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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‘uo per cent of book value is the
required ratio, we favor that ratio., If the data prdvided to the
.assessors under S-81 should indicate that appliéation of
the same |0 per cent ratio to machinery and equipment as is applied
to realty would increase the tax impact on.busiﬁesss we would
consider appropriate downward adjustment of the machinery and
equipment ratio a minimum essential in the interest of the future
induétrial developmeht of our State.

" The gtate Chawmber of Commerce 1s opposed to the assessment
of inventories at 12% per cent of their average fair value. The
taxation of inventories should be eliminated, preferably at one fell
swoop, but at leést by a gradual méthod such as is proposed for
household‘goodsvin S-8l.

Volumes have been written and saild about thé inequities
involved’in the taxation of personal proﬁertyg especially inventories,
A recent addition to those séeking its elimination 1s Governor
William G. Stratton who recently recommended to the Illinois
Legislature that it "take bold statubory action to eliminate the
present inequitablebpersonal3property tax. "

Our'neighborihg states, Delaware, New Xofkgand Pennsylvania,
do not impoSe local property taxes on invehtorieso' New Jersey
cannot afford to do so without detriment to our future industrial
development. | _

Senate Bill No. 81 proposes that the taxable value of
taxable-téngible pefsonal propérty’ﬁot used in busine ss be determined

at 50 per cent of fair value. In line with our discussion above of
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the ratios applicable: to real.property_end}machineryrand‘equipment,
the StatevdhaMber would favor a LO per cent ratio for tangible
personalty not»used'in business in prefeyence‘to:a 50 per cent
ratio.,

Mechanies and Penalties -

1. Paragraph (d) of Sectlon Slsl-11 of the Revised Statutes,
as amended by Section 12 of Senate Bill No. 81, provides that the
Dlrector may promulgate rules and regulations for the detennination
of costs, depreciation, and net book value of personal property
used in businesep The State Cnambef recommendsbthat this paragraph
be amended so as to require acceptanee by the Director of such
costing and depreciation‘methods as are acceptable for Federel
income tax purposes. A similar restrictien_should be imposed on
the rules and regulatione and the book»value‘edjustments pernitted
- the Director under paragraph (f) of Section.542u=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. 81 to‘"reviewg.audit, and determine the taxable
valuations of each taxpajer required to file a returnﬁ and to
"include in his tax 1ist and duplicate the valuations of taxable
personal property”}reperted by the takpajers or determined by tne
assessore° |

We recommend the addition to this Section of Senate Bill
No, 81 of the following language which was eontalned in Sectlon 15
of Senate Bill No. 211 of last year:

Any taxpayer deeming himself aggrleved by an increaee 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
district in accordance with the statutes and rules

governing appeals to such body.-
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While it wmay be arguedthat fhere‘is implicit provision
for such aétibn'on the part of the taxpayer elsewhere in fhe law,
we feel‘that it would be desirable to spell it out again in this
section, |

3. As indicated above, Senate Bill No. 81 fails to define
thg concéﬁt of fair value as applied to tangible personal propéfty
nof used in business, such as household goods. _Alsé, by eliminating
the present languagé of Secﬁions Sh:l-12 and 5lisli-13 of the
Revised Statutes which pfescribeg the mechanics and penalties
applicable fo both businesséx@'nonubﬁsineés peréonalty and replacing
the se Sections with 1anguagé appliqable only with resﬁect to business
personaltyg Sections 13 andélu of S-81 eliminate the mechanics |
and penalties applicable to fhe*aséessment of non-business personalty.
It would seanthatAthis,treatment is a carryover from S-211 which
provided for the complete and iﬁmediate eliminatim of the tax on
non-business personalty. ‘ |

L. Ahother‘dmission;from Senate Bill No. 81 is the failure
to indicaté the necessary améndments to the Railroad Tax Law of
1948 fo'bring it into conforhity with the proposed amendments to
the other statutes governimg;the taxation of property.

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

the other six bills under dohsideration,today contains any provisions

for improving the quality of the assessment of real propértyo

In this connection we wish té reiterate our recommendation that
thé county be established as?the primary assessment district:
that assessments be under thévdirection of a fullnyualified
competent county assessor, appointed by the Board of Chosen
Freeholders, with detailed Qualificatiqns established by the
Iegislature; and that éualifiéd assessing personnel now employed

¥
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in the various taxing”districts be abSérbed into thé”new brganizétion;
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 munioipal-
ities that imposed it in 1958 somewhere around $45,000,000. Now, what
woukiyou recommend to make up for that loss if we were to pass
legislation9 assuming that 1t could pass, eliminatihg the business
persbnalty tax of the businessiinvéntbry tax?

MR. WALSH: 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 fof a deficit in yo@f budget and fof school
aid.

CHAIRMAN DUMONT° Now, in additlon to that, I gather from
your number 5 hereg which is the 1ast paragraph you read on page
69 that you are pretty much in favor of a bill which has been
reintroduced just reCenfly and was introduced last year by
Senator Farley which would establish a new office of Super&isor'
of Equalizatién‘in each coﬁntyy to be named by the county board
of freeholders, is that correct?

MRO'WALSH: T don't think that is the same thing° No,

I think we opposed that bill.

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: You opposed that bill. A1l right. But
you ﬁant the assessmeht pfocedure»to bé transferred from the
municipal to the county basis as recommended substantiaiiy‘inythe
Sixth Report of the State Tax Policy COmMissions is that correctz

MR, WALSH: Yes. "
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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 thaf you haven't
noted on page 3 would fit.

MR. WALSH: One thaﬁ doesn"é collect any taxes.

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: There is one that doesn't collect any?
That is the place where everybody is going to live then, I take
it.

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

CHAIRMAN DUMONT ¢ Ali right. Any questions of Mr. Walsh?
Sénator Waddington. |

"_SENATOR JOHN A, WADD#NGTON: Mr., Walsh, you give the

statewide average present ratios for two of our neighbors, New
York and Pennsylvania, Would you happen to know the assessment
ratio for our third neighbor} Delaware?

MROIWALSHS Mr. Simmons ﬁas if here in the records,
perhaps. |

SENATOR WADDINGTON: 'Well, if I could have it later, I
would,appreéiate it, I was intrigued with the recommendation, as
was Senator Dumont, that you;wished the elimination of assessment
on inventories despite the féct that the Tax Policy Commission
recommended'a ten per cent a%sessment level on inventories 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 ih‘many counties. )

MR. WALSH: I think fhe,Tax Policy Commission originally
suggested thé elimination of:all inventoriesvand the ten per cent

was the sécond chbiceo
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in the various‘taxing districts be absorbed into thernew organlzationo
’ ) CHAIRMAN DUMONT Mr° Walsh9 in this recommendatlon that ‘
7 you make. regarding the elimlnation of the tax on bu51ness personalty,‘
you are aware of the fact that that tax brought in to the munlcipal-
. ities that imposed it in 1958 somewhere around $h5 OOO 000, Now, what
woukiyou recommend to make up for- that loss: if we were to pass
vleglslationg assuming that it could pass, ellminating the businessv
bpersonalty tax or the business inventory tax* | , ‘. |

| MR WALSH“ " The State Chamber ‘has been in favor of a broad—
base tax and recommends a. sales tax for the elimlnating of these |
personal property taxes and also to cover. any additlonal required
d:that ~you might need for a deficit in your budget and for school
Catd. | S I P | |
| CHAIRMAN DUMONT° Now, in addition to that I gather from'
~7your number 5 here; which is the last: paragraph you read, on pagejf”i'
i6 that you are pretty much in favor of. a bill which has been °
‘reintroduced Just recently and was introduced 1ast year by '
- Senator Farley which would establish a new offlce of Supervisor .
of Equallzation in each county9 to be named by the county board
dof freeholdersg is that correct? - | o

| MR WALSH°' I don“t think that is the same thingot Noyfa
I think we opposed that bill | '_ | | } - |
CHAIRMAN DUMONT° You opposed that bill _ Ali right" But e

you want the assessment procedure to be transferred from the
municlpal to~the county basls as-recommended substantially in'the_"'
Sixth Report of the State Tax Policy Commission, is that correct?:ﬁ

MR. WALSH: Yes.. BT P L S
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CHATRMAN 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't

noted on page 3 would fit.

