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result in the same tax impact on business realty and machinery 

and equipment as under the present arrangements. 

On the assumption that 40 per cent of book value is the 

required ratio~ we favor that ratio. If the data provided to the 

,assessors under s-81 should indicate that application of 

the same 40 per cent ratio to machinery and equipment as is applied 

to realty would increase the tax impact on business, we would 

consider appropriate downward adjustment of the machinery and 

equipment ratio a minimum essential in the interest of the future 

industrial development of' our State. 

The state Chamber of Commerce is opposed to the assessment 

of inventories at 12½ per cent o.f their average fair value. The 

taxation of inventories should be eliminated.9 preferably at one fell 

swoop 9 but at least by a gradual method such as is proposed for 

household goods in S-84. 

Volumes have been written and said about the inequities 

involved in the taxation of personal property,, especially inventories. 

A recent add:lt:lt.on to those seeking its elimination is Governor 

William G. Stratton who recently .recommended to the Illinois 

Legislature that it ''take bold statutory action to eliminate the 

present inequitable personal ~property tax." 

Our neighboring stat~s 9 Delaware 9 New York,,and Pennsylvania 9 

do not impose local property taxes on inventories. New Jersey 

cannot afford to do so :with.out detriment to our .futtu•e industrial 

development. 

Senate Bill No. 81 proposes that the taxable value of 

taxable tangible personal property not used in business be determined 

at 50 per cent of fair value. In line wjth our discussion above of 
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the ratios applicab1Ell .. , to real property and machinery and equipment 9 

the State Chamber would favor a 40 per cent ratio for tangible 

personalty not used in business in preference to a 50 per cent 

ratioo 

Mechanics and Penalties -

lo Paragraph {d) of Section 54:4-11 of the ~evised Statutes, 

as amended by Section 12 of Senate Bill No. 81 9 provides that the 

Director may promulgate rules and regulations for the determination 
) 

of costs 9 depreciation, and net book value of personal property 

used in business. The State Chamber recommends that this paragraph 

be amended so as to require acceptance by the Director of such 

costing and depreciation methods as are acceptable for Federal 

income tax purposes. A similar restriction should be imposed on 

the rules and regulations and the book value adjustments permitted 

the Director under paragraph (r) of Section 54:4-11 of the Revised 

Statutes as amended by Senate Bill No. 81. 

2. The assessors would be required under Section 13 of 

Senate Bill No o 81 to 11 review j audit, and determine the taxable 

valuations of each taxpayer required to file a returnH and to 

11 include in his tax list and duplicate the valuations of taxable 

personal property11 reported by the taxpayers or determined by the 

assessors. 

We recommend the addition to this Section of Senate Bill 

No. 81 of the following language which was contained in Section 15 

of Senate Bill No. 211 of last year~ 

Any taxpayer deeming himself aggrieved by an increase or 
decrease in any reported taxable valuations may~ on or 
before the following August 15~ appeal to the county board 
of taxation from the action of an assessor of a taxing 
distnict in accordance with the statutes and rules 
governing appeals to such body.· 
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While it may be argued that there' is implicit provision 

for such action on the part of the taxpayer elsewhere in the law, 

we feel that it would be desirable to spell it out again in this 

sect ion, 

Jo As indicated above 9 Senate Bill No, 81 fails to define 

th& concept of fair value as applied to tangible personal property 

not used in business, such as household goods. Also)) by eliminating 

the present language of Sections 54:4-12 and 54:4-13 of the 

Revised Statutes which prescribes the mechanics and penalties 

applicable to both business and non-business personalty and replacing 

these Sections with language applicable only with respect to business 

personalty, Sections 13 and 114 of S-81 eliminate the mechanics 

and penalties applicable to the assessment of non-business personalty. 

It would seErn.that this treatment is a carryover from S-211 which 

provided for the complete and immediate elimination of the tax on 

non-business personalty. 

4o Another omission from Senate Bill No. 81 is the failure 

to indicate the necessary am'.endments to the Railroad Tax Law of 

1948 to bring it into confomity with the proposed amendments to 

the other statutes governing the taxation of propertyo 

5. We note that neither Senate Bill No. 81 nor any of 

the other six bills under cohsideration today contains any provisions 

for improving the quality of the assessment of real property. 

In this connection we wish to reiterate our recommendation that 

the county be established as the primary assessment district; 

that assessments be under the direction of a fully qualified 

competent county assessor 9 appointed by the Board of Chosen 

Freeholders~ with detailed qualifications established by the 

Legislature; and that qualified assessing personnel now employed 
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in the various taxing districts be absorbed into the new organizationo 

· CHAIRMAN DUMONT~ Mr. Walsh; in this recommendation that 

you make regarding the elimination of the tax on business personalty, 

you are aware -.of the fact that that .. tax brought in to the municipal-

ities that imposed it in 1958 somewhere around $45,000 9 0000 Now.s what 

would you recommend to make up .for that loss if we were to pass -

legislation.s assuming that it could pass 9 eliminating the business 

personalty tax or the business inventory tax? 

MRo WAtSHi The State Chamber has been in favor of a broad-

base tax and recommends a sales tax for the .eliminating of these 

personal property taxes and also to cover any additional required 

that you might need for a deficit in your budget and for school 

aido 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT~ Now, in addi4ion to that, I gather from 

your number 5 here, which is the last paragraph ·you read)) on page 

6, that you are p~etty much in favor of a bill which has been 

reint_roduced just recently and was introduced last year by 

Senator Farley which would establish a new office of Supervisor 

of Equalization in each countyj to be named by the county board 

of freeholders, is that correct? 

MRo WALSH~ I donvt think that is the same thing. No, 

I think we opposed that billo 

C.HAIRMAN DUMONT~ You opposed that bill o All right. But 

you want the assessment procedure to be transferred from the 

municipal to the county basis as recommended substantially in the 

Sixth Report of the State Tax Policy Commission, is that correct? 

MR o WALSH~ Yes. 

11. 



CHAIRMAN DUMONT~ Just one very small point here. I 

always thought there were 567 municipalities in New Jersey and 

I wondered in what category that extra municipality that you haven 1 t 

noted on page 3 would fito 

MRo WALSH~ One that doesn 1 t collect any taxes. 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT~ There is one that doesn 1 t collect any? 

That is the place where. everybody is going to live then 9 I take 

it. 

MR. WALSH~ I would like to find out where that is myself. 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT~ All right. Any questions of Mr. Walsh? 

Senator Waddington. 

SENATOR JOHN A. WADDINGTON~ Mr. Walsh 9 you give the 

statewide average present ratios for two of our neighbors 9 New 

York and Pennsylvania~ Would you happen to know the assessment 

ratio for our third neighborj) Delaware? 

MR. WALSH~ Mr. Simmons has it here in the records 9 

perhaps. 

SENATOR WADDINGTON~ ·well~ if I could have it la.terr I 

would appreciate it. I was intrigued with the recommendation~ as 

was Senator Dumont,, that you;wished the elimination of assessment 

on inventories despite the fact that the Tax Policy Commission 

recommended a ten per cent assessment level on inventor,.es and 

despite the fact that at the present time many of our municipalities 

are raising substantial sums. This would mean a real problem in 
I 

a number of municipalities in many counties. 

MR. WALSH~ I think the Tax Policy Commission originally 

suggested the elimination of all inventories and the ten per cent 

was the second choice~ 
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CHAIRMAN DUMONT~ Just one very s.mall point here • I 

always thought there were 567 municipalities in New Jersey and 

I wondered in what category that extra municipality that you haven't 

noted on page J would fit. 

MR. WALSH: One that doesn't collect any taxes. 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: There. is ~:me that doesn't collect any? 

That is the' place where everybody is going to live thens I take 
' ' 

it. 

MR. WALSH: I would like to find out where that is myself. 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: All right. Any questions of Mr. Walsh? 

Senator Waddington. 

SENA TOR JOHN A. WADD:INGTON: Mr. Walsh, you give the 

statewide average present ra,tios for two of our neighbors s New 
' York and Pennsylvania~ Would you happen to know the assessment 

ratio for our third neighbor.5) Delaware? 

MR. WALSH: Mr. Simmons h.as it here .in the records, 

perhaps. 

SENATOR WADDINGTON:· Well~ if I could have it later, I 

would appreciate it. I was 'intr.igued with the recommenda.tion.9 as 

was Senator Dumont 9 that you; ,wished the elimination of assessment 

on inventories despite the fa.ct that the Tax Policy Comm.ission 

recommended a ten per cent a:ssessment level on inventor;tes and 

despite the fact that at the: present time many of our municipalities 

are raising substantial sums;. This would mean a real problem in , 
; 

a number of municipalities in many counties •. 

MR. WALSH~ I think the Tax Policy Commission originally 

suggested the eli:m.ina.t.ion of all inventor.ies and the ten per cent 

was the second choice. 
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SENATOR WADDINGTON~ 40 ,40j and 10. 

MRo WALSH~ 40~ 40, and lOo 

SENATOR WADDINGTON~ Well, my question is concerned with 

. your statement that New Jersey cannot afford to tax inventories 

without detriment to our future industrial developmento Some of 

us have been under the impression that what was more basic than 

that was fixing the level of assessments so that business would 

know about where it would stand on business inventory assessments. 

MR" WALSH~ Well 9 I think it is better to have it more 
' like New York or Pennsylvania or Delaware~ our surrounding states. 

Then we would be in competition with them where we aren 1 t right 

nowo We are competing with those three states for business and 

I think it was brought out when U. So Steel moved over into 

Pennsylvania that that was one of the reasons why they moved over 

there~ because of it. 

SENATOR WADDINGTON~ Because of the potential? 

MRo WALSH~ Because of the potential of 100 per cento 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Assemblyman Matthew:;io 

ASSEMBLYMAN ELMER M. MATTHEWSg Mr. Walsh, I noticed in 

your presentation that you would prefer a ratio of 40 per cent of 

true value rather than 50 per cent of true value. And going 

through your presentation - I don°t want to characterize it - I 

notice that moat of your objections to the 50 per cent ratio are 

psychological rather than practicalo Do you have any practical 

criticism of the 50 per cent ratio? 

MR. WALSH~ Most of the items I think are practical. 

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS~ Well~ I guess we are having a 

little bit of trouble with definition of terms. But as I understand 
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it, you indicate that most of the people you feil are near 40 
per cent and then it wouldnvt hurt too many people as much if 

we changed it to 40. 
MR. WALSH~ Most of ,them are below 40 per cent. There are 

so few above the 40 - there are only,, I think 9 19 districts that 

are above the 40. 
ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS~ Have you taken into account the 

fact that mathemati·cally a 50 per cent ratio is a lot easier to 

approach than a 40 per cent?. 

MR. WALSH~ I canvt agree with you. It's not very 

significant 40 or 50. 
ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS~ I also notice that you recommend 

a downward reYision of the ratio on business machinery below 

the realty ratio and even below 40 per cent which was the ratio 

that you would propose in your presentation. Would you be willing 

to go along with either 40 per cent or, if we agree on SO per cent 

as the ratio.I) SO per cent initially; that is to say 9 the same 

ratio on business machinery and realty initially? 

MR. WALSH~ I think I brought that out. And then after 

we find out the revenue impact_- and I think you are going to 

get· more revenue than you anticipate on that ,_ when you get into 

all the machi:nery 9 then it should be revised downward. 

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS~ Initially then~ you think the ratio 

on real estate and husiness personalty should be the same? 

MR. WALSH~ Yes. 

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS: There is one other point that you 

brought up. You mentioned the depreciation of personalty. Where 

is that in your presentation? 

14 
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MRo WALSH~ Page 5j) under Mechanics and Penalties, 

number 1 • 

.ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS: I noticed that in.that you ask 

that the Director accept the same depreciation scales and 

schedules as are acceptable for the Federal income tax. Now, 

you realize, of course, that we are talking now about ad valorem 

taxation as opposed to income taxation. 

MR. WALSH~ I realize that. 

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS~ And don 1 t you think it would be 

rather inequitable in a lot of situations to allow a taxpayer to 

apply a depreciation schedule that is purely phased toward income 

taxation in an ad valorem tax situation? 

MR. WALSHi No 9 I don 1 t think so. 

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS~ Let I s take for example the 

accelerated depreciation schedule that the Federal government 

allows 9 take for example, certain defense industries. Encompassing 

your remarks he~e, would you allow that as a part of your accepted 

depreciation schedule? 

MR. WALSH~ Yes, for this reason: Now you could go back 

to World War Number Two when accelerated amortization was allowed 

on 100 per cent of all facilities. Now that would be out the window 

in so far as property taxes are concerned because we would use 

the floor of 20 per cent if they are not already written off our 

books. And the Korean situation, that was a little different; 

they did not allow 100 per cent of the facility to be certified. 

It was only that per cent that they deemed necessary for the benefit 

of the war. So you are not talking about too much money in this 

particular instance. What I am. concerned more with - we have perhaps 



five or six different methods - or bid industry has five or six 

different methods of figuring depr-eciation. We had straight-line 

depreciation before 1954. 
ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS~ May I interrupt, Mr. Walsh? 

MR. WALSH~ Yes. 

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS: I think each of those five or six 

methods also has five or six variations too. 

MR. WALSH: Well, that is true and that is why I don 1 t 

want another variation in here. And then if you get a variation 

state by state, the accounting cost of administering it would be 

prohibitive. 

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS~ Well, as a practical matter in 

speaking of tax equity and tax equality, don~t you think it would 

be a lot more equitable if we~ for example, took a strict straight-

line method for ad valorem property tax purposes? 

MR. WALSHi No. I can 1 t agree with you on that. 

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS~ I don't want to get into a contro-

versy here, but do you really think that that would be effective 
' for purposes of ad valore:m taxation? 

MR. WALSH~ I am quite sure it would be. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CHARLES E. FARRINGTON~ Mr. Walsh,, your group 

has recommended certain additional exemptions and has suggested 

that a sales tax could be used for replacement of the loss as a 

result of the exemptions. 

MR. WALSH~ That is not only for these two. 

ASSEMBLYMAN FARRINGTON~ Specifically on this~ what 

mechanics would you recommend in order to make the sales tax 

money available as a replacement for these taxes? 

MR. WALSH~ Well, the Legislature would have to set up 
16 
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. . ·.· . . . . .. ' . . .·. . . . ; ·. . . . . : . ' 

some mechanics for reimbursing the cities and ·towns for the loss 
' ... - ; ".· . ·.: . 

that theywould_be taking for the·two taxes that would be 

eliminated.: You 'would. have to work µ.p some kind of a formula. 

I think you could. :work it up. · 

ASSEMBLYMAN. FARRINGTON: Well.,. would you recommend that it · 

, be done· through increased; state assistance or aid, changing the 

present formula :'for educat.:Lon? 

MR. WALSH: That is one possible :t11etl:lod; but I wouldn't 

recommend it myself. 
. . ; ' . . ' 

ASSEMBLYMAN FARRINGTON:· It has been suggested that if we 

were to rep1~ce this typ~ tax ~ith a br~ad~base tax that we would 

in $ffeet be; merely changlng tax, collection from the local 'collector 
. ..,: : '· .: ' . .· :· .-·. '' -

to the State!' Now., do you have any comment to make with re sp·ect 

to that?. 
. •. .. ·. 

MR. WALSH: Well, that is d6ne in many other states 
. . . . 

across the Nation., I know. The collections a:r$ made by the state 

and then .distributed back to the~ local. level. 
·. ' -~ ._'.. ·_. : ·' ' .. · .: .., . '.: · .. ' ' ., -

ASSEMBLYMAN FARRINGTON: J> :r$aliz~ that, of. course, but: do 

you have anrthirig :specif:i,c to say with respect to th~t? ' 

MR. WALSH~ Well, in: this way we would eliminate the 
-.l 

inequity of those two taxes. ', 

ASSEMBLYMAN FARRINGTON:· Well, let me put 1.t a little·· 

• morer specifically. If th_e taxes on~tn:Y home are reduced by, say, 
' . ' {' 

· X number· of dolla~s, · am I' going to· pe,y X number of dollars· to 
' ' . 

the sta~e by way qf a sales tax? . 

MR. WALSH~ lt depends on ho.w the: formula works, al t;hough . 
,• ' ' . 

you woul,d pay an a.ddi tion.al ~ales tax. · 

ASSEl\1:BL~AN FARRINGTON: Do you disagree with that 



contention? 
j: 

MR. WALSH: No. 
. . 

ASSEMBLYMAN FARRING~ON: I mean, the .. contention .that we are 
. i·,. 

merely changing the tax 

the state. 

collrction. from· the locai colle.ctor to 
.! ,· 
I• 

MR. WALSH: No. I d\Jn 1 t disagree with you. 

ASSEMBLYMAN FARRING~ON: .. You don't d.isagree with that 

c ont:-en.t ion? 

MR. WALS'H: You are oorrect on that. 
I; 

ASSEMBLYMAN FARRING'TI~:iN: Then is there any real necessity 

for a replacement tax? 
··1 

MR. WALSH: Well," yo1 r are getting rid of the inventories. 

I do:ri' t · know. how yoµ could glJt rid of them otherwise unless you 

throw it over on the state to collect them •. ; 
I 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: An,y · questions by anybody in the audience/ 
• / i ! • 

of Mr. Walsh on the first pajJt of his presentation? 
f: . 

Mr~ Miller. 

I :might s.ay that "11'· Miller I?' the eowas<il, i,.1s0 head o:I' the 

Research,Staff- I hope.I am,:getting :my titles right - of the 
.. · . l :· . . '•. 

State. Tax Policy Commisston \ind. therefore has had mu.ch to do · 

with the prepe.rat.ion of the ~•ports that have been issued bY the 

State Tax Poliey Cammissio~·i i ... ·. . . · ... · .•.. · . •·• 
MR. WILLIAM MILLER. 1 iMr. Walsh,.do ;p1 estimate that the 

. I' ' . . 

amount of tax that would be /~aid with a 40 p'3r cent ratio is any 
i . 

different than the amount 04 [ tax. "lihat w~µld pe paid with a .50 · ·· 
. I: . per cent ratio? 

. j 

MR. WALSH: No~ We don't think so. 'We hope not. 

MR. MILIER; Well, ili any eve:nt., your purpose is not to 
j! ·, 
I I 8 . i; 1 -
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increase or reduc.e thE"v amount of tax., by the difference in ratio? 
, ' 

MlL WALSH: That 1is correct •. · 

· MR o MILLEij g · · Jus~ one other thingo If that: is so., isn I t 

:Lt".flair to· say the State ·chamber agrees .rather broadly·· with the 
. : . . f. 

pr·inciple of Senate 8l a:nd. it is·. just on these specific items 
' .•.. ' '.·•~· .·' ·.,. ' 

th/it· you pr-efer changes? . 

MR. WALSH: Yes~ I would say that. 

MR O, MILLER: Thariks' O 
.·:--'·:·_ ... · . . -. ·.· .... 

· CHAIRMAN DUMONT: i-Y.A.ny other questions? .(No response.). 

· I think .~aybe for puJ?po~~s of clarificattpn :i: might review 

just very briefly the two recommendations or the two alternatives. 

that were made in the Ninth Repor~ of the State• Tax Poiicy .. · 

Commission: because :1-t seemed to me· they were getting a bit 

confused at -one point ;here~, Alternative ·number on9:,proposed 
. . . . .. , , ' 

the 40-40 .. 10 system,40 ~er cen,t on.real property, 40 per cent 
. . . . 

on business m.~chinery an.4 equip.merit., and ,10 per cent on business ... · 
. . . . ... . ' ·. . . . . 

inventortes · It was alterna,tiye. number two that r.ecammended the- . 

elimination:or th~ business inve~tory_tax~·but at the same time 

it also recommended the ... adoption of a bu:5iness income tax, to be· 

levied on up.incorporated ,businesses as .. well as incorporated 

· businesses, which would .be .used to re-place the l~sses that would 

be su.stained if the bu_siness inventory tax and· the personal ·· 
'•, 

property tax on household goods and furnishings were both 

eli.mina ted o So that Senate 81 actually., although it ups the 

percentages,· is more like al terna t:f. ve number one than· twO be cause 

ther.e isnn t any replacemf:)nt ta:i available_ as we see it· at the. 

momE:int to do-any repi~eihg·with • 
. I . 

l9 
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MR. WALSH: I might add that we had the business income 

tax with no relief on the inventories. 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT g You have it on corporations. You don't 

have it the way it w'as recommended in the second alternative 

because that would have included its application to unincorporated 

businesses as well as incorporated businesses. As it was finally 

adopted, it was only on corporate net income. 

SENATOR WADDINGTON: Not at the same level. 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Senator Waddington says 111 not at the 

same level. 11 That is true, the level was somewhat reduced by the 

Legislature. 

All right. If there are no further questions 9 proceed, 

Mr. Walsh, please. 

MR. WALSH: Senate Bill No •. 82 as originally introduced -

now, I don 1 t know whether it' has been changed or not - refers to 

the weighted and the unweighted ' ... and unweighted value applied 

only to the Board of Tax Appeals and weighted applied to the 

County Bpard and to the courtsJI and our discussion here is 

assuming that it would be al 1l unweighted. I think they are going 

to change the bill. 

Senate Bill No. 82 provides that, in appeals before the 

Division of Tax Appeals, county tax boards, and the Superior Court, 

where it is ~lleged that the pr•operty has been assessed at a value 

in excess of the "common level'' in the taxing district, it would 

be presumed, subject to rebuttal by the taxing districtj) that 

the 11 common, level 11 is the unweighted average ratio of assessed 

to true value of real property plus and minus 15 per cent of the 

average as determined by the Division of Taxation. 

20 
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The bill also .provides tl;iat it would., be presumed, subject. 

to rebuttal by the taxing, d1,stric.t, _that di scrim.in.a tion has been 

established whenever the division., board, or court is satisfied 

by the proofs that the ratio of assessed to true value of the 

property exceeds the .upper limit of the 11common level;n in 

which case the taxable value may be reduced or increased so as to 

fall within the ''common level." 

Position of the State Chamber·- A useful workable 

definition of 11 comti1on levelu would indeed be welcomed by the 

beleaguered taxpayer who has been told that a discriminatory 

assessment may be remedied by reduction to the 11 common level" 

but who has also been tol1 that the average assessment ratio is 

not the. 11 cornmon level,;11 and -that in most cases a ''common level" 

is extremelydiff'1;.cu1t, if not impossible, to find. 

Howeverj much of thebenef:it derivable by the taxpayer 

cfrom a defin:t tion of 11co.mmon levelu is· vitiated in S--82 by sub-

_ jecting the cfoneept, and thepresehee of discrim.ip;ation unde_r it, 

to rebuttal by the taxing district andby limiting its use to 

cases in which the ratio .of assessed to true value exceeds the 

unweighted average rat:io .Of assessment by 1.5 pe,r cent or more of 

that average ratio. 

Senate Bill No. 82 should be amended to require approval 

or rebuttal of the common. level by the taxing ,district be.fore 

publication of the same for each taxing district by the Division 

. of Taxation., If the tax.in.g district rebuts the common level 

determined by the Division of Taxation, the district should be 

required, since uniformity is both a statutory and constitutional 



requirement, to prove what its common level ;J.s, as is now done 

with respect to the average ratios of assessed to true value 

promulgated by the Division of Taxation for school aid purposes. 

The bill should also.be amended to identify the common 

level with the unweighted average ratio itself of assessed to true 

value in the taxing district. Even though individual assessment· 

ratios are characterized by a certain degree of dispersion, nothing 

is .gained by arbitrarily defining the common level as extending 

15 per cent on either side Of the unweighted average ratio and 

nothing would be lost by defining the common level as the unweighted 

average ratio itself and ass,essing each successful appellant at 

that ratio. 

Furthermore~ there is no reason why the taxpayer should be 

required to prove that he is being discriminated against to the 

extent of having a ratio 15 per cent above the unweighted average 

ratio of his neighbors in order to establish discrimination. This 

requirement could lead to p~rmanent discrimination of 15 per cent 

against a given class of ts.J1;payer. Therefore 9 we recommend that 

it be eliminated from Senate Bill No. 82. 
CHAIRMAN DUMONT: With those changes then~ do we take it 

that you are in substantial ,agreement with Senate 82, which is 
I 

also the same as Assembly 82? 

MR. WALSH: Correct.' 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Any questions of Mr. Walsh on this bill? 

Anybody in the audience? (No response.) All right. Proceed, 

please. 

MR. WALSH: Senate Bill No. 84would exempt household 
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furniture and effects·rrom taxation to tb.e extent of 1/3 of its 

taxable value in ~,960? 2/3 ·or its t~x~91e value in 1961, and 
... .J 

entirely in 1962 and thereafter .• 

0Posi tion of the State C_hambe~ Qf .~om'!Tlerce - While in 

principle the State Chamber. favors the elimination· of the taxatioli 

of·. household goods becaus~ of ,the ~~f;f'icul ties of equitable . · .. 

administration., we wish to ~mphastze. the fact that its elimination 

involves the · shifting about of ·over $17 miilion of local property · 

taxes over $7 million of. which represents·. an additional b:urden on .. · 

business. · As IT}S~tioned ln connection with our discussion of S.-Bi, 

we feel that the iriventortes tax should a1~obeelimi~ated -- if 

not all.at,onee., then at lea.st on a gradual basis st1ch as is proposed 
. . 

here·for household goods~ 
·, . . 

.. . . 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: One question o:ti this. recommendation:··· 

Suppose . this bill were to ·pass and the household goods tax were 

eliminated. J I don v t und\9,rs1;a:ii'3:d here :whether you a.re recommending 
~)\ ,, 

that that be replaced, or-'~hether you are satisfie<l to have it•.·· 
. . . . : . . . 

eliminated without replacement. ·. 
I • • • 

. . . 

MR~ 'WA~SH: Well, we prefer replacement. 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: ·You.prefer that., but would you.op:pose it 

if it were passed withoutreplacemep.tt 

.MR. WAL~H: No.· 

CHAIRMAN .DUMONTf No~ All right. Arl:Y further ciuestions? 

(No resp()nse.) Continue, please. 

MR. W:J\.LSH: Sen_ate Bill No. 85.· Sen§lte Bill No .. ·85 would 

freeze at 7-1/2 per cent the gross ;eceipt~ tax levied on street 

railway,gas and electric, andsewera,ge corporations using or 

occupying public streets, ·highways, ·roads or. other · public pl0:ces 
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in New.Jersey. 

Under present law the rate of this tax is the average ·rate 

of property taxation in the 1State, but not less than 5 per cent 

and not more than 7-1/2 per :cento At the present time the 

maximum 7-1/2 per cent rate .is applicable. 

Position of the State Chamber .of Commerce - Since it is 

our understanding that repreisentatives ;Of the industries affected 

by S-85 plan to appear be:rorie this co:mmi ttee., we take no posit.ion 
'. ' i with respect to this bill at .. this time,, 
: ·.I:. 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: I ,guess there are no questiomon that. 

We will reserve them until the witnesses testify on that bill. 

Continue, please. 

