83 2 9,381 687 48 3.52 6
245 7 3.67 3 40,881 3,326 45 3.66 4
251 21 3.65 4 58,602 4,053 50 3.46 7
257 16 3.64 5 57,596 10,200 24 4.25 2
261 24 3.62 6 19,647 1,615 46 3.78 3
262 10 3.61 7 46,969 3,860 42 3.45 9
264 14 3.61 8 115,393 8,581 46 3.42 10
293 3 3.52 9 21,037 1,481 46 3.24 14
294 23 3.52 10 38,297 2,693 47 3.30 13
323 17 3.42 11 113,761 8,553 46 3.46 7
329 22 3.39 12 76,374 5,303 48 3.33 12
332 4 3.37 13 115,184 8,320 50 3.61 5
353 11 3.31 14 47,587 3,269 49 3.37 10
396 1 3.17 15 77,706 5,138 49 3.24 14
421 6 3.04 16 3,211 232 44 3.18 16
441 5 2.95 17 230,491 15,341 42 2.80 18
4 2 2.91 18 16,743 910 47 2.55 22
455 13 2.89 19 25,542 1,720 42 2.83 18
463 25 2.85 20 251,709 19,479 36 2.79 20
467 20 2.82 21 20,562 1,396 44 2.99 17
484 12 2.66 22 23,353 1,290 49 2.71 21
497 15 2.55 23 85,398 4,707 44 2.43 23
519 19 2.35 24 115,489 6,389 41 2.27 24
548 18 1.86 25 9,216 379 43 1.77 25
129,452
Avg. Rate 3.15 3.19
Middlesex Municipality Number
1 Carteret 14 New Brunswick
2 Cranbury 15 North Brunswick
3 Dunellen 16 Perth Amboy
4 East Brunswick 17 Piscataway
5 Edison 18 Plainsboro
6 Helmetta 19 Sayreville
7 Highland Park 20 South Amboy
8 Jamesburg 21 South Brunswick
9 Madison 22 South Plainfield
10 Metuchen 23 South River
11 Middlesex 24 Spotswood
12 Milltown 25 Woodbridge
13 Monroe
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(6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Middlesex  School - Net Value School (3)-(6)+(8) (9)=(2)X(4)=
Mun. Levy on which &evx on ) (10)
No. County Tax ounty Basis
is Pro Rated
9 7,508 237,598 4,503 7,525 - (3.21) 12
8 450 19,870 377 614 - 3.14 14
7 1,273 92,486 1,753 3,806 + 4.18 2
21 3,180 127,103 2,409 3,282 - (2.80) 22
16 4,452 267,960 5,079 10,827 + 4.51 1
24 1,004 48,333 916 1,527 - 3.58 6
10 2,427 116,785 2,213 3,646 - 3.26 10
14 4,148 265,808 5,038 9,471 + 3.78 3
3 939 50,678 961 1,503 + 3.29 9
23 1,519 83,904 1,590 2,764 + 3.39 7
17 6,070 259,202 4,913 7,396 - (2.99) 15
22 3,337 167,402 3,173 5,139 - 3.23 11
4 5,992 236,972 4,491 6,819 - (2.96) 18
11 2,138 101,658 1,927 3,058 - 3.15- 13
1 2,779 180,250 3,416 5,775 + 3.64 4
6 177 9,942 188 243 + 3.33 8
5 11,035 567,322 10,753 15,059 - (2.74) 24
2 579 37,875 718 1,049 + 2.94 19
13 1,193 61,801 1,171 1,698 - (2.79) 23
25 13,401 757,616 14,359 20,437 + 2.92 20
20 701 52,939 1,003 1,698 + 3.63 5
N 907 50,392 955 1,338 + 2.81 21
15 3,312 231,404 4,386 5,781 + 2.98 17
19 4,260 332,047 6,293 8,422 + 2.99 15
18 253 23,646 448 574 + (2.68) 25
83,034 4,380,993 83,033 129,451
Avg. Ratio 3.23

Towns that should have large growth if Zoning was ( ) not because of Taxes.
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NEW JERSEY TAX POLICY COMMITTEE

Ranking of 567 Municipalities in the State of New Jersey

According to Effective Tax Rate - 1970

Rank Municipality
1 Winfield
2 Shrewsbury Twp.
3 Hoboken
4 Audubon Park
5 Jersey City
6 Union
7 Camden
8 West New York
9 Newark
10 Trenton
1 East Orange
12 Orange
13 Glen Ridge
14 Chesilhurst
15 Egg Harbor City
16 Loch Arbour
17 Pine Hill
18 Sussex
19 Pleasantville
20 Ogdensburg
™ Plainfield
22 Salem
23 Highlands
24 Woodbine
25 Montclair
26 Stanhope
27 Berlin Twp.
28 East Newark
29 Jackson
30 Atlantic City
31 Clementon
32 Franklin
33 Irvington
34 Farmingdale
35 Long Branch
36 Paterson
37 Waterford
38 Caldwell
39 Maplewood
40 West Orange
4] South Orange
42 Asbury Park
43 Upper Penns Neck
44 Penns Grove
45 Bridgeton

County

Union
Monmouth
Hudson
Camden
Hudson
Hudson
Camden
Hudson
Essex
Mercer
Essex
Essex
Essex
Camden
Atlantic
Monmouth
Camden
Sussex
Atlantic
Sussex
Union
Salem
Monmouth
Cape May
Essex
Sussex
Camden
Hudson
Ocean
Atlantic
Camden
Gloucester
Essex
Monmouth
Monmouth
Passaic
Camden
Essex
Essex
Essex
Essex
Monmouth
Salem
Salem
Cumberland