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

v-CHAIRMAN DUMONT ¢ There is one that doesn't collect any?

That is the place where evefybcdy is going to live then, I take
it, B | | |

MRO‘WALSH:‘ I wouldilike to find out wherg that is myself,

CHATIRMAN DUMONT: A1l right. Any questions of Mr. Walsh?
1 Senator Waddington. ‘ |

SENATOR JOHN A. WADDINGTON:  Mr. Walsh, you give the
statewidé average present ratios for two of our neighbors, New |
York and Pennsylvania, Would you happen to know the agssessment
ratio for our third neighbof; Delaware? |

MR. WALSH: Mr. Siﬂmoné'has iﬁ here in the records,
perhaps. | .

SENATOR WADDINGTON: ' Well, if I could have iﬁ later, I
would appreciate it. I'was;intrigued with the recommendation, as
was Senator Dumont, that yoq wished the elimination of assessment
on inventories despite the fact that thevTax_Policy Commiasion

recommended a ten per cent assessment level on inventories and

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

are raising su’bstantial.sums;o This wouid mean a real problem‘in ,
a number of municipalities i% many counties.

MR, WALSH: T thinkjthe Tax Policy Commission originally
suggested the elimination ofvall inventories and_the ten per cent

was the second choice.
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SENATOR WADDINGTON: 40,40, and 10.
MR, WALSH: 4O, 4O, and 10.

SENATOR WADDINGTON: Well, my question is concerned with

~your statement that New Jersey cannot afford to tax inventories

without detfiment to our future industrial development. Some of
us have been under the impression‘that what was more basic than
thét was fixing the level of assessments so that businegs would
know about where it would stand‘on business inventory assessments.,
MR, WALSH: Well, T 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't right

now., We are competing with those three states for business and

I think it was brought out when U, SOASteel 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?

MR. WALSH: Because of the potenﬁiai of 1QO pér cent,

CHATRMAN DUMONT: Assemblyman Matbhews.

ASSEMBLYMAN ELMER M. MATTHEWS: Mr. Welsh, I noticed in
your presentation that you would prefer a ratio of L0 per cent of
true value rather than 50 per cént of true value. And going
through your presentation - I don't want to characterize it - I
notice that most of your objections to the 50 per cent ratio are
psychological rather than practical. Do you have any practical
criticism of the 50 per cent ratio? '.

MR. WALSH: Most of the iteﬁs I think are practical.

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS: Well, I guess we are having a

little bit of trouble with definition of terms. But as I uhdefstand
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it, you indicate that most of the people you feel are near‘MO
per cent and then it wouldn't hurt too many people as much if.
we changed‘it to AOO

MR. WALSH: Most of them are below 0 per cent. There are
so few above the LO - there are onlyva think, 19 districts that
are above the 10, : |

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS} Have you taken‘ihto account the
fact that mathematically a 50 per cent ratio is a lot easier to
approach than a [j0 per cent?t

MR. WALSH: I can“t'égree with you. It's not véry
significant L0 or 50. |

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWSQ ’I also notice that you recommend
a downward revision of the ratio on business machinery below
the realty ratio and even beiow L0 per cent which was the ratio
that you would propose in your presentation. Would you be willing
to go along with either L0 per cent or, if we agree on 50 per cént
as. the ratio, 50 per cent initially; that is to say, 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,w and I think yduvére going to
get more revenue than you anticipate on that - when you get into
all the.machinery9 then it should be revised downward.

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS% Initially then, you think the ratio
on real estate and bhsineﬁs Eersonalty should be the séme?

MR. WALSH: Yes., .

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWSE There is cne other point that you °
brought upe' You mentioned the depreciation of ioersonaltyo Where

is that in your presentation?

1l
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MR, WALSH: Page 5, 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 taxafion°

MR. WALSH: I realize théto |

ASSEMBLYMAN MA TTHEWS ¢ Ahd don“t_&ou think it would be
rather inequitable in a lot of situations to allow a taxpayer‘ﬁo
apply a depreciation schedule that is purely phased toward income
taxation in an ad valorem tax situatioh?

MR. WALSH: No, I don't think so,

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS: Let's take for example the
accelerated depreciation schedule thét the Federal go#ernmént
allows, take for exampieg certain defensé industries. Encompassing
your remarks here, would you allow that as a part of:&our acéepted
depreciationsschedule? v -

MR, WALSH: Yes, for this reaSon:‘ Now jou could go back
to World War Number Two when accelerated amortization wés allowed
on 100 per cent of all fa;iilities° Now that would be out the window
in,soAfar as propérty 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 iittle different;
they did not allow 100 per cent of the fécility to be certifiedf
It was only that per cent that they deémed necesSary for the benefit
of the war. So you are not talking about too much‘mopey in this

particular instance, What I am concerned more~mﬂ1-,we have perhaps
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five or six different methods - or bid industry has five or six
different methods of figuring depreciation. We had straight-line
depreciation before 195l.

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS;‘» May I interrupt, Mr. Walsh?

MR. WALSH: Yes. | |

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEVS : I think each of those five or six
methods also has five or six variationg too.

MR. WALSH: Well, that is true and that is why I don't
want another variation in here. And then if you get a variation
state by state, the account%ng cost of administering it would be
prohibitive. \

 'ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWSs Well, as a practical matter in
speaking‘of tax équity and téx equality, don't you think it would
be a lotlmore equitable if we, fof example, took a strict straight-
line method for ad valorem ﬁroperty tax purposes?

MR. WALSH: No. I can't agree with you on that.

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS# I don't want to get into a contro-
versy heregvbut do you really think that that would be effective
for purposes of ad»vaiqrem taxation?

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

ASSEMBLYMAN CHARLES E. FARRINGTON: Mr. Walsh, your group
has reccﬁmended certain additional exemptions and has éuggested
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 reimbnrsing the'cities:anditowns for.the-loss,‘
that they would be taking for the two taxes that would be .
eliminated You would have to work up some klnd of a formulao
I think you could work it up° : _ _ _ “ | _

| ASSEMBLYMAN-FARRINGTON?“ Well, would you recommend that it

.- be done through increased state ass1stance or aid, changing the

'present formula for education”

FFMRO-WALSH:FFThat is one possible method, but T wouldn't
recommend’it myself. | - v‘ ' | ”i |
ASSEMBLYMAN FARRINGTON°i It has been suggested that if we
were to replace this type tax with a broad-basetax that we would

in effect be merely changing tax collection from the local collector v}

.to the State° Now, do you have any comment to make w1th respect

to that° | _ »
MR WALSH° Well that is done in many other states
across the Nation, I knowe The collections are made by the. state
and then distributed back to the 1oca1 level N v
ASSEMBLYMAN FARRINGTON°: I realize that, of course, but do '
you have anything specific to say with respect to that9 | o
MR WALSH° Well in this way we would eliminate the

.inequlty of those two taxeso'

ASSEMBLYMAN FARRINGTON- 'Well let me put’it a little

_more: spe01fically If the taxes on,_ my home are reduoed by, say,

X number of" dollars,'am I going to pay X number of dollars to ."