MR., WALSH: Senate B.111 No. 86. Senate Bill No. 86 would 

amend the.statute which exe~pts from taxation personal property 

store.d in a warehouse. ThJ. hill would exclude from the exemption 

property held for resale in'the usual course of trade or business 
' 

except perishable goods. 

Position of the State Chamber of Commerce - The State 

Chamber is opposed to Senat~ Bill No. 86. As stated above, the 

·state Chamber considers complete elimination of the personal 
-

· property tax on inventories: a :minimum essential first step toward 
' 

the restoration of New Jerseyis eo:m.pet~tive :posttion in the retention 

and attraction of industry .• !, Enactment of Senate Bill No. 86 
would serious impede the attainment \..of this. ob Jective. The 

! 

imposition of the personal property tax on such goods as are 

covered in this bill :may result i:ri an immediate, although largely 

temporary,increase in the revenue derived from the personal 

24 



/ 

. . 

property tax in several of the taxtng districts of the State 

and by giving these districts a vested interest in the increased 

revenue make more difficult arid rnore costly, if not .impossible, 

the elimination of the personal property tax on inventories. 
• r • • 

· We. understand tha.t the warehousemen will have a repre'."" 

sentative at this hearing to .present t"h.eir positionwithrespect 

to Senate Bill No~ 86. · For that reason we have not made a more 

detailed analysis of this bill. 

CHAIRMAN DUMONTi Now on this. one, assuming for the moment, 

at least, that you have no v1ay of replacing the personal property 

tax.on business inventories if it were .eliminated, do you think 

that it is fair that all the personal property stored in public 

warehouses should continue to be exempt entirely from personal 

property taxation? 

.MR. WALSH: ·I would prefer to have the warehousemen talk 

about that. 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: All right • 

. MR. WALSH: I think they. are better qualified than I am. 

SENATOR WADDINGTON:. Mr. Walsh, the purpose of this hear-

ing, of coursej is n6t to evaluate New Jerseyus position basically 

in competition. for: industry, but I don v t think we should let :go 

completely unchallenged. this repeated statement whi~h you have 

made here lttowardthe restoration of New Jerseyus competitive 

position in 'the ret.ention and attraction of industry. 11 Some of 

us have not been convinced that New Jerseyus position has 

deteriorated. 

MR. WALSH:·. Well, there have been Pennsy~vania studies 

and Harvard studies $hawing that we are higher than our neighbors 
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on costs. 

-

SENATOR WADDINGTON: :In property tax? 

MR. W:ALSH:-. In. propecrty tax~ That. 1~ all taxesc.ombined. 

C:HAIRMAN DUMONT: A_ l't ~ther question~ on_ this point? 

(No response.) - All J:"ight. 

MR. WALSH: Senate Bill No. 8-q_. Senate Bill Nq. 87 

consists of an amendment of ~actions 54:4-1 and 54:4-9 of the 

Revised Statutes. 
r • • • • 
J I 

·t 
I. 
I 
I 
i 

Section 54:4-1 is amelnded so as .to m~ke personal liab_ili ty 

:for. perso~ai property. taxesj~pply only in thl>. ease .of taxes .on · 

tangible personal prope:i;-ty .- ,sed in business.} At present the person~l 

liability applies also to ~alies on person1:1.l ;roperty not used in · 

business. · The. relevant c·1a l~e in Section 54t4-l .would be "•Uni,1.nated 

by Se¢t~on 10 pf Senate Bill[No. 81~ •· l _- - - ___ -

Sectidn 54:4-9 is. a. as. to limit to business 

pers-onalty th~ prov1ston _th t "the tax -on all tangible personal 
- - - .· - ! - - -- -- - ' ' ' ·. - .• - -

pr_operty in this. State. sl:lall _/be -assessed in and :f'or the taxing 
I 

district whe.re the property is si tuatedu and, to changE:1 the laI1guag'e 
i •. 

'to iilclude th~, concept of- t JfS.ble -value~ -
• . . .' . . . 1 . 

, ·, .•• ,' . I • , , . , j , 

Position of State Ch!am.ber of Commerce - It is our opinion 

that t~e e~cluston of non~bj~iness: pers·0~a~ Jroperty from the 
. . -· I " -· . 

effect of- the chEihges., calle for in. Senate B~ll Noo 87 is the. result 
1' 

of .. <i'nadvertence o 
; j ' 

•This inst_ance of -no · l legislati:q.g Etdequa-tely. for non"". 
. .•' ... ·· ,'-·. . 

business property, together with other instahces, so:me of which 
l . . . ·, 1: • · 
I ' 

were mentioned 111, our analy is of Se_n13,te Bil~ No. 81 9 probably_ 
' . '· ·t. ' 

arises from the fact that Se~ate Bill. No. 21II. of last year, fro:m 
' 
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which the current Senate Bllls .No •. 81 and No •. 87 were de,ri ved, 

provided for the immediat~ ~nd complete, elimination of• non-business 

per~onal·property. 

We recommend that.such o:rnJssions and inconsistencies be 

cleared up. 

CIDtIHMAN 'DUMONT:· Any questions on this. bill? 
·'' 

(No response~.) 

:tJIR O WALSH: Senate, Concurren_t Resolution No O 23 0 -

Senate Concurrent "Resolution No. , 23 · prQpo.ses a constitutional , . 
. ·. . . 

· a.menq.ment. to· increase.· the• :v~:lterans 8 exemption, from taxation on 
. . ·_ ·.. . ... . ,.' . , . 

· real and personal property from an. aggregate. assessed. valuation.·· . ,•·. - . . ' ' . . . . 

of $500 to an ~ggregate ass.eased vaiu~tion of $750. 
. . ' , 

Position of the. State Chamber of Commerce -- •In view of the . . . 

fact that. our recomm.ended'.40 per.ce:p.t assessment ratio involve~ 

a lesser impact on the vete~a,:ns I exemption,, and. ·.in view of the fact 
. . . 

that.no·onekno:ws the final effect on the,various classes of 
. . '•. . . . -

taxpayer of ·th~ chariges _which wou.ld take place in.· the ·taxation 
. . 

?f prope:t>ty under a new system,. we join at th:ics1 time in the 
•"· ·,.. ,;;::.-' ......... '• .. 

recommendation of the Tax:·Pol:icy Comtn~ssion '!\!that any· application 
. . . . . . 

of a parity value of veterans" exe.tnpt.~o:ns be deferred and that 
. . ,. 

· adjustments r,equ:iring a const1 tu~ional amendment await some. 

experlence with' the many variables. of a .new form of property tax •. · 

administration. 11 

. . . 

CHAIRMAN. DUMONT:, Nowll any questions on. the balance or, 
. .. . 
. .. . .. 

in fact., on the who:Le pre sen ta ti on of Mr. Walsh? 

Would it be falr ~o say, Mr. Walsh., .that asi.de f_rarµ these 
. ·• ... ,. . .•. ··. 

recommendations that you make for amen,dments_. to these various 
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bills:1 you are generally in agreement with the program outlined 

in these bills? 

MR. WALSH: I would say yes, Senator. 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Any other questions? (No response.) 

Thank you, Mr. Walsh. 

MR. WALSH: Thank you. 

C11AIRMAN DUMONT: At this time I would like to say that 

Senator Fox of Essex County and Senator Crane of Union County sent 

in their regrets that they could not attend today because of prior 

business appointments and that they will be here for any subsequent 

hearing. They both have been very diligent members, I might add, 

of this group: that has been trying to work out the legislation. 

Now, you can blame me for getting out of order here on 

this next one 9 but I made a promise - I think it was about a week 

ago - to former Superior Court Judge Richard J. Hughes who is 

here today as a witness rep~esenting the Associated Railroads of 

New Jersey that he would be~ able to get on this morning because 

he has to go elsewhere,shortly. So if Judge Hughes is available 9 

we will put him on now. 

JUDGE RICHARD J. HUGHES: Senator and gentlemen, the sting 

of the out-of-order arrangement.,, which I appreciate very much, 

may be diluted a l.ittle bit by the brevity of this statement. 

I have some copies here that I will leave with the committee. 

The statement attached to S-81 characterizes it as we know 

as one of the bills designed to carry out a program agreed upon by 

the Legislative Conference Group of Full Value Assessment Problems. 

We understand it represents as the statement impl.ies a modificat.ion 



of Alternative I as proposed in the Ninth Repor.t of the Commission 

on State Tax Policyo 

It is noted that the Tax fo1icy Commission strorig1y urged 

a uniform, statewide assessment ratio for all pr6pertyo As indlcated 

by its report, its calculations of the effect of such legislation 

. included a reduction of railroad property assessments' .. · It is· 

likewise commonly understood that the Legislative Conference 

Group a-lso adopted the principle of uniformity as one of its 

basic standards for new legislation. 

The railroad tax law of 1948, as commented upon by the 

- Chamberus·spokesman, Mr; Walshj requires the commissioner, now 

the Director 9 Dlvision of Taxation, to uiHH}determine. the true 

valt1.e, {~-!H} of all property used for · railroad purposes in this 

St1:1.teo" S-81 does not propose any change in this formula • 

. The proposed standard in s-81 for assessing other real 
. . 

property in Section 15 of the bill is !Jfull and fair valuel' and 

for tangible personal property (section 12) is "fair value.u 

The 11 taxable value" ]p'or both, except inventories, is to be 

· determined at 50 per cent of. such values. 

Since S-81 does not propose any change in the railroad 

tax law of 1948, we really believe its failure to propose such 

an amendment was an unintentional overs.ight. 

We say this.for the reason that there seems little doul;>t 

that assessment of real property in railroad use at a different 

standard from that applied to other real propE;':lrt-y would violate 

Article,VIII of the New Jersey Constitu~ion, providing in pertinent 

part~ 
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11 ~Bt-* All real property assessed and taxed locally or 
by the State for allotment. and payment to taxing 
districts shall be assessed according to the same 
s.tandard of value; 4HH!-." 

If the Railroad Tax.Law is not amended, the Director of 

the Division ,of Taxation will face again the embarrassing choice 

of ignoring the statutory directiop. contained therein, or per-

forming a statutory duty which he knows is contrary to the 

constitutional mandate. He was faced,with such a dilemma, under 

somewhat different circumstances., after the' decision of our 

Supreme Court in the Baldwin and Gibralter cases. He took the 

position,and I suppose he could hardly be blamed .for doing so, 

that he was bound to follow:the statutory directive until such 

time as the courts said he was in error and it took protracted 

litigation in ~he D L & W Case, decided in 1957, to achieve a 

Supreme ·court ruling on the 'same day it handed down its Switz 

decision, that the constitutional mandate overrode the statute 

and that the Director had the power and the duty to assess at less 

than.true value when necessary to prevent discrimination. 

Such conflict between statutory formulae for assessment 

and taxation and constitutional requirements has had a long and 

troubled history in this State and the failure of the State to 

afford full protection to Federal rights under the Fourteenth 

Amendment to the United States Constitution was commented upon 

by the United States Supreme Court as lately as 1946 .in the 

Hillsborough Cases. The supremacy of constitutional requirements 

over the statute is undoubted as held by the latter court in 

affirming the principle that where it is imposs.ible to secure both 

the standards of the true value and the un.iformity and equality 
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requireci by la1,1:j .f'the latt,er require:m~nt ts to be .!)referred as. _. 
. . .. 

the just- and ul tll'!'la te :p11rpose, of the law~ 1J As we know, a dis-... 

crimination between -taxpayers, so '.:that one is as se sse,d upon ~he_ 
.. ·· : . . .· . - . . ... _·:.· . ' 

full val'Lle·of his property and othe;r,s are assessed upon only a 
fractlon of fµll va.lue., violat,es -the Foµrteenth Amendment to the 

United Sttites Con·~ti tution., · 
. . - . 

-!t · rests _with oW{·.Legislature, and we know that it is 

c·onscious of i this, to put :an end to the costly a.rid unseemly 

.. · conflict bet\ieen_ statutorY la:w an,d cons ti tµ.tional mandate O We 
. . . 

believe it to be the intention or the Legisla.t:ur.e in the interest 

of.the public and for the sake or. fairness to the Director of 

Taxation, to t;he .railroads, to the pe6ple, and, iri r::a.~t, to the 
·.· . . ·,. · .. 

courts,· ; to close the· door· on the_ p_osslhil.ity of a new round of· 
·. .,' . . . 

litigation involving such tax treS.tnient. 

- With all respect, we therefore suggest.to-the Legislature 

tha:.t th~ ·raiir-oad::ta.x law. of 1948 pe amended to bring it irii;;o. 

conformity wl:th the objectives o:r: Senate 81, to authorize a.rid. 
-require the Director of the Division of Taxation to determine-the 

fair value of all __ property. used for ra.ilrm,ad pU:;rpose s in thfs --

State., arid to compute and' determine 50 per cent of such value, 

which shall he the ta~able, value of· su.ch property o 

.CHAIRMAN DID'.[ONT:Jtidge -J{ughes, I think I can say for ·the 
:· _. . 

majority., at leastll of th.er.members of thif3 .legislative group that_ 

;tt is i:n,:tended to amend the railrop.d tax act to bring itcor them 

inter conformity with the general pr.inciple of µniformi ty because 

the majority of us 9 at least, feel that.no mat~:er how: real propert.Y 

ts·: used., whether it be for railroad, '.Wat~r:f'.ront-~ farm, residentiali 
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commercial, or industrial.., everybody should be treated the same 

way, and it is the intention of the cpmmittee to amend those 

railroad tax laws to bring ·the.m int.o. coriformi ty with the general 

principle of uniformityo 

Now, if that were done, would you as representative of the 

railroads generally find yourself in agreement, providing you had 

time to study these bills, with the program as outlined in the 

bills? , 

. JUDGE HUGHES: Yes. We have no a.dvers·e co.mment on the 

bills. 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Any other questions? (No response.) 

Thank you very much • 

.JUDGE HUGHES: Thank you very much, Senator. 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Mr. John Yauch, representing Public 

Warehousem.ens Development Committee. 

MR. JOHN H. YAUCH: ·Gentlemen of the committee: My 

name is John Yauch., a. membeJr. of the firm of Gilhooly, Yauch and 

Fagan of Newark. 

I am here on behalf of the Public Warehouse:m.ens De.velop-
1 ' ment Committee to oppose Senate 86. I have 'given you a statement 1 

consisting of five pages, which summarizes our reasons for 

objecting to this bill. I ~ill nqt read the statement. I have 

attempted to analyze it - to summarize it - and the comments that 

I am about to make· in. that connection I hope will throw fu:rther 

light on this matter. 

The organization that I represent, whose letterhead this 

statemen-:t; has been presented on, is made up of several independent 
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organizations~ The New J~rsey Merch~ndise Warehous~mens Association, 

the Refrigerated Warehousemens Association of the State of New Jersey.1 

the New Jersey Furnitur~ Warehousemeri.s Associa,tiono Those ware-

housemens associati~ns are made up of the membership which 

constitutes practically all of th.e bona flde, and I emphasize the 

word ,tbona flde;•t . public warehouses in New Jersey, throughout the 

State of New Jerseyo 

I have presented to Senator Dumont a letter which was· 

given to me yesterday from the New Jersey Motor Truck Assocla.tion, 

the letter being addressed tome, a.nd,which stated in substance 

that I was authorized to speak _on their behalf and state that 

·they were very:rnuchaga.inst the adopt.ion of Senate 860 The 

material in this letter which I think deals with the merits of 

Senate 86 is as follows:· uwe in the motor carrier .industry in 

New Jersey believe that the pending legislation will have a 

harmful effect on .the warehouse industry .in New Jersey and by 

removal. of certain tax exemptions tend to weaken and possibly 

destroy this thriving industry and dive.rt. business of this kind to 

adjoining stateso•ri Arid here is.their direct interest in lt. 

''Loss of this storage business to neighbqring states would un-

questionably mef,ln the loss of substantia.l trucking business to 

New Jersey motor carriers. You are privileged,.in.the course of 

the public hearing {[,-ri,-l[, to say for the ;re cord. that the New Jersey·. 

Motor Truck Association wholeheartedly. supports New Jersey ware-·. 

housemen :Ln opposing Senate Bill No. 86 {HH:-." 

Now, may I try to analyze this situation so that we deal 

with what I. think, are the mer1torious facts, the meritorious' 

considerations in connection with your evaluation of this bill. 
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May I take you hack to 1925 in the Legislature at the time the 

· bill which is now the law was passed,. pursuant to which goods 

stored in a public warehouse were declared to be exempt 9 .and may 

I refresh your memory as to the object of our Legislature in 1925 

in adopting this bill, which I submit, and I hope you will agree, 

is itill a good object. The object that was attached to the bill 

in 1925 was as follows: 11 The object of this bill is to enable 

warehousemen in the State of New Jersey to bid successfully with 

warehousemen .in neighboring states where the property of the patrons 
I 

of such foreign warehousemen is relieved from taxation. Any losslM 

- and may I emphasize thi.s;.it was apparently a real consideration 

of the Legislature in adopting this exemption bill - 1~Any loss 

of tax in the State of New Jersey would be more than offset by 

the increase of taxable property of New Jersey warehousemen 

resulting from their growth . .if this handicap is removed. 11 

. Now, I think there has been some misapprehension about 

this whole situation. The language of the existing law doesn~t 

carry the purpose which some people who I have talked to who 

are on the opposite side of this question seem to think it does. 

You will note in Senate Bill 86 which, of coursej carries the 

language of the existing statute and then the amending words are 

inserted that the exemption .is l.imited to personsj co-partnershipsJ 

corporations engaged in the business of storing goods for hire -

engaged in the business of storing goods for hire. If the purpose 

of Senate 86 is to prevent tax evasion by f.icti tious and not 

genuinely operated warehouses, I submit - and I am trying to be 

objective about this - that the tax assessors already have 
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adequate means to .deal with that_problem. 

May I direct your attention to page four of my statement 

where I refer to the· General Electric Case, . the last parag:raph .. on 

page four of our statement. .The General Electric Case was just 

decided a_couple of weeks ago by our New Jersey Suprem~ Court and 

dealt with both the constitutionality of this exemption stat.ute 

and also just how far the statute goes and what the statute tended 

to exempt 9 under what circumstances. Y.ou will note at the bottom 

of page four of our statement, a quotation from the General Electric 

Case. The General Electric Case came down in the reports, New 

Jersey Law Reports, dated January JO, 1959, only a couple of weeks 

ago. 'I'he quotation from the General Electric Case - the unanimous 

opinion by the Supreme Court with Justice Heher rendering his own 

opinion, but agreeing with the result on the basis of other 

observations - is as follows~ 
' 

11 0n the other hand, if it stores its property in a 

warehouse created or operated for ,its own private convenience and 

not genuinely operated as a public warehouse, then the statutory 

exemption must be. deemed. inapplicable . ., for, here the statutory 

objective is not being served and no justifiable bas.is exists 

for f~voring such personal property as .against personal property 

stored at premises of taxpayers generally.'' 

I don 2 t want to burden this committee with any lengthy 

legal arguments, but I submit that the situation that we are 

dealing with here now., the sug~e sted amendment to the statute 

which exempts warehouse property, is not necessary and the. New 

Jersey Supreme Court has pointed out very clearly to the tax 

assessors of this state that they have a means through whtch they 
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Chamber is opposed to this bill for reasons which generally I am 

trying to outline here. 

·As I said, many warehoµses have been developed since 1925. 

Now, may I give you a statement that is with;i..n my own personal 

knowledge. I know of two warehouses, one in Jersey City that .is 

a genuine public warehouse, that is ·assessed for, local rateables 

in the amount of $3,189,000. Those rateables are there because 

of the use of the building.for public warehouse purposes. Now, 

not only is it important as far as rateables are concerned, but 

it. is important because of:the people who work in that warehouse. 

There are 180 jobs of people that work in that one warehouse. 

There is a warehouse that~ am acquainted with personally in 

. Newark. The assessment on .that public warehouse is $381,900 
and there are 114 people employed in that warehouse. Now, that 

is just a drop in the bucket, gentlemen. 

As I said, I have not had an opportunity of gathering the 

statistics together, but'I know from general knowledge that there 

are :many other warehouses i,n Jersey City, in Newark, Camden, and 

right here in Trenton. As ·you come in on the Pennsylvania Rall-
l 

road, just as you get into Trenton, you will notice off on the 

right some buildings that were abandoned by ~n industrial concern 

with the name on it J. Leo Cook Warehouse. There are warehouses 

like that throughout the s_:t1ate. 

Now, :may I without 'trying to be trite say that we cannot 

have our tax cake and eat it,too. By that I mean this: I think 

really that it would be a breach of faith at this late date, 

after all this investment has been made in public warehouses, 

in reliance to a great extent on the 1925 exempt.ion, to at this 
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·" 

l~te · date emasculate tha;t e?temptions which, I, betieve ,. and" I. 

say this seri<:>usly, this language.• would d.o. 

And b$ar th:i,s in mind, if .. you will please, we know ·wha._t 

we have how under the · pre s:ent exemption statute" Our courts 

have sustained ;fts coristitutiona1i ty. If this statute i:'s amended 
. ._; . - . . . 

. . ' . 

now .in/ tbe' p/articu1ars that a:re suggested, I fore s:ee protracted . 
. ·. . . . .. ·, . 

litigation and questions of:' coh~ti tutioriality com.ing U.P again. 

Publi'c wa.rehoµsing. is. a .vital part of the industrial life of this 
. . . . ~,- .. · . 

state. rtu s the sinews of indus.try· in this state.. Many local-, 

natf onal, and .·foreign sto;ers, of merchandise wpuld be lost as a 

matter of their busiri.ess to New Jersey if the personal property 

- tax exemption were eliminated. •. 
, , , • , • • . I 

There .ls rto reason, other .than there are certain natural_ 
. . 

advantages ·which N~w Jersey"has as a corridor state, being in a 
. ,; . : ·_ . . .. _·.. . . - . 

very important ioca.tion as far as the e&stern seaboard is ~opcerned, 
. . . . . ; , . . . . - ,;~.-- . . 

why many of these atorers if they become sub.ject to personal 

property tax won u t s.t6re over in _New .iork. :I happell to know that 

.there are warehouses>overin New York that.are not loaded to 

capacity~ Their rates in .New York in public warehouses a,re not 

in excess of th~se in New Je:r-sey. ·. You_ :might say "Weil:; they would 
. . . - . 

. · have to pay for trucking:t6 get tt back· to New Jersey >1 That vs 

true.9 but the cost of trucking within the:limited area would 

. · nowheres near match even a tax on an assessment limited to 

12~1/2 per cent~· 
·_; . ,• ···, . 

·.· .. May I just relate to you one example.. bffh~nd, you might· 
' . . . ' . . ·., . : . . 

. say' "Well, is :t t fair t·o exempt . all pl:'Operty stored in public 
. . 

wa.rehouse·s If as Sena.tor nJmottt asked. the first wi tnes.s. ~y answer 

to. that is- the. t it is fi;:l.r to pr'qperty in a public ware.house 
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where the storage arrangement is a natural one in industry. If 

it is an unnatural one, if it's in a non-genuine public warehouse, 

if it 1 s set up for the purpose of creating a basis for evasion 

of the tax, I say no. As a matter of fact, the public warehouse-

men of this state do not favor any such arrangement because we 

have lost some genuine public warehouse business in some cases 

where non-genuine warehouses were set up. Now, this example that 
\ 

I wanted to give you is albng these lines. Take a case of a 

situation where there is a manufacturer in New Jersey of a product 

that is sold and distributed throughout our Nation, and also is 

exported. The article, however !J is only saleable at certain seas,ons:, 

whether it 1 s an edible or a toy or a certain type of clothing, 

winter, summer, spring, whatever it may be. Under the present 

setup, the manufacturer doesn 1 t have to gear himself to the 

season. He can maintain stable production throughout the year 9 

through the twelve months of the year~ and store the merchandise 

in a public warehouse, and a lot of our business is based on that 

kind of an arrangement. When the season arrives for the sale and 

distribution of the merchandise~ it leaves our warehouses. Some 

of it is sold in New Jersey. Most of it is sold outside New 

Jersey, throughout the Nation and is also exported. This arrange-

ment which permits the storage of the merchandise in a public 

warehouse not only provides stability of the business~ itself, it 

provides stability of jobs. You avoid the peaks and valleys of 

employment and unemployment. The goods are maintained in the 

public warehouse until the market is ready to receive them. 

Now if those goods so :manufactured in this example which I have 

given, were to be subject to personal property tax, gentlemen, 
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they would not be·· stored in a New Jersey public warehouse. 

They would be shipped to various centers throughout the. nation 
. . 

and the states where they would be shipped would be in the 

geographical locatlon where distribution would be economical and 

so ono There are many 1 :many states throughout.the country where 

there isno personal property taxation at all, and those are the 

locatiot1.s that the merchandise which now is stored' in New Jersey 

will go. This business which now gives New Jersey tax rateables, 

which now gives New Jersey citizens jobs, would be lost to this 

state. 

Now we are interested in·Port Newark. Port Newark would. 

be. seriously affected. You know there :i,s a. lot of co:rn,peti tion 

between ports :i.n this country today.· The Port of New York and 

Port Newark are·ha.ving a tough job iri the :matter of competition 

with other ports" Have you ever observed the warehouse fac:ili ties 

that are down at Port Newark~ not operated by the Port Authority;, 

· but operated by private io\tarehousetnen Under lease.· from the Port 

Authority? If it werenvt for those warehouses a lot of goods would 

never be shipped to the Port bf Newark •. If the merphandise in 

those warehouses is going to become subject topersonal,property 

tax.I> the goods wonRt be shipped to Port Ne-wark. 

Now:i I am not going to go into .any further legali~tic or 

legal argument. I don 1 t deal with the question of what language. 

is used here in this proposed amendment; I am .dealing with the 

principle that is involved and l hope that I have established 

enough relevant reasons to indicate that there is a substantial 

basis for our contention. We •are not here Just to feather our 



nests or m'aintain something !that is inequitable. I think the 

over:..all welfare of the state will be served better by a continu-
1' 
! 

·ation of a legitimate, bona!fide exemption than it would be if we 
I adopted a.bill wh:tchwould Iimit it or eliminate.the exemption 
I 

altogether. I 
! 

·You know that warehJuses issue negotiable warehouse 
I. 

bills, bills nf lading - wa1ehouse .receipts$ I mean. In many 
. ' . 

situations the warehouseman!doesn 9 t know who the owner is. The 
i I goods may be subject to a negotiable warehouse receipt that has 
! . ' • 

been pledged with banks. Y9u are going to :r'!Un into myriads of 
I I.' .. situations that are going ·to be very complic'ated, that I don 9 t 
I 

think we should even start inmy opinion, as a matter of principle. 
I' '. 