E

$21.
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Rank Municipality
46 Lindenwold

47 N. Caldwell

48 Lambertville
49 Millville

50 Glassboro

51 Keansburg

52 Mt. Holly

53 Hampton

54 Monmouth Beach
55 Freehold Twp.
56 Woodlynne

57 Victory Gardens
58 Frenchtown

59 Hightstown

60 New Shrewsbury
61 Buena Vista

62 Roosevelt

63 Hackettstown
64 Union Beach

65 Belleville

66 Elmer

67 Allentown

68 Commercial

69 Hopatcong

70 Lawrence

71 Mantua

72 Keyport

73 Bradley Beach
74 Freehold

75 Bayonne

76 Andover Twp.
77 Clayton

78 Passaic

79 Swedesboro

80 Waldwick

81 Washington

82 Madison

83 Island Heights
84 Matawan Twp.
85 West Cape May
86 Neptune Twp.
87 Cherry Hill

88 Fair Haven

89 Hainesport

90 Lower Alloway Ck.

County

Camden
Essex
Hunterdon
Cumberland
Gloucester
Monmouth
Burlington
Hunterdon
Monmouth
Monmouth
Camden
Morris
Hunterdon
Mercer
Monmouth
Atlantic
Monmouth
Warren
Monmouth
Essex
Salem
Monmouth
Cumberland
Sussex
Cumberland
Gloucester
Monmouth
Monmouth
Monmouth
Hudson
Sussex
Gloucester
Passaic
Gloucester
Bergen
Gloucester
Middlesex
Ocean
Monmouth
Cape May
Monmouth
Camden
Monmouth
Burlington
Salem

$4.

2P PPAEPPAPPPPAPEPEAPPRPPAPEAPPAPPLPRAREPRAPPPAPPAPPPPAPPAPAPPRPEPRPRPEPPEPPRPPEPPPEPPAPEAEPLPPEPEPPEAAEAESLS



FACTSAND COMMENT ABOUT  THEDEVELOPAENT OF MIDDLESEX COUN'T Y

MIDDLESEN COUNTY PLANNING BOARLY:

PROFILE OF MIDDLESEX COUNTY

JOUN 1. RENNEDY SQUARE NEW BRUNSWICK, N J.

POPULATION

County 1960 Pop.(A)| 1968 Pop. (B) 1960-68 Population Change

Pop. Rank Pop. Rank Actual Rank |Percent . Rank
Atlantic 160,880 12| 186,030 | 13! 25,150| 14 | 15.6 15
Bergen - 780,255 2 913,520 2, 133,265 2 17.1 13
Burlington 224,499 11 329,930 10 | 105,431 4 47.0 2
Camden 392,035 7 471,310 6 79,275 6 20.2 10
Cape lay 48,555 21 54,840 | 21 6,285 20 12.9 106
Cumberland 106,850 16 127,770 16 20,920 15 19.6 11
Essex -023,545 1 966,560 1 43,015} 12 4.7 20
Gloucester 134,840 14 167,200 14 32,360 13 24.0 8
Hudson -610,734 3| 607,230 3 -3,504 | 21 | -0.6 21
Hunterdon 54,107 19 66,530 20 12,423 17 23,0 9
Mercer 266,392 9 309,530 11 43,138 | 11 16.2 14
MIDDLESEX 433,856 5 578,090 4 144,234 1 33.2 7
Monmouth 334,401 81 449,860 8.| 115,459 3 | 34.5 6
Morris 261,620 10| 361,250 9 99,630 5 | 38.1 4
Ocean 108,241 15 166,780 15 58,539 8 54.1 1
Passaic 406,618 6 463,810 7 57.192 9 14.1 16
Salem 58,711| 18 66,950 | 19 8,239 | 19 | 14.0 18
Somerset 143,913 13 198,720 12 54,807 | 10 38.1 4
Sussex 49,255 20 68,120 18 18,865 | 16 38.3 3
Union 504,255 4 575,190 5 70,935 7 14.1 16
Warren 63,220 17 74,290 17 11,070 | 18 17.5 12
New Jersey |6,066,782 7,203,510 1,136,728 | 18,7

A 1960 Census - Figures as of April 1, 1960

Department of Conservation & Economic Development - Population of
New Jersey - TFigures as of July 1, 1968

-221-




POPULATION

Municipality

Carteret Borough
Cranbury Township
Dunellen Borough

Best Brunswick Township
Edison Township
Helmetta Borough
Highland Park Borough
Jamesburg Borough
Madison Township;
Metuchen Borough
Middlesex Borough
Milltown Borough
Monroe Township
New Brunswick City
North Brunswick Township
Perth Amboy City
Piscataway Township
Plainsboro Township
Sayreville Boreugh
South Amboy City
South Brunswick Township
South Plainfield Borough
South River Borough
Spotswood Borough