1the state by way of a sales tax9_

- MR, WALSHq It depends on how the formule works, although - -
you would pay an addltional sales taxe

‘, ASSEMBLXMAN FARRINGTON° Do you disagree with that v

i?f"



o for a replacement tax?

'contention°

MR. WALSH° No. -

| ASSEMBLYMAN FARRINGTON°

merely changing the tax coll
the state. B

MR. WALSH: No. I a

ASSEMBLYMAN FARRINGT
contention* ‘

MR, WALSH°F You are
ASSEMBLYMAN FARRINGT
MR WALSH°‘ Well, yo
I don't know how you could g
throw it over on the state t

GHAIRMAN DUMONT° An
of Mr Walsh on the flrst pg
I might say that Mr. Miller
'Research Staff - T hope I am
State Tax Policy Commission

with the‘preparatiOn of the

MR WILLIAM MIILER°

amount of tax that would be

’different than the amount of tax that would be pald With a 50 ’

‘per cent ratio?

MR. WALSHo' No. We |d

MR, MILIER: Well;.i

bt

State Tax Policy Commissiono'

!;i
I mean,'the*contention that'we“are"

ection from the 1ocal collector to

on't disagree with you.,

ON: You don't disagree with that

vcorrect on that

ON' Then is there any real nece381ty
u are getting'ridiof the inventories.‘
et rid of them otherwise unless you

o collect them.

y questions by anybody in the audience
rt of his presentation” Mr Mlller.
is the counsel, also head of the v
getting my titles right - of the i
and therefore ha@ had much to do -
reports that have,been‘issued by~the
!

Mr Walsh d:ym.estimate that the

paid with a 4o per cent ratio is any

Y

don't think so° ' We hope'not.

n any event, your purpose is not to'
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increaae,or reduce thé aﬁoun£ of tax_by the difference injrétié?.‘
MR, WALSH: That's correct. . | -
_ MR, MIILER: Juét,éne other thipgo‘ If{that;is so, isn’t
itffair-to~séy‘fhe State éhambef agrees rather:bpoadly’wifh fhei.

principle of‘Senéte 81 and it_isvjust.on,thesé specific items

~ that you brefeﬁfchanges?  ‘

MR, WALSH: Yes;,'I,woq;d'Say that,
MR, MILIER: Thanks.
CHAIRMAN'DUMONT: {Any othér questions? (Novfesponse°) 
. I'think,maybéufor purﬁoses of clarificatign Ifﬁight_reviewﬂ
Just very-briefly thé‘ﬁwé‘reccmmendations or the[two‘aiternatives
that were méde“in the\Nintthepbrt of the State Tax Policy
Commission;because it'séemed to me they Were getting a bit
confused at one péintﬁhéfém Alfernativé:numbef oné, probosed
the uO-uO—lolsystem;bhO pef cent 6n:real propefty;'uo per cent
on business machiﬁery and;équipménf,.and:10,per¢ent oﬁ busihess.»
inventories. _It'was.aiternatiye‘number:twd that recommended the
elimination of the buéinéss inventéry,tax; but at the seme time

it alsourecammendéd the .adoption of a busineSs'indqme tax, to be

‘levied on unincorporated businesses as well as incorporated

N

businesses, whichlwouldhbe'used to replace the 165833 that would
be sustéinéd»if the business inventory tax and the personal
property'tékvonbhousehold éoods.and furnishings were both |
eliminated. So that Senate 81’actually, although it ups the
pércentages;.is more 1iké altefnative nﬁmber‘oné_than'two becaﬁse
there isn“t,ény reﬁlacemeht tai available as we see it ét the
mdment,to do.anyifeplacing withg" |

L
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MR. WALSH: I might add that we had the business income
tax with no relief on the inventories.

'CHAIRMAN DUMONT: You have it on corporations. You don't
have it the way it was recommended in the second alternative
because that would have inclﬁded its application to unincorporated
businesses as well as inéorporated businesses., As it was finally
adopted, it was only on corp§fate net income.

SENATOR WADDINGTON§ :Not at ﬁhe same level,

CHATRMAN DUMONT# Senator Waddington says mnot at the
same level." That is true, the level was somewhat reduced by the
Legislature.

A1l right, If there§are no further questions, proceed,

. Mr. Walsh, please. | | |

MR. WALSH: Senate Bill No. 82 as originally introduced -
now, I don't know whether 1t has been changed or not - refers to
the weighted and the unweighted = and unweighted value applied
only to the Board of Tax Appéals and weighted applied to the
County Board and to the courts, and our discussioh here 1is
assuming that it would be ali unweighted. I think they are going
to change the bill, | | |

Senate Bill Ndo 82 p}ovides tha%, in appeals before the
Division of Tax Appeals; couhty‘tax boards, and the Superior Court,
where it»is'alleged that theyprdperty‘has been assessed at a value
in excess of the "common level in the taxing district, it would
be'presumed; subject to rebdttal by the taxing district, that
the "common level"™ is the unweightedvaverage ratio 6f assessed
to true value of real property plus and minus 15 per cent of the

average as determined by the Division of Taxation.
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~The billjalso provides that it weald;be_presumed, subjectrv‘
to rebuttal by theataxing_distriet,\that)diserimination;has been:_,

established WEenever the divisibh,:board,por_eourt is satiSfied

}_by the proofs that the ratio of assessed to true value of the
- property exceeds the upper 1imit of the "¢ ommon level," in
whlch case the taxable value may be'reducedeor increased so as to

_fall within the common 1evel " :

Position of the State Chamber - A useful workablev

. defdnition of "common level” would“indeed be"welcemed.by the

beleaguered taxpayer who has‘been\t01d that a discriminatory
assessment may be remedled by reduction to the’ common level"'
but who ‘has also been told that the average assessment ratio isdd
not.the‘,common_level,” and*that in mosticasesva "¢ ommon 1evel"
is'extremelyidifficuit,.if not.imﬁossible, to’find?

However9 mueh of the behefit derivable by the taxpayer

from a definitlon of ”common 1eve1" is vitiated in 8-82 by sub-

Jectlng the conceptg and the presence of dlscrlminatlon under it,

to rebuttal by the taxing district and by limiting its use to

cases in which the ratio of assessed to true value exceeds the‘
unweighted average ratio of assessment by 15 per oent or more of

that average. ratio°

Senate Bill Noo 82 should be amended to require approval

~ or rebuttal of the common level by the taxingvdistrlct before
publication of the same for each taxing district by the Division
_of Taxation. If the taxing district rebuts the common lével

determined by thé Division of Taxation, the district should be

required,-sinee uﬁiformity_is both.a,statutory andfconstitutional
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requirement, to prove what its commoﬁ level is;eas is now done
with respect to the average ratiocs of assessed to true value
promulgated by the Division bf Taxation for school aid purposes.
he bill should also be amended to Ldentify the common
level with the unweighted average ratio itself of assessed to true
value in the taxing dlstrlct, Even though individual assessment
ratios are characterized by a certain degree of dispersion, nothing
is gained by arbitrafily defining the common level as extending
15 per cent on either side of thevunweighted averege ratio and
nothing would be lost By deﬁining the common level as the unweighted
average ratio itself and assessing each successful appellant at
that ratio. |
Furthermofe, there fs no reason Why the taxpayer shouid 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 permanent dieerimlnation of 15 per cent
against a given class of taxpayer. Therefore, we recommend that
it be‘eliminated from Senate Bill No. 82.
| CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Wifh those ohanges then, do we take it
that you are in substantial agreement with Senate 82, which is
also the same as Assembly 82?
MR, WALSH: Correctﬂ
CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Any questiops of Mr., Walsh on this bill?
Anybody in the audlence? (No resboﬁse;) All right. ProeeecSL9 |
please. | | |