But if you do, you havennt ~a.rd the last of this yet because there 
I j 

are so :rnany complicated sitt. 1ations that are :going to make adminis.;.. 
I' 

tration very difficult' ••. An~; don 1 t forget these warehouse receipts 
i are pledged with banks; they are like dolla~ bills as far as 
I: negotiability is concerned.'· 
I 

I am not exaggerati~g, gentlemen,l) when .I say this. I 
i am very serious about everyrhing I have said here.. I haye tried 

to keep my feet on the grourd. I am. not going to say that the 

state of New Jersey is goih~ to rack and ruin.,. but I have tried 
I! . 

to point out with a realistlc appraisal that it is going to do I: . . . 
'. 

more harm than good. Alreary, gentlemen., I! had a telephone call 

the day before yesterday be~ause of my contact in the warehouse. 
I' 

industry from one of the lapgestna.tional concerns inquiring 

about this bill. They were[ 1 just about to establish a warehouse 
I, 

arrangement here in New Jer:Eiey. You know these tax services 
i 
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that are"distributed throughout the nation, also distribute the 

news about New Jersey taxes 9 and the introduction of this bill 

alone, gentlemen 9 has a tendency to.impede the influx of warehouse 

business into New Jersey. As I have said, I hold no brief for 

tax evasion because that raises my tax bill as a citizen here 

and everybody else~ s.. But as I saids and I c.onclude with these 

remarks 9 the tools already are available to the tax assessors 

to strike down those tax evasion cases. Let the assessors with 

the assistance of their corporation counsel in the various mun-

icipalities dig' into these cases.and try them in the right way 
I 

and .submit the factfl to the court, or the t~x .board and. 1 am sure 
' f ' ' . ' I ,' I I . ' 1.·; . . 

', that they\Cl;lri get rid of these non.i.genuine warehouse arrangements. 

I submit to you would the alleged advantages of S-86 

be worth the disadvantages which we a.re certain will result to 

the warehouse tr:a'ustry a:p.dindirectly to the whole business 

·economy of the .state to a certain extent? I ask you if the 1925 
Legislature was, not right in accepting the object of the bill, 

. ' 

that any tax. lo$t beca'l,lse of the exemption would be greatly offset 

by the increase in the rat.ea.bles as far as real estate is con-

cerned which 'j:;he .· public warehousemen would occupy? I earnestly~ 

gentlemen,. 

Thank you. 

urge 
I ! 
I I 
I i 

I 
• ! I 

i i 

you to recommend the withdrawal of Senate 86. 

IT would be delighted. if I can shed any light on this 
I . I 

i I 
by questionEf '-qhat you may ask wh.ich I will try to answer. 

i ; 
ASSE:Ml:}LYMAN '.MATTHEWS: To begin with, a man .of your 

' ' 

knowledge in; ~he warehouse industry must know that there are a 
I 

number of a~uses going on which have stirred up the antagonism 
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of a lot of local municipalities~ First of all:,. I noticed 

you used the word iificti tious warehouse" and that there are 

methods in existing law to rid us of the so-called fictitious 

warehouse. But isn't the :f:ictitious warehouse problem just a 

problem where one manufacturer or processer uses a subterfuge 

warehouse to avoid his own.personal property taxations isn't 

that the case? 

MR. YAUCH: Yes, g~nerally l would say that is so. 

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTBEWS: So in effect he is not a public 

warehouseman in the first place? 

MR. YAUCH: Correct. 
! 

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS: Taking that one step further, 

there is no definition in existing law of what a warehouse is. 

MR. YAUCH: Pu.blic:warehouse? 

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTBEWS: Of what a public warehouse is. 

MR. YAUCH: Well, only to the extent, Assemblyman, there 

is a uniform warehouse receipts act and a warehouse is defined 

in that act. Now, that is not related --

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS: to personal property ad valorem 

taxation. I am concerned about a situation that I have heard 

about frankly - this is ju~t hearsay; I have never seen it - where 

there are public warehouses in existence that are no more in 

effect than a vacant lot of land. Doesn't that situation exist? 

MR. YAUCH: It depends on the character of the merchandise 

they are storing. Now if you have lumber, why then, of course, 

a lot of it is stored out in the open in a so-called vacant lot. 

However, I know of situations where lumber is stored and it is a 
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genuine warehouse oper8:tiono Lumber comes in fro:rri. the State of 

Washington. Some of it .comes. throµgh the canal and .. others go 

around the Horn and it c?mes to this p9rt. This i.s quite a dis-

tribution center fqr lumber,a.ndit is a genuine warehouse arrange-

ment. 

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS~ Well, the point I am getting at 

is that the argument for exempting the goods located in warehouses 9 

or one of the arguments is the fact that the local municipality 

brings in in taxes because of the increased rateables., the very 
. . 

fact that the warehouse is therej as much as they would if we 

did tax the personal property located in warehouseso 

MRo YAUCHg Especia:1.lyin view of one of the bills before 

you today where you limit the personal property tax to 12-1/2 

per cento 

ASSEMBtYMANMATTBEWSr .'.11hat fact isn't very well true 

then in those cases where the iAa.rehoUse is riot a structure at all, 

but just an opet1 lot of land? 

MRo YAUCH~ That is trueo Ih that situation 9 I would 

agree. with youo 

AS.SEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS: I:rt effect, there it would put a 
_; 1: 

burd:ei1 on the local co:rntnuni ty. 

MEL YAUCHi But, Mr. Matthews., that is a drop in the bucket 

in the whole public warehouse industry in New Jersey. · I only know 

of one place where goods are stored out in the op~nc 1and that is 

lumber., as I said before.. And I do ktlow of - well, I believe f) 

conservatively a hundred public warehouses through the stateo 

ASSEMEtYMAN MATTHEWS~ ram sure you appreciate 9 Mr. Yauch, 
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that the abuses sometimes get more notoriety than the benefitso 

MRo YAUCH: That's right. And you know to some extent 

the public warehousemen in a very few cases·have probably added 

to their woes by participating in arrangements that shouldnfft 

have been set up for exemption purposes. Gentlemen, this statute 

is our life's blood because if we don 1 t have it, it's going to 

- and as I said 9 I don't think I am exaggerating - seriously 

adversely affec~ our business. 

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS~ One of the points that has been 

brought to my attention is; the retailer who uses the public 

warehouse as a subterfuge to escape his own inventory taxation. 

Do you recognize that as a problem in the warehouse industry? 

MR. YAUCH:; I can recognize the fact because I have 

seen instances where goods were stored in an alleged public 

warehouse 9 like in this General Electric Case. On whatever. the 

date was - let is say Septe±nber 1st, the air conditioning and 

refrigerators were in the back of .the manufacturing establish-

ment. On September 30th they were in this alleged warehouseo 

Now, I recognize as I said 1
,, and we hold no bl"'ief for that --= 

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS: I am talking more about the retailer 
: 

now,, not the wholesaler or the jobber or the manufacturero I am 

talking about the fellow who sells you~ let's say,, refrigerators. 

MR. YAUCH~ I have your points Mr. Matthews. 

recognize that~ but may I point out to you that kind of a 

business arrangement as far as public warehousemen are concerned 

is a very small part of our total volumeo But you are not going 

· to get any tax revenue by trying to plug that up because if the 

volume of the goods and the value thereof is of a sufficient size 
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. and· value, tp.e simple way_. of avoiding the assessment' of personal : · 

·. propeity tax: would be for• that retaier . if :the goocls. come. ~rom 

out West or 'wherev~r they. 6'.ome ·rrom~ ·to· 11.S:ve ttienlstOp off at: 

New York in. a publfb ware.house 'over '!;her-e and <t;heh. 8.$ thef need 
. . \ . : : ,·-· .. - . ; ; ..• ·'..... _ .. - ,. - . • .. ·: - . :. =: •: .: . 

the goods when the season comes a.long~ inste.ad of a New. Jersey 

truck.ma~ handling tt~ :9.'·truckman fi'oril Ne~ York City will pick it 
. . . . 
. ' . 

up at 'the New xork :warehouse artci bring it 9'V'er to the retail st.ore~ 
. . .. ·.-, 

ASS$:MBLYMAN MATTiiEWS~· · I realize there .are other _loophoif:fS that 

arise •.• 

. MR~ YAlfCH: . It ·1:s. n·ot a 'lo~t,ho1e, Assemblyman, it 9 s ·a· 

fact of life that 'if· they c·an by s tJr:I::ng their goods in' New 

. York: avb:ld.pe_rsonal:p;ope1rty;' tai~tton, which thej cad do.~. 

there' is no ;ersqnal:. proper.t;y tax 1+1 New Yo:i;-k -· th~y will- do it~ 

ASSEMBLYMAli :MA:TTHEWSt . rou agree!' that•, the :re <ts a problem .. 

that does· exist in some irl,uni'c~ipal.ities where the··. retaile:rs are · 
abu's ing the 'public wa:i-ehou.se act? 

. MR. -tAUOH: Xes, I would agr:ee to that. But, Asse:rnblynran, 
' .. _, 

.· I doriVt think· the wa,y :to ·c'u:re the headache 1$ to chop -the 
. .' ·1 

patient~ s he~d of':t'. . 
I. 

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS:'. One 6ther point that r ha.ye, 
&· . . 

. before you '·pre sen.tea, :yb~r remarks, :f: believe we ~hawed you a 
proposed tre8.tment which .we' have·· r~beived which would change _the· 
I • • . . . . . . . • 

deflni_tiori :o'r the worcis 1"helcf for r~~a1e• and I afo wonde~ing 

whether. that would change yoti:t:i a"bt~tude toward· -the bill at all?. 

MR~ YAUCH:·.· No • 
. ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEW~: .. May I re ad . it in to the r'e c_ord?: 

. MR. YAUCH~ : Ye·s, of 'course i 
,-'·· .. ·. ·._ .. 

. ·. A.SSEMBLYMAN .. MATTHEWEh (Readir1g) . UR aw ma.t'erials, w6rk . 



in process, semi-finished goods, and finished goods of 

manufacturers, producers and processors held for sale are 

not held for resale within the meaning of this section." 

Would the insertion of that language or language similar to it 

in the bill cause you to change your position? 

MR. YAUCH~ No 9 it would not for this reason: I 

tried to point out to you 'already that it is not necessary to 

adopt any amendment. The abuses can be taken care of by proper 

attention by the assessors and the counsel for the various 

municipalities. Number two, under this language goods purchased 

in wholesale lots which isi not manufactured by the wholesaler 

would become subject to personal property tax. Now there is a 

lot of business done in this country and throughout the world, 

export.and import, where the original manufacturer never has any 

contact with the final con.sumer. He doesn't go in for sales; 

he doesnit go in for distribution; he goes in just for manufacture 

of the article and then he sells in wholesale to some company. 

Now, this language would make such goods subject to tax and it 

seems to me that that would be discriminatory. You see 9 warehous-
. I 

ing some people say is transportation halted. It is part of 

transportation of goods, to get it out to the market, where 

the consumer is. It comes to a halt. If it came into th.is 

country by ship or if it came across the country by railroad car 

or truck, whatever it may be, it reaches a certain warehouse 

just as a halting point and then eventually it goes out into the 

arteries of trade and business. At that point~ taxation should 

take place. But if you are going to tax it at that point where 
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it is in the warehouse,9 I don 9 t think that you are going to 

accomplish anything construc.tive_ and I think you ~ill do damage 

, to our economy in this state to a certain extent. 

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS~ Thank you, Mr •. Yauch. 

SENATOR WADDINGTON: There is one member of this committee 

here today who .is neither a lawyer nor is he conversant with the 
' . . . 

problems of warehouses. I am sure that .in .the. great County of 

Salem there isnit one of them. So this problem to me is one 

I can look at with a great deal of detachment. I wonder how you 

would feel about this,- and'I know this was one of the consider-

ations taken into account in the committee - that at the present 

time there are many inventories not now taxed, the local assessors 

have decided not to ta~. 

MR. YAUCH~ Even when they are not in the warehouse? 

SENATOR WADDINGTON: On the premises of the manufacturers 

and other organizations. Now., if a bill were passed which would 

tax or assess at 10 per cent or 12-1/2 per cent all inventories, 

then wouldn t there be an area for evasion through public '. · 1. 

warehouses·,f,or not the large manufacturer because his volume· 

is too great for that, but fbp small manufacturers? 

:MR. YAUCH~ Yes., Senator, I can see that there might be 

an areas but :: may I point this out: There are certain character-

istics in connection with a busines. In some businesses, the 

conditions under which they do business, the market.that they are 

in 1 the type of the consumer 9 the t.ime of the year when their 

marke.t comes .into existence, that lends itself to publi~ ware-

housing. There are other situations where it wouldn 9 t _pay a 

manufacturer in many instances to evep. consider going into a 
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public warehouse. The rates in a public warehouse, of course, 

involve a charge for storage at a monthly rate. In addition t6 

that, you have a charge of the trucker that brings it into the 

warehouse. Then you have a handling charge ~hen it reaches the 

warehouse to stqre it and then when the goods are called out of 

the warehouse, you have the reverse of that situation, namely, 

handling and so on. Now to try to answer your question 

directly, I don't think that you are going to have any great 

change on the part of these business people who now have their 

inventory on their shelves .or in their back room,if the assessors 
I 

get busy and assess on the basis of whatever the assessment rate 

would be because the natural characteristics of the business are· 

such that they will eitherileave it there or else it 1 s in the 

public warehouse, one or the other. The tax. in that situation 

I don 1 t think would be the motive which would result in its gbing 

into the warehouse. 

SENATOR WADDINGTON: Well, that leads me to some very 

rough mathematics which I have been doing here. I gave a pint 

of blood yesterday so I have been trying to get an evaluation 

of' what you term is the life 1 s blood of this industry and it 

would seem to me that we are talking about storage of less than 

a year in most instances, aren 1 t we, on specific goods? 

MR. YAUCH~ I think generally that is so. May I ask 

any of our warehousemen here? 

SENATOR WADDINGTON:: I am just trying to ge.t 

MR. YAUCH: I think generally that is so. 

SENATOR WADDINGTON; I am just trying to get a general 

range here of what the value of your life's blood is. So if you 
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·assess this. invent_ory wh~ch .. :ts. stored in a public warehouse at 
. . . 

10 per cent!'· a tax ,r~te of $1Q., you, are t0.lking in.terms of a 
. . . 

ma~imum.,if it ·w~s stored,~ yea.:r, of_1 per cent. of the value;_ 
.. '·,' . . ·, . 

Is that m_athematics :~orrect? 
. . 

And· if yo_u stored for 1e ss tha~ a. 

year,· You are talking in fra~ti'onal · portions of 1 per c'ent. 

· MR. YAUCH:_ I_ was never_ verY good at :mathematics, but .. -

I 9d go along with what you say. 

- SENATOR WADDIN'GTON:, ·:c have · .. learned lawyer* nevE:ir let 

mathematical facts interfere with opinions as a general: thing,_ but 

speaking now of my c.olleagues in the ;enate 
. '. .... .: ·. . ·. . :. ·. ·. ·. 

-. MR. YAUCH: • You nave gotten ciown ·to. the. point in your 

figures where you are- asking me whether io per cent ls riot 
,_.,· . . . - ' J 

. . 
. . 

l _per_ cent.__ I think probably that is soo 
·, . . 

SENATOR WADDINGTON: • Thank you. - · 
. ·_· ... • : . .·. . 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Assemhiyman FarI'ington. __ -

: ASSEMBLYMA!IT FAR~lNGTON: · Mr_. Yaµch, a$ l un~ersta~d your 
. . 

contention with·respec~ to- SO"'.Called fictitie>US warehouses, your. 
. .· .. ··. . . : ·:·. 

·contention is that the machinery is ava;Llable to eliminate that 

problem if it will be used bl the as.sessors. Well nowj· specLf'ical-

ly on the General Electric Case which fascinated me, the comments . . . ' ··.. . . ·•··:. 
' . - · .. -:·' . 

you made, did I detect an implication in the 1,nguage_ of the 

court that .the declsion :might have been otherwise{ if. ce_rtatn 

investigations .h,ad been ~ade and certain facts ,br.ought forwa,rd?, 

MRo YAUCH~·· Yes.•· I don't knqw whether. I .point_ed out -
I 

I don n t think I did. and I missed the boat on this- thE=l .Supreme 

c.ourt did not. only affirm the Division i~ sustalning the exempt.ion,. 

_but they sent the cas$ back t.o the Division to take t~stitliony on 
. ·_· .. : .. :.:. . .. . 

these· point~ >that they' s~id the/y :Should consider. 



'. 
'.: 
1 :. 

ASSEMBLYMA.N FA.R.RINGTON: ·. That was going to be, tny next 
. . . ,· ' . 1·~ . '. 

question,·whether that sp~;cific case would go up. Have you 

anything ·to recommend bec~~se l t ·is fairly o'pyious to me that . ·. . . I: .. 
some tax assessors· are no{i doing what they shouiddo in many 

I' . . . : 
arEtas ;_;· do you have anyth;ng · to _recommend by way of legislation· 

. .. I, . 
which would require tax. ·a$sessors to do jU:st what has been done 

I' 

in this case? 
I 
1' 

. - 1 · . 

MR. YAUCH:· Well,J,tthink that tp;at same situation· 

~xis ts in other fields.· • 1!\,_ afu afraid you c'an' t legislate . ·· 

effici~ncy. 1 
I 

. . . I I 
· ASSEMBLYMAN FARRINO-TON:: I . run afra'.id you are right. . . .·· · ... ·· -.,· ... · · Ii 

ASSEMBLYMAN MATT.S:: Mr. Yauch., would you furnish us 
.. ·. ii . . 

. with that statistical infqtm~tibn that you; said· that you might 
I' 

have available to you, if]' ou can? 

MR. YAUCH: Yes. , 

ASSEMBLYMAN MATT , : S: Would that be too :rriuch of a burden 

to you? ··lij . I 
. . . I, 
. MR. YAUCH: . No., rt t at all. I wou1d be glad to do it. 

. . . ·. . · .. ·.· I 1 

ASSEMBLYMAN· MA TTBHWS: Tha:nk · you. ' 
I: 

MR. >YAUCH: · Atn I ~icused? 
I: .. 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: . ~ust one minute,! please, before you 
·. ' . . ·. .• . ' i . . . : . . . ,· ' 

go. Assemblyman Matthews_ ruggested that w~, re23,d into the· record, 
. . .. . . . .. I: .. . •· . 

and I think· .. it I s a good i4~a., four telegr.ams which have been 
,, ' .... · . •, ' .·. . ... ! . . . . . . . ·. ·. . 

.receiyed this,morning, addressed to me., opposing this Senate 86. ·.. . . . . . •· ·.. . . I! . ·. ·. . . _;· . . . . . 
The -fir~t ·1s from. :Mr. Lee Beaird, ~resident., Coordiµating · 

• • . C • '. . . • Ii . . . ·. : . . . . ' . ,• 
Com.mi t·tee of the Food Indt1,~tries at the Port of New York.. The, 

i: . . : . . . 

text of the telegram is: ~'We protes:t retnoral o:.f t;ax exemption on. 
' < ._!I ' •.··· 

merchandise in storage as i?ur, industry whi~h is operating at the 
' i ! . ·' 

! i 
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• ,,.J 

present, time unde.r sertpus, J:iardsh:ips. and handicaps would be · 

materiaily harmed if, Sena~e Bil.1 $,q,l,;we~e put. into effect .. "' 
. ' . ' . ! . . ·, . 

. · The next one. is fr-~m · Eelfc,rd L:.; Seabrpok~., Sea.brook Fa,rn1.s 

Company: "We oppose Senate Bill, 86 propoEii:hg remove e_xe111ptlo:ri , 
- ·" . 

goods in gublic .warehouses iri transit because· we .. cannot compete 
' •,. . . . . . ·. . .. · . 

in the 47 other states"•-;.·);,:Parentp.etically., .he must :pe leaving out 

Alaska here - Hwith out..:of-state frozen food manufacturers 
• • • • - • j 

wh,o would not be.· Slfb jecti to iocai taxes in New :Jersey off . 

. · The .. next one is ·rrom John D. Keefe., Manager, Cumberland 
.- ·. _,. . . ' . ', -- .. 

Warehouse Corporation: · '"W:e oppose ,Sen.at_e Bill 86 proposing 

remove· exemption goods in public warehouses in transit because 

we. cannot compete in the 47 other states with out~of-state - ·. . . . . 
" ' 

frozen.food manufactur~rswho woµldnot be subject·to 'local 
. . . . . . . . . . : 

taxes in New Jersey. fJ .· I think that ~s ,identical, with the last one 0 

And' finally from w. B. ,' Cle~ents j' Manager, Cumberl~n.a. 

Automobile 8.nd Truck Oompany, Incorpo:rated: . nw-e oppose Sen::a~e. • 

Bill 86 proposing remove exe.mption goods. in public warehouses 

in. transit ~u 

Now,. Mr~ Yauch., this bill as you know .,,,ras originally 

drawn, proposed - at least, the·intent:lop. wais; maybe it didn't 

say it· cl.ea;ly - · but t~e:. ~ntention was. that pe.rishahH~ items · 

wouid continue to be exempt from personal property tax, and 

likewise so would goods not.held for resale which. we +ntended to 
-·' . ··. ,' . 

mean go,ods tht:t,t we:re sto.red more or less perma~ently· in puo~ic 

warehouses 0 They also wot1ld cont,inue to· be exempto Now let ' , 
me ask you. a questic,n here. just for a cla:rification of. these 

telegrams: Are frozen foods constdered. · perishable or · non-perishable 

· items in· the warehouse 1::>us:i:ne ss? 



MR. YAUCH: When they·are in'the warehouse, they are not 
ii 

perishable, and I thi:rik f~ozen'fbbds are kept in the warehouse 

for long periods of time, ldepending on the crops and so on, 

the size of the crops 9 a.nd: wha.tever it may be. 
1 • . . .· 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Is the perishable food business a 
' . 

large item :i.n the public warehouse industry in New Jersey? 
I. . I, 

'MIL YAUCH: It· happens, Senator Dumont, that I have not 
I;·.·.·. . .· . . .·· .. ··•. .·· had direct contact with refrigerated warehouses, but I know of 
L, , . 

one in Newark and one in J$rsey City that are quite large. I 
I . 

think :most of that -.- Ird lbetter not say because I am not 

directly familiar with ft. i But I "know of one large warehouse 

in Jersey City and anothe!l one in Newark~ 
. . . . i.,. ' 
.CHAIRMAN ·DUMONT:• !¥ow, just one more question, and I 

·. . •· . 'I . . •· : . . . 
can say like Sena.tOr Waddington 11: I don't bf lieve there are ~ny 

public warehouses in the d9untywhich 'I have the privilege of 

representing atid ther.eforej ]I can be fairly: objective .9 I think, 
: I 

about this, but one of thei things that bothers me.? assuming -I . 

and I can do this because I bell~ye as many of you do that 
. ., ·, ' . . . ! ;- • . . '. --

.... ··· .. ·•. ·. ·.. . · ..... h .··· ... ·.. . . . . . . 
. some of these personal pro1:perty taxes that we have in New 

. . . . I 
Jersey are.lJasically unsQWld and costly to administer and . . . . . . I , -
perhaps should be replaced.- but let 1 s take it the other way: 

In view of the fact that ·tlAere is no apparent sour:ce of revenue . i' 
at the present time to do !~ny replacement. o. f :them. if they were 

, I 
• • • I 

. eliminated., then is there •
1

~·· goo.d reason:in fairness to continue 
I , 

, 1 .. ·· 

this particular exemption 16r any exemption which eliminates 
. I 

certain people who.hold petqsonal property either for storage or 
i 

ownership from personal prl1pert.Y taxation ¥i thin New Jersey? 

Is that a fa.tr system if y1ou are going to continue to have 

I 
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·these personal property taxes? 

MR o YAUCH: I think 1 t is abs·olutely fair. The purpose 

of the bill originally, of the'present·statute when it was 

considered by the Legislature, was that·the Legislature recognized 

.at that time that the over-ali benefit that would come as a result 

of the exemption, namely,· drawing warehouse business to the 

statej not only goods that are eventually sold in New Jersey, 

but goods that are ·exported, goods that may go out West or any 

other place, by encouraging the development of warehouse business , 

would far offset the loss of reve.nue on· the personal prope!'.tY 

that might be subject to tax in the warehouse. It 9 s a question 
. . 

of evaluating what is the best for the State of New Je:rsey. Now, 

this is not a discriminatory exemption. There ls a solid reason 

why the Legislature in the first instance adopted the law and 

the·courts have sustained the Iaw. Tf it was at all discriminatory 

or unfair, the courts would have stru.ck this statute down. They 

havemainta.ined that in the wisdom of the Legislature, they have 

a right to balance the common good.as against the possible loss 

of some revenue. 

Now, have I gone too far afield? I want to answer your 

question directly. Then as I sa..id to Sep.8.to:r Waddington before, 

the type of goods that re.aches a publ.ic warehouse. depends on 
. ' . .. 

the characteristics of the merchandise and the characteristics 

of the busines~ 9 itself. People are not just going to arbitrarily 

because they are going to be subject to a one per cent tax 

move merchandise into a public warehouse. You are n.ot going 
. . 

to have an influx of btisine·ss into the public warehouses that· 

now represents inventory in the back of the store or.in back of 
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the factory. 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Well now, isn't it generally true, 

however - and I am not trying to tie you down with generalities, 

but simply to help us get at what we hope will be a fair program 

to everybody in the state - isn't it generally true that in this 

state where the property tax is the highest of any state in the 

Nation, when you create an exemption~ and I know this one was 

created a ~ong time ago - or when you expand an existing 

exemption, somebody else has to take up the burden that formerly 

was borne by the people to whom you grant the exemption? 

. MR. YAUCH~ That's correct. I said before, it increases 

my taxes. 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Right. 

MR. YAUCH: But I still submit that whether a business 

transact.ion is. a good one or a bad one depends on the over-all 

analysis of it. 
I 
I 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT~ You may rest assured that certainly 

everybody on this committee, including those who are here and 

those who aren~t here)) will give fair consideration to your 

viewpoints, as presented, as we will to everybody who testifles 

before us. 

MR. YAUCH~ And a~ I stated in this memo, we would llke 

to present the statistics which I referred to in my statement, 

and I will send them to you • 

. CHAIRMAN DUMONT: All right. Any further questions? 

Anybody in the audience want to ask any questions of Mr. Yauch? 

Thank you, s,ir. 
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... 

. • 

M:ro H.Ru.ssell ;Brown, :rep:resenting New Jersey 
. . 

Manuf.actu:rers Association. 
. . . . 

MR. 'Ho RUSSELL BR~WN: I hay-eas,hort statement and I 

will read it.·. MY name is Ho. Russell Brown. I am Chairman of 
. . : ' . · .. 

the New Jersey Manufacturers .A.ss.ociation Committee on T~xation •. 

. O:r,iee again the Com-mi·ttee on Taxation of th~·. New Jersey 
. . .· •, :·_. . 

Manufacturers Association is grateful for the oppo:rtuni ty to.·· 

appear before this· C·ommittee to present its views on the most 

recent. prqposal to revise· the .assessment laws of New Jersey. 