Woodbridge Township

Totals

1960 pon_(& 1969 Pop,(E) 1060-69 Pop, Change
2015135 -7 3§,‘27' 9L“[2k~;%"72 ngtlsjs&;‘é’"
2,001 | 23 2,464 23 463 | 24 [23.1] 18
6,840 | 18 7,714 19 874 | 21 |12.7| 24
19,965 | 8 (33,254 7 [13,289| 5 |66.5 4
44,799 2 |65,843 2 21;044 2 |46.9] 7
779 | 25 1,013 25 234| 25 {30,0 12
11,049 | 13 (15,384 14 | 4,332 10 |39.2] 9
2,853 | 22 3,663 22 810 | 22 {28,3] 13
22,772 5 |42,001 5 19;319 3 |84.8] 2
14,041 | 11 | 16,364 12 | 2,323| 19 |16.5 20
10,520 | 14 | 14,099 16 3;579 13 |34.0 11
5,435 | 21 6,770, 21 1;335 18 |24.5 17
5,831 | 19 9,082 18 3;251 14 |55.7} 5
40,139 3 | 46,468 3| 6,329 8 |15.7] 21
10,099 | 16 | 17,035 11 6;936 7 |68.6] 3
38,007 4 | 42,1920 4| 4,185] 11 |11.0| 25
19,890 9 | 36,875, 616,985 4 |85.3] 1
1,171 | 24 1,732| 24 561 |23 [47.9] 6
22,553 6 | 32,331 8 9;778 6 |43.3| 8
8,422 | 17 9,625 17 1;203 20 [14,2] 22
10,278 | 15 | 14,135 15| 3,857 |12 [37.5| 1c
17,879 | 10 | 22,318 10| 4,439 | 9 |24.8] 16
13,397 | 12 | 15,775| 13 2;378 16 {17.7]| 19
5,788 | 20 7,385 20| 1,597 |18 {27.5| 15
78,846 1 1100,754{ 1| 21,908 | 1 |{27.7] 14
433,856 587,647 153;791 35.4

A 1960 Census (Figures as of April 1, 1960)
E Middlesex County Planning Board (Figures as of January 1 1969)
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POPULATION PROJECTIONS (E)

4 ; 1975 1985 2000
J; e . Pop. Rank Pop. Rank Pop. Rank
Carteret 126,528 9 30,772 13 36,170 | 15
£franbury 4,349 | 22 15,282 | 19 52,906 | 12
Dunellen 7,898 20 8,305 22 9,666 22
East Brunswick 44,850 7 61,403 5 81,668 6
Edison 82,772 2 105,289 2 126,523 3
Helmetta 1,119 25 1,425 25 2,275 25
Highland Park 16,285 | 16 17,334 18 18,344 | 19
Jamesburg 4,204 23 5,314 24 5,366 24
Madison 64,928 3 96,218 3 155,127 2
Metuchen 19,039 | 13 19,938 | 15 18,692 | 17
Middlesex 15,278 | 17 18,038 | 17 32,410 | 17
Milltown 6,631 | 21 7,362 | 23 8,555 | 23
Monroe 17,843 15 49,245 9 95,753 5
New Brunswick 51,332 4 58,544 6 68,635 9
North Brunswick 23,146 | 11 31,734 | 12 43,351 14
Perth Amboy 46,423 6 52,464 7 61,525 | 10
Piscataway 47,823 5 61,956 4 79,901 7
Plainsboro 2,367 | 24 19,825 16 57,363 | 11
Sayreville 40,541 8 52,213 8 70,498 8
South Amboy 10,697 18 11,966 20 15,274 21
South Brunswick 19,969 | 12 43,584 | 10 99,535 4
South Plainfield 26,487 10 34,451 11 44,058 13
South River 18,330 | 14 21,105 | 14 23,705 | 16
Spotswood 8,052 | 19 11,079 | 21 16,360 | 20
Woodbridge 115?269 1 127,684 1 168,545 1
Middlesex County 722,160 972,530 1,382,195

E

e

Middlesex County Planning Board - Comprehensive Master Plan




PUBLIC SCHOOL ENROLLMENT (F)

FMiddlesex County Superintendent of Schools

N A

1960 1969 1960~ 69 Enrollment Changs
Municipality ot Tan Students Rank | Actual RanlJ 4  Rank
Carteret 3,064 | 10 4,539 | 10 1,475| 10 | 48.1 | 10
Cranbury 355 23 454" | 23 99| 22 | 27.8 | 17
Dunellen 1,344 |17 1,681 | 17 337 17 | 25.0 | 19
East Brunswick 4,225 | 5 9,476% | 4 5;251 4 |124.3 3
Edison 8,2187| 2 | 15,033' { 2 .A6,815| 2 | 82.9| 7
Helmetta 109 |25 113 | 25 4| 25 3.6 | 25
Highalnd Park 2,157 |13 2,752 |16 595| 14 | 27.5 | 18
Jamesburg 985 ' | 20 1,270 |20 285| 18 | 28.9 | 15
Madison ,_ 3,511°7 9 11,470 | 3 | 7,959 1 |226.6 (E:l
Metuchen 2,834 |12 3,648° i;’ -M-EI:. 12 | 28.7 | 16
Middlesex 2,066 |14 3,785 |12 | 1,719] 8 | 83.2 | 6
Milltown 693 |22 909 | 22 216 | 20 | 31.1 | 14
Mcnroe 1,093 |19 1,285 |19 192 21 | 17.5 | 21
New Brunswick 6,072 1 3 6,649 6 5771 15 9.5 23
Nerth Brunswick 1,496 |15 2,963 |15 1,467 | 11 | 98.0 ‘5
Perth Amboy 5,787 4 6,473 ’ 7 686 13 80.7 8
Piscataway 3,912 6 7,850‘ﬂ S 3,938 5§ 1{100.6 4
Plainsboro 148 | 24 180 5‘24, 32 24 | 21.6 | 20
Sayreville 3,666 8 6,326 " 8 2,660 6 | 72.5- "9
South Amboy 765 121 1,025 ° zi‘:f 260 19 | 33.9 | 13
South Brunswick 1,477 Y| 16 3,862"21;! 2;385 -7 (161.4 2
South Plainfield| 3,889 | 7 5;569:  9 1,680] o | 43.1 | 11
South River 3,041 {11 | 3,408 |14 367 16 | 12.0 | 22
Spotswood 1,242 |18 1,294 |18 5223 | 4.1 ] 24
Woodbridge 15,469 1 21,676f 1»/A 6;207 3 40,1 12