MR. WALSH: Senate Bill No. 8l would exempt household
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furniture’and effeets from taxationsto the eitent of‘l/Blof its
taiable value.in 1960 2/3'0f-its takableivalue inv19él,.and
.'entirely in 1962 and thereaftera’ v ‘ZH“ R

Position of the State Chamber of Commerce’- While in
principle the State Chamber favors the elimination of the taxatlon
of" household goods because of the difficulties of equitable L
v administration9 we wish to emphasize ‘the fact that its eliminatlon ﬁ
involves the shifting about of over $l7 million of 1ocal property
a taxes over $7 million of which represents an additional burden on
business° As mentioned in connection with our discussion of S—81,
‘we feel that the inventories tax should also be eliminated -= if
not all at once, then at least on a gradual basis such as. is- proposed
here for household goods° | - | |

CHAIRMAN DUMONT° One question on this recommendation.e
Suppose this bill were: to pass and the household goodstax were
eliminated % I don“t understand here whether you are recommendingv
that that be replaced or: whether you are satisfied to have it |
eliminated without replacement |

MR WALSH° Well we prefer replacement

CHAIRMAN DUMONT° You prefer that but would you oppose it
if it were passed without replacement9

MR. WALSH: No. e | |

CHATRMAN DUMONT“ No. All right. Any further questions?
_(No response?) Continue, pleaseo “ o | _ .
| MR, WALSH: Senate Bill No.. 85 Senate Bill No. 85 would
freeze at 7- 1/2 per cent the gross receipts tax levied on street
railway, gas and electric, and sewerage oorporations using or
'oecupying public streets,’highways; roadsaor.other public places
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in New Jersey.

| Under pfesent law tﬁe rate of this tax is the average rate
of pro?erty taxation in thefState, but not 1ess than 5 per cent
and not more than 7-1/2 perjc.":en't',v° At the present time the
meximum 7-1/2 per cent rate;is applicablen ,

\ Position ofbthe Staﬁe Chamber of Commerce -vSinee it is
our understanding that representativeS»of the industries affected
by S 85 plan to appear before this committee, we take no position
with respect to this bill at this time.

_CHAIRMAN DUMONT ¢ Igguess there are ﬁo questienson that.
We will reserve them uhtil the witnesses testify on that biil°
Continue, bleaee, | :

MR, WALSH: Senate Bill No. 86. Senate Bill No. 86 would
amend the‘statute Which exeﬁpts from taxation personal property
stored in a warehoﬁseo Thefbili would exclude from the exemption
property held for resale 1hjthe usual course of trade or business
except perishable goods . |

Position ef the State Chamber of Commerce - The State
Chamber is oppesed to Senate Bill No. 86° As stated above, the
‘State Chamber considers coméiete eiimination_of the personal
“property tax on iﬁVentoriesia minimum essential first step toward
the restoration of New Jersey“s competitive position in fhe retention -
and attraction of industryoy Enactment of Senate Bill No. 86 |
would serious impede the at%ainment\of this,objeeﬁiveo The
imposition of the personal pfoperty tax on such goods as are
covered in this bill may reéult in an immediatey_although largely

temporary,increase in the revenue derived from the personal
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property tax in several of the taxing districts of the State

"and by glving these districts a vested interest in the increasedv~
revenue. make more dlfflcult and more costly, S not impossible,v
.the eliminatlon of the personal property tax on 1nventories°'

:We understand that the warehousemen w1ll have a repre—y
rsentative‘atFthislhearingltolpresent their positiontwith»respeétz
to Senate Bill No;iBoo 'For that reason‘welhave not made aimorelr
‘detailed analysis of this: bill i | |

CHAIRMAN DUMONT Now on this one, assumlng for the moment
at least “that you have no way of replacing the personal property
- tax on. business inventories if it were eliminated do you thlnk
'_that it is fair that all the personal property stored in public
warehouses should continue to be exempt entirely from personal
'property taxatlon? ' | v : _ o
\_MR, WALSH:’-I’would prefer to;have,the warehousemen;taik'
V~about that. | | | | bl | e o

CHAIRMAN DUMONT°; All right

MR WALSH° I think they are better qualifled than I am.’

SENATOR WADDINGTON°_ Mr. Walsh the purpose of this hear-‘ '_~‘
ing; of course9 is not to evaluate New . Jersey s position basically’ﬁ
f:in competition for 1ndustry, but T don?t think we should let go
’completely unchallenged this repeated statement which you have
made here ”toward the restoration of New Jersey 8 competit1ve2~
positlon 1n,the retention and attraction of industryoﬁ jSormeof
us have not been convinced thathNew,Jersey“s.positionihas
 deteriorated. 7 __bi ‘ | }

E -:MR WALSH: Well there have been Pennsylvania studies :'

nd Harvard studies showing that we: are higher than our neigthrS f},
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o busineseo_

on costsoil S
SENATOR WADDINGTON: |

- MR WALSH°‘ ln prope

In property taxV i

rty tax. That is all taxes combined

CHAIRMAN DUMONT° _Any other questions on this point*

(No response ) All rlgnt,
'MR. WALSH: .
 consists Of'an'anendment'off

,Revised Statutes,~

Senate Bill No. 8?3

Senate Bill No. 87
éeotions SQ:A—lIendNBMgufg of the

i

i
i : . A

- Section SA -1 is amended so as to make personal liability

for personal property taxes

tangible personal property used in business,'

apply only in the case of taxes on

liability applies also to taxes on personal property not used in

by Seotion 10 of Senate Bill

The relevant clauee in Section SM n 1 would be eliminated

No. 81,_f5

Seetion 5u h 9 1s amended so as to limit to businese

personalty the provmeion that:“the tax ‘on all tangible personal

property in thie State ehall be aseeseed in and for the taxing

4districtywhere the property

l

'~fto inelude{the_eoneept of taxable valueov‘

'Poeitionief State Chamber of Commerce - It is onr OpiniOn

‘that the exelueion of non—businese persenal property from the}

l

_effect of the changes called for in,Senate‘Bill No° 87 ie the result

of inadvertenoeo -

i .