Those members of the Legislat11re . .who have been seeking out an 

equitable soiutlon to the assessment dilemma.deserve c~mmendation 

for the:t,.r tireless efforts. • The· ast=lignm.ent is a most difficult 

one because the consequences of 'any pr6gr.am devised undoubtedly 

will be far:..reaehing and ther~fore should provide for .the most 

equitable distribution of the bu.rde:n'. among the ·taxpayers in the 

state. 
.. . . . . 

Th.e plan establi:-shed in the group of :bills. being reviewed 

by this Committee today, in ge.neral, proposes to carry out the 

program·suggestedby the. Commission on State Tax Policy as 
. . 

Alternative Number l.contained in its Ninth Report. Basically, 

it. ·parallels a similar· proposal ·reviewed by the Senate Committee 

on Revision and Amendment of Laws 11:;st,year. The views of th~ 

·. New Jersey Manufacturers Associatloll condern;tng that program 
. .• 

were presented to the Senate .c'ommittee on June 30, 1958. They 

are a. par,t · of the r.~cord of proceedings of that hearing and need: 

not be repeated +n detail here, other than to .be re.affirmed • 

·At the June JO, 1958 he~ring.wepresented ihformatio~ 
• .'. . .• = 

from industry which .indicated· that the :sugge.sted ratios of 



40 and 10 per cent on machinery and equipm~nt and business 
- . ·. , I 1 

inventories, respectively,:; were excessive. This applies as 

well now to.the 50 and 12J1/2 per cent ratios contained in 

Senate arrd Assembly Bills i81. To the best of our kri'owledge 9 the 
. . . . I 

data presented previously ito this Committee remain valid, and .·• . .._. . . . I ' . 
have been substantiated f~rther in corresppndence and during 

_. . . . '_ .. ' ' , .! ,·' . 
personal contact withindU:strial establishments which did not 

( . ' 
I; 

particfpate in. our origin,r study. Other ~evelopments lend· 

substance also to our cont!ention that sµfftcient information is 

· nqt, now available upon wh~Jh, ratios of 40-40-10 or ,50--,50~12-l/2 
. Ii . I I 

·canrealistically be bRse4J Recognition of the prohlem led to 

efforts by state authoriti~s in the Division of Taxation to 
. i• ,. 

secure more conclusive com!Jarative data upon which to base ratios 
I' . 

and, further, the Chief E~ecutive has poinped to _the ne.ed for 
. ii 

more informa.tion on the imwact of the program,.• and particularly · 

the tax on pe-rsonal p:r>oper[ty •. ·· · 
' 

The adoption of 8181 and companion bills will continue 

the shift in the tax burde:n to. business and. industry now in 

· progress on both the· state.•and local levels. The !50,..50-12-1/2 
- .-. ' .. ·- . . 

formula will transfer-a substantial burden from real estate to '. . . .. !· . . 

business personalty 9 and b~siness and industry would be required 
' 

to replace almost one-half I of the losses .incurred by the exemption 

of household effects propo~ed in S 84j and by the increase in 

ve te:rans I exemptions contaj{ned in SCR 2J. 'Additionally, local 
. 1: . . •. .· . 

officials tend each year tic place great;er. ~mphasis upon the 

assessment of business perlJonal property as revenue needs become 
•• • •• • :. I , • 

more pressing, and i'inally:IJ .increased reve:nue from the new levy 
. I 
I' 
I: 
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on corporate income imposed last year made possible this year a 
' . . 

balanced state bud'get with the claim of no new taxes. 

That the tax on business personalty already constitutes 

a significant factor in our competitive position 'with neighboring 

states has been underscored from time to t.ime o · Despite contentions 

to the contrary 9 the concentration of tax. increases ·on business 

and ind.ustry is certain to have a telling effect upon the 

competitive pos,ition of industry and employment opportunities· 

in our State when other factors rema.in relatively equal. With 

an eye focused on 1.ong-range development, the possibility of 

reductions or at least an equitable reapportionment of the tax 

burden-~hould be·revtewed. 

As a move in that direction, we recommended previously 

the ex.emption of business and farm inventories as well as house-

hold effects from taxation. We reafflrm that position. This 

would eliminate the need for dealing with personal property stored 

in public warehouses, now being considered in Senate Bill 86. 

Furtherj we recommend again a reappraisal o.f the assessment ratio 

of . .50 per cent on machinery and equipment which we submit is too 

high. 

Business inventories are recognized as a sp~cial class 

of property 1 and are dealt with accordingly in the plan outlined 

in S 81. No one can deny that such limitations would be 

preferable to the presen,t requirement that inventories be taxed 

on the same bas.is as real estate. Nevertheless, the retention 

of inventories .in the taxable base does not remove the difficulties 
. ' 

in administration, nor the inequities inherent in the process. 
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On that basis the further.delay necessary to develop a much 

sounder, long-range program could be justifiedo 

On various occasions the Chief Executive has st.ated his 

preference for Alternative Number II of the Commission on State 

Tax Policy, ~lthough he has not specified his choice of a 

replacement tax since the corporate income tax was utilized 

solely for state purposes .. New Jersey Manufacturers Associa.tionVs 

program is in substantial agreement with that recommendation, 

and specifically suggests as a. replacement for the tax on 

business and farm invento~ies and household goods, a limited 

sales tax. 
I 

Now, that is a short statement and I would like to 

give a few off-the-cuff comments as I consiq.er it as an 

industrialist. Any intellige,nt management or tax man is 

going to look at his tax problems or their tax problems in the 

State of New Jersey on a total basiso We hear a great deal of 

talk about New Jersey being a property-tax state and the real 

crux of the problem on the1 taxes run New Jersey is really the 

personil property tax. Ai we consider our relationship with 

other states -I normally donvt like to talk about the 48 or 

49 states that we have bec:ause we are really competing with 

our neighboring industrial, states.. I have been saying this and 

I am going t.o keep saying it that New Jersey has the dubious 

distinction of being the only state of the 49 that has a cor-

. poration income tax withot\t a broad-base taxo That is an 

expensive proposition. One legislator has told me that the 

normal situation that a state getting a broad-base tax normally 

gets a tax on corporate income first and then a broad-base tax 
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follows along. I donvt go along with that suggestion and I 

think we are hurting ourselves as long as we postpone a broad-

base tax. 

As you compare the· New J.ersey tax si tuatlon with the 

States of Pennsylvania.and New York and one of you gentlemen 

suggested including the State of Delaware, I think you will find 
-that our position ha.s declined in the.last year. I would like to 

see the State of New Jerseyvs posltion in dealing with industry 

suhstailtially bet.ter itself and it would appear to me that this 

50-50-12-1/2, as proposed in S 81 has some elements of chance in 

that it is what; Itw6uld call an experiment because we want to 

see hciw the.effects turn out •. Normally when legislation gets on° 

the books,, it is quite difficult to get it changed. In S 81, I 

don°t find anything that says at the end o:t; one year, for example, 

that we must study the bad effects on business. I can't help 

but recommend that we have the good judgment and, if it requires 

outstanding statesmenship.11 that we go ahead and right now do 

away with the tax on business inv:entories and household goods 

and farm goods and get a replacement tax. And so that we are 

not misquoted.11 we are talking about a limited sales tax as a 

replacement tax only 1 and do it now without a year or more of 

experiment on the basis as proposed. 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT~ · Any que sttons of Mr. Brown? Assembly-

man FarI?ington. 

ASSEMBLYMAN FARRINGTON: Mr. Brown, you have first sug-

gested that we possibly donvt have a sufficient amount bf 

information available to us now to really recommend this legislation. 

63 



I notice on the second page of your statement, youcbri.clude, in 

spite of that fact, that business is going to pick up one-half 

the losses incurred by certa.in exemptions. Do you have some 

information that is not available to us? 

MR. BROWN: Yes, we do, and we submitted that last June. 

That is on the basis that,the corporations a:re paying about, I 

think, 50 per cent of the tax. rtvs a little bit less, between 

40 and 50 per cent. So that that is a good solid figure; almost 

one-half we are saying. :tt is something in excess of 40. We 

did submit a study last J~ne which was based on a review of 175 -
so that you would understand, we actually solicited our member-

ship to ask them if _they would look at the effect of these bills. 

I think that the statistics that we have provided were really 
. '. 

about as much in the way of statistics as you obtained. The 

Department of Taxation I think was hopeful of getting some 

information on the new forms that we are going to fill out in the 

next month or two, but that com.es in a little late and I am not 

so sure that the answers will be available·. 

ASSEMBLYMAN FARRINGTON: But you suggest that we need 

more information and you have now said that you have given us 

about the best information:that is available. 

MR. BROWN: I would 's_ay that that is the responsibility 

of the people proposing the laws to get the information to see·-

what the effect is. 
I, 

Now, we submitted last June that there would 

be a substantial transfer, or shift of the tax burden t'o industry 

and we still.submit that that is the case. I hope that we are 

not in the unfortunate position of having to come back at some 

later time and Sl:l.ying, which we always hate to do and I hope you 
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do too, bI told you soo-

ASSEMBLYMAN FARRINGTON: Now;. I gather that you fee~ tti a·t 

the prqposed l~gislation w;u:td r~sult. in a tremendous shift to 

industry o · You suggest we . dor1 9 t do that, but you do make c·er.tain 
.. 

suggestions which I think will result in a tremendous s.hift from 

industry to real estate - to .home owners~ Is that. what you.are 

recommending today? 

. :-:MRo BROWN: . Well, r can't say that"r will° agree that that 

is a big shift~. People l:l.ave the idea - maybe ltis from propaganda -

that business doesn°t pay a sales_tax. I can assure you that 

business.does pay a sales tax, and finally, in addition· to that,· 
. ' . . . 

has the burden of cfollecting it., .· So · that while there would be 

a shift - as an example.9' I think Senator Dumont probably has. the 
• • I, .-•• ,• •' • I 

figures there .9 the tax cm inventories produced., I ,think it was . 

in t 57 about $51,000 ,QQ~i, was it? 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Well noW', Dr. Miller can check me on 

this, but l thought in °58 i:t was about·. $45.,:ooO.,OOO; i.s that 

right? 

MRo BROWN: About$45.,000,000. Doctor, what is tn.e 

-dlfference between that:on business inventories and that>on 

househol~ goods?· I think household-goods we speak of as being 

$17 or $16 milliono · Do you know the difference-between the 
• ' • ' l 

household goods and the business inventories? 

DR •. WILLIAM MILLER: Well, bus.in.ass inventories alone 

were about $31~000 9 000•in 1957. I don 9.t have the figures for 

.. 
MRo BROWN: So we are giving up $17 ,00Q,000 in house-

hold goods and business is paying at present $31,000,000. 
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We propose that all of tho~e be elimin~ted ard there would be 

some shift in the tax burden. I would hope 'j:;hat the shift in 

the tax burden - and I am going to be honest about it - would be 

in favor of business and I think that is good for the long-range 

program in the State of New Jersey. 

ASSEMBLYMAN FARRINGTON~ One more point for clarification: 

You attribute part of the shift to the suggested increase in 

veteransn exemptions. Now, this suggested increase in the 

veteransn exemption is mereily for the purpose of maintaining 

the value of the veteransn present exemption because of the 

general increase in the rate of taxation. Now if that is so,. and 

I think it is so 9 that can 1 t contribute to a shift of the burden 

of taxation to industry, can it? 

MR. BROWN~ We don 1 t have too strong feelings on this 

veterans 0 exemption portion. That shift is what 9 from $500 to 

$750? Whether that is the ,exact proportion of the shift, I donnt 

think that anyone is in a p'osition to say. That one we donnt have 

too strong a feeling on. 

ASSEMBLYMAN FARRINGTON~ The point is thisg It is not 

intended to result in veterans paying less taxes; it is intended 

to result, in their not having to pay moreo So actuallYs there is 

no shifto 

MRo BROWN~ Wellj if it is intended that the veterans 

don~t have to pay any more, someone has to absorb $17,9000~0000 

So if they do not, it finally gets down to the other taxpayers. 

There is going to be a shift under any basis and we would hope 

that it would be a good shifto 
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CHAIRMAN DUMONT! Any other.questions? Mro Arnold. 

MR. JAMES Ao .ARNOLD: The' o:tily' thi':hg'I 'filtas tryiiig to' 

do was to correct the estimates' on' t'he personal p;Operty. 
, ' . 

CHAI:RMAN DUMONT': . ·yes •. Let's have those accurate. 

For 195T, what were, they, Mr~ Arnold? 

MR •. ARNOLD: Well,.• the inventory.was, between $30 and 
. . 

$31 million and it was about $31 or $32 :milliori that was on 
. . . . . . ' . . . 

the business property other than the inventory. 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Well now, that $30 or $31 million was 

for 1957., is that·correct? 

MR. ARNOLD: Yes. 
. ., ' .· .-··... : '. ·.·_:·. 

· CHAIRMAN DUMONT: · Now,. do you know what ,they were in 1958? 
MR. ARNOLD:'. We,il, the 158; is about $31; '57 ·was about 

. ·.· .. 
•·' .. , 

$29, alimost $30. · 
. . 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: · That is on inventories alone? · 

MR ... ARNOLD: That vs rtgh.t •. 
. . 

CHAIRMAN DU.MONT:.·· N6-i,,, what are .your, figures on house.; 
. . 

hold goods 0and furnishings. for • v.57 and. 9,58? 

MR •. ARNOLD: Well, they didn't: change v~ry much. They 
' . ·-:- ·: . . . . 

are just·. a 11 tt1e short · of $18 million •. 
. . . 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Both years? 

M,R. ARNOLD:· Yes O 

MR. BROWN:. I might say on that,. Sen~tor, I think .it 
.. . . ' ·- . . . . 

was in the Nin~h Report, a one per cent limited sales tax would 

just about ex9:etly ~ffset the tax·on· the inventories combined of 
business, household goods and farm goods. 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT:, Well -t:hen' you :mean., lnventorles plus· 
j • • "\ • 

the household perso:h.alty·and farm personalty, but you. are riot 



including any business mac.hinefry and equipment in that; are you?. 

MR. BROWN: No., we! are not. 

·cHAIRMAN DUMONT: How.much did that bring in last year, 

Mr. Arnold, business :machinery and equipment., '57 and 158? 

MR. ARNOLD: I don't have the numbers here, but it is 

approximately between $32 .and $33 million. 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Both years? 

MR. ARNOLD: It wep.t up just about half a million 

dollars, I believe. 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: In '58? 

MR. ARNOLD: Yes. 

MR. BROWN: We are' not asking that those be exempt. 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: ~enator Waddington. 

SENATOR WADDINGTON,: .Mr. Brown, I have a question and 

also a comment. We h~ve t~ied to check out down in our co1:1nty 

what these household exemptions mean in terms of the $17 million 

figure that is bandied around., and we sort of conclude generally 

what you have.concluded that we don 9 t hav.e enough exact 

information on this and a number of other factors. You are 

concerned with a shift and'you state there will be a shift in 

burden from. the ho:m.eowner,:which is the way the legislator thinks 

of it, to business. Some legislators are convinced that it will 

mean a shift in the opposite direction and this worries them a 

great deal as the people who have to run for public office. 

My question to all· of us is:· How in the world can we 

improve the information? This is., I think, a question which a · 

number of us .have which might hold up these bills., if nothing 
. ,. , .. 
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else did. We are just.not sure of our information. How can 

we improve on the inform1:1,tion? 

MR. BROWN~ I would say that our committee on taxation 

would be glad to cooperate to get more information. I think 

that on the tax form; the corporate income t1:1x form, there was 

going to be included some questions - ~nd I p.on't know whether 

it is going to have them on; I haven 1 t seen the forms yet - a.bout 

the availability or cha.nee 1D provide that information. That 

would st.ill only get it from the corporations. One thing I 

canqt help but worry a.bout, I think it is S 84, it says there 

we are going to 'do away with the tax on household goods over a 

period of three years. Yet, I think in S 81, my interpretation' 

is that the assessors must, at least during this three-year 

period, use the 12-1/2 per ce·nt or is it 50 per cent - I guess 

it is 50 per cent basis in assessing them during this three-

year period. I 0d like to submit to you that that is going to 

be chaos during this thpee years.·: ·r :;am, talking now about the 

tax on household goods. There are a lot of communities in our 

state that don°t tax household goods at all. So that ifl this 

three-year period forces them to go after them on a 50 per cent 

basis, I can°t see anything but complete chaos in the assessing 

businesso 

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS: Mr. Brown, listening to this 

banter back and forth' about lnformation and raw data, brings 

to mind that meeting that the joint committee had one hot 

morning last August where this program almost came to a screech-

ing haltj if I might use a trite phrase, because there was a 

69 



belief on behalf of some of the members of the committee that 

there wasn! t enough raw information and we immediately began. 

to explore ways of obtaining the raw information. And I remember 

talking to Bill Kingsley who is sitting up there in the balcony 

now about the possibility of adding some sort of a schedule to 

the tax returns that were going to be filed this year under the 

new corporate income tax and we even held out olive branches of 

secrecy and peace and prosperity under those returns if the 

people would only go along~ I remember that industry here in 

the state was in the vanguard of those who opposed it quite 

volubly. And I think by reason of the fact that we found that 

there would be no raw infofmation available in the near future$ 

that is the reason we went ahead. I think that we find this 

business personal property tax and inventory tax is sort of 

walking in the dark a little bit because we have no other. way to 

walk. There is no candle. I wouldn't blame it on the legislators 

too much 1 Mr. Brown. 

MR. BROWN~ Wellj I would like to sa.y that I happen to 

work for a company that is a substantial taxpayer. I work for 

the Roebling Company here in Trenton and we get a tax bill which 

includes a tax on real estate and one on personal property. NOW9 

Mr. Arnold has submitted sorne figures and knowing him 9 I know 

that they are rights as a split between the tax on inventories 

and the tax on machinery and equipment. I pay our company!s. 

taxes and they are 10 per cent of all the personal property 

taxes in the City of Trenton and I don~t know the split between 

inventory and machinery and.equipment. While the assessor, I 

think, is charged with the responsibility of keeping a list or a 
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memora:rid.um of. the· split between those two taxes .,. and I g'?-ess 

he gives .it to the County Board - the taxpayer unless he goes and 

·asks for it.il doesnRt even get .ito s.o the probler\l is much worse 

than any of us realize or think about in connection with this ,· 

Split between machinery and equipment and business inventories. 
, . , - . 

Now 3 there :may be an answer to that., but if our company doesn 9 t 

know 1 there must be an $..wful lot of otqer co-rnpanies.in the State 
. . 

.of New Jersey that donRt know. 

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWSt Well 1 that mi:i.y be true, Mr. :Brown, 

with respect to your tax billo But the point I was trying to 

make is that this committee made a .re.i:i.1 attempt last sum.mer to 

get raw information and we fo-q.nd the doors closed to us. 

MRo BROWN~ Well, that wouldn°t have been·available 

until next year anyway~-Assemblymano We have been furnishing 

statistical information on our franchise tax form <?ver since 

the bill has been ino Nowj Mr. Kingsley could probably straighten 

us out on that o We have been supplying some irtformati on on there 
. . . . 

and I am assuming that the State Tax Policy Commission used some 
, . . . 

of that statistical information in preparing- the NinthReporto 

·sENATOR WADDINGTON: Mr. Brown, this is a difficult 

questiono It is a tough problemj but it i.s one that sometime 

or other we as legislators and consequently we., the people, have 

to face. I am not trying to put words in your mouth., · but I am 

confused and I want to see tf this is a reasonable statement of 

what you have said. ·If·I get your positiqn at theillinute, you 

feel that we do not know the facts •. 

MRo BROWN: That us correct o 
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SENATOR WADDINGTON: You state that on page one. And, 

therefore, your position is that you are opposing a formula which 

on the basis of the fact that we don't know facts, in' itself', 

will be possibly erroneous. So you are proposing that because 

we don't have facts, we use a formula which can be completely 

erroneous and impose a sales tax and spread the return from a 

sales tax into a situation in which we don 1 t have enough facts 

to make a decision on. This seems to me to be a strange position. 

If you had stopped when you said uwe donvt have enough facts; 

therefore I don 1 t know 11 - that's the position I feel I am .in at 

the moment. 

MR. BROWN: Well, I hope we are making a constructive 
' suggestion in saying that we would like New Jersey to get in a 

competitive pos.ition with New York and Pennsylvania who do not 

have a tax on business .inventories. So I hope that that is a 

constructive suggestion. And I am also submitting that it will 

help us attack this problem, which we agree and we know that your 

committee has just done everything possible working on this very 

difficult problem, and we are.not trying to be critical. We are 

saying that if we get away from the tax on business inventories.11 
' 

which is a constructive step, then we can feel our way along and 

find out if the tax on mach 1inery and equipment should be at a 

different basis than .the twp that are presented, that is, 50-50 
or 40-40. Now that may be a lefthanded answer, but I think it is 

a constructive suggestion. 

SENATOR WADDINGTON~ It ls a lefthanded problem; I know 

that. 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Mr. Brown, you recommend I take it 
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from page one that 50-50-12-1/2 is not as preferable to you 

as 40-40-10 would be. Yet you recognize over on page two 

that no one can deny that the limitations would be preferable 

to the present requirement that inventories be taxed on the same 

basis as real estate. Now, we all recognize that under the 

Switz Case, a.ssuming - and lawyers disagree on this - but assum-

ing that it was'J'-:1.htended to lay down a mandate for all municipal-

ities in New Jersey and not just Middletown Township - and that 

is where the disagreement arises - assuming that was so, we all 

recognize that the mandate applies to personal property as<f~eil.l as real 

property and that actually effective January 1st of this year 

·personal property under that pronouncement should have been - it 

wasn 1 t - but should have been assessed at 100 per cent the same 

as real property. Now, recognizing that as you do here, do you 

think that you have any better information on 40-40-10 than 

you do on 50-50-:12-1/2 or do you think the information is weak 

on both formulas and, if you do, what do you propose in place of 

it? 

MR. BROWN~ I donRt say that I prefer 40-40-10 over 

50-50-12-1/2. In fact, I really donR~ care too much whether it 

is 40 or 56. And I think you probably picked out 50 because you 

can divide by two and get half. Whether it is 40 or 50 I really 

don't care and I don't think that our committee does on that. 

The 10 per cent-we submitted was too high. The 12-1/2.we think 

is too high. And I think in our June·JOth presentation we 

brought out the fact there are some industries - and we are not 

fighting the battle for any particular groups - and if I recall 

we mentioned, I think, the electronic industry and the chemical 
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industry - that this change or this shi)ft in burden could just 

be disastrous. In a community that has high personal property 

taxes in the past, really the chance of it making much of a shift 

is much less than in a community that hasnit been usi:n.g the 

personal property tax assessments to a great extento You take 

a community - and there are some in our state that haven 1 t been 

using these personal property taxes at all - there is going to be 

a terrific shift in those communities and I think we should be 

wary of that. 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT~ 'All right~ now you say that you are in 

substantial agreement with the recommendation of the Governor, 

which in turn was based upon Alternative Number II of the State 

Tax Policy Commission, whichj of course, was 40-40 9 and then the 

elimination completely of the business inventory tax with a 

recommendation for a replacement from a brand new source of 

revenuej) a broad-base tax. Now.I' inasmuch as we donut have that 

broad-base tax. for replace'.ment purposes, with these amendments 

that you have suggested he,re J are you substantially in agreement 

with the program outlined 'in these bills? 

MR. BROWN~ I would say that this is a good step forward 

and it is certainly~ and we have tried to say it, a lot better 

·than thi.s problem that we could have of having 100 per cent 

assessment. But we also are suggesting that we think there is 

a better program~ as we have tried to outline. But this work 

that you have presented in S 81 can 1 t help but have a lot of 

good effect and whether it can be delayed until adequate infor-

mation is available 9 I don:1 t know. 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT~ That is what bothers us in view of 
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what the Supreme Court has had to say on the problem tooo In 

any event we too want to get the best and fairest program we 

can and that is why we are all gathered here today and may have 

to be another day or two as far. as that goes. 

MR. BROWN: Is it possible to write in such a.bill as 

this, that the results must be reviewed at the end of a year 

because unless the Legislature or some group is forced to look· 

into the results, none of us are going to be looking into them, 

except maybe we will be down here screaming a year from nowo I 

would like to see some way 1 if that is going to pass, that the 

effect on it be investigated. 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT~ Well, except that I would have to amend 

your original statement that the study should not just be with 

the effects on business, but should be with regard to the effects 

on everybodyo 

MR •. BROWN: That 1 s right. I agree on that. 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Any further questions? (No responseo) 

Now, it is about time to recess for lunch, but I wanted 

to ask Mr. Wilson whether you want to go on before lunch. We 

understand you will be quick. 

MR. WILSON: I can assure you I will be quicko 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Russel T. Wilson 9 assessor of Englewood, 

New Jersey, and also representing the State League .of Municipal~ 

ities here this _morning. 

MR. RUSSEL T. WILSON~ My name is Russel T. Wilson~ 

Tax Assessor, Englewood, New Jersey, appearing as Chairman of 

the Tax Study Committee of the New Jersey League of Municipalities. 

I want to commend the committee with all heartiness for 
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its assiduous devotion to the subject of taxation and I realize 

how extremely difficult this has been. Necessarily the short 

notice of this hearing, following the publication of the bills, 

has prevented my committee from reaching any conclusions with 

respect to these bills. I might point out that I hope this 

demonstrates our open mindeQness since we do not just choose to 

reiterate the position we have taken hitherto. 

I would respectfully request the privilege of submitting 

a written statement to the committee or appearing at some later 

date if further committee meetings are held. 

If I may, I would ,take the privilege of making one 

comment with respect to th,e subject of veteransrr exemptions which 

has been discussed here this morning. As a man on the firing 

line,.I think I can say this~ I regard the veterans' exemptions 

as an unknown quantity. I find that they are constantly appearing.' 

As we assess new household personal assessments 1 for example, a 

new veteran appears to claim his exemption which he had not 

hitherto requested because there was no occasion for it. 

I am personally regretful that our exemption of veterans did not 

confine the benefits to re~idents of the State of New Jersey. 

But since .. it does not, I see no way that we can measure the full 

impact of the veteransrr exemption either at $500 or $750 at this 

time. And I would urge in that particular respect that we do 

go slow on changing the veteransi benefits. Thank you. If 

th.ere are any questions, I will be very happy to answer them. 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Assemblyman Matthews. 

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTBEWS~ Mr. Wilson., I thought when you 

were talking about veteransi exemption 9 that you were talking 

76 



,,. 

about raising it to the figure of $750. I think rather than 

comment on that, I will read a letter that Senator Dumont received 

and a copy of which was sent to me from the Municipal Asses.sors 

Association of Essex County. (Reading) "It has come to the. 

attention of the Association that a public hearing is to be 

held in Trenton on February 11th on a bill to increase the 
' veterans' ,exemption from $500 to $750. Our Association would 

like to go on record as opposing any legislation that would 

create assessments in multiples of less than $100. This stand 

is in line with the directive by our Essex County Board of 

Taxat.ion that all assessments are to be made in multiples of 

$100. 11 

MR. WILSON: I would certainly subscribe to that" Mr. 