Totals | 77,618”01 123,6907" 46;072 59.3
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5
Deductions

Total Taxable

Taxable Value
of Machinery,
Impl-ments and
Equ'pn:ent of
Teleptione,
Telegraph and

(a)

Exemption of
Certain Water
Supply and

(b)

Taxable Value of Messenger Sewage Disposal
Taxable Valae of Land and Systems Structures and
Vialue of Improvements Improvements Co.nianies iTacilities FE:E:‘!DS;::":‘"
Taxing Dhistrivts Lind Thereon (Col. 1 + Col. 2) (C. 1.8, 1. 1966) (C.269, L. 1967) (N.J.S.A. 54:4-3.48)
1 Carteret Borough $ 25'154 825 ©$ | 51|511) 440 $ | 76666265 $ 1]030(430 $ $
2 Cranbury Township 41896(230 | 11590 990 164871220 256 1542
3 Dunellen Borough 5!-11:' 300 14{731| 475 201150775 886 509
4 East Brunswick Township 38!966 085 74{120| 695 113,086 {780 21097 |678
5 Edison Township 51:907 688 4 175|882| 929 227:790 (617 21700383
6 Helmetta Borough 55‘."753 } 2‘614i 985 31741710 361355
7 Hiczhland Park Borough 71237200 | 33[133) 250 401370 (450 5111093
8 Jamesburg Borough 21484200 | 6576|625 91060 1825 320|250
9  Madison Township 19{536 830 i 811877/ 120 104|413 |950 11161 {820
10 Metuchen Borough 9]447 100 | 36:070] 803 451518 |203 1]451 (238
11 Middlesex Borough 8770 !650 I 38 {381 550 471152 {200 435 1900 1 1000
12 Milltown Borough 71981:375 : . 15(223]950 23205 (325 148 |400
13 Monroe Township 711831645 ; ‘[ 17,7221 550 241906 ({195 635|744
14 New Brunswick City 231061150 i . 85|130|675 108 {191 {825 71201 |025
15 North Brunswick Township 211606875 59 1754|080 84360 {955 11037 175
16 Perth Amboy City 182951525 i 37(859!600 56 {155 {125 1440|735
17  Piscataway Township 312331100 | 811268 850 112]501 {950 1258 1593
18 Plainsboro Township 11581{900 71324|965 81906 |865 309 (466
19  Sayreville Borough 22 (4531400 911675{200 114 {128 {600 1411 {557
20  South Amboy City 41385475 15554200 19939 |675 622 (757
i 21  South Brunswick Township 18 {823.965 381316(665 571140 (630 1462|530 1 00
' 22  South Plainfield Borough 24 12921425 513531625 75646 |050 728 1200
! 23 South River Borough 71740 514 30 |268|455 381008 1969 288 (239
24  Spotswood Borough 2836|790 16 488|600 19 {325 {390 321 (695
25 Woodbridge Township 39 {690 1070 209 (449159 249 139 229 2 (669 |740
' 7 408 {546 {372 1{286 |882{436 1]695 (428 (808 30 |333 064
[ bl [l [oferfepe Toefp T ] T [l
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10
Equalization