Thie instance of not legislating adequately for non—»

’business propertyg together

with other instanees, some of which

V

were mentioned in our enalysis of Senate Blll No° 81, probably

arisee from the;faet that Se

nate 3111 No._211 of last year from
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which'the current Senete Bills Wo. 81 and No. 87 were-derived
provided for ‘the immediate and complete elimination of non-business
‘personal property° » |

' We recommend that such omissions and inconsistencies be
cleared up° ‘ _i

CHAIRMAN DUMONT : Any questions on this bi1l?
(No response.) | v_. d |

MR, WALSHE“ SenatéccimcurrentResolution‘No',j23° -

Senate Concurrentlﬁesolution No. 23 proposes a.consfitutionalf
amendment.to.increese'tne-veteransﬁ exemption from taxation'on
"real and personal pfoperty from»an aggregateiasseSSed valuation‘
of $SQO‘to an dggregete‘esseSsed valuation.of»ﬁB'?SO° S

Positionbof the State Chamber of Commefce - In view of'theb'
fact that our recommended'ﬁolper cent assessment ratio involves -
. a lesser 1mpact on the veterans"exemption, and 1n view of the fact”
that no: one knows the final effect on the . various classes of
taxpayer of the changes which would take place in the taxation
of property under a new system, we join at this time in the
recommendation of the Tax Policy Commission ”that any application
of a parity value of veterans! exemptions bendeferred and that
adjustments'neduiring a constitutionalﬁamendment await some>
‘experience-mith‘theimany‘variables of a new fonm of property tai"
administration.” | B N

CHAIRMANZDUMONT‘ Now, any ‘questions on the balance or,
in fact, on the whole presentation.of Mr. Walsh? _

WOuld it be fair to say, Mr3‘Walsh, that aside”from these i

‘recommendations that you_make for amendments _ to these variOus
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bills, you are generally in agreement ﬁith 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,

CﬁAIRMAN DUMONT: A% this time I would like to say that
Senator Fox of Essex County?and Senator Crane of Union County sent
in theirbregreté that they dould not attend today because of prior
business appointments and tﬁat they will be here for any subsequent
hearing. They both have been very diligent members, I might add,
of this group: that has beeﬁ‘trying to work out the legislation.

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

this nexf one, 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 Pepfesenting 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,
we will put him on now. | |

JUDGE RICHARD Jo HUGHES& Senator and gentlemen, the sting
of the}ouf—ofuorder arrangeﬁentg which I apéreciate very much,
may be diluted a little 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 designe& to carry out a prograﬁ agreed upon by
fhe Legislative Conference Group of Full Value Assessment Problems.

We understand it represents as the statement implies a modification
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- of Alternatlve I as proposed in the Ninth Report of the Commlss1on B
on State Tax Policyo v | ‘, : _ ’“v : 7 yvg L

It is noted that the Tax Policy Commission strongly urged
a uniform, statewide assessment ratio for all property° As indicated
by its report its‘calculations ofrthe effect of ‘such legislatiOn:,i
‘included a reduction of railroad property assessmentsof It is
11kewise commonly understood that the Legislative Conference ‘
Group also adopted the principle of uniformity as one of. 1ts
basic standards for new’ legislationoﬂww, ‘ |

The railroad tax law of" 19h8, as commented upon by the
Chamber“s spokesman, Mr., Walsh requires the commissioner, now'

the Director Division of Taxation, to "*r determine the true

- values'%%% of all property used for railroad purposes in this

Stateod 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 "full and fair value" and. -

for tangible personal property (section 12) is "fair valueO'

~ The "taxable value" for both, except inventories, is to be -

'determined at SO per cent of such values. |

Since S 81 does not propose any change in the railroad ;
tax 1aw of l9h8 we really believe its failure to propose such
an amendment was an unintentional oversight

We say this for the reason that there seems 1itt1e doubt -
that assessment of real property in railroad use at a different
standard from that applied to other real property would violate '7
iArticle\VIII of the New Jersey Constitution, providlng in. pertinent \p

. parto : ’ ‘ . v R l ') |
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"## A1l real property assessed and taxed locally or

by the State for allotment and payment to taxing
districts shall be assessed according to the same
standard of value; ss."

If the Railroad Tax Law i1s not amended, the Dlrector of
the Div131on of Taxation will face again the embarrassing choice
of ignoring the statutory direction contalned thereln, or per-
forming a statutory duty which he knows is contrary to the
constitutional mandate. He was faced with such a diieﬁma, under
somewhat différent circumstances,‘after the decision of our
Supreme Court in the Baldwiﬁ and Gibraltér cases. He took the
position, and i suppose he céuld 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 the D L‘& W Céée, decided in 1957, to achieve a
'Supreme‘court ruling on theésame day it han@ed down its Switz
decision, that the constitutional mandate overrodé the statute
and that the Difectér had the power and the duty to assess at less
than. true value when nécesséry to prevent disériminationo

Such conflict between statutory formulae for assessment
and taxation and constituti@nalbrequireménts,has had a long and
troubled history in this Stéte and the failure bf the_Statedto
afford full protection to Federal rights under the Fourfeenth
Amendment to the United Statgs Cdnstitution was commented ﬁpon
by the United States Supremé Court as lately as 1946 in the
Hillsborough Cases., The supremacy of constitutional requirements
over the statute is undoubtgd as_held by the latter cburt in
affirming the principle thaﬁ where it is impossible to secure both

the standards of the true value and the uniformity and equality'
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-:required by law, "the latter requirement is to be preferred as,

~ the Just and ultimate purpose of the lawo ~ As we‘know,_a dise )

crimination between-taxpayers, sovthat one. iszaSSeSSed upon the’

full value of hls property and others ‘are assessed upon only a

"fractlon of full value, violates the Fourteenth Amendment to the .

United States Constitutiono"i

It rests with our Legislature, and we know that it is B

conscious of this, to put an end to the costly and unseemly

’conflict between statutory law and constitutlonal mandateo “We

believe it to be the intention of the Leglslature in the interestpar

.of the public and for the sake of fairness te the Director of !
"Taxation, to»the railroads, to the people,'and in fact- to the

3 ceurts, to close the door on the possibility of a new. round of .

lltigation 1nvolving such tax treatment ' ) ‘
- .With all respect we therefore suggest to the Legislature'd
that the railroad tax law of 19h8 be amended to bring it into

,conformity with the objectives of Senate 81 to authorize and -

“require the Director of the Div1sion of Taxation to determine the'

fair value of all property used for railroad purposes in this

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

whlch 'shall be the taxable value of such propertyo o
. CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Judge Hughes, I think I can say for the
maJorlty, at least, of the members of this 1egis1atlve group that
it is intended to amend the.railroad tax act to bring itvor them .

into conformity with the general principle of uniformity because;_'

'the majority of us, at least feel that no matter ‘how real property

is used whether it be for railroad waterfront farm, residential
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commercial, or industrial, everybody should be treated the same
way, and it is the intention of the‘cgmmittee to amend those
railroad tax laws to bring Ehem into,conformity with the general
principle of uniformity, '

Now, if that were dpne, would you as representative of the
railroads generally find ycﬁrself in agreement, providing you had
time to study these 'bi‘ils9 with the program as oﬁtlined\in the
bills? - | 3 |

| JUDGE HUGHES: YQSO: We have no adverse comment on the
bills. -

f_.’GHAIBMAN'DUMQNTS Apy 6ther questions? -~ {No response,)
Thank you very much. | |

JUDGE HUGHES: Thank you very much, Senator.