Assemblyman. 

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS: Mr. Wilson, I hope that at our 

next public hearing if you do have your written statement ready, 

you will come back and appear personally because we would like the 

benefit of your advice. 

MR. WILSON: '.rhank you very much, Assemblyman. 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: You agree then that any increase, if 

there is to be any in the veterans' exemption, should be in 

multipu.es of $100? 

MR. WILSON: Yes, because it is a grave administrative 

problem if you have an odd tax rate like $7.99 to begin to 

multiply it by odd figures. It becomes fantastic. 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Now, we have also heard 9 or I have, 

from Mayor James Kelly of East Orange along the same lines, that 

he would like to have it in multiples of $100 if there were to 
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be any increase. 

Now, this question arose the other day, Mr. Wilson.1 

and maybe you can straighten us out on it. · It was suggested 

by one of the members of the Senate that we ought to sit down 

with assessors generally. · Now, that is pretty difficult when 

you have so many municipalities. When you make your statement -

and we would like it if you could actually come back to the next 

hearing which might be as far as two weeks away.- will you be 

speaking on behalf of the majority of the assessors in New 
t Jersey or is there any way that we can actually get together with 

them in, say, one me.etingi 

MR. WILSON: Senator, I would not be authorized nor would 
I 

it be possible for me to speak for a majority or even a substantial 

segment of the assessors of the state since I am no longer an 

official of the State.Association. I will be speaking, when I 

return, on behalf of the League of Municipalities or, more 

specifically, the Tax Stu&y Committee thereof. My Tax Study 
! 

Co:mmi ttee, however, does i;nclude the President of the State 

Association, the President.of the Finance Officers Association 

of the State, and one or two uther well qualified individuals. 
'. 

At the moment I can't suggest how you could obtain the reaction 

of a majority of the assessors very candidly. 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: ;There is no practical way of doing it? 

MR. WILSON: I can't think of one. I see the President 
' of our Association sitting over there and maybe I could ask him 
: 

to give it some thought, Mr. Berenotto, assessor of Atlantic City. 

Do you have any idea how we could present a reaction of the 

majority of the assessors of the state to this committee? 
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CHAIRMAN DUMONT; I ,might add :1,t was the Senator from 
. . ' 

At1antic who r'.al,sed this question. 

'MR, BERENOTTO: We do h~ve a T~x Stqp.yCommitte·e of our 
. . . . . . .. ,· . 

own and we are working on these bills E+t the present time. 

MR. WILSON: Bwt we are working on tp.ese bills from the 
' . . 

standpoint ·of the League of Municipali~ies · e·ssentH1lly as 
; 

distingui.shed from, not separated from, but as distinguished· 

precisely from. the assess Ors"' problem. I will do my best to. 
. . . . ·,,· 

try ·to come up with a sugg~stion for you., Sena tor. 
. ,• .. 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: But you will be speaking on. behalf of 
.. ' 

the Tax Committee of the L~ague, which. is, .of course, much bro~der 
' ' ' 

in that l t includes -not -only assessors,· but collectors, mayor;s, 

·councilmen, commissioners and so forth. 
':, 

. ' . . . . 

Let me ask ·you one more quest.ion as an asses·sor: Do 

you feel that we have come to the po.int in the administration 

of the property·tax-in New Jersey where it is desirable to hold 

any exemptions tha_t now exist at an ·existing level, without 
.. . . 

necessarily creating brand new exempti·ons in any category? 

MR. _WILSON: As. an assessor I hold rather·arastic-ideas 
- . . 

with .regard to exemptions. ·r would personally abolish them all. -
·- . ' ' 

I don 1t know that that is a very practical viewpoint. to hOld,. 
. : ' .· . 

Senator. But I very cand.idly feel that many o:f the exemptions 

that- now exist on ·ou~_obooks -should he abolished and I am thinking 
I . . . . ' : . 

very frankly of religious exemptions.. There is c_ompetitlon as · i .• -
' ' 

betwee.n religio.us :organizations now in the·ir real es:tate holdings . 

. CHAIRMAN DUMONT: - You undoubtedly realize ther-e .is a. lot 

of popular feeling at the moment-that.there should be.created, 

· perhaps, an e:x:e:m:pt1on for older eitite.ns, ·say' 65 years of age 



and above, who are extremely troubled with higher and higher 

property taxes in the state because they are trying to get along 

on fixed incomes or pensions. Would.you extend your feeling in 

regard to all exemptions to that _field? 

MR. WILSON~ Well, as I walked down here, Senator 9 I 

was considering introducing myself also as an unofficial 

lobbyist on behalf of taxpayers generally throughout the state. 

I have developed a great deal of' sympathy for the plight of 

all dwelling owners in this state. Actually taxes are becoming 

almost confiscatory in many instances. In. my town a dwelling 

which has a current market value of $20s000 on the basis of my 

official ratio would be assessed at about $6,000 and that 

multiplied by our current 'tax rate of $8.45 means that it pays 

taxes of something over $.500 a year. Now this, of course, is 

not self-sustaining in a sense if there is one school child in 
' that house. Then it is 9 cif course., not self-sustaining. But 

these taxes are becoming prohibitively high for residential 
' 

taxpayers and I am inclined to think, personally 9 at least.11 that 

I will give favorable consideration to an exemption for persons 

of 65 or more. I could even be persuaded 9 while it might con-

stitute one form of classification, that there should be a 

homestead exemption applying to all residential owners. 

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS: I wish you would look at Assembly 

Bill 418, Mr. Wilson. 

MR. WILSON: I shall do that, sir. 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Any further questions? (No response.) 

Then, Mr. Wilson 9 you will come back a:t the next hearing with 

your statement. 
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CHAIRMAN.DUMONT:· I might add :Lt wa.s the Senator from 

Atlantic who raised this question. 

MR. BERENOTTO: We do have a T1:1,x st.up.y Committee of our 

own and we are working on these bills E\,t the present time. 

MR. w·ILSON: But we are workina on. tp;ese bills from the 

standpoint of the League of Municipali~ies essentially as 
. . . 

distingulshed from, n.ot separated from., but as 'distinguished 

precisely from the assessors'· problem~ I ·will do niy best to· .. 

try to come up with a suggestion for you, Senator. 
. . 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: But you will bespeaking"ori behalf of 

the Tax Committee_ of the Leagu~, w:hicb. is, -of course, .much ,broader 

in that it include-~ ·not on),y assessors, but collectors, :mayors., 

councilmen, commissioners and so forth. -

Let m·e_ ask· you one. more question_ as an assessor: Db 

you feel that we have come to the point .in the adm.inistration 

of the pr.operty tax in New_ Jersey where it is desirable to _hold 

any exemptions that now exlst at an existing level, without 
. . . 

necessarily creat.ing brand new exemptions in any category?·· 

MR. WILSON: As an assessor I hold rather drastic ideas 
. .. . .. ·. . . . : , .. 

with regard to exe:mpti ons,. · I would p-ersonally abolish the:m all. 
. . . ' 

I don't know that that is·a yery practicalv.iewpoint to.hold., 
. . 

Senator. But I very candidly feel that ~any of the exemptions 
, . ·. . 

that now exist on our books should be ,:abolished -and I am thinking 
. . . ,. . 

very frankly of religious exemptions .• "There is competition as 

between ~eligious :orga~izations riow in their real estate holdings. 
. . 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT.: -- You· u~doubtedly realize - ther.e. -is a 1ot 

of popular· feeling at the moment -that_ there should be created., 

- perhaps, ·an e:x~mptlon for older ci tize;s, say 6.5 years ~of age 
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and above, who are extremely troubled with higher and higher 

property taxes in the state because they are trying to get along 

on fixed incomes or pensions. Would you extend your feeling in 

regard to all exemptions to that _field? 

MR. WILSON~ Well, as I walked down here~ Senator, I 

was considering introducidg myself also as an unofficial 

lobbyist on behalf of taxpayers generally throughout the state. 

I have developed a great d_eal of sympathy for the plight of 

all dwelling owners in this state. Actually taxes are becoming 

almost confiscatory in many instances. In my town a dwelling 

which has a current market; value of $20,000 on the l;msis of my 

official ratio would be assessed at about $6 0 000 and that 

multiplied by our current !tax rate of $8 .4.5 means that it pays 

taxes of something over $5:00 a year. Now this 9 of course, is 

not self-~ustaining in a sense if there is one school child in 

that house. Then it is, of course, not self-sustaining. But 

these taxes are becoming prohibitively high for residential 

taxpayers and I am inclined to think, personally, at least, that 

I will give favorable conslderation to an exemption for persons 

of 6.5 or more. Ii could even be persuaded, while it might con-

stitute one form of classification, that there .should be a 

homestead exempti,on applying to all residential owners. 

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS: I wish you would look at Assembly 

Bill L~18, Mr. Wilson. 

MR. WILSON: I shJll do that 1 sir. 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT~ Any further questions? (No response.) 

Then 9 Mr. Wilson 9 you will come back at the next hearing with 

your statement. 
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MR. WILSON: I will. 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Fine. Thank you very much. 

At this time we will recess until 2:1.5 for lunch. 

(Recess for Lunch.) 
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AFTERNOON SESSION 

SENATOR WAYNE DUMONT(THE CHAIRMAN): ·Before we resume with 

this afternoon's witnesse~, there are two questions here that 

were submitted by Mr. Norman L. Ivins of Cream Ridge, New Jersey. 
' ' 

I 1 m going to attempt to ariswer them but I would like for our 

experts to pay strict att~ntion so that 1 don't.mess it up. 
C 

The first one: 11 If you do not have a tax on household goods, 
' I 

us veterans will at least· get- all of-9ur exemptions. In our 
. ' . . 

township we are assessed for household gc:i'ods but get no exemption 

on it as the non-~eteran, .regardless of the two different status." 

As I understand the situation in that township, the Assessor, 

according to, this gentleman, does not grant the $100 exemption 

whi.ch is supposed to -extend as an exemption to al 1 household 
I 

' ' 

goods for everybody in the township. The ve"terans, of course, 

get $500 more, whichmake$·'a total for them of $600, usually 

i n mos t mun i c i pa 1 it i es • i • 
I 

Now, Dr. Miller, does1:1 1 t the 1.egislation require that every 
- I 

owner of household goods b~ts $100 exemption; that is, all the 

non-ve·terans, or is that a: matter of option on the part 'of the 

local assessor? 
,. ' 

DR. MILLER~ It ls all the same under the legisation, but 
' what the assessor does, I :don 1 t know. 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Weil, is the assessor allowed, under 
! 

the legislation, not to grant the $100 exemption? 

DR. MILLER: No. 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Mr.
1
Kingsley?, This is William Kingsley, 

Dir~ctor of the State Divi~ion of Taxation. 

WILLIAM KINGSLEY: The matter of the exemption to be given 
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to veterans tor househ-61 d goods was recently submltted to the 

Attorney General. and he rul~d in an ,<;>,plni,on th,$.1 was ,J1anded 

down within the past montit fh~t the $500 e:xe~pt1.on to ;hich a 

vet.eran ls e~ti tle cf, and whtch h.e c~n of •~$et either against 
I , 

. . '_.. . . . ; .. ·. . . -.·. . 

his personalty or his ._rea1ty, fiS the· case may be, 1s ln agdiJ.ion. 

to the $100 exernpt.i-bn .to which he: is entitled pn household 
' ' . . 

personalty'; so 'th:at a. ve;te~•a.n · in an appro,pri ate cas-.e _ coU ld get 

a $600 exerµ})t ibn •. 

CHAIRIVIAN PUMONT: We 1 l, .now, le:1:,ts take the non~veteran. 
. .'•.. . .. 

Doesn'' t ·the .iaw requiz:e that; every non-ve·teran in a munlcipap ty 
. . . . ' 

get the advantage of the $10() ~x,mptidn~ 
. . 

MR •. KlNGLSEY-: . 
:·-. 

·That ls ·true •. -
\. .-CHAIRMAN DUMONT: S~ t hit. i f .an -assessor, the ref o r.e , i s not 

. . . ·. . .· '• . . •' . 

. giving the 116n~veterall'S $H)Q e,xemp~ion, then he. is not complyfng _ 

with the· law,. Is that correct.? . ·.,. . . 

._. MR. KINGSLEY:. 
• • • • 1' _. 

That iS true. It is not optional with the 

asses,sors~ Th,e .law requires that· every property owner .g~ts -· 

a minimum of :$100 for hous.ehold property e~emption.; 
• • -, • • I 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: And that Should be. entered, of course, 
: . . . 

right on his tax bill when lt is sent to him.·.·· 
f. 

· MR. ,KING~LE,"(: · T}:tat is· true •.. Usually tax bills for house--·· 
·._ . . . .. : 

hold personalty contain an assessed valuation for the household 
. ·, . . . 

. ·. . . '. . . . . . 

personalty and_ a. tat$ment .:.. exemption $100, find th.en the balance. 

CHA!Rl\/IAN DUMONT:.· Now, the veter.an; of' .cotirse, after he - .·-· ·_ 

clal~s his $5do exemption and takes i,n a certifie-d copy Of hi,s 
• • ' I • ....__., ' 

... 
honorable discharge, and so forth, then he :gets the $500 too. 

ls that right? 

MR.KINGS~EY: _He gets $500 o_n top of the $100, provided,.· 
. . - . . .. · 

of course, that he has not received_ any portion of tha.t $500 
. . . 

on any other ;property, reai or personal,. that he owns. 



CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Thank you,' Mr. Kingsley. 

Here 1 s another question: "There is talk of a 20 per cent 

assessment on usapJ..e farm:machinery. This would be a little 

rough on the young farrr.e r: just starting out and using second -
! 

hand mach{nery; all:>o .on us older farmers who don 1 t want to 

inve.st in new machinery. :with that 2d' per cent raise; we could 

actually be paying 100 pef cent of its real value. In our 

township the little fellow is l?aying from 40 per ~ertt to 100 
I 

per cent, while the big operator has from 4 p,er cent to 10 per 

cent at the pr·eserit time. 'l 

I believe what the ge~tleman was driving at here is that it 
i . • • 

was-nt t clear, at least in the story a.s to this 20 per cent floor 

that we placed in Senate and Assembly 81 ·-: and I want to be 
J 

checkecl carefully on this to make sure 1 explai1: it right. When 
I 

business machinery and eq~ipment is depreciated for: federal 
i' income tax purposes, this :bill would require a 20 per cent floor; 

in other words, no matter how much ycu could depreciate the . ! 

machinery and equipment fo,r income tax purposes, you could never 

get its cost - book value tost less depreciation; you could 

never get its cost to the 1owner depreciated be low a 20 per 

cent floor. Then you woul•d apply the 50 per cent assessment, if 

it I s business machinery and equi pmerit j) to that 20 per cent f 1 oo r, 

which would, in the final :analysis, make for a 10 per cent assess-

ment. Is that correct,' Dr:. MU ler7 
! 

DR~ . MILLER: I think the statute implies that the tax is 

10 per cent. Actually thei 10 per cent of cost ls the assessed 

valuation of that property: and if it is a disttict where, let us 

say, the tax rate ls ten dollars, it would really be one per cent 
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.· ·.... .· ,: . ,. 

. . ... 
. . ' 

as.s.essedt.axon its cost . 
. ) . ' 

SENATOR WA]):DINGTON: One-tenth o.f ten •. 

.·D.R.' MILLER: One-tenth of t.en we agr.··.ee is right~·· 
. ' . . ' 

. . •' 

CHAIRIVlAN DUMONT: · 

to· that?·· 

IVIr. :Kingsiey, ·do you want to add .ar:iything 

·. ·.. ·.·' 

MR. KING~LEY: No, sir. 
"·.,.... ,. , ... : . . . 

· CliAIRl\4AN DUMONT: So: that what this man was worried about 
'' ' 

is that.ictu~lly, no m-tt~r how 16ng farm equipment and 
. ' 

machinery had been used,· it wdula·still be assessed at 20 per 

~ent, arid that isnt-t .. r i gh( .. 

-- The.next witnessis·Mr~ HenryW. Peterson of ~he.South 

Jersey· Port Commiss-ioa~ 
.·: ,•' .· . .. ··. .... . . . . 

Senator Dumoht and your ·associates' I appear MR' • .- PETERSON:" 
' ' ' ) 

'here as theSecre:t.a:r; of th~$outh Jersey_Port CcimrniSsion, wnfch 

is an agency of the State o-f New -Jersey~ -

- - ·1_nl928:, the Port Co_mmisslori entered ·into a contract;wi\h - --

the City of. C.amden to bill the Camden Mal."ine T,ermihals at the 

foot of Beckett -Street· iii Camden. 
. . . . . 

We have. a five million dollar 
. . . ' 

.. . . . 

capital investment 1~ that enterprise and ~e there provide the 
·, . . . , 

facilities for the interchange of wat~r borne commerce and land· 

commerce •. -We are public· warehousemenJn a se.nse that the gooqs 
. ., ' · . . , . 

do go into the warehouses or ln · the · storage y.ards in the case · .· . . ' . . . . . ' 

of lumber or ofe andth,eri event~aUy move on to their final 

·dest ina ti on .. 

st'n~e 'the newspaper ,.releases of the proposal to assess 

property in storage at' 12-1/2 ier: cent have been circulated 

throughout' an the United States Cham:l:;,er of Commerce members, ,•. 

and so on_, we have had customers wit l"ldravi their goods: from 

our warehous.e Just because 'Of the potenti°ality of' this; bill -

.. ·4-A 



passing. They don~t wait to see what the Legislature is going 

to do. Specifically.,· the Gillette Razor Company, which is one 

of our large accounts, store an enormous amount of razors and 

blades in anticipation of Fathers 1 Day, in anticipation of 

Memovial Day, the Fourth of July, the World Series, Christmas, 

and so on, and, believe you me, they have just pulled out. They 
I 

have taken every doggoned razor blade out of our terminal. Now, 

they didn't wait to see what was going to happen. 

We have been working for four and a ha! f years with a very 

large national organization which requires, for us to accommo-
1 
I 
I 

date them, the acquisition of six and a half acres of land 
. 1· 

north of Clinton Street, in which we wi 11 have an investment of 

about $250,000, and the lease is drawn, the agreement to purchase 
! 

from the railroad - it took us four and a half years to get the 

railroad to say they woulc'.l sell it, but when they were promised 

$150,000 a 'year in freight by this potential customer, then they 
I 

agreed to sell at the valuation of the New Jersey Railroad 
I . 

Assessing Soard up the street here, and we agreed to buy. Now 

that is stymied. They say, 11 We v re not coming to Camden if 

wev re going to have a 12-~/2 per cent assessment on goods in 
I 
I 

transit, in storage.·." Now, that goes for others. 
i 

We have another very, 1,very large customer, the largest 

customer we have, that shiips in from California via the Panama 
I 

Canal and they are storing their product in California awaiting 
! 

the result of this S-86. 
i . 

They are not going to ship it into 

Camden only as they need lit, and if it comes in, of course it 

will go right out; we won'.t get any storage on that at all; 
i 

it will just move right through into free time. Every cargo 

that comes in has five day's 1 free time to remove it from the 
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facility without any storage charge whatsoever. It only goes 

Into storage if it exceeds the five-day free time. So we 

are vitally interested in maintaining this status quo on 

exempting goods in transit. 

·CHAIRMAN D.UMONT: Then, in other words, you.want the 

present exemption as it exists in New Jersey law today continued. 

You don't want any excep\ions made. 

MR. PETERSON: That is correct. 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Are there any other questions? 

This proposed amendment to the bill that was read off this 

morning by Assemblyman Matthews, I will read again and see 

whether it wi 11 make the bi 11 any c le are r or any more pal at able 

in your situation if the bill were amended to read: "Raw 

materials, work in process, se~i-finiShed goods and finished 

goods of manufacturers, producers and processors, held f6r sale 

are not held for re~sale within· the meaning of this section." 

In other words, all those things, as I understand,this, 

would continue to be exempt. 

MR. PETERSON: We have finished products; for instance 9 

RCA televisions and radios, and so on, that come in for expo.rt$) ,,.,,,._, ....... 

so they wouldn't be exempt according to that amendment you 

just read, I donqt believe. 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Well, the best way is to let the 

draftsman of this, Dr. Miller, explain it .to you, I think 9 ) 

· and then see whether it would make any difference to the· 

situation. 

DR. MILLER: Well, I think you have expfalned it very 

well, Senator, but I was going to ask, if these goods are 

in transl t, in the process of export, arenu t they exempt from 

taxatio11; by the State of New Jersey in any case, 
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: MR.: PJ::TERSON: - Well, ;you are r~1;1 ng :011 the ~drnil!lr~~ 'c.faiis~ > 
'' ,, o:f: the United Stat.es; Cofil :!tu t ion arid ~he i~upr,eme, Gourt decl s!o~\ 

: o~<tha.t·· IJ1attel, _:~'Ut' ,there 'are goods_ thaic"ctonLt ·_cgrne 'fn:thaf •. · 

c~~fs;?; for in·ta:c•: SI '"fb•n SQu~ pr1~uct, CO~• IP rte{; . . . 
Cal:ffe>t'nfa., 'the ,raw proc;iuct,t -- tomato,;·.pas,t~ ."7 l;fnd·.tt comes •direct-,,· i _.· 

.. ,. . I. . . . , . . . . 

'to 'our •. t·er:mina( untfl it ' k ,irn~lly- de llve'.re:d to 'the :tampbelt· 
: . . i . . . . - . ·. ~' . ''i . . . . . ',. ·, ' . ' . . : . : ;'..... . : . . . . . 

' '?bttp Cornpa~y or ~eaptpQk, 0 p'r ,Pr1:(chatd, -Qr,, (fr~ r_e~r :ol. th¢ ,, 
• •• ,I, 

':•:,_., .. -. 

Jt:a~t CC)~st/ w't~Jf 

,1:tr::rt.:fyt:~tB:1~trt~J~::}:::Jr ~'::::::!::.:;;::.::::~ 
<afid.·th:~t- COIJ}es .frol!l :¢11rte.~!. •~.ow~-<the-·.· Cl:lfl.e!an __ :.·peopl,e, ra~se,·th~ . . . .... ::~:: !:;~ ·• "J!8'1f, ··•~.~•\il···.· .; .. · ·•f th~ · .. ·~~~::rt:[i ;Lt:t:nt::l"t•••t~d• 
.J\ai.Tt~; ••~ o:r, ?:;:{~~t!rt. ::r .~&~1 ~,/ l! • b~: .~w . riitfit~ ot .· 
, ~o{a. -.98ing _, to:· the Port.?{ fhilad~.lphi f:l if }ve; d~dl):.'' t .h;ve :•~het, ,. 
'.}ieI11~;-~· · •. -~l'fo_1w_· •. _-~_-· .. ·\h,e,_tp_'1;_,·._,-,·_· .. ~~s.on' we ,:are• the! 6~e-s···V:ho::have' it· ,· 

. . . . J· .• . . . . . . . :..: .. , . . 

.. <: oniy/ and not bn;''the; 'Pli'il ·_. ¥e l1)rda, $/.?e ;of :~he:}i:v~f> IS· ~ed-au,se-

we built' ,a sp~cLal' fac;il i ti 'that. ~e ets t:h~f reqtiiie:II1e.ri( o:r:''f~e ···•. 
• ,' •• • ••• - • • - • t • •• __ , • • • • • f, . . . .. . 

' 's;af-'ety code:.:6r>,the united st"~tes Co·ast {Juaf 4~< There_ '(stl1 t- ·.aiiy 
oth?f physlpal _--~truct~re ~1. 'th¢ :,Pe law-are' R.f~.·r, .·capabl~- o.f:i- _ -

', >ha~p;lt'niiii{rat:13,of sod~a:~:~r,11.:-.>,We_:i·~e-,'bafd:J~ed '1t for'• 2'T-yeafs, •. •/:: ' 
,CfIAlRNIAN' DTJ.MONT:' _ •. ,, Y~u- do~j_t,. think~' :~$11~;: t)iat":thray w6uid/ 

' .•-·_ fmp_rove the• ·b{l'f :in .,anjl: w:~ . , tha.\. arh~tidment?:-, . 
', :· .·:· .. )~·;'·· . . 

--,-:· .·,._. ... 

~ot )la :6_1~; Ca~ e. 

' s-8 6 go• s ilir6ul)hi the f!>f~.: t'_ ·rr~nt:on wl r~ cl 0$ e. u.p; 
.. -A 1 

',; . · .... 

. " ... 



·yj. 

. _, 

·• their only revenue · is . from storage; They ·h;v-e an irts'Ufficient: 

-. ~ha,rinel depth_ ~o permit any ·deep ve-ss¢1s/to come lnto··:Trentori : 

now_·-~· they will _have. it" in. five. ye,ars.:.from" now ..; so the; h~d ··t.o 
- . . 

d~pend on. barge d:•ansportatiori· a.t Tr,en.ton arid.their only revenue 

is' from stofing 9?0dS iri, the" transit d'acf1it,res,.·.-whi.ch s110U10 
', re ai ly be kept fluid for lncomlng ,c;a~go' and O.U tgoing\ cargo' but ·. I 

~heY: are loaded UP;. arid 1 dop 1 t bJarp.e them - they have t'oObve. _.· . 
. · ; ·. , . ,:, . . .·. . . ' .. 

DR •. MILLER: May I ,ask:, ·l\i1r. 0Peters~m, isn•t the goods you. 

h.ave. -ju.st descfLbed al 1 goo-d~ of a in~nufacturefr, a. pfOducer, or . 

a processor( 

MR •. PETERSON: __ ._ With lhe ~x~ep{Tori of .lumber~: Lwoµldn~t 

put itimbef fh th~t categ;~y. / 

_DR •. MILLER: 
\. ''). 

other;· it se.ems to m_e, wouJcl .be·tn .the category of those three,-.·• ..... 
r -· 

wouid it n~t? Nitpate of soda--
. . . . . . ,, 

. MR.•- PETERSON: . We· h8.ve Umenl.te ·ore from Africa which comes 
. ·.. , . , . · .. ·, •, 

·in to'the Camden Marfne Tetmi"na.ls and:l~ ffna.lly,used"ih Bound 

Br~ok br Gloucester~ 
:.'.- . .. ,, 

DR. MILLER: - At· the lime Tt•1s in ,the Terminal, ·Jhc,ugh', it's 

either ·owned by t'he consfgnee, which would be _the· chemical_ f1 r_m, 
, .... 

tnatts the "processor, or.it's.own¢d .by the p.I".oducer, ro _itwquld 

fall. W1 thin that· ct·efinitton. _ ... _ . 

"•," MR. PETTER$0N.: We li ' : 1 ;~o nt t; k9ow ;he the r 1.1 d ,· puf ,ith at " in 

that definition or not - it's not ma:nufact.lire~;: it's a raw 

product .. __ 
" " " 

you 

· DR. MILLER: - 'The deffnition. tncltides raw products. Of course, 

don't ha~e it before you,::·but,··.itdoes." 
" " 

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWSr Do. you want ~e to re.ad it aQain for. 