11

———

County t
(c) (@) Equalization (a) (h)
Table—
Average
Ratio of !
Assessed !
to True
Exemption of General Value of .
Air and Water Net Tax Real True Value of Amounts Net Valuation on
Pollution Total Valuation KRate Property Class 11 A ounts Added Which County Taxes
Equipment Deductions Taxable o Apply (R.%. 54:3-17 Railroad T ncten e S are Apportioned i
(N.J.S.A. (Cols. (a) + (Cols. 3 +1 per $100 " Property i 'nder T ana (Cols. 6 + 9 — 10 (a) |
£4.4-3.56) (b) + (v)) S =5 V.aiuation R.S. 54:3-19) (C. 139, L. IEH'n;)A R~ "¢3-17t0 19| N J S A, 34:11D-7 + 10 (b))
- 1‘ T
J $ $ 77 705 695 $ 6.62 49{ 00 $ _32 91y $ | $ [102]512] 361 $ | 180 250{975 1
16 743 762 5.44 47]00 942 211 130|517 37| 875|221 2
21} 037] 284 7.05 46] 00 91 680 | 29| 549| 225 50/678] 189 3
115/ 184] 458 i 7.23 50|00 2| 652 ) 121} 784| 570 236{971| 680 4
2304 491} 000 ' 6.66 42100 552| 005 336|278 728 567|321 733 1
3} 211] 095 7.23 44100 6] 730| 964 91942{ 059 : 6
40| 881{ 543 8.14 45(00 81071 51| 597|312 92| 486|926 ST
O 9| 381| 075 7.33 48{ 00 17} 786 10| 471} 386 191870 247 8
o 105 575! 770 9.98 45|00 1221900 131| 898| 846 237)597| 516 ! 9
i ! 46| 969, 441 8.22 42100 619|163 H 69] 196| 507 116{785(111 : 10
1{ 000 47| 587 100 6.87 49} 00 12| 790 54]058{ 121 101}658|011 11
23| 353J 725 5.53 49100 71 409 271 031] 022 50| 392} 156 j 12
25{ 541{ 939 6.74 42|00 3] 336 36| 255] 689 61]800| 964 t 13
I 115 392 850 7.44 46! 00 827|508 149 587| 323 265|807| 681 i 14
85 398 130 5.52 44] 00 196} 201 | 145} 809] Y86 231] 404|317 15
57 595| 860 17.72 24100 1{138|189 209] 225 841 267/959| 890 ; 16
113} 760| 543 i 7.52 46|00 1/688 145( 439| 849 25912021080 17
| 9 216 331 | 4.12 43|00 4/842 14| 424 405 23/645| 578 18
54 200 51‘ 200 115{ 488, 957 5.54 41|00 99| 054 216|458 515 332|046) 526 i 19
20| 562| 432 6.80 44100 5959|361 26| 417|416 5219391209 ‘i 20
1] 500 58] 601{ 660 6.92 50|00 465|189 68| 035| 760 127/102|609 21
76| 374 250 6.95 48|00 344|744 99 682| 857 167]401|851 22
38| 297} 208 7.04 47100 31192 45| 603| 115 83/903| 515 23
19| 647| 085 ; 8.22 46100 196423 28/ 489090 481332598 24
251| 708 969 | 7.74 36|00 31770(210 502] 136|701 757|615| 880 25
$| 51 200 $| 53] 700 $1| 725| 708| 162 $ 14]478|254 $ $2(6401806{ 106 $4] 3801992522
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! Section A Seciton H‘ Kection € N Section D
! County T.\x»>i2~'~ Tax Due County on Bank Stochk) i Local Taxes to be Raised for | Tax Levy
i T 11 i ‘ 1 11 ,r 1 1 I
; ADJUSTMENTS RESULTING Flion ‘ DISTRICT SCHOOL PURPOSES ,
— i
() (h) (a) th) () '
; County 1
i Equ:dizarion Regional
iTable A A npeals and Corrected Errors Consoli- A |
ARCS Sais-aT)p i SO594-4, BLS G arlj__‘ B dated Deductions Total on
Tota. County Deduct Al Deduct N and As Requined Murc padity i Allowed Which Tax
Taxes Apj-rtinned) Over- | Under- Dvers Urdder- Net County County | 2 Requited Joint by Lo wn Runk ! Total T.x Levy Veterans and Llate is
(Including Toral | pay- ey - Py - v Taxes Litrary t Schaol | Municipal Sk Tax RTINS 5 SRR | R senior CLtizens Computed |
Net Aiustruentsy o ment ment neent treet : Npretooned L Tanes = Rudgets Budget Nee Call 1ny ! N T [ (C 1780 Lo Lansy (Cels I + 1y
= i T T | T ) ] i T Toa e o
1 Carteret $ | 933|817)62 [s1:|549 12 |3 ; $ {u21]268 zo! g 77u}115 12 s ' ' $ 1 2051816|27 = 4luun 19189 § [142]110/09 | §  51138|309|89
2 Cranbury 196]218| 66, | 390| 76 i ‘ 195( 827 (901 ; ATn0 421 (00 [ 12514291 06 [9001177| 06 9]990] 90 nloiluTias
3 Dunellen ; 262|546 36 | [ 262(516!36 ‘ uxu'103 50 P 231{557| 52 1|433 507! 38 47|80r.} 00 1/481|307/38
4. East Bruns. | 1227|667 75 ¢ 17877 | 1]227] 403198 " is na:ixnuioo ‘ 927494/ 63 8 147|137} 61 172|570/ 00 8/319(707/61
5 Edison 2| 939 095| 74, L1659 02 : | 2‘937 43672} Lo si1| 399 100 1/ 143, 999(00 11 0381474| 97 15/011] 30069 330/100{00 15/341| 409! 69
6| Helmetta 51|506| 72! | P | . Al suuiiz? 176585 (00 ! 1228] 09472 3920/ 00 232/014] 72
. i | ) ' : '
71 High. Park 4791 142| 80! | N PRI I TygR| 768901 112721569 11 1/513|837{47 |  312651175! 48 60|580| 00 3[325/7551 1% 1
8| Jamesburg 102|941 20 | TR ! 1102|931{78] ' 450|347 |00 ' 113]477128 | 666] a6 06 201130t oo L68T] 206, 06
9| Madison 1} 230{409|98 o 1511 46 1.232(421 104, “*7[508]178 100 | 1] 5631080 21[ 10130368015 1 226)040( 00 105297201 15
10| Metuchen 60502318 i i 13, 30 6U5 Ouu;xs‘ 2y 427 077100 E 738(109(40 | 3|770{342]88 | B9{600{00 3/859{942| 85
‘ C ‘ ‘ i i
11| Middlesex 526|654 98] | i 6126 5261661 24 Po20137]794 49 { : s21|606148 +  3l186|062]21 82|980( 00 3/269{042|21
12| Milltown 261]064|53 | . 124185 S 2601934168 V06| 593 150 ; 79{286] 86 | 1/2461815|04 42(690| 00 1{289]505|04
13| Monroe 320| 169157 oy 307 8Y 320|567 146 Co11e3]13331) i 178]410] 93 1l6921111{70 27/840(00 1{719{951170
. | ! i | |
14| New Bruns. 1{377]056|96 23tv3j10 1| 1,353]113 |86 RIS 879:75[ 179/ 056 62 2 932(992118 | 8{434|042/41 147{200| 00 8!581|242|41
15| North Bruns. 1/198]825|18 l 1135 o6 1 1i1ux;ﬁanjzz; [3111901100 | 110|97902 1 _,|621]|572|24 85(030{ 00 4|706|602|24 '
i ! H ' ! ' | ' | : i | ' ¢
: ' | : . ! ! ' i
16 | Perth Amboy 1/388{206|91 33! 63989 i P 11354]567 02 4081153480 37113900 4l 217|778 68 10,024 819{50 175{430| 00 10{200( 24950
17| Piscataway 1/342{835|70 1,710{94 | | : { 1|34x 121176 n’009|815j503 i 994 836!48 8405|776 |74 147{300{ 00 8.553/076|74
18 | Plainsboro [ 12249986 b { , P24y 8| t|253] 110100 i — |280: 04 | 1375|329 82 3/970{ 00 379/299|82
19 | Sayreville 17201217} 24] ! . 200782142 P 1[639|434 82| + 4259 8Y3 53, } 248|847167 | 63208i176’02 1811050/ 00 6 389|226|02
! | o i | el
20! South Amboy ! 12741259 92! ; ; ! (274259 |92 ! [ 666 418 00 35342!00 360{910' 68 ; 113361960 |60 i 59/270[00 1 396/230|60
' P ! i ‘ | r | [ | 1
21 South Bruns. {658 474 55! . ; 2! 075! 99 [aanissu 5t f"si!50i137)00 ‘ 144/025| 22 31984|713136 68/660/00{  4:053!/373|36
22, South PIfd. '867;250 80! ! i P72 |8«7f253 04 3! 337" 009105 A 966:031/58 | © 5,170{298|67 132{490| 00 5(302|788] 67
23 ' South River 4341675/14 | 37348 o 134(301 66 1 519{ 008100 ! 634822/ 10|  2/588/131|76 104/ 930{ 00 2(693| 061|176
‘ i . X { : !
24 | Spotswood 250139469 | ' 7267 | 250 {467 |36 *+1| 003] 90900 : : 315 511/30 | 1'569|887/66 441900] 00 1/614|787| 66
e | | ; !
25 | Woodbridge 31924943120 i 3178 66 ©  3|9281121 |86 | 13 4001780 25 ' 1/567:983/52 | 18 896|885 |63 581730| 00 19]|478/615| 63
| I | i H | ; + N ! | R N
‘ T T - T T t T ! T T !
| ‘$22!696‘399§24; ; $95 871|93 's 7{293v97 $22!607 (821 '28 $81i305 497181i $1| 729. 536|62 | $20| 821109 47} $132.4463 96518 | $2| 988(630| 00 | $129|452|595/18 | .
H | | | i R ' | | . i ! I ! ] _ | ! 4&! . 4
—