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: ‘Mr; John Yauchs representing Public
Warehousemens Developmént C;ommitteeo

MR. JOHN H. YAUCH: Gentlemen of the committee: My
name is John Yauch, a member of the firm of Gilhooly; Yauch and
Fagaﬁ of Newark, |

I am here on beha1f 0f the Public Wafehousemens Develop-
ment Committee to oppose Sehate 86. I have given you a statement,
consisting of five pages, which summafizes our reasons for
objecting to this bill., I Will not read the statement. I have
attempted to analyze it’~ tg summarize it - and the comments that
I am about to make in that conneétion T hope will throw further
1ight on this matter. _

| The organization thét I représent, whose letterhead this

statement has been presented on, is made up of several independent
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.organizations° The New Jersey Merchandise Warehousemens Association,
. the Refrigerated Warehousemens Association of the State of New Jersey9
»the New Jersey Furniture Warehousemens Associationa' Those ware—.'"
housemens associations are made up of the membership whlch |
constitutes practically all of the bona fide, and I empha51ze thei
word "bona fide" public warehouses in New Jersey, throughout the “T'°
State of‘ New Jersey. Sl o |

" I have presented to Senator Dumont a letter which was v

given to me yesterday from the New Jersey Motor Truck Association,f
the letter being addressed to me, and which stated in substance

that I was authorized to speak on their behalf and state that |
ithey were very much against the adoption of Senate 86. The
material in this letter which I think deals w1th the merits of
i'Senate 86 is as fOllOWS'f "We in the motor carrier ‘industry in-
New Jersey believe that the pending 1egislation 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 th1s thriving industry and divert bus1ness of - this kind to}i
adgoining stateso;y And here is. their direct interest in it N
1WLoSS,of‘this storagejbusiness to neighboringvstates.would unev
Questionablyrmeanytheilossfof7sutstantial"trucking_busiheSS”tov'
NewnJersey*mOtor'carriersgpuIOuiare-priyileged 7injthe'courserof
the public?hearing %r% to say for the record that the New Jersey;h
Motor Truck Association wholeheartedly supports New Jersey ware-ﬁ
housemen in opposing Senate Bill Noo 86 et f‘f"
I\Tow9 may I try to ‘analyze this s1tuat10n 80 that we dealu
.'with what I think are the meritorious facts, the meritorious |

considerations_in‘connectionvwith yourrevaluation of this bill°
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May I take you back to 1925 in the Legislature ét the time the
bill which is now the law was passed, pursuant to which goods |
stored in a puﬁlic warehouse were declaréd to be exembtg and may
I refresh your memory as to the object of our Legislature in 1925
1nvadopting this bill, which I submit, and I hope you will agree,
is still a good object. The object that was attached to the bill
in 1925 was as follows: "The object of this bill is to enable
warehousemen in the State of New Jersey to bid sucéessfully with
warehouseﬁen in neighboring states where the property of the patrons
of such foreign warehousemen is reiieved from taxation. Any loss”
- and may I emphasize this;;it was apparently a real consideration
of the Legislature in adopting this exemption bill - "Any loss
of tax in the State'of New Jersey would be more than offset by
the increase of taxasble property of New Jersey warehousemen
resulting from their growth if this handicap is removed."

- Now, I think there has been somevmisapprehension about
this whole situation. The language of the exigting law doesn't
cafry the pﬁrpose which samé 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 Biil 86 ‘m}"hioh9 of course, carries the
1anguage of the existing stétute and theﬁ the amending words are
inserted that the exemption is limited %o persons, co-partnerships,
corporations engaged in thelbusinéss of storing goods for hire -
engaged in the business of storihg goods for hire. If the purpése
of Senate 86 is to prevent %aX'evasion by fictitious 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 1ast paragraph on:
page. four of our statement : The‘GeneralrElectric Case wasegust.
‘decided a couple of weeks ago by our New Jersey Supreme Court and
- dealt with both the constltutionality of- this exemption statute
 and also Just how far the statute'goes“and what the statute tended
to exempt under what circumstances° You Willinote at the bottom
of page four of our. statement, a quotation from the General Electric
“Case, The General Eleotric Casevcame down;in the reports, Newr'
Jereey_LaW Reports,jdated_January 30, 1959,v0nly a couple of'weeke'
ago. The quotation from theiGeneral 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
observationsn- is as follows: s ‘

"On the other hand; ir it_etores‘its‘property in a
warehouse created or,operated‘for,its oWn privatehconvenience and
not genuinely operated as a public_warehouse, then the statutory
exemptionfmust be deemed inapplicable, fonvhere:the statutory
objective is not being Servedjand no justifiable basis exists
for favoring such personalkproperty‘asiagainst personal property ,
- stored at premises of taxpayers generallyn‘ | |

I don't want to burden this committee w1th any. lengthy
‘1ega1 arguments, but I submit that the situation that‘we,are
dealing with here now, the suggested amendmentpto‘the statute

which exempts warehouse property, is notpneoeesarybandpthe New
Jersey\Supreme Courtihae.pointed out very eiearlyhto’the tax

assessors of this state that.they”have_a.means through which 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 warehouses have been developed since 1925.
Now, may I give you a statement thét is within my own personal
knowledge. I know of two warehouses, one in Jersey City thatiis
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 concerhed, but
it is important because ofithe people who work in that warehouse.
There are 180 jobs of people that work in that one warehouse.
There is a warehouse‘that‘i.am acquainted with personally in
Newark, The assessment on that public warehouse is $381,900
and there are 11l people employed in that warehouse. Now, that
is just a drop in the buckét9 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 in Jersey City, in Newark, Camden, and
right here in Trenton. As you come in on the Pennsylvania Rail-
road, just as you get into‘Trenton9 you will nétice off on the
right some buildings that were abandoned by an industrial concern
with the name on 1t J. LeéiCook Warehouse, There are warehouses
like that throughout the state. |

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 exemption, to at this

140



1ate date emasculate that exemptlon9 which I believe, and I
vsay this seriously9 this language would doo_. FRE

And bear this 1n mind if you will please, we. know what
we have now under the present exemption statute° Our courts_ f'
have sustained its constitutionality,v If this statute is amended
now in, the particulars that are suggested I foresee protracted

'litigation and questlons of constitutionality coming up againo‘

""Puhlic warehousing is a vital part of the industrial life of thls

"stateo It“s the sinews of industry in this stateo Many local
'national and foreign storers of merchandise Would be lost as a
matter of their bus1ness to New Jersey if the personal property i
,tax exemption were eliminated |

There is no reason, other than there arercertaln natural
’advantages whlch New Jersey has as a corrldor state, belng in a
:very important 1ocatlon as far as the eastern seaboard is concerned.y
why many of . these storers if they become subgect to personal |
property tax won t store over in New York I happen to know that
.there are warehouses over in New York that are not loaded to
capaeity' Their rates in New York 1n public warehouses are not
in excess of those in New Jersey,‘ You might say. "Well» _they would
:have to pay for trucking to get it back to New JerseycﬁkrThatws ’
‘htrue, but the oost of trucking within the 1imited area would o

'»-nowheres near match even a tax on an assessment limited to

12- 1/2 per cent L | | . |
o May I Just relate to you one exampleok Offhand, you might-
| ,say "Well, is it fair to exempt all property stored 1n public '