MR. PETERSON~ . Yes.>-

\ 



1· ., .. · 

•. '•ASSEMBLYIVIA~{ fyIATTHEWS: ( {Readl:n·g),,: · ttR~w inaterlals, "work :In .. ·. 
. . . ." . ., . . . ' .. '. ... . ' . . . . . . . ' ·i . : 
, process, semi -f1tiJ$ned go, ds amf-f infshed :~:rcrocls :of ro:anufa.ctur:e rs, 

prod~C? .. r~and p~ocessors, peid•_flo~; .. sale a~e not h-eld for r~-saJe 
. 1 

•.·, withtn,.lhe. i~ean}ng of this·sect.'ion~·li 

.· •·. MR •. rtrERsON:· That:+:!ght. Norie olour ~ate.rials .are 
. ·h¢1 d. for. re-sale. They are the .. origfnal ~todµcer~ ·of thf 

. . ,, .. ·,:·t . ··.,_: ·,.,·. ·;-

o~r,f glri_'al OWI'ler$~ TJ;iey ar m:>t ther.e · rOr \tje-sa1e; theYaf~ 
·. for· th~C:{rittl a1 s'~l~L. 

th~re 

;, ' . .. ·. i :. ; . . . i : . >· ' ·,'• 
CHAIRMAN. ·~UMONT,:·_'·o/~1···}:{Jh~?:'··'··. thfs ··;_~11g·~age".wc,ulµ, .exempt,· 

.. · ai i :. t;:+:;::t: :o;~~IFt:1:t so·< t d~rii { kri6w. 
CF!AlRMAN :I)IJM()NT~;:.. · ·1.J,j .would $eem so. t'o 111e •.. ·. 

· MR{ !'EtEi~bw:/. {j••{tthJ1eQa; 'a4lii+? Q.f tl)e jjeoj,H ;·· 
do: ·bust,nes's wtt~: throu gn:o t · {he .·:~9 states· :and•. the foi~ i;gh 

···. . .• ·:·._ .. ,·· .· · . 

. , .. 
i .... , ... '. . - . . 

·. · . . CHAIRMAN DUI\40Nt: . .they l'lave-nt;~t :lr~ad ·tfaf a~i11dme11t 

. _.,c: .. '" 

·· MB-~ PETERsor-i":- : ,: '.:ffo • 
·· ... CHAIRMAN DUMONT::. 

.. ·: ..... · · .. :.- .. : 

P~ter~on. 

:[ 
·i ··. ··.. j . ,,-

,:er,qt1estio~si: . 
. ,. [ ... : .: ... ·f- :·· 

··1 
· •· · Mr 'Lowry >ne lawa. re" V 1 lieY, Wir ehpuse C~m:P a.'ny.; : .ls ··Mr'.'> L 9Wi-Y ·· .. <~tii/:~,,,q ••·· , (iJ . .-i$PQi\:Ji; ( ... j •·· •.• 

.. : . '·i'he 'next :or1e, M¢ore•, :,r;Jlannth~•:s Watefrottse .. • . 
............ ··.•·•· Corpot'at Jon, ·ttenton~: ,' :rs\r0i.iM4o:Je: her~.?-,;; . :(,No/·tespo,nse) ;, 

., ... ' -. -,.·::·.>t; 

. :Mr. S/ :i-I, •. Hann, Jf~ ,: ' : i c'~ar. ;war~~o~se ,:f o~p~mY•<> Mr. 
_····;.{Ne)'. ·r.es~onse)' .•.. ·.· I 

Mr./, ttaarwaJctt·. lt 

···-·Lrn·es. •'-•'Is .h.e , ... he:re7/ 

.. . •·· MR •. _YAUCH: 
' .;· 
.i ·,9·-A 

• 1 

: __ .... ,( : ;; . 

I 
.• · ·.j· . . . J.~: th.ose•:})e0ple whP . 
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were interested in the warehouse trucking industry probably they 

felt that with our statement and the remarks that I made, it 

covered the ground. -At least, I .hqpe .they ·felt that way • 

. CHAIRMAN DUMONT: . Thank you, Mr.' Yauch. 

DR. MILLER: You were a good advocate, Mr. Yauch. 

. CHAIRMAN DUMONT: He certainly was • 

I wi 11 call Mr. Stuart Hartung. I might say that Mr. Hartung· 

represents a group of citizens from Warren County, and .I am very 
- . . . 

happy to see him here, even though I ·may not. be completely happy 

to hear all he has to· say. 

MR. STUART HARTUNG: I represent the Citizens Group. I 

would Like t.o make a statement for myself first. It is my 

opinion that along with the privilege of voting should go the 

privilege of supporting in a direct way that for which we vote. 

and believe. 

Now I have here a state~ent, to which there are 373 signers, 

citizens mostly of Warren County. This statement says: ' 1We . , 
. . 

the undersigned, taxpayers. i.n the State of New Jersey, hereby 

express our disa.pproval of any change in the present law 

regarding the taxing of house ho 1 d goods. 11 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Do you wan·t to comment further, Mr. Hartung? 

You .may say anything you like, 

. MR. HARTUNG: I might say that in my opinion, as well as in 

the opinion of most of these people, the household goods tax 

cannot be replaced, .for the fact that we can charge a man three 

cents a day and he doesn 1 t know it, b.ut if at the end of the 
' . ' ' 

year we should send him a bill for $10 tax, he jumps up and down. 
,· 

and says heu s being persecuted. And when he does. that' heR s a 
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l - . , ·: .. 
. :-·· 
.-: · .. ·. g~od d1 t1zeri,, bec.ause. hf .• 

•• ,:·• • 'r, ••·• •• •• • ,,• • 

partf'cular how- he votes. from that 
'\: .··. ·· standpolnt·~ · 

)·. _. 
.~ . : .· 

> SENATOR WAD.blNGTbN:. Mi.;~·. Ha'rtung, I hJ~ a Puhl le iii~et~ng . 

. doV/11 ' f ri my C~un£Y wI;l! /•u1[~1pal ,of ftci a'.,; &Jld as~• sso rs , ana. · 
c this.qu·estl9n __ ofthe exem1P~io11: 9f ,$100, Ofl;ihottse~old_pers-onal-. 

.. property 8:nd the tax.frtg: 0 : h~use-~old persohal property.was,· .. •·-
df:scussed very thorottghly :~n'. publlc ~eellri~ ,'at o.ut .' co't~nty court 

'. hou·s~I .Arid -r {~lnk.} with· ?o dissent; if w~s the ?Pi'riton. of 
' 'a11'd( the Off 1c,1a1s,; an~ J1t~r~ pro°'.'r1Y40 or iO nO~- ' 

''' Of rte ! 1 c, H fa•n~ p,,. $f>l]t t '.l' t'~ t ~·. µnar m~us ~p!n1ill: ' and. I·. ' 
think, a,bout' tl!e. bnl,Y t,hlng i We ag'reediOn i'1rl}rea h~Aro,,: th.at it 

. f. ,JJ,;t t'l. Pral: tie al t /: lf $•$~ ll~ti s.ll i d P"~,1,/ llllq .; te<;t t t . · · 
....• ;>other.,th'an- from t.11~>95 p°e'rib~rit ·_qf-y~_.Jll',Ci_·_ftze_n_· s Wh_, ~.- •. a __ re alre_ady· - . • . ..• • • .' ·,. ,. i- '· 

. ·, .. '. paYJri'g on r~ai e~t-at~> ,,'Thf af gum~n:t that J f~\Y people: raJse is 
· · , .•,·· and Y~u have:<peop:1~ · wpo don't 

' 'Ji~.>-
•. .· l . ·-_,: r 

1· 

·. ·. ·-iWJth reference t9 ,th~ crost o.f co}lecttn.g f:rom the 5 pei_~ cent· 
. <' . i, i: •. ' ",:' . ; ft' . ,.··.' . : . ':; • ...• ·. 'l .. · . :c • • . . . - . . . 

•-· ::·~li.o' 'm6ve con:stantly, JAiho af'~ trying to;avo!ld lt, \.;tic' dci,ntt/ 
, .'.' wan/ to ;ay th~ . y~~' m 1lght t.~x tJ18in rJe'or \fen•, 001 i au 

a year and it. m1'ght cost y1mu forty or fiftYj d9llars: ln: soµie_ 

inStances, ~ven without' ~a i~g' it to',a ~alJ~st~11fe\ to <:<)'lfeCt H. 
. - , - I 

So the practical thin_g th a _'.'happens, -!=!,nd thli s is why I raised 

,lhe ~~e·sfiono'~arrJ~r.haa'pbp~Ue, ntin~g_l7i~os. o_oth,oaot.~t;·h~ewe; ~-elieve .in( our. _ 
. •· ... county, that· what ls a!ssessor asseirnes . . . .. . . .· .·.. . . ·-· . . . ·. .; f ' - ., . : 

.· every.b~dy. $1.00 an? th~n mp~s evet'_ybody $ilQ.O~ '.vso>: ydu cha,Ve' 
··1- ' 

C" • ••• 

1: .. , ., 

·, 
.I, 



two f i'gures shoWing. up on both sf cl.es .o.f the 1e dger but. no tax> 
. -... ·', .· ) 

, being pal d. or: cotl ect ed / 
. . . . . 

·' ' . . 

MR~. HARTUNG; Well, that might be lr\1.e to a c,ert;lri extent 
' '' 

but if we' ha~' a 50 per c:ent' va.}uation/.wouldh' t that, mak~ 
: . . 

, quite some dJfferenc;e · in ottr househol cl tax as we 11 as, in 

another· tax? , I me~n, we. are going ,50 pe~ tent valuation .now.,,~ 
' ' ' 

.··. SE:NATOR WADDINGTON:' we. ~lsc'u~·s~,d that' at the same ,meeti~g~ 

and 11 m not going to speak for the :Commit.tee. · l am telling you 

the co.nsideratlon that was.given down inmy county~ which is 

similar in many ;espec'ts to you_r e:0:unty,, the same kind of people' 
. . . . -·. · .. 

. . : ,. .. :-· 
the same· sltuati~On~ The · feeting of. our a~sessors was that 

unless you made t.hern full time' a,nd the:refore i'hcre ased. the 

cost to each 'munlc ipal ity' and ;-1t1tess i~ some instances you 

gave them fls'slstan6e, they co·u1dn1 l: go into a house and evaluate 

whether or not yqu have .8:•· refri gerato'.r that is ten ye~rsr old 

or five years' old;' thEtr,e is toq 'muCh irtvo~ved for what' the 

municipa1it{e~ think they wqJ gets back and, in their opinion, 

···.the problem. o,nly <su~round·s · m~y'be :: ff~e :·· to ten per. cent· o.f the 

people who are those who do ,not OWil' ht:>mes Bnd who are, for 

pers6haL r~asons,: tryirl'g to avoid paying ta~es -by moving EH'OUhd 

from· some or' our small p8rtment hOus~s and that kind of thing.· 
. ·,· 

;MR. HARTUNG: · Perhaps you are not familiar With .. how· .the 

federal govern~ent collects J,n th~se Cases~ · · · 

SENATOR WADDlNGT-ON: ·· .. Qn. property,,. I ~c);nf't know. 
MR.~ HARTUNG: .•; . . . . . ... 

for me and when···.they .g~t delln'.quent t.~e' federal m~n comes 

around and he sa,y,s, nEit.her you'take:the tax out of thei:r 

.· -:wages 'a~d pa~ me', by a certain ti;e . or, yo:11 ~is charge~ the 

employee.", Now,, if we: put some teet,h in the 1aw, that is·· 

·. '12:~A ·,. 

',, 
··1 . 
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pos~fble, with· hou·sehol d goods as wel L, ·· ! 1 
· ,.- • 

··. •. ClfAI.RMAN DUMONT:. . ~i .;th¢ r qu~~tI Onsi7 Dr • .Ml 1 le r 1 

D!(. M!l.L.ER: · 1 won de t Mr; lta r tuii 9, ff yOu.r C-ou~ t y is ' the 

.. ·.,: hou:sehcHd goods'·• fax.' pa,,iil,;·)j? ,ariyorie ··wh.o doerr.t· owrf r~_~r ~state"? 
IVIR •. : HARTUNG{ ppos_ed: t6. be.. Ii d~rt• t kn~w hoi_ .. -.. ·,, .. 

. ·-·:) 

er:ret:t1ve 1t· lsi _> ;· --.• ·.·. 
. .. -· . 

. DR •. -MlLLEfh .·· •-·- · Am~ng _ ,t _ 

any; people t_here :;ho are -. 
sfgners_of your p.etttfc,n~ are·-there -

; 

or real . i 

··such? 
·. ·1.. . . '· . . . . - . 

:·MR~ ·HARTUNG:'. >_ Ye·s_; ire s·ome; 
.! ·-_._· how-: many~_ ··. ·.; · · 

.. -D~. MlLLE~/ ; ReYatiVeJ( iew,, wouid~,ti:thire ':bet .• And do 
, -. I - : - ! . . .. 

they , .all pO:y thi •~~\.!JOU;, h'qld gob ds, .tai1J .. ··. . ' · 
-MR. HARTUNG(· .. I· am no~ famitlar .with Jhat. · .Proba,.bly 

:-. 

. Senator:Dtimont 'us 'be-t,te:f:' as t§ that~.• 

. DR.": MILLER: . •.·; We(l:, : 'ii :, t: it CQrmrio11 t.~lr: ~'vliyOne i geti th~ 

:' same as'sessnient. ;,het.he"r; 6~-lri6l he" owns a:·i:ibusefu il .. c,f expe:nsiy~ 
, furnltu;e 1 -.-· ... · .- , .:·, / '[ <• ; _- c;·:-1< -. . . 

'·. '.:. i · I 

·<··.MR_.·,/ HARTUNG: - -faiat's )right. > ,J:t' si10.11ldn{t,; be~ · 
• . . • . . t • . . • , ., .,; , ··r . . . :· ; 

·. ··. j)R.· MILLER: But rt/"{. And hO pay$ itform'V,nat foo'.'S .•· ·.· 
<lfke,i,a. househoid goods •'.tax 1but r:eal1y_ ls a p"ercent·age of .his · 
,•.real e~h~te wheh, f(-6.hrnef Jown. f-o (tt . ·.·- . _, . .. . . . 

: : . . . 

MR. HARTUNG:. - _Well,· 1 fcitm' t'.Ju:ist toil~w-:you, th'ere'. 

· .. , ..... _· ... .-···.-..... ·_. ·-

adds s~methfng to the 

.·';' 

I 



.. 

go through the motions of making believe that he has seen the 

goods, but would still have the opportunity ,to value the 

real estate. 

MR. HARTUNG: What I am concerned about mosl.,ly is that 

some people don't realize they are paying taxes unless they 

have a direct tax bill. 

. DR. Ml LLER: Wouldn't they have the same realization from 

their real estate tax? 

MR. HAR TUNG: We.II, yes, but these people who don't own 

real estate don1 t have that; they don't get a bill. That 9 s 

the most important feature of this program in my opinion -

so that everyone ~ets a tax bill, and if he•s a good citizen 

he's pays the tax and he votes accordingly. 

DR. MILLER: Let me ask you another question: Would you 

think, then; if· the assessor were to go into everyone 9 s house 

who is not an owner of real estate, he can actually examine 

everything he owns, all his jewelry and personal effects, 

and furniture, and make a listing of it and then value it for 

taxation? 

MR. HARTUNG: I don 1 t know that it 1 s so important how it 1 s 

done~ but so long as he gets a tax bill, he•s a 6onscientious 

taxpayer and considers how his money is being spent. 

DR. MILLER: You don't care whether he has twice as much 

property as his neighbor and pays half the tax? 

MR. HARTUNG: Well, I don't fol low you just 'at that point, 

but so long. as he gets a tax bill, he is an irtterested citizen 

I might say . 

SENATOR WADDINGTON: Well, Mr. Hartung, I am sure that 

from the discussions th.is Committee had last summer on this 
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) i ' 
particular subject,· all ofi: us' are in agreer1ent with the premise 

' ' . 
that the·question is of p Thia f.s where,• in this 

instance, !think we migh .not completely :agree with you that 
. ' . . . : - ··1 . 

this thing is practical. iWe did consider: such things as 

assessors having, levels O 1 ; household 'propetty assessments and. 

he would just as Sign a leJe 1. ' ff you h~d -~ i ve ro'oms and You 

had a refrlgerator and a Jtove,: he would a~s ign this at a $300 
. '. . . . . . . . . 

assesslllent value,· or he c uld tie• it to reya1 ue the house; but 

again the practical consi ~r8t ions that our assessors and 1 
-- .· . . . . . ;. 

for one ieaned your way at i one tim~ unti 1 .~ held this public 
. · .- .. -:' -I . -- ·: ·. l .. · . · 

· · ----, ·:.·· ·-l .. · -· .... · : _•. t: .. · .. ·. · 
me•eting down in· our cou-rt house - the · assesso.:rs and the 

', ' ,'' i .·.. ·.. ,', ... ' ·, ! ' ' ' ' '·' ' ,i' 

mu.fliclpal officials.were Just so comple.tely in·agreement that .. 
· ·· · ·.. . .. · · -. i · . · · · . ··. l . .·. . . . . . . . 

the thing isn 1 t practlcal, ! I· thit1k a 11 of µs cm the Commit tee 
. - ' ·.!> '. -::i 

. felt we· should .bow to.,the practical consid~rations which th.ose .. - . . . I .. - -_. . .: . . . 
fellows had'much better k ~Wledge. of than did we~ 

We db appreciate: ,your ifrottg~t. 
·1 

MR. HARTUNG: .. · 1 · stil 1 Jo~tend that eve~yone. shoulcl pay,, ·a· 
' ,. 

dlrect tax. 

~ENATOR WAD,DINGTON: e 11 , you I re . 
••• .• I 

the same . argu-
I . ; ·.. . ,• ·. '/ ··. ;· 

ment that· the Manufactu're rs . . . ! Association·do~s in a liltle . . , 'I 

-·; 
different way. · They want a sales 

tax too. 
I,. 

' I 
. I 

tax •. Now, this· is a direGt 

"' MR~ HARTUNG: 1 t 's. a hidden ta.xr. . I me an, they 
; 
l .. 

pay rt so slow, -so many pe9pte; that they fon 1 t realize they 
•) . . ; . :· ·! 

are. paying tax; that's my 

. SENATOR WADDINGTON:... agree with th~t principle. 
I' ·CHAI RM.AN DUI\AONT: Whi 'h one do. you me an is a direct 

hidden tax~ Mr. Hartu··-n.g? ri~ . 1 

'MR; HARTUNG: Well,~ sales tax isn't.a hfdden tax but 

it's paid at such a slow sFale that perhap$ s,ome people won't 
! 1 
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be taxed over three or six cents a day, but by the same token 
. \ 

they don~t care. But send them a bill for ten dollars at the 

end of the year and immediately they are. interest.ed in their 

tax problem. 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Well, as I told you and the other folks 

when I had an opportunity to discuss this with you about three 

weeks ago, this is something that you can argue both ways on. 

There's no question about it, there's m~rit to both sides. As 

a matter of fact, as a result of some of us coming back at the 

last Committee meeting with the thought that there is merit on 

your side of the argument - that' Was one ·of the reasons why the 

bill.which originally provided for a complete elimination in 

one year ~as worked out to eliminate it over three years - one-

third each year, rather' than one year, and I realize the end 

result would be the same, but, as Sena,tor Waddington has told 

you, the majority of this Committee - and bear in mind these 

bills are not as the result of any one person1 s effort but 

of the who le Cammi t tee I s effort from both partJ. es in both 

Houses - the fee ling has been in most municipalities in New 

Jersey that this.tax is not particularly sound nor is it 

particularly. ine,xpensive to collect. In many cases it costs 

more to collect it than the municipalities would get out of 

it. Now I don't have the figures as to how many municipal i tie_s 
(· 

don't even collect it at all, but there are a substantial 

number of them today that don 1 t bother with it at all. All 

12 of the municipalities in Hudson County, I am informed, 

don't collect it. ls thal right, Doctor? 

DR. MILLER: I be 1 i e ve s o • 

CHAIRMAN. DUMONT: Are there many others., too, that don't 
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collect i t-7 

DR~ MILLER: Yes. 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Do you know ~ffhandjhowmany there are7 

DR. MILLER: I haven' • any idea. 

· CH.AIRMAN DUMONT: Bu there is still inerit to your argument. 

I am not trying to say l.h~re i sn• t. i 
MR. HARTUNG: Isn't tJhi s a miat te r of ach individual · 

community f nstead of thei J. t:·wa .. htee .•. :7r·· e .. I mean, df n• t 'you think the 
State is· putt11lg it~e1r- J .it has noj concern? ,The com-

1 .. 

. ,· munity is the -direct reel, of this, not, the State; a'm I 
' I. 

right? i - I 
·•:I 

CHAIRMAN .DUMONT: 

. MR •.. HARTUNG: In o:1r:o::::t~Qu' re ~oing fo penalize the 

goo ;Job.·· I think Tre'nton is.one of them. co.nunun:1 ty that does a 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: · 
t i . 

. the on~ ,J as< I . remember 
' J. .•' 

mentioning that. day, - ·-g i!ierall~ reputed ~t least to get the 

most income· out of this ki*d of tax; as: ariyi njuni cipal i ty in the 
(··· .. " . ·. . .- - ·._.•, ·. j '. _. · _.. . . ·.: '· ···: '·- . •,_·· .. ·.· 

State. Bu.t ~.don't know: 1rst how. ;arge thf lr administration is 
i , I 

• •• .. f ' ; ••• ;;... • 

in regard to this. And, ... $ Senator Waddiriston,pointedout to 
,. -1- . . . . : . . :· -, ! ' . . . .-: . . .. . . 

I ·. •• . ' . . . 

you, you have got to realize that ·rn orderl to do this job ·.. ·. i. . .. · ·. . : .. l , ... 

right, if the proper value lw'ere assessed to househpld goods 
. . . . ,·' i .. · . 

· 1n;,tead of a flat ass~ssrtl ~t, _ regardless 
·[ . 

I 

of 
.. ·] 

much you own in a 
I 

. particu;l~r-hou'sehold, you 
. i ... I 

: . . 

hbw little or hd~" 

would cert'alnly . 

. have to have a full-time ssessor fn Harmopy Towns_!1iP and you 

would h~ve to' 'pay him a wJ~1·e lot more m~nby than he is· getting 

today for his w~;k, andd·o-Ynd
1

·~.·P·. mr·.•·•··oipghe·•·•rtl.·.Yeven havk to addc' tf his staff 

in order for· i( to be j !ffid glf,e• )llm some ass !Stance . 

. Now you. do have that ·toblem in corinec~ion wlth this tax. 



.. 

MR. HARTUNG: Thati s a problem of our own township or 

community in which we live. 

CHAIRlVJAN DUMONT~ We 11, I grant you thatj but in any rural 

county in New Jersey I have seen very few full-time assessors, 

and in most cases - I imagine i tis the same way in your town-

ship as it is in Phillipsburg - everybody if they own ten 

dollars or ten thousand dollars worth of furniture, they get 

assessed exactly the same amount for personal property. It 

makes no di.fference. And that 1 s where the administration of 

it bogs down. 

There is merit to your argument. There is also merit to 

the other side. And this bi 11, in an effort to eliminate it 

by degrees rather than all at once, puts it on this three-year 

elimination bas is • 

We are mighty glad to hear from you and to have your. 

thoughts here today. 

I think Assemblyman Matthews has some questions. 

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS: I have no questions. 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT~ (Addressing gentleman in the audience) 

Will.you give your name, please? 

MR. GRISWALD HOLMAN: My name is Griswald Holman, 
I 

Rutherford, New Jersey. I would like to ask the gentleman 

whether or not he made any analysis of the collection of tre 

taxes that were assessed to those people who did not own 

property - did not own real estate. 

MR • HARTUNG: No , I d i dn I t , but I f e e 1 th at i s a matte r 

for our own township or our own municipality. If they donit 

do a good job, we as citizens have an opportunity to do some-

thing about it in our own mmmunity. 
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MR. HOLMAN: Might I _then comment on that: In an investi-

gation that I made som~ y~ars ago as to the question of the 
' 

personal property tax in case where the bi 11 was not on the 
i 

real estate bill, I found !in our municipality that a very well-
. I • . 

kno.wn Federal Judge did not pay his taxe.s on personal property, 
I 

.two· of the top physicians,! our own borough attorney, and many 
I 
! . . . . ' . 

other people who did not move, who had been residents of long 

standing and ye.ar after yiar did n-ot pay personal property tax. 
i :-· 

When I threatened to pu?l~shthat list, they paid it. 

MR. HARTUNG:· You see, we can do· an effective Job in our. 
I·. . 

i ,,· 

own communl ty, but it's ptjet ty hard to do an effective Job 
. I 

throughout the State when the legislators legislate against it. 
I . 

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS: : : Mr. Hartung:, · i t 1 s very eas'y to say 
,. ,. I 

I 

that in one or two or maybe 100 commun'itie,s in the State 
I 
I , . 

househo_ld prope~ty tax is !effectively collected, but the fact 

remains that out of the fdur public hearings that we held last 
I 
I 

summer, the ove~whelming iajority of asses;sors and people .,who 
• I 

. testified for us were aga~nst the household personal property 
i 

tax beca~se·of the cost o4·collection. The fact remains that 
. I 

. ·. . 1; 
in many municipalities th~ household prope:rty tax is losing· 

money to municipality.[ N,ow the· househ:old property tax law 
. . I 

I 

as it reads right now reqtiires all municipalities to collect 
. . I . 

I 

it. Now, either we requirle all or we tell. all ta a.oolish it. . . . . . I . , 

It isn't a question of aqowing one municipality to something, 

a~d another municip8.lity lo do something e1se - it again 
. ·,, .. · 1· . . 

revolves back to. the question of equality. And that's the 
i' . 

i I , 

reason why we have taken ~he approach we have. As Senator 
I. 

Dumont says, there are ar~umen.ts on both s.ides on this, valid 
·-· ' 

arguments. The overwhe lmfng majority of people w:ho have come 
! ' 
I 
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:'II 

to us have- been 13:.gairi.s.t _the .tax.,. Thati s the reason w11y,we take 

the po-~i tiOn that we have~ 

· MR.-· . HARTUNG:_- Do you say it is• required that they c:oilect, 

taxes now? 
i' ·. 

ASSEMELYMAN MATTHEWS: Thatt s right. 

_MR.· HARTUNG: · But -they ~renl t col 1 e<;te<:l .. : · 

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS: That's rlghL · 

SENATOR WADDINGTON:. Th~y ,are r~qui red to assess personal 
. - - . 

househ.old effects. 
. " 

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS: 
-:: -.1 

That' . s -:r i gh t . 
. I\ . ' The, a.ssesso r has to --

assess • 

. SENATOR WADDINGTON: As it -has <been pointed. out, the ,, 

. as~essor will· assess all hous'ehol d 'gqods :at ~ioo arid at th,e ' 

same time give $106 exemplioJJ., so there is rio tax involyed. 