*Includes Transportation Note.
tExcludes Transfer NJ S A 40:48-17.1 and 17
**Inclut-x Addition to 1968-1969 Budget.
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” PROPERTY l'ZijAXI]"I‘ FROM TAXATION Amount of Miscellaneous Revenues for t:.: Support of the Local Municipul Budget
1
|
(a) (bh) ! () (d) (e) (1) (g) (a) « () )
j Other Exenr ' -« Total Amount of Receipt from Total of
Church and Cemeteries not includ. 4 j* Exempt Property Surplus Miscellineous . Delinquent Miscellaneous
z”"l“;f‘[‘;(\x‘;". s:yhl'::l g“l‘x]x(;:l Vol Charitable and Foregoing Class ‘i .tion (a + b + ¢ + Revenue ) Reverues Taxes and Kevenues
Mun paity Property Property Proper: Property Graveyards Real frrrsonal d + e + ) Appropriated Anticipated Liens (a + b+ o)
: _ ‘ —
71348'36 $ 2/761/000 | $ | 535000 | $ 16241500 |3 1{268|650 | $ $ 2|350/800 | ¥ $ 8530(|u50 | § |2251850{00 | $ 1 18;1163 78 | $ |1101000100 | $ 1(521]3183178 | 1
5 264i94 922|200 110{300 182{ 100 101000 5]300 112201000 50100000 152,916/ 00 30 {000 {00 2321916 (00 | 2
8/247) 24 514,850 50/ 000 | 187,600 763{100 14300 15291850 ! 27{125[00 3421619013 59 (000 |00 438 (77413 | 3
5 826}30 8( 950! 250 3991350 1 1{510{075 1]657| 850 225 650 21575(300 j 1511271565 150[ 000| 00 1{186.704f 19 300 {000 |00 1(9361794119 | 4
21 020:30 12/ 802, 730 3 834] 250 8 782%385 4] 431|150 41000 6189170 » 361043 | 004 1] 080100000 41045{%80| w0 200 {000 {00 5|325 88099 | 3
I 44| 030 19!270 141240 : 204|530 | I 13/382!88 80114112 1500 |00 98 024 |00 ! 6
3179 42 6661|350 210|200 2{ 473|150 1575|850 71400 10{491 950 ; 180100000 1402/ 807| 35 62 1000 {00 653 1807 (35 | 7
1} 978 72 1/ 039! 150 79{300 5441000 210|000 316{000 ' 21218450 | 75{000{ 00 aui481| 27 45 [000 |00 219 (481127 | 8
7702 88 9| 143 850 + 846|870 455; 690 2| 976|660 331020 8941550 j 14 {850 |640 {200 000 |00 82852958 277 {000 |00 1{4041529 58 | 9
10 425/ 86 2| 818 600 448/ 050 1/ 1331700 2| 585|770 621230 4791390 | 71527|740 i 300{ 000 |00 6001833 06 83 {000 |00 983 833 |06 ,10
1 393| 52 3| 095|150 472|200 j 1 4805300 406|200 11350 265/ 100 5|720 {300 | 393{000{00 '532'1410] 00 60 [000 |00 985 (910 {00 ! 11
3| 095{ 56 11015 400 3801 000 256|350 8921300 15150 2|559 {500 57| 000|00 14031244 68 26 |000 |00 486 (244168 | 12
840{ 12 |. 988/ 400 4 549250 205900 100 950 211500 830|900 * 66961900 125/ 000} 00 254| 0a8| 95 1100|000 |00 179 |068{95 | 13
30| 625| 54 5/205{850 | 31 862|225 9 710i850 91 609| 200 253050 928 700 ' 575691875 511|000/ 00 21 898; 10| 21 240 060 |00 3/6191690 (21 | 14
11' ~nl28 3/ 475 000 775| 000 1 019}870 2| 366|700 137900 ' ; 71774470 500| 000{00 11413, 267 21 6500000 119781367121 | 15
16| 221| 32 3| 164|540 791|575 5 072/ 000 4 150‘605 220|690 2 (7921015 '271(300 | 16 |465|725 550{ 000| 00 2 117|145 26 200100000 21867145 26§ 16
1| 433{ 40 5| 996/ 100 § 802|750 1 138:000 1] 923) 340 65250 21303|850 » 20229290 550( 000 00 1'507!237) 72 280 {00000 2/337(237({72| 17
| 280/ 04 260|940 3 453|120 1340 621 300 1[800 71]940 3(850|440 29/ 915/ 00 129: 935} 00 3000100 162 850|100 | 18
3| 515{ 96 6| 535! 400 1'sot'6os | 1] 100] 225 80000 1{500{200 | 1 816|750 12|834 (200 700{ 000 00 21781 601 59 10390600 3158550750 | 19
6{ 089/ 32 200! 000 2 151{ 930 820 875 } 672 660 101000 ‘ 3(855|465 150| 000, 00 1571§000 00 3798600 1758 986[00 | 20
982| 10 5 0275900 137/ 900 1, 527| 500 104 {250 4|175|940 i 10,973|490 416/ 990| 00 1914] 588 62 70 000!00 ;11401 578/62 ) 21
2| 594| 30 3/ 208 850 337|600 1 805(875 1| 331/ 850 1031000 362| 650 | 7)149(825 330 000{ 00 1i0061753 19 12000000 |  1:456 75319 | 22
10{ 148| 02 1/ 961|960 647|980 595/175 1} 646| 468 57|045 43| 685 ! 4]9521313 117| 000| 00 ;505!996 23 77/000| 00 i |699:996| 23 | 23
1 440| 70 1/ 003{ 200 161 6650 771| 930 1{936]790 125| 500{ 00 ;312!144 00 24100000 | {461 644/ 00| 24
15| 874 22 217/ 606 321 335/ 550 8| 267 385 9! 066| 345 856 580 5(433} 325 511 565|506 291| 000 66 7,442 128 21 4151000;00 8 148&128‘87 25
— -1 ' el e -+ + +—
76| 538| 48 3114}412’030 $60 882 a0n ! 218 Uﬁ;Tn~: z:.lvf‘ aso bogal gagiarst anet o s ool nsnlenrs
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George J. Otlowski, Freeholder Director
Middlesex County, New Jersey
Testimony Before The
New Jersey Tax Policy Committee