‘ warehouses,,as,Senator Dumontvasked,the first:w1tness,' My answer

‘torthatiisfthatfit'is.fair:to,tﬁﬁ~d:prPQrty’infa.public warehouse



where the storage arrangement is a natural bnevin industry., If
it is an unnatural one, if‘it’s in a non-genuine public warehouse,
if it's set up for the‘purpose of creating a basis for evasion
of the tax, I say no. As é matter of fact; the public warehouse -
men of this state do not favor any such arrangement because we
have lost some genuine pubiic warehouse‘businéss in some cases
where non-genuine waréhouses were set up. Now, tﬁis example that
I wanted to give you is along theée lines. Take a case of‘a
situation where there is a?manufacturer in New Jersey of é product
that is sold and distributed throughout our Nationr and also is
exported,‘ The article, ho@ever, is only saleable at certain seasons,
whether it's an edible or a toy or a certain type of clothingy
winter, summer, sprihgp whétever it may be. Under the present
setup, the manufacturer‘doésn’t have to gear himself to the
season. -He Canvmaintain sfable production throughout the jeaf,
through the twelve months 6f 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 arrivés for the sale and
distribution of thékmerchaﬁdise, it leaves our warehouses., Some
of‘it is sold in New Jérseya Most of it is sold outside New
Jersey, throughout the Nation and is also exported. This arraﬁgen
ment which permits the stoﬁage of the merchandise in a public
warehouse not only provides stability of the business, itself, it
provides stability of jobs% You avold the peaks and valleys of
.employment and uriempldjmenf° The goods are maintained in the
public warehouse until the market is ready to receive them.
Now if those goods so manquCtured in this‘example which I havé
given; were to be Subject'tb'personal property tax, gentlemen,
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they would.not be stored in a New Jersey public warehouse°
They would be shipped to varlous centers. throughout the nation
and the states1where they would-be'shlpped would be in the
geographical loCation-where;distributiohuwould'be economical'and
, 80 on. There areemany, many states throughouththe:couhtry'where.
there is no personal property taxation at all, and those‘are:the‘
locations that the merchandise whlch now is stored ih New Jersey,:
wili_go° This business which_now.gives New‘Jerseyutax rateabies,i‘
‘which now'giyes»New Jersey‘citiéens'jobs, would_be‘lost‘to this
-State‘o,‘ : ‘. | o . . . . .
: Now we are interested in Port Newark Port Newark wouldf,
be: seriously affected : You know there 1s a 1ot of competition
between ports. 1n this country today  The Port of New Yorkvand
Port Newark are having a tough JOb in the matter of competltlon
with other ports. Have you ever observed the warehouse facilitles
that are down at‘Port Newark, not,operated by_the Port Authority,
but operated 'by‘ p'r'ivate warehousemen' u'n'de‘r? 1e as-e from ‘the' Po‘rt-w
Authority5 If it weren't for those warehouses a. 1ot of goods would
never be shipped to the Port of NeWark | If the merchandise.in

| thOSe warehouses is going to become subject to personal property
\'taxg the goods: won“t be shipped to Port Newark., |

_ Now9 T an not going to go into any further legalistic or
'legal argument; I don"t dealvwith.the:question of what language,
is used here in this propoSed amendmentg'l am dealing with the
principle that is involved and T hope that T have established
enough releVant~reasons:to indicate that-theresis a subStantiai\

basis for our contention. We -are not here just to'feather.Ourr
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nests or maintain sbmethingjtnat is inequitable. I think the
over;all welfare of the staﬁe will be served:better’by a continu-

‘ation of a 1egitimate, bonaifide exemption than,it would be if we
adopted’a bill whichlwould iimit it or eliminate the eXemptionv
, o o |

altogether. ‘ B

~You know that warehouses issue negotiable warehouse
bllls9 bills of lading - warehouse receiptsg I mean. In many
situations the warehousemanldoesn't know who the owner is. The
goods may be subject to a negotiable warehouse recelpt that hasv
been pledged with ‘banks° You are going to run into myriads of
situations that are going to be very complicated that I don't
think we should even start in my opinion, as a matter of principle.
But if you do, you haven“t heard the last of this yet because thereb
-are S0 many complicated sitdations that are going to make adminis—
tration very difficult : And don“t forget these warehouse receipts
are pledged with banks, they are like dollar bills as far as

V

» negotlabillty is concerned

: I am not exaggeratingg gentlemeng when I say this. I
|
am very serious about everyfhing I have said hereop I have tried

to keep my feet on the ground° I am not g01ng to say that the

State of New Jersey is goiné to rack and ruing but I have trled

!
to point out with a realistic appralsal that it is going to do

more harm than good. ‘Already, gentlemen,,l‘had a telephone call

the dayvbefore yegterday because of my contact in the’warehouSev
induStry»fromvone’of the la;gestfnational concerns inquiring
about this bill. They were{just about to establish a warehouse

arrangement here in New Jersey. You know these tax services
. | v i
I
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that are*distributed thrOughout the'nation;.also:diStribute the“

e
news about New Jersey taxesg and the introductlon of thls bill

alone9 gentlemeng has a tendency to impede the influx of Warehouse

: buslness 1nto New Jersey° As I have said I hold no brlef for»

tax evasion because that ralses my tax blll as a. citizen here
and . everybody else”so. But~as I said9 and I conclude w1th these f,:

remarks9 the tools already are. available to the tax assessors

. to strlke down those tax evasion caseso Let the assessors w1th

the assistance of their corporation counsel in the various mun-=

icipalities dig 1nto these cases. and try them in the right way

‘and submit the facts to the court or . the tax board and I am sure

RS

i that they can get rld of these non;genuine warehouse arrangem.entso :

. I submlt to you would the alleged advantages of S- 86

:be worth the dlsadvantages whlch we are certaln will result to

‘the warehouse 1ndustry and 1nd1rect1y to the whole bus1ness

\

'economy of the state to a certain extent*l I ask you 1f the 1925

Leglslature was not right in accepting the object of the blllsv‘-,

”lthat any tax lost because of the exemption would be greatly offset

‘Tby the 1ncrease in the rateables as far as real estate is con-

cerned which the public warehousemen WOuld ocecupy‘P I earnestlyg

lagentlemen, urge you to recommend the withdrawal of Senate 86

o
I\

- Thank you° T ‘g' L ;M,biﬁ

I would be delighted ir I can shed any light on this.ﬂ;

,by questions that you may ask which I will try to answero-

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS - To begin with, a man of your

’knowledge in the warehouse industry must know that there are a

number of abuses going on which have stirred up- the antagonism
. - . . .



of a lot of local municipalities. _First‘of_all,'l noticed
you used the word "fictitious warehouse" and that there are
methods in existing law to:fid us of the so-called fictitious
warehousen But isn't the fictitious warehouse problem just a
problem where one manufactﬁrer or processer uses a subterfuge
warehouse to avoid his own;personai property taxation, isn't
that the case?
~MR. YAUCH: Yes, gqnerally I would say that is so.
ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS: So in'effect he is not a public
warehouseman in the firstyﬁlace?
MR. YAUCH: Correci?°
ASSEMBLXMAN MATTHE&S:  Taking that one step further,
there is hé definition in éXisting law of what a warehouse is.
- MR. YAUCH: Public%warehouse?_‘
ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWSz of whét a public warehouse is.
MR, YAUCH: Well, énly td the extent, Assemblyman, there
is a uniform warehouse recéipts act and a warehéuse is defined
in that act. Now, that is;hot related --
| ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS? -= %o personal property ad valorem
taxation. I am conéerned ébeut a situation that I have heard
about frénkly - this is just hearsays; I have never seen it - where
there are public warehouseé'in existence that are no more in
effect fhan a vacant lot of land. Doesn't that situation exist?
MR. YAUCH: It depends on the character of the merchahdise
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 vacaht lot.

However, I know of'situations where lumber is stored and it is a
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'genUine,Warehouse operetioho meber comes intfrom the‘State of

Washingtono_ ‘Some of it comes through the canal and others go
around the Horn and it comes . to this port ' ThlS is quite a disa

tribution center for lumber and it is a genuine warehouse arrange-

ment.