Thatrs a practical way of avqidlng 1L . . { ·. . .. .. .. , .. 

!THE CHAIRMAN·: This, Jfke the other prob'lems, has no easy 

so tut ion,, art? _the re· Js no quest'i on btit what - the re is .merit to . 
yotir argument a*d 'there fs aiso meri"t to the ~rgument o·n the 

oth-er side. I don•t know what the tllttmate result.will be·, but 
' ' 

we certainly apprec;la\e Yo~r though~s on it. If· you want to 1 

.leave that ·petftion here, __ we wi'i1 be glad to. hav~the names 

addect·tothe record, what'evetyou would like todo. 
' . . . ' . .. . ., .. . . . , ... ' ' 

MR. HARTUNG: I· would 1 ike to le a v_e it~ 

CHAIBI\11.AN DUMONT:· Very good. Thank you.·. 
. . .. .' ' :.• . 

I will i::all Robert, Hoser, · representing; I think, t_he 

Warren County. Board_ Or Agrfcufture. 
. ·. " 

MR. HOSER: Thank you, Senator· Durµont and your Committee;.< 

for givfng_ me the privilege of being. h?re_ this afternoon to 
' - - -. ' . . . :. ·. . - . 

tafk. before y~u. 'My name is Robert/ Hb~er· arid f am here 

'representing the 'warren County Board of Agric'krture, which 
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in turn re'presents about 450 farm fami 1 ies in Warren County. 

They have had a petition drawn up by their legislative 

committee, which has been adopted by the County Board, in 

regard to the abolishment of the household goods tax law, 

which I would like to rea~ to you at this time: 
i 

11 WHEREAS, The municipalities of New Jersey are 
growing; and 

11 WHEREAS, There is an additional need for tax 
revenues, particularly for school support; and 

"WHEREAS, .Real estate property owners are carrying 
a disproportionate share of the tax load; 

11 BE IT RESOLVED, That we, The Warren County Board 
of Agriculture, oppose the abolishment of the house-
hold~goods tax law; and 

11BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED,. That a copy of this 
resoliition be sent to~ our Governor, S?nator and 
Assemblyman of the State of New Jersey and also that 
it be presented on Wednesday, February 11th, at the 
State Hearing. 11 · 

That is signed by the Le gi s 1 at i ve Cammi t tee of the Warren 

County Board of Agricu1tufe. 

CHA.IRMAN MATTHEWS: Do you want to make any more comments 

about it, because· you may say whatever you would like. 

MR. HOSER~ The citize;ns up there and the County Board 
I 
·' 

felt that in view of the fact that there is no immediate tax 

taking the place of this household .goods tax law, we should 

contin~e with the househoid goods tax law at the present time, 
. ! ' . 

due to the fact that it amounts to, as I hear, around seventeen 

million dollars. Most of this money comes back to the munici-
' 

palities which supports a !lot of our schools and we know they· 

need a lot of money to go on. 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: We~l, the fact that there is no 
i 

immediate rep 1 acement a vat 1 ab le is another re a son why this 

bill was drafted over three years elimination instead of one 
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year, and that was one of ·the reasons why the Commission did that. 

This, again, is a proble,m. Of course, personally I am inclined 

to think that it would be fair to replace before ypu eliminate 

this or any of the others. As you know, we work by a majority 

basis~ as every other organization does, and the feeling of 

the majority of the Committee is to the effect, a.s I recall it, 

that this is a tax which could be absorbed even if it were not 

replaced; that is, it could be absorbed locally by other forms 

of property tax as they exist today, and the thought that you 

expressed there resulted in the three-year elimination by 

one-third a year instead of all in one year. 

MR. HOSER: I didn 1 t mention that but I realize that that 1 s 

the way you mean to do it, but you must have some idea that it 

means something when you drop it all in one year and that 8 s why 

you 1 re dropping it in three years. Right? 

CHAIRMAN. DUMONT: Well, to the municipalities that collected 

it in 1958, it meant about 18 million dollars. Now, isn 1 t the 

information that Trenton collected over a million of that alone? 

Is that right? About a million or a million and a half? 

DR. MILLER: I think so. 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Here aga.in, all I can tel 1 you is that 

there is merit in what you say. There is no question about it. 

SEN.ATOR WADDINGTON: Excuse me a minute. May I direct a 

question to the experts? This iH1,o·oo,ooo - I still wonder 

about it. Does the $17,000,000 stand independent of the $100 

exemptions? 

DR. MILLER: Yes. 

SENATOR WADDINGTON~ So that if you take every homeowner 

in the State and multiply him by $100, you would have to deduct 
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that from the $17,000,000, and that is the net figure that you 
. . - . . 

are really talking about, which is the ·concern of the Board of 

Agriculture. It isn~t the $17,000,000. It•s the het, the 

taxes paid. 

DR. MILLER: ~ell, 1 don 1 t know how much is received in 

Warren County. We will get the figure. The total value of 

pers~nal property_ in Warr~n County as a whole' is $11,234,000 

a year ago. How much of that is household goods, we don't have 

he re but we ca~ get i t ve 1iY e as i l.y. 

SENATOR WADDINGTON: But against the household goods 
', . . ., . i'' . ' . 

portion of this, .you have 1to"deduct Jor all practical purposes 
i. 

. . 

$100 exemption for each_ family.· 

Well, this figure is the net figure of the 
. I . 

amount of tax .raised, not ,the assessed value, but the amount of 
] . : . : .. 

tax raised throughout the !entire State, regardless of where 

it• s raised. or from _whom. So you don't have to worry about 

:the exemption. 

S_ENATOR WADQ-INGTQN: 

inventories. 

Well, this includes, then, industrial 
' I•. 
i. 

! 

J?R. MIL~E~: _No, Just !household goods. It was fifteen 

and a half million iri 195~, and I assume you are using 
·:- .. ' . 
seventeen mil lion as an estimate of what it is this year. 

I , 
. I . . :· . 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: 'This final table of equal !zed valuations 

for 1958, published by the. Department of the Treasury, shows 

the. aggregate assessed vahiat ion of real property in Warren 

County to be almosi ilfty :millio~-doll•rs. That•s real 
i 

·prop~rty. We have the asiessed valuation of all personal 

property - $11;346,503 for the 2) m~~icipalities. That 
I 

.figure of $11,346,000, however, would include all ,business 

machinery and equipment and al 1 business inventor !es, in 
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;... 

.... 
addition to household goods, so unless it were broken down in 

three ways it 1 s almost impossible -

Have you got it the~e, Dr. Miller, what:the household ~oods 

is? 

DR. MILLER: This is the amount of tax 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Mr. Kingsley? 

MR. KINGSLEY: 
... _;.._ 

.$4,664;000 for the tax, Warren County, but 

from that you wou 1 d have to de duct $1,644, OQO exemptions, for a. 

net of $3,500,000. 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Well, the assessed valuation, then, of the 
'f 

house ho 1 d goods in the county, the who le county, t 'is three and a 

half million; is that right? 

MR. KINGSLEY: Thrii and a half million, that1 s right, 

for the assessed valuation. That is a gross of $4,664,000 

and then the exemptions, 'those $100 exemptlpns, against it 

would aggregate $1,644)000, for a net of three million five 

wh i ch i s t ax ab le • 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: At whatever the average tax rate is. 

MR. KINGSLEY: Of course, the rate would then vary in 

the different municipalities. 
t-

DR. MILLER: I have the amount in dollars. 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: The amount that was actually raised~ 
• I 

do you mean1 Do you have that? 

DR. MILLER:. Yes. The total tax raised in the county in 

19 58 was $5,437,000. Househo 1 d persona 1 property produced 

$284,000. - J 
CHAIRMAN DUMONT: S-o the amount collected in househol'''d 

personal property tax actually collected was $284,000 in the 

whole county in 1958; is that right? 
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' DRo MILLER: Yes, out of a total tax levy of five million 

fo~r hundred thousand. ' i 
'' 

SENATOR WADDINGTON: • That 1 s five per c~nt. 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Any other questions of Mro Hoser? 
i Thank you very much, ~ob. 
I 

I will call Mr. Gibert Hartung, representing the Rocksburgh 
I 

Grange. It seems we are ~onstituting a monopoly here today. 
I 
I 

MR. GILBERT HARTUNG: 
. I 

Well, it would seem that way, but 
i 

some of us are real taxp~~ers as well as reil est~te- holders. 
! . 

1 was Just informed 1•~t night that our taxes will go up 

I 

a quarter--

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: This is in Harmony Township? 

MR. HARTUNG: Harmony:Township, Warren County. So my 

taxes next year wi 11 be iPO for every worl-tl~g day of the 
I 

year - $3,000 on my farm. I 
' I 

I 

CHAIRMANg That's on ireal property and.personal both. 

Right? $3,000. 

MR. HARTUNG: Yes, sfr. 
I 

So we are a 1 i ttle concerrlea 

CHAIRlVIAN DUMONT: I dan 
I 

That 1 s, up a quarter, yes~ 

about this. 

see how you might be. 

MR. HARTUNG~ This i$ a resolution adopted by the 
' I 

Rocksburgh Grange. I don 1lt have the date on it but it, was 

adopted last Wednesday ni~ht: 

"WHEREAS ' and 
I 

New Jersey is seeking a broad base tax, 
i 
' I 
! 

I 
11 WHEREAS, Each 1and every fami. ly i.n New Jersey is 

assessabl~ and tax~ble under the present tax ~n 
household goods; adcl 

"WHEREAS, It i si of no d.i rect co nee rn of the St ate 
of New Jersey but rs a matter of each municipal 
governing body to ~ecide; 
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:., 

"BE IT RESOLVED that Rocksburgh Grange strongly, 
protest any change.iri. the present law,regarding the 
taxing of household goods; and 

"BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of thi§,, 
resolution be sent to our Governor,· Senator and 
Assemblyman of the State of New Jersey and also be 
presented at the State hearing on Wednesday, 
February 11. 11 

It is signed by the Committee. 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Do you want to make any further comments? 

MR. HARTUNG: I don't think that the household tax or· the 

general tax should be taken off until there is a broad base tax 

of some kind to relieve real estate. I am reminderl a little bit 

of being ward~ Of the State. If we have a state tax, a broad 

base tax, we wi 11 almost be in effect ·wards of the State 

because they will be gitting all their monej from the State 

rather than from local taxes and kept. there. 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Well, you are still going to have the 

real property tax.and the one on business machinery and equipmentj 

at le as t. 

MR. HARTUNG: 

a double tax. 

That 1 § what worries me. I don't care about 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: How do you mean that? 

MR. HARTUNG: Well, for instance, if we have a·~ales tax 

on top of ou~ present real. estate tax, werre almost in effect 

taxed once and a half what it would be at the present time. 

It would seem that way to me. 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Ho~ would you propose to get relief 

·rrom the real property tax? 

~. fiAR TUNG: Either by probably a dedicate~ tax which 

would require an amendment .to the Constitut-iori or something 

like that. 
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CHAIRMAN DUMONT: well, do you mean out of the .. present 
' . ' . '. /•. . i ' 

. sources of revenue or out of a new source 1o:f revenue 7 
< 

MR. HARTUNG:· Out of 1a new source, a broad base sales 

tax. 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: 

I 
I. 

. . I: . 
Well, then, I take :it you are in 

· .. ! ,, . 

favor of a broad base tax~ 
I: 

MR. HARTUNG: Yes. ! . . I . . 
CHAIRMAN.DUMONT: But you also want to be sure that you 

I Ji .· .. · ·. . 
are going to get some reali property re lfeA out of it, is that it? · 

MR. HARTUNG: That, s lthe idea •. 

'CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Bc!iou want to leave that resolution to 

get into the. record?, j] 

MR. HARTUNG: . Yes. · · 11 
CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Thank you. /my other questions ·or 

· · Mr • Har tung} 

DR. MILLER: . This is not a question but there have been 

.a lot of questions about the amount of tax ra.is~e! and where~ 
· ' .. ·. •< ··... .. · .. · .. · I: .·· .· .. · .· ... ,. ·. ·. i . . · ... ·. .. . ·. 

Anyone who would like tci lave the figures 1can find a~ article 
• ' •• •• • I •. - : • • ' 

by Mr. James A. Arno id, whp is he re, in t~,e November l 9 58 I, . . . . . I: . . . . . .. , 
issue o:f the New Jersey Mu,-iicipalities~ a !magazine published 

by thei t,eague o.f !vluniclpaflties . . · AU the\aJtes ate set 

forth there and the, calculations in fulL. Incidentally the 

figure for Mercer Col)nty11rhlch we used berore, .ls shown by 

· that compilation not to" b 
1

: correct. · In Me1rcer the total amount 

raised from household' goo~s in all m~nici~a:1TtieS was $696,000, . I. . 

.. accord !ng to Mr~. Arno! d 1 •1'}a1cu lat!on, . wh!ich represented 2. 3 

per cent of the total tax
1
taised in the county from property •. 

- ASSEMBLYMAN FARRlNGTo~/:. Doctor, can you give. nie those 
.· I 

figures for Trenton? 1:· , 
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DR. MILLER~ 

Are they, Jim? 

They are not in this particular place. 

MR. ARNOLD~ 

DR. MILLER: 

I believe they are. 

Well, here they are; they have them for 

Trenton also, if you want them. I donut know why 1 should 

read them, he wrote them. In Trenton, the total amount 

repoited ~o have been raised from household goods is $275,000 

in 1958, out of 'a total tax levy of fifteen million odd. 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Well, then, the figui'es we have been 

hearing from Trertton arenut right then. This $2?5,000-was 

act~ally collected in household goods ta~? 

DR. MILLER: In 1958. _ That is the amount assessed, we 

donut have collections. 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Oh? I see. So you don 1 t know what the 

total amount of the collection was? 

DR. MILLER~ The collection would be "somewhat 1ess than 

that,, we would expect . 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT~ All righto Mr. Lew Bangman,, Moravian 

Grange. 
, 

MR. BANGMAN: I am Lew Bangman and I am a member of the 

Moravian Gran~ No. 187, Hope 9 New Jersey, and I live in White 

Township. I would like to read this resolution thal" we 

adopted: 

"RESOLVED· ' . 
"WHEREAS, New Jersey is seeking a broad base 

tax, and 

11 WHEREAS, Every family in' New Jersey is assessable 
and taxable under the present tax on hous_ehold goods, 
and 

''WHEREAS, The State of New Jersey has no direct 
jurisdiction over this matt~r; sinte it ls the 
responsibility of each mun}cipal governing body to 
decide; and · 
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. · .. l'VlHF;REAS, Moravi~1fl Grange #187 at f~s regular 
me~tlng held .February: 5, 1959 at. Hope,.: .N. :J.:, .. 
emphatlcal ly and unanimously oppos~d any change 'ln. 
the prese~ti Jaw regarfing the taxing of :t:iousehold · · 
goods• · .. · .. . . .. J . . .· . I . . .. 

. . • ns:r; IT:RESOLVED,lthat a CO!)" of this.resolution. 
~e·_se11t'to.our Governor, .Senate;··and As.sembly repre-· 
sentatives qt the Sta.te of New -1e,rs~y _1and also that 1 . 
a.copy be presented. a! the public meeting to be held -
in Treinton, New Jersey, Wednesday, February 11, 1959~:n 

. •f;-CHAIRMAN DUMONT: N6&,. Mr~ Bangman,. do y9u want. to. make any .. 

·~•dditional .. · comme_nts?·. 
. .; 

MR,. BANGMAN: No,< f dhn I t. h,ave· any specf~1 ;:@omments •. 

· · C~!RMAN DUMONT:: :. Butl~o~ want that td, b~ incli.1ded in ... ·,; 

the .• .d reqor • 

MR.. BANGMAN : .. •. · Yes.. , • 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT:: . Now ! ls the fe~ ling express~d, th~ri, by 

-your Grange' {.Ike fh.at of lVJr.· .·Ha:rtun,g in: tihe Rocksbt.u•gh :Grange? .. 

Do ·you ,favo_~ a broad· base i tax or not?•. 1• 

·•· · · · . .··· :.• ·i : . 1 l ···.· ... : - • ·-'·: · 
MR B.ANGMAN• I favor: a broad base taxi. 

c~1RMAN D~ONT:/ T.,f k .. t ~ome ;-e11er 1for property Owners? 

IVIR •.• BANGMAN: ·. Ye~~ •tojrt ~ome relief jrl'om ;,,al est~:. ~ax. 
CHAIRMAN DUMONT: · .. An /i.s this resolut!ion ·based 'on.the' fr.. ! 

ia(:t that you :f'eelJ:Jiat t k hous~hol d go>od~ fax ought to be 

. re]>l ~c~d •·· 1 f 1 t w¢re to. be llmlnated or· th)~·t it: shoul.<1 not. be. 
. . . 

. . ·.' . '· -. . ', _,. X.:· . 

~1iminated at •tt? 

·. MR. BANGMA,N~ If it ls'el-lrniriated !~!should h~·replace~•,··· 

by sollletfrin§', C>th•.rwis~ ;{f woul!l g~ b:ek +·•·.the,+Oa!. estat.e 

t·ax ... That'~.<what we:r~ a1faid of •. _ .. ·. i· : . 
CHAIRMAN DUMONT: · 'So L£he Moravfan Qrap·ge has the, same·· ... _ .... ·· .. ·.-· ........ ··.·.· . . : . . . H - , . ! . . r 

• . at t.itude as.' th¢ Rocksburgn: Grange •. · 

.· .··.·. IIAR.· BAN:GMAN: . : J:ust · aJout exactly '.the is~me, yes, s1r. < 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT:- , ·.·. We J 1, ther~ ~oul d be a .. ques'ti Oil of a· 

shift ~'~,~u~-re .. righF~ to.l~eal propert~, e~cept that 6ertal~ly · 
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in those municipalities where there is industry 9 a large po,rtion 

of it, as you heard expressed this morning, would no doubt_have 

to be absorbed on business personalty as well as real propertyo 

P.ny questions of Mro Bangman? 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Ho Arthur Race. 

MRo RACE: 1_ Senator Dumont, gentlemen and ladies~ By this 

particular message here, I represent the White Township governing 

body, the Township Committee, and at their regular meeting on 

February 6, they passed a resolution disapproving of the proposed 

change i-n the present law regarding the taxing of household goods. 

I do not believe that they are in love with this particular tax, 

but I feel it should not be removed without something to take 

its p 1 ace. 

I also am a farmer, a tax collector with 19 years experiencej 

and a member of a school board for over 20 years and, if i tR s. 

permissible, I would like to make some observations as they 

would appear to such an individual. In the first pl'ace, it seems 

to me that our citizens must have a consciousness of paying tax 

or they will ask for luxuries which they and we cannot afford. 

Eliminating this.tax would be a step in the'wrong direction 

unless the re is some me ans of equitable taxing which would' 

take its place.,. There have been various questions raised here , 

as to collections and assessments, and I have been listening to 

them and it seems to me that they add up to some failures in 

regard to aisessmentsj and some failures in' regard to 

coll ectic:ms o In some cases the laws might be improved to make 
I 

collections easiero 
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It also appears that certain municipalities, by their own 

volition, have decided to :cu:scontlnue this household goods 
! I 

tax.,, If they have the privilege of doing so, why should we 
I 

pass a State law to ellmirtate it when, by their own volition, 

if they choose to considetj it inequitable or undesirable they 

can do it themselves. 

I believe that 8 s all I have, unless the:re a:re :some questionso 

· CHAIRMAN DUMONTe Mro 1Raca, as a. Tax Collect.o:r, what has been 

your 

tax? 

experience In the, ad~lnl•tratlon of I . 
,. 

Do you fee 1 th.at It v:s a sound tax? 

expensive to collect? i 

this household goods 

or do you feel lt 8 s 

MR. RACE~ I feel tha~ it is inadequate in properly 

distributing the tax loadr that more tax should be obtained 
' from some of these individuals who 9 by :routine o:r other ways, 

pay on a very small evaluaition cif a hundred dollars 9 as you 

.. people suggest Is often th,e case o in our own particular 
I ' 

i municipality this !snot e:xactly t:rue., it is graduated 

8.ccording to a greater -va:rilatlon than that 9 that is 9 some pay 

on considerably more than ,this hundred dollarso I think If 

the regulation$ concerning moving permits were a little more 
I' 

easily enforced, It could ~11 be collectedo 

CHAIRMAN DUMONTi. Whati have you been doing in your township? 
i I • 

do you as$eSs each property owner exactly the same ~mount on 

household goods'.? I know you 1 re not the assessor but is that 

the way it vs done in Whl tei Township? 

MRo RACE g N6., 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT~ You vary it according to what they 

actually own or the assess!or thinks they, own? 
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We rr, to some exterito I think it could 

be improved g;eatly ln that respect\, 
. . . 

. . CHA IR.MAN .DUMONT~ .. 

reSOlUtfon · to 'he 'entered in the( record? 

.·. MRo RACE{. Yes 9 I do o 

CHAIRMAN Dl.JMONT: , Any other questions?·· 

.tr this tax were· to be el !minated, yo4 are in favo:r 
. . . 

· of. replacing'.ft with a broad..;bas; tax :flrst, is that cor:rect7 
MR. RACEg Yes o But ~t th~ sa;e time, llk~ some 

other:s,9 .. l want to be assured · that the teal. prbper ty owners. 

ar,e going to, g~t some tef lef out of it. 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT~··· Right a Thankyou very much. I ap= 

pteciat;e .all five. of you gentremen coming ina It makes me feel 

less lonely here,, as a matter of facto . Thank youo 
·( Following is the retol ution stib.mltted by Mr-; 'R~ce) , 

11At a regular meeting of the Township CommiYtee of 
the Township of White, County of Warreri, State of 
New Jersey held february 6 9 19.59 the following. 
resolution was adoptec;i: 

RESOLVEniThat ·tJle TowpshiP ... CommJttee of the. T6W11ship of Whit·e hereby expre·sses · d isapprova 1 • of the proposed 
ch~r1ge in the present l.aw t"egard tng the ta,cing of 

. household goods·ol'" · ... ·.·. ·.. . . . . . ·.·. . 
. . ' . . . 

CHAI RMA.N DUMONT~ Now, the New Jersey Taxpayers 
: - ,-·.· . ' 

Assoclal1on asked 'that th~lr wi tneHss be put on a.t .about Jt30~ 

1:~ he here now? Mto Willi.am. Bo Leitef ft.om lhe New Jef'sey 

. Taxpayers AssoCi~tiort? 

MR a.nd .members of 

. the Committee} my name ls Will iam'EL Leveto I. rel)resent the. · 
. . 

New Jersey 'TaxpaYers Assotlat1on, of which· I am, a member of the 

IVIun,lc ipaI itles o 
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. I . 
. ~e bills before you relat~ to :l,ssues whiob have been disc\,\ssed ili the ;Legis-

. . . .. . ! . . . . . . . . .. . 
lature. in the public press and elsewhere tor the past several years• · To various of 

• ' ' I 

these issues., our Association has gi~. extended studYancLits conolusions oonoerning .· 

th~ have peen oommunioated to the mibers. ot the LegislJture and your committee 'and .. 
. . . I, . . . 

>". • ! ·• • • 

given wide publicity in printed stat.ants• Therefore, muoh ot what I present will be ·.· . . I . . . 
a restatem~t of policy. ar>;" ved at ot· r a period 0t y~ar~ • <' 

In the following statanent re the Assoo~tion~s .oonolusion~: 'With res.peot to 
' ' 

• • • I 

the bills under. o~stderation i~sotar~ ,as their pro. vision~ relate to tlle whole body ot 

New Jersey taxpayers• These oonolus ons are presented 1J th:e numerical. order ot the 
' I l . . . '. : . 

bills ·exoepb that discussion of Sena I~ Bill 81 will be p~esented ;tast •. · 
. . . . . I . . ,· : .. · 

. stymied ~$:::: :::::t:~~~jr;:i:::·:.::z:~~·:p::y:;oa::; ;·:. 
absence ·ot. statute~· providing -.~or•· (1~ :a· ·rel~tive~y. siaple ~d . pre.otioal · appeals pr<>• 

,.· . .·. . . I:. . : . 

oedure, and (2) reo'ogpition· ·ot the odn.non lev~l of e.ssessment in the munioipal~ty as 

· a base tr·~ which t(Lmeas~re disorJination.·c Sen~te Bill 82 ~s; cl~signed to o.ooomplish . 

· th.ese purp99es. and. is tho;etore a d11rable. ·bili •. · l!ne.o~~t ot suoh legislo.tie>n. is 

long overdue, 

Senato Bill 84 .... Househql . !goods being peculiarly cl;i.f'f'ioult to inventory ·. 

and, as seas. the hous$<>-ld gc>ods tax is in gross disrepute be~ause ot the inherent. 
• .._ • • •.. •. ' ., I ' ··•:·· •• ; ' • •, .• 

.. ~.impraotioal.ity Of)Qaking realisti, ~sess~nts. ijome in\Uli.Oipe.lities clis'regard -

. : entii-el;·the ieg~l:~equirement t~ e..J~oss ho~~hold go~di. _::i'bus '.tho purpos·e ot Senate . . . . .· ··. . . . .... ·. l, . . .. . . , .· .. ·•. . .... · .· .. · .. . 
Bill 84 - to abol;lali' thi:s tax ... .;. 1~. a worthy one. ·· How9vo:t, sinoo xio ipao;ltio . . .· .. ··. . .... 1: · ... · · .. •.·.·. : .... . . ... 
roplo,0Eim9nt is provided under, tho pl~pos~d bills'· the t~x inoome whioh this. tax 

produces would aut~a.tioally be add• d to. the · remaining pro party to.x st ruotura, OUr 
. .· . . I:. . . . . , 

Assoo:Lo.tton reoanmonds that thC> im~~t.:of thls change be;, oomprohondod.· in .s.tudies 

,,hioh will bo.sugg!>'!ted later. J,!l "'I disouosion of Sono.~a Bill Bl, 
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.. 