February 17, 1971
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Real estate taxes must bs frozen. The homeowner can't
stand one more cent of taxes on his home. The freeze must be immediate.

A vhole new approach must be implemented to finance needed
governmental services and the cost must be placed where there is an
ability to pay.

The property owner now is bearing practically the entire
cost of government. This burden must be taken off his back.

We have a vital decision to make - either e encourage the
homeovner to cwn his home or we swallow up his home in taxes. New
Jersey, if not the Garden State, is at least, a state of many indiv-
jdual homeowners, providing a place where people have héd the special
kind of identity and dignity that comes from owning a heme. Ve a;e
rapidly losing this.

We have crushed our senior citizen with the kind‘of tax
burden we put on him. We are running him out of his house. We have
destroyed the opportunity for young people to be homeovmers.

An immediate tax revision, from top to bottom, has to come
about. Tomorrcw is not soon enough. It's already too late.

This complete tax revision should include:

1) An immediate tax freeze on the homeowner.

2) A homestead exemption of $5000 for a single
family home.

3) Elimination of sales tax on food.

L) A state corporation tax upon the profits of
: a corporation.

5) A tax on banks and their profits.

6) A graduated income tax tied into the federal
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gystem so as to eliminate the adninistrative
machinery necessary for its implementation.
The starting point could very well be $12,000
for a family of four.

7) Large complexes that house tenants should have
a speclal tax imposed upon th:am depending on
their profits, discouraging profiteering and
providing for a fair share of the tax burden.

8) A special utility tax should be imposed based
on use and ability to pay.

9) The implementation of the Musto Report for
better county gouvermient.

10) A system of state real estate assessment,
uniformly administrated by state.

11) Effective state guidelines for the best land

use, considering ecology, water use and avail-
ability, clean rivers and air.

While I am concerned with the welfare of all New Jerseyans,
I am particularly concerned with Middlesex County and its county.
government. The paradox of a runaway inflated economy and incre@sing
unemploymant places unusual strains on our level of government. The
homeovmer is faced with rising taxes, the purchasing power of his
dollar is constantly shrinking and his real income is disappearing.

It is this homeowner who supports the business of county
government and municipal government. Every effort should be made to
shift the burdensome costs of government from the homzownsrs.

I am also here to insist that the state assume a new role.

The state must take over our court system and provide real-
istic aid for our schools., In addition, the state should help us in
our fight to convince the federal government to take over the cost of
welfare and change its entire approach to public assistance. The huge

costs of the courts, education and welfare should not - and cannot -

-~
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be the burden of the homecwner.

The progressive income tax serves the overall ecohomy by
reducing its share wen times are bad and increasing its weight when
tines are booming. And most important of all, it is baszd on ability
to pay.

This is not to say that all other forms of taxation are bad.
They are simply inadequate and should be used solely as supplements;
the Lottery, for exanmlé. Other taxes such as corporation taxes, bank
taxes, etc. prove beneficial in giving governments flexibility in deal-
ing with the complexities of the economy. It can deal with "depressed"
areas, provide incentives for business growth and development in
selective categories, use fiscal policy of enccurage government pro-
grams and so on. But all these taxes should be, as I have said,

_supplenentary. |

We cannot depend upon reverue sharing to solve obr own need
for tax revision., Revenue sharing would be of insignificant help to
the homeovmer in our present plight and our unfair tax structure.