. ····$oit911:ing tho abruptness :.of the 'propo~ed·.oharigv :1s:the -p~o.~at'.~/the.t:l/3 .· ... '.· 

· •. ·. of tho :tllx cbe •l:iJn~(.,.i ..,i,b yi,~,- r6r ilh""a y<ia~• • ,t.£tiia )1~~~1{ ;<>0,1<u:e .· 
of :t;ho p~oposo.l. , 

. S,eno.t~ -::e1nsi 85 and .... ;Thes·o -b~lls rC3~,to :~r~e.rtiY:t,o speo:tO.J,:i.:iod 1i~es: .... 
· . of businos~ ro.-bh.6.r thtin to the· ~;i,re ta;xpo.yirig P\lbl.ioo-· :pur:Ji;sso~:i.~tion JJf / 
· · •·. hrO\lght ti,,.. • ~.;,. dE>~~{ ied ;~11<ly ~ci t;Joro ·Oirorf "~ :~°""1~t; ' 

:·· •·· s·~no.te :ccinoufraht :· Res olutlon. 2~:• :,;; stnoe the· :-vetore.ns I ex~ptiOJ.l in -------------------· /. ,,•.7<.. '.::::·:::·,:.<:.)·::} 

•.. pres~nt· 0:ppli,~o.tion)vti~ ~0:~ot~o~ed,: b;y;•··oo~at~tftf~n~i_:r.ei'ere~dum:o.6t~~_(-it. woq~ti ,earn•·· 
.·· ... ·,.proper,.· in.· v~elV<oi' pf9sp~oti"tte <iss~s.~smen.tir~Vis•ion/3,.•· to :po~t.·~ _reoon~ider~tion. ... or.·• 

::1;p~- quast_:fou i,f:··-tp.e .f6te1·s ~> ~01J~tr:er:, iti.·#~~:•.o~E3nt~4;i .ih~i4s$.O~~~t~:cn reserv~$ .· · · 

d~dgment ·•ori--.-tlla•··• d~~·~f~~ion~i: 4':1'~~~iQn''its~'f f{ · 
·'seno.t~:'~in. 81 ~- Tho: ~o:re. pf thJ.$ __ .bilf f,i·th~>pro;~dsii.i tp r~qu:ita· ~~e~'sment -

. •. · .. of . properly 4 ft l'Or•On~g_; .oJ' i~J~ 'f <1,1i.i>~1~1,JPPf f ."\l<>lt ;i><ii.i)~~ ~if oriol,', 
'.lb~ No-w ~eraey To.xpl);yers·Asspoia'lii~.-:,rtand:s ·f'irznJ;y tgt iihe ta.#t.f0n of.'·-

.•~ropezwty··-•uud~·r·••~if'~~/•~l~s·:·.-~p;'r;~~bi~/.~:·:;J.~.•~#101pai~t;o·····•.i .. I~ib~:J.i6ve~··•. ·thaf.·a+l, 
f~al .P~qp~rt;··-~}f()Ui<f::b'~_:vtil11~d-i<>:/;;~~i'.ikrii6i;~;t(\~'#Q()~kd~tioq:wi~h Itl'.:sta.t.~\Vici~- _.- ,- .· 
sI~ndo.rd of Vtl~UO :dri<i. ~oi6ti;~ :~it~:':ti~ pur,pos'.~'. ,of ·Senate)Bi~l ai. :~a.t 'o.ss-essnients -·.•. 

shO\lld be, made everywhere ~t a Ul1i:Co~:.pr6po:rtidx{ o;f' 1,hat<·ato.hdtl.td ,of•"V"O;iue •. 

- -.. ·_ .. In test:bnony<bef9·re the SQnd.ta CQJmri~t:tao :on ,RoV,hioti:•, and.: Mdriiuncmt. of _Laws .· 

on' J\lne so; 1958~ ·()U~ :roprqs~nta~iv:eistati~d thp.t' tho 4ss60iat1~·-Q~OUrred -o;s .. to. the 
~s'sossinbnt of z.:e~lpr~p~rty at :4.~ 9r1inie :1u_~~-:'Howe,vier~ w~ bo.~,od ~n .aJl· . 

·.·:·ee.riie~ .. polioy oo~o11lsion.··•ra.~ring. aei$ossment· 'Of' r~al -,prope.rty.o.t :tlot,m.oro than 50'/o.··,· 
. . . .. · ... ' ... · . . . . ... ', ·.·. . - . '•. .·. ." . . . . ·., . 

-·ot ivs truri va.luo •.. A~~~1:"~ir,.gly;::PUr·-Ass6.c):l~tipn ~ppr'oves tho 5Q% rt:\ti<fsot te>t'th: in -

Sano.ta Bill '81 • 
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At the ~_;.9 time OU,' Assjntion stated that tj,a 01 ... s.os ot ~r,sanal prope,.i,y , ., . ·· l· ! 
should not 'e,11 be t~o~t~d alike/ depending upon their no.ture. A.n eo.rliar .Assoo:to.tion 

1: . I · .: - .· _ 

.ocanment on .this, s:µ~joot ~s s~i~l: pef~in.ont, to wit 1 : ~- _. .. _, _ _ . . 

~:;:;:::::i::~r ~:1::::.~t :·z::::D·:t1o 
·.· welfo.re oo.nnot .be del~l'lllihed ~til theirf ~tontio.l eff'eat is ·. 
:- lalovm on a wide. bas iii. . . ?ha ~ost o.:th.ori~at~ ve ·.• i~foriooti~ · · · 

•';o.~ to ~tfeot ~as i'be~li ~~sembl.ed ;/t~e O~i·s-~ion ;tsalfe :, , 
·_. · .. :H~~~er, because _ot th~ lo.ok of e.dequo.t~; of'f'i~ial dat~ with 

· · · , ~hioh t~ ~soer~o.ii pJ•~•kess· property v:l~ntions o.n~··:i~oo.l:· -•· ·· 
• ,.'! . • • • • '• : • ,•• • •, , I :.. ,: -. •!. • • .. ." ,, • 

· . tlssossm.ant p:ra.otioes pomprehenaively, th[e 00l'lllnission we.a. 
:.- . . ·. . ·.-:;·· 

. •. . . .. 'l . . . I • • .•. • • 

compelled to i;oe:Ly on ~e.tnpling prooeduros1 and .to mo.ke. oerto.:Lr1 
·. .\· . ·. · : ··... -: ... ·l .. · .. · _. · .-.:_ .: .. l · ·. ·. · . · ·. 
a.ss~ptions • .The ~:Lr~ings mu_st 'be raoog~i.zed o.s- ,ha.ving · 

these. limitations 0 11 l .. - . ! . · ' ' 
-: The ultimo.to evil .~ ·the ryl'Sanal .properby ta~ systOln ~- tax •• 

has beei{ ·amply dis~~ssed in of'i'ioio.ti reports s.~d tho priess,.· It hangs lik~ ·a Sword 

ot. Damocles. ovor all Now ~ers~y b,is~oss·,,· l~rgo and sm~ll,· :and evon on• h~saholds. 
. -t .. _;_:; · . ·. l , :• , , . . . · 

. Commonly a.s s ooia.tod with tho tlixo.tl . of invent or~~s; ·. i~ · rapres.oi:l.ts a.lmost as g:roe.t .· 
, .. . , • , . . . ' ., , .·· . ·,, ·.. , ,: ·, . , , . , , .. ·· ! . , , ' , ,, ,' 
a. threat :i.n·tho ta.xe.tion- ;of busines l o.nd farm maohinocyl, oqu:Lpnont and· f~nn stook .. 

• . • •· "'. • • • •:• , .. ' , · .. • · .. · ·. •. .•• •,. • :: i '• •. \ • .: • ·. • ·.• . .- •,. < j • <,: ,· . ' • .... r '•. ".. .. 

·. It iii~:v bo true tha.t th:l.s,:misfortun~ ~a.s mo.torial:Lzed ®.jlY 'oooa.~iona.~lYo 'Howe~r, 

tinder the ,impei;ot of' the Supr~~. c~ ruling ~n the Mi~dletown. ~a.·e., or oiron un~or 

new legislo.tit"O pi-opos~1~· e~t~blish~~g<~if~nn ~atios, !th~ :resul~ -~:now ~ly. . . . 
_ .. j: .... : .. .-. , . . - . l .... ·.·· ·.. .·· ,: • .-•·_· .. _· 

~tiallf meo.su:ra.ble because of :tao : . ot tntonno.tion ~-- joould, be d.ewstO:t:Lng: to New , 

.·Jorsey-1 s •_industrial ·.growth~ i 
. [ 

•llie :[;o}Eont o.uthority bf assessors ,<o ro.iSe personal: p~operty as~ossm~ts (household· 
o.nd ta.rm as well a.s business) tram jp:rosent\ $Emere.lly ~ow levels to lO~ ot, true• · 
,ra.lue a.s s pooified by, la.'lih . . . . j -



.· The im~ot whioh .personal· propert~' tax~t:i.on-'h~ Ori b\isi~e1i's .• is re,iated. 'riot 
&illy to theperoentage:o! ~~e··value at whi~h :;its :a~ij$~~e~j· but:,:·a1~q:t;o tlie.<: . 

. relationship ww:oh tbfr iii t~· ~--~· td-the ~~~tatr ~~tftd,~ so ."~l • ' . ·. 
property is assessed,. , While<the·:mem'bers .of' your o~i'.l;tee JbAy have had sQm,ei intoz,- ·. 

. . ',' . .. . . ' . . .. .. ',• ,., . . . . . .. . .. '• . . ,. . . . ' . ,··· ... . . ' . ' ' .. . .,_ ,:,:": 

mation nae. available ~&riier.wb.~.··th~ j?'x· Po~'1oy,'·qBnfuiiits_io~::ije;{I~s: 4c>~0-1c? .. ·. ! 

r,elationship~ t~~re c~ b~ 'litti~ doubt' that. your oomniitt·ee· l~b~r~d ~der ;·ome: o;: the' 

·)i=tat~'ons·.:as•·•~~~ .... ·.infC>;~i:ion1·,·¥di.~e.ti11~\th:~·•·:·Jrr~~;., •• o~:.·tJ~·.,/it~·p~~·~~'.(r~;i,o~·1.;) Putther'.~.·:··• 
... ·.· • •f.· ·' '; 

more;. our -6,ssooiaticn-i. is ':tinnly ,of· th:e belief.'that :iih~ rat{Qtf ·nov/:in etteot· ~re .,qt, ·• · 
',~,,,:>." .. :::.:::r-~::;1::~p~:.t::::~:1:i::::;~:~t~:t~:;:t!Z :rt>. 

throughout .•. the . state,. ; ;Wi w~~d .tha,r:ef ore ~ugg.~st to t.h,e oo~:i.:bt ee that i ~ri'. many •• ·.· .•.. ··, . 
i~stanoes th,~· pt;6pe>s J<i 50-502121 ,to~t1ia / ra~io~ 'frir 1 ass essiltant of 

. personal: pr?pel'ty mar Well. oonst,:i:tut{ta:it lig~triing of ,a, 'rar· m?re 'a'erious. :nttture:_ •.. ;: 
, than it' hl3.s heretofore been the fuisfort'lilie of',,Ne1(il 'Jersey taxpayer~ to experience~ For. 

',''an intensive .. study Ot :llhis subject during. tha:initi~l yeir of erif~foement so as te> . . . . . .. ·. ,,. . ,. . - ' .. . .. . .. ·· ., . 

, be in position. to'mo~e--quiOklfto OV,8l"O~e.~nie£feots'whioh.i~ay',be s•~;io~s ~riough t~ , 

hamper the h~ai:thy 9-eyelopnent_ o,f ,N~ Jet-sey1 s_ sta~mi/idJ eoobOllly~ • . , .· . 
this is far fronCbehl;g . e. probl~ of' Oonoarn' ori.ly to bus ines~·o ·,· lI~te '~;, <are ._,· 

.• dealing wi~h t}iij'qtiestidl1, J:r: j'ol? ~pport~~ties f.o~ eireryone i!l:l~rge -D.rid sinai:( 
.. -.... .- \ · ... ··.. : ··.· ..... , "': ~, . .. , . ::. :.' ' .· .. ,-:' ... '·:.• .<' .. ·:> :• . . . ... :: ... ·. ,.: ·:> .·'.... . ... . .. .,: . ,I· ' ·.. .:· _· .' .. :·. :.... . .'. , .. . {· . ::: . :, 

·. business es and' the' ·host, ot stores•• service trad,es il;Ld profess io~s w}los e welfare •·· , 

risE3S,and fo.lis '~ith th~:stat'its .oiro.lle~onc,my.· -H~realso.,•~s: a;>•doublei'odgesw()rd.·:•·· 
·:. . . :·: .. \ .· .. ,, _.· .:. ·< :··;· ~· .. _..-·· .. -' ;,·. ,,.·: :·· .; ,. :.>. ,i ·:· -· .. ,.·.,, .. . ,:: .... :'~.- . ,' .. ':~." ' ,· . . :· ;: .. ·. :'':··, .. 

. · tor the deoline or bu'sineaa:,:ri.ot \only reduces• opportunities· £0.r employment but at the 
. ' . . . . . . .· : . '.: . . . . •' . .. '. ' ' . . ;• . ' :.. . . . :.. . 

'sam~ tlm~ inevit~bly s·~iftai ~~te o.f'<ihe .,~oat of '.govermnez.it, µpon '.the in.dividual' 

.: : : 
tilo strong{y omphasf~~d. in! this -rospoot»' '.N1ov( Jersoy•e attr~6tifcnto,ss:°:yo manuf'aotur-. 

ing :l>us~essas: is of s~oial ,kpoffiUlriOe'- Inoree.saci' te.xe.t·1·on ati~~ts t~eir 'e.t,tli ty >to , 



\ 

compete in the nationwide ~arket placeo It thus bears on their 
i determination to settle,1 expand or :remain· !n New Jersey.\\ or 
I•·· . ,' 

·. j . choo~e instead some more favorable 1 oca t iO~o 
' 

Senate Bill 81 ts designed. to ctj.ange the rules under 

which all business as weU as individual owners are taxedo 

Since its effects cannot be. precisely deteI:'mined in advance-9 i.t 

logically.follows· that if knd when this bilt is passed pro= 

vision should be made for k:tudies that wili promptly ascertain 
' 

its effects and thus place the Legislature in posit!om to :reme.dy 

any conditions that are found to be. detrim~ntal t.o the weflare of 
i 

the people as a. whole ... Onljy through such inowledge can the best 

of New Jersey ta~payers be served., • . , I; . . ! 
.· ,' I: ' I 

The New Jersey maxpayers Assoc f:li tion appreciates the 
., :· , '. . . , . I . 

interests 

opportunity to be heard cm !this important iegislat ion. 

Levet? 

us have 

CHAIRMAN DUMONTg; Are there any quest ions for IV!r e 

" ... 

.. .. Sena t~t Wadd in;gf on o 

SENATOR WADD!NGWON~ 

the same r~'·se~vatilnso • . • I . 

Mro Lervet,1 yo.u and a number of 

Y'ou. s·ugges~ that "'lf. Senate 

B !'11 81 ! s adopted the LegJ.'.s la,ture prcrv !de.: foll" an intensive st·udy 

0:f this subject. during the .Jrdth.1 y~ar o.f en:forc:em.ent s0> as 
,, l . I 

to be in posiition.to .move~uiickly to ove1rc9me any effects which 

may be serious enQug'.b. to ha;mper the healt~aevelopment of 
New Jer,$eyn s statewide ecohc,my O Ii The 1 og !¢a 1 quest ion wou.1.d 

seem to me to be, Is !t Pf niP!a that tbe~e Pills m!gbt better 
be delayed and such a stud;M be made in adv~nce7 !s this possible? 

· MR~ LEVETi 1 thl:nk it may be p0ssible ... ft. 9 s 

probab;y difficult., howev)r,= that tti.e intormation can be 
obtained in advanceo l 
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SRNA?OR wAbJI}lN~TOW: .·.· Ar~· yeti. ·s.i;itiig, that. yo.u think, we 
ha.ve to pa~s t:he:t.ax: b1i.1~ • ht o:rti':er ·t:o· ·ha~te: the m¢ans t_o . 
··develop ·th,e'·•Jnfo·-~matfo<1i7\·.•· . 

. · .. MR .. i:evtT:: .. that fs ·my p;eis,o,na.t 'ep:i·r;t,fion arid·. is. rtot. • ... 
. ?ta t.ed. as an. Assoc fat:t.on, policy •... ··· .. 

. S,ENATOJ;l WADDINGTON:. ; i wo~,f d ! tke: to s.•e.e us d'C). this' .. , 
.· with adeq~a.te: •. info:r~atfo~., as: yo,u: ·iin.glcate~d •. · ... Andi. it. would seem 

to. me that,. recognizing; the/impQrtanc:i ttrat th~ ka1r{Yers attach•·. 
,· . ·. ,. ' 

to the Mjjda Fe town Case., the. S,witz <ca$e:.,. it fs; Inore. di'.ffic-ttlt . 

than. it fs• ~(), de'l.ay:,· s:ome·ttmes.,, a.ri,•d adJttst iri advanc~.: . So you 
ht:t,re ·. te we:fg!t .the 1:i<ivan~e:giecs ·a,t:id .• ctisadvantagei~. :eut .· · 

,Ji~ Y,our Ass·ociat!on ~-ou.ld sug'.geift so~:~ t.~:chnique• by whtch We 
-'i1.·_f,/'m·.·1·.:g·h•.··.t .. ·.·.·.d:e ... · .. , ... e··.·l .. Kp:-.i.t:·.~.···.i1·••··.s· .. • ·.·1··.·n·.•··~.•o· ..... ·.·.•m·ia· :.·t.:.:f:.+.··n•.•: ~.-· .... • .. :.' .. :.• . . . .· . . . . . 
; V V fl J;. " "" .,:.,~ ia,va,nc:e'./ :E ·,think it. would 

;J .. be most heTpfu1 •and l~ for on~,., .w-ot1,id'- pe 've~y happy to sJ:>onso'r·· 

/l · ·su:ch a hi 1 t if Y'O:tt l~acl soni~' pr:a:c:tfiaJJ,'.~ay' o:f' .encouragoing tis 
lf 
) to d'e,velop:, t.h.is lrif'or,m~tfcH1 fn· a•ctvaht'.e.: Thank you. -
/· 

·· -·r MR~. ·1.t.vEt:: l< t?i:frtk: t:b:~t ;:s: very desirable 'pu-rpose · · · , 

·.·. i:f ft cam bei ac,compLi,she,&., a•nd:. :( am· s·ure. t:he Assot:ia tfon .wi 11 

do-~anyth:fng to c6~peta.te bi. tha:t ie;spec}. •. •. 

. CHAIRMAN JJU1YIONT·£ wirl n~~.- granting• that ·it· ·might:. 

be ·destrab.la,. Mr<.· Levat,. d~: you i~Hi.lc::ftts po$~tb!e:7 

MR. LE:VET; · Pe;;~:onall;;.,: t)1a;e, nw doubt; • 
. · ·.··... 9HA!RMA:I{ DUMONT:: .. Asse-rnht~map Matthews- a;sked/ ''What's 

poss'ibf e1° ·•·· I mea:rt;. to- get· t:ri.e: infor.rtiat.ion., ·'.be~·a11se. we h~ve 
s~ron~r d:.ouli-ts0 • about ft to,o-,. before tnia- le:g isla tion: wo.uld take 

. . : . .· . . ·_. '._ .. ·· .. 

. · ...•. ASS,EMBLYMAN ·MAT'ffHtws:: ·.Mr.~- LeNe:t;. 1 pers,ona:l l~f think 
. . '.· ... ,.,. . . . .. 

. that the attempts that' :we faa,Je:. rnaid·e ' to, get the infoimat ion,• and . 



I a~ stn:e th~ attempts \har you havein,ade io get the !nfOrmation 

:liave pretty well rU:ri the glmut o~. the. so~r~es ~hat we :, _ .. 

• apply' to. · Now, .I'm.inclin~d to ag~ee.with:_you, ~pat tt:ie 
:. 1nforma.tlon ·that ~e ~ave ~fght now· or will ;have available to 

• , ' I 

us with!lt the next t~ monh . Is ~s f~l' a~ I we are . ~b I e to go . 

. and) L think we are not going to · get the .tr1;1e. answer unless we 

-s~t'ide,f9rward wit~ t]1iss.ik·g:rs1atfo~·.~- l _( ·:·: .·•'.>· .. · ·. ·. 
,<·'• .... _ .. ·. ! _ .. _ 

Wh1;1~ yo~.t w.~F,e t.al~J.ng :t,he. id eaJqame to me that this 

.. mlght' well be a goocl. asslg 1m~Ilt. f!=)r. the State :Tai Polley . 
.. ·. , · .. · ... , . . ,· . .. . _\· ·, ·: -, . . ;.'. ,: c~. ,: _.·._: - -: ·· . ,. ::· . -. - . ..· '.: .. - . . • 

· _ Commission, if and wh¢n thf~ legisla:tlcm goes irito effect, to 
- , ·· : · , . · · · .- > .· ··•··.··· •· ··-• _-.. , ·_ . > -··· / F ·· ·: . "' · , .· t · .·-·· . .. ._ _ . _ - . .· .. 

ricie· herd on··this, anp to r~port to.'th:e LegJslattire: as t<;>_,the ··---. . . . :· . ·. - -.. ' ._· : : . ,;_ . . ·. . . . . . . -~:! · .. · :··,.' . . . ·, .. 4 • ; > • ; • • : ' •• 

·.· .. ·e:rf~ct in any. Qi~ren ~f:ot~r1:~~Jron,_-~·r CO~U,f i~i_es_ t~to,~gbqut _- .• -. 

'tl'le Stat.e. )That do yo.u -~_.in~- ,of th~.t· pr<;>.posal, Mr. Levet7 l 
. ·. 1\IIR •. :I.,~vEt:. r 'tjipk_the ~.tate P~licy Commission ( 

.. .-- :, -;· .. ' ·.-_··•·· . .. . ·, , .. - ,. • . ·.,. ; .. , • ·. . . ·.. . . . . 'P,,_',;,, 
. ' .. . . . . . . \;;. 

. . haS . In!l cje . a. c "~:nil ah!<\ . \t,a t r Il t h8Jr NI n tr ll""'.' ":t w uh . the . . . . . . l;:; 
· lnforrna tion that. wa$ av£1.1lab:le to them in !the 1 imlt.ed. time they · \~ .·. ·· .· -. ·. , · ·_. · .. ,. · ·•, ' .. · • •· ·! .· ····. : -.-· -·· · - l ··.- ·•-• : ·._-.. · . · · · .. ·· · - •, \ 
· had:. .1 might add th?,t it, ~as been the po,t~cy_· of our New Jers~:v,·. \ 

. . .. ;, . , ·._ . ... . .. ·- ··.-. .1 · ·.. .. . ·, i" :· ·:. . 
. Taxpayers Assoc ia t io:i:t ,t~: . -~ge .. upon ._ i0,dlvJsfµa t. taxpayers to · 

· pre·sent: the1•r, p~c~.r ia -~~dJp~it';ti cuJat ;rob,Ji em:s dlpec tly to.. . 
•• • '.. ··.:· ,·.· • • • •• ,. • .;, • I • • • ••• • • :_/ • • 

< the Commlite~ :J,:>eca~~e, .of 'Je :Wide>yati,ety ~f :d ~fferer1t types_· 
1 . • • • , . 

. > ·ofi hu.sine-ss··· that.·wilr he:. Jtected;. and. we have continued 'thaF 
··] • .' , . . . . l i• 

to· P:rt:?~ent ~heir inp!,vid~al --
·1 
i 

.. • .l. 
: __ , .. ., ·. -,_:: .. -:i"·'•:\;· 

. ASSEMB LYMl\N J~ THEWS . A_nd yq_u jct O,Il rt thTnk th~t 
;· __ . -:-.- -. . .. -_ . -- -- -- _ . . -. ::: .. - -.- l:·::../-~--. _. - -- . - . . l- -. : _-_._ . . . · 

perhap$ ,the .. St:.a,te; 0T.ai l'ql_ ¢y: CoI)lmislio11.wo1utc:l.:be. the pro.per .. · •. . ; _· ... _.· .· ._· .. • ' . . i ·: : ... 
-: veh.iCJ.e to c.ond,uct t.hl$ s· ~dy after this ljeg1slat.ic:m has 

. ·. :.· .· . .-- .. : ·- ·.. 1 ·.. .- . 

. pas·se~.,-·;ke~pJng lti -minq. tli~t you a.r~.:not g.joing to be able .to: 

··cov~r. eyery,m~n.l?iP~l,i ty'.Jl-thEt 5:.t~t:~ but !p~r,llaps•i tevr·e~entative .. 

' 



cross-sections of our economy? 

MR. LEVET: It is my opihlon that it would be an. 
excellent vehicle because of 'the. background that they have 

had in their various reports .. I thlnk it would be an excellent 

vehicle for that purpose. 
. . . ' ' 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Mr. Levet, as a conclusion from 

this statement of your Association, is it fair to draw the 

opinion that generally you 're in accord with this program or the 

program presented in these bills? 

no.t .. 

MR. LEVET: In general we would say, yes. 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Any other questions of Mr .. Levet? 

Thank you very much .. 

Mr., Richard Glandero Is he still here? Apparently 

Mr .. Bart Didovich, New Jersey Citizens Committee 

Against 100% Assessment .. 

MR. BART F. DIDOVICH: I want to say that I waited 

here for quite awhile to say something about this assessment 

problem in the State of New Jersey but, 'first, I would like to 

give you a brief outline of the organization that I represent .. 

I guess it nas been about two Years now, that the 

New Jersey Citizens Committee Against 100% Tax Assessment 

has fought this 100% assessment. You folks will remember., we 

had garnered some fifty or sixty thousand petitions throughout 

the State Of New Jersey·agains·t 100% assessment .. Thirty 
. - ' . ' 

thousand of those petitions came from•' Hudson County' and we 
' 

have our headquarters in Hudson County. 'We,undoubtedly, 

could have gotten a lot more but we stopped-because<Bill A-J.50 
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would do now ?Y this suggested i de.a of giving it back - the 
• •·>:., 

court would say "No. You. are collecting this und~r legis-

lation and you are collecting it for th~ Local municipalit~es. 

Therefore, you must assess it at the sa~e standard of value. 
., 

and at the 1 ocal ra~e. '' I am so r r y to have t o bu_t t in • 
' ( .. . 

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Thank you very much. 

Are there any other questions of Mr. Didovich? (No response.) 

Well, that exhausts. the list of witnes·ses ... Thank you, sir. 

Does anyone else desire;to be hear.d this afternoon? 
; : . .. .. ·., . . ' : 

i 

At the next hear i?g Vf~ wi 11 hear froni the representatives 
j_", 

of the New·JeI"S~)I Farm Bureau. There is a letter from ·them l - I I 

here today asking for further time to study the proposed 

legislative program. wd·will fix as the date for the next· 
·[·· 

hearing Wednesday, February 2,5,. two weeks 
.. . . •:·' .. 

1O:J0 A~M., here in the iAssemblY Chamber •... Now, .it may 

from today, ·at 

1:>e nece~sa;y to hav~ a Jhipd hearing· bey:on:d tha.t because " .· t : •, , . 

there are representati:ve!s from the Leagu~ of Municipalities; 

who a .. re ch. e .. c. ~ing. s .. o~.·e ini.format_ion. d th id the '11 . .. . . . . _ . .. . . . . 1 . , an • · .· e y s a . · y w 1 . 

I need about three weeks f\or it. We canhpld a third. hea!'ing. 

for ha.if· a day, or whate 1ver time it may t,"ake in the way _of 
• I 

. . I• 
. . . 

hearing witnes~es. . ··- ·: •,, -
i. 
i ' . . i 

Thank you very much. !for coming. We appr~ci ate your co-

operation. 

The hearing is adjourned. 
, . ! . 

! 
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