A state tax structure has to be based upon the ability to
pay. The g?aduated incom= tax has been the best method devised.

The State Tax Commission has the opportunity to analyze,
review and determine the kind of monies that would be made available
for our needs in the broad outlins that is presented here.

It should be boldly and ccnscientiously approached. It
should be based upon the social and economic conditions of the twen-
tieth century. We are no longer an agricultural staﬁe but an industrial,
urban, and suburban state, with the problems and resources d that state.

A tax structure has to be devised to fit our present make up
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and needs. Anything less is umworkable and unforgivable patchwork.

The Commission now has the opportunity and the

the way to the legislature and the people.
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TOWNSHIP OF WASHINGTON

COUNTY OF BERGEN

464 VAN EMBURGCH AVENUE, WESTWOOD, N. J. 07675

Office of the Telephone:
Tax Assessor 664-1292 o
ORFEO CESAREO Dec.19,1970

Mr. Marriot Haines
Tax Assessor of Vineland
Vineland City,N.J.

Dear Mr. Haines: ‘

Since | understand you are acting in an advisory capacity,
in behalf of tt - State Assessors Association, to the legislative committee
studying the revision of the tax structure of the State of New Jersey, |
would like to bring to your attention the gross inequity resulting from
the special treatment accorded the assessment and taxation of the personal
property used in business of the Telephone & Telegraph Companies by Chapter
138 Laws of 1966 ( Assembly 858) which revised chapter 54:4.

The application of this law reduces the already depreciated
original cost of personal properties of the Tel. Cos. by applying to these
values the equalization ratio developed as of Oct.l of the pre tax year
for State School Aid purposes. In effect the law assumes that while Real
Property is subject to inflation, the value of the Business Personal Proper-
ties of the Telephone & Telegraph Companies is not; quite an absurdity.

The following example of the effect of this law in lowering the
assessed valuation of the Telephone Companies Personal Property in the
Township of Washington,Bergen County, New Jersey, of which | am assessor,
proves my contention:

" DEPRECIATED ORIGINAL EQUALIZATION TEL CO. PERSONAL PROP,
TAX YEAR COST OF TEL. CO. PROP, RATIO ASSESSMENT
1969 $ 330,582 X .8971 = $ 296,565
1970 323,729 X  .8522 = 275,812
197, 331,187 X  .7554 = 250,178

Tnus thanks to inflation, the Tel. Co. Personal Property Assessment
is reduced from $ 296,565 in 1969 to $ 250,178 for 1971.

The net result is a generous reduction at the expense of the
Real Estate Property Owner who is already overburdened.

Yours truly,
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Income Tax Proposal

Editer, Times Journal:

- It is-inconceivable inthis comrute,r age.
" thht real estate taxes are still used to

finance schools and welfare, ever intreas-

ing - costs- which are burdeming home-

owners and those who rent. No responsible

government official has come up with. a

tax proposal that is equitable, fair and

sound. They insist on using 19th eentury
. tax formulas on 20th century incomes:

- baat able to pay, to put it intea form
wanid be the to-csliact and 40 have
a tax program whereby rich and poor
alike would contribute the same per-
centage of their gross income to the state,
which would most certainly grow with the.
- economy. V
(1) The state should constitutionally
abolish real estate aad sales tax..(2) It
% .should by law reduce all rents accordingly
(3) The state should take over and finance
all schools and welfare, draw all the rules,
make all regulations, pass all the laws, fix
standard salaries to teachers according to
tenure and rank, and distribute teachers
evenly in rank to each school whereby all
municipalities and wards in the state
would receive the equal in education and
welfare. (4) Religious schools approved by
the state should receive 50 per cent of the
state cost tc educate each child. (5) Local
governments in the state should finance
themselves by licensing homes, business
acreage, professionals, industries, etc. —
a fee for each category.

To finance all this two forms of taxation
should be levied: (1) Let’s call one a
‘“State Head Tax.” A tax of 4 per cent on

ross earned incomes starting from the

irst dellar earned, no exemptions except
humane ones. (2) The (2nd) a ‘‘State
Income Tax,” a tax of 5 per cent on all
gross incomes earned starting for single
persons the first dollar after $4,000, allow-
ing $1,000 for the first dependent and $750
thereafter. For married perseons fili
jointly — $5,000 and $750 for each deﬁe#
ent. If filing separately — $2,500 each and
- $750 for each-dependent. The percentage
of the *‘Head Tax” should never exceed
the “State Income Tax.” With a reported
total state income of over $30 billion, the
above percentage could raise $3 billion.

The above percentage figures are not to
be intergreted as an authority on taxation
but, rather, as an example as how equal
taxation can accomplishthe necessary
revenue according to ability-to-pay. I
firmly believe the income tax I é)ropose to
replace the real estate tax would see more
home improvements, more garge.s, more

" mants, better schosls, d‘;rlu
and build badly needed T trans-
portation, etc., etc.

I strongly urge all of you to bon\bard
Trenton not to permit Newark to levy a so-
called “Wage Tax”. Such a tax if per-
mitted would start a disastrous trend. I
also urge all property tax associations to

study my proposal and to l?ush.forward
and fight for its enactment. Do not listen to
. big money rhetoric or settle for a 50 per
cent rea] estate tax reduction. Write to
-Trenton, send a copy of this ietter. Real
Estate Tax, No! State Income Tax, Yes! -
ST T SAMARMATO |
< < 2 Raw 120
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