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS° Well the p01nt I am getting at

: is that the argument for exemptlng the goods looated in warehouses,

| - or one of the arguments is the fact that the local mun1c1pa11ty

brlngs 1n in taxes because of the 1ncreased rateables, the very

"fact that the warehouse 1s there,'as much as- they would if‘we

did tax the personal property located in warehouses° o

‘ MR YAUCH°' ESpeclally in view of one of the b111s before

you. today where you llmlt the personal property tax to 12 1/2
per oent . . ‘ o . | v
 ASSEMBLYMAN MATTI-IEIWS;‘ Thatfact i's'n.*t_:vefry‘weIlj"trueﬁ o
then in those cases where the udrehouse is ﬁotla:Strueture st?all,
but Just an opeh lot of land?f:u_ _:” | v‘ : o V"r -

| | MR.. YAUGHa That is true° %Ihhthattsituetiohghl‘wouidt
agree with youo';,I.n : o ,vr'f | : /

: ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS° In effect there 1t would put a B
burden on. the looal community - : o o

v | MR YAUCH°' But Mr Matthews, that is a- drop 1n the bucket»d'
in the ~whole public warehouse 1ndustry 1n New Jerseyo I only know'
of one place where goods are stored out in the openvand that 1s

lumber, as I said ‘beforeo And I do know of - well, I believe,; .

conservatlvely a hundred publlc warehouses through the stateo

st ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS I am sure. you appreciates Mr Yauoh



that the abuses sometimes get nore notoriety than the benefits.
MR, YAUCH: That's right. And you know to some extent
the public warehousemen inja very few cases have probably added
to their woes by participating in arrangements that shouldn't
have been set up for exemp%ion purposes., Géntlemen, this statute
is our life's blood because if we don't have it, it's going to
- and as I said, I don't think I am exaggerating - seriously
adversely affect our'businéss° A |
ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS: One of the points that has been
brought‘to ny attention_is;the retailer who‘uses the public
warehouse as a subterfuge fo eécape his own inventory taxation.
- Do you recognize that as aipréblem in the warehouse industrj?v
| MR, YAUCH: I can reéognize the fact because I have |
seen instances where goods were stored in an alleged public
warehouse, like in this General Electric Case, On whatever the
date wasv-'let’s say Septehber'lst, the air conditioning and
refrigerators were in the back of the manufacturing establish-
ment. On September 30th tgey were in this:alleged warehouse .
Now, I recognize as I saidQ and we hold no brief for that ---
ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS: I am talking more about the retgiler
now, not the wholesaler,or fhe jobber or the manufacturer, I am
talking about the fellow ﬁho sells”youp let's say; refrigerators.,
MR. YAUCH: I have your point, Mr. Matthews. Yes T
recognize that, but may I point out to you that kind of a
business arrangement as f;f'as public warehousemen are concerned
is a very small part of our total volumeg‘ 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 sufficiént size
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: arise°

vand value, the s1mple way of avoiding the assessment of personal’

property tax would be for that retaler if the goods come from
out West or wherever they come from, to have them stop off at

New York in a publlc warehouse over there and then as they need

‘ the goods when the season comes along, instead of a New Jersey ,fﬁ’:"

truckman handling 1t, a truckman from New York City w111 pick 1t
up at the New York warehouse and bring it over to the retall store°

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWSm I realize there_are other_loopholes3that

MR, YAUCH° It 18 not a loophole, Assemblyman, 1t's a
fact of llfe that if they can by storing thelr goods in New -ff

York av01d personal property taxatlon, whlch they can do -

Tg'there 1s no personal property tax in New York -=they will do 1t

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS° You agree that there is a problem
that does exist in some- municipallties where the retailers are
abusing the public warehouse act9 v ,

MR YAUCH°' Yes, I would agree to that But, Assemblyman,

,I don“t think the way to cure the headache is to chop the v;”

_patlent"s head off

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS‘j 0ne other p01nt that I have,

[

: before you presented your" remarks, I believe we . showed you a o

'proposed treatment which we have recelved which would change the_};,a

deflnitlon of the words "held for resaleM and I am wondering
whe ther. that would change your attltude toward the bill at all9
MR, YAUCHoN No. :' ' P |
:dASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS@N May I read 1t into the record9 >lyi )
‘hMR YAUCH°i Yes,'of course,r : B BEEE "v_ o
i"?ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS (Reading) "Rew materials, work



in process, semi-finished gqods, and finished goods of
manufacturers, producers and processors held for sale are

not heid for resale withiﬁ the meaning of this section."

Would the insertibn of that language or language similar to it
in the bill cause you to change yourvposition?

MR. YAUCH: ©No, it would not for this reason: I
tfied,to point out to you%already that it is not necessary to
adopt any aﬁendmentn Thejabuses can be taken care of by proper
Lattention by the assessors and the counsel for the various
municipalities.’ Number two, under this 1énguage goods purchased
in wholesale lots which i%‘not.maﬁﬁfactured by the wholesaler/
would become subject to @%ﬁsonal property tax, Now there is a
lot of business done in this country and thﬁoughout the world,
export and import, whefe ﬁhe original manufacturer never has any
contact with the final coﬁsumera Hb‘doésn“t go in for sales;
he doesn't go in for distﬁibution; he goes in just for ﬁanufacture
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. 7You see, warehous-
ing some'péople say is_triﬁsportation halted. It is part of
transportation of goods, Eb get it out to the market:: where
the consumer is. It comes to a halt., If it came into this
country by ship or if it came across the country by railroad car
or truck, whatever it may%be, i1t reaches a certain warehouse
just as a halting point aﬁd then eventually it goeslout into the
arteries of trade and businesso At that point, taxation should

take place, But if you are going to tax it at that point where

50



it is in the warehouse, I don't think that you are going to
aocomplish'anythiﬁg construéﬁivevandbl think you will_do damége
+ to our econdmy in this state to'g certain extent.

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWSs Thank you, M_ro-Yaucho o \

SENATOR WADDINGTONé There is one member of this.committee
here today who_ié.neither a lawyer nor 1is he conversant with the
problems of warehouses. I am sure that in the greét Cbuﬁty of
Salem there isn't oﬂe of them;’ So this problem to me 1is onev
I can look at with a great deal of detachment. I wonder‘how you
»would feel about this.- and'I‘knoﬁ this was ohe of the considef—
ations taken into account in the committee —vthat at the present
time there ére_many inventories not now taxed, the local assessors
havé decided not to tax. v» y _

' MR. YAUCﬁz 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 of 12-1/2 per cent all inventories,
then wouldn't there be an area‘fof evasion through public i .-
Warehouses for not the large_manufaéturer because his volume
is too great for that, but for small‘manufactﬁrérs?

MR, YAUCH: Yes, Senator, I can see that fhere might be
an area; but .. may I point this out; There are cértain character-
istics in connection with a busines; In somé businesses, the
conditions under which they‘do business, the market that they are
in, the type of the_consumers the time of the-year when their
market coﬁes into existence, that lends itself to public ware-
housing. There are other situations where it ﬁouldn“t,pay a

manufacturer in many instances to even consider going into a
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public warehousé. The rates in a public warehouse, of éourse,
involve a charge for storage at a mohthly rate. In addition to
that, you have a charge of the trucker that brings it into the
warehouse. Then you have a handling charge when it reaches the
Waréhouse to store it and ﬁhen 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 thesé‘busineSs people who now have théir

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

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

would be because the naturél characteristics of the business are:
such that they will either leave it there or else it's in the
public warehouse, one or the other., The tax in that situation
‘I don't think would be the‘motive which would result in its going
intovthe warehouse ., |

SENATOR WADDINGTONé Well, that leads me to some very
rough mathematics which I ﬁéve been doing here. I gave a pint
of bibod ﬁesterday so I ha&e been trying to get an evaluation
of whap you term 1s thé life“s blood of tﬁis industry and it
would seem to me that we afe talking about storage of less than |
a year in most instances, éren“t we, on specific goods?

MR. YAUCH: I think genérally that is so. May-I ask
any of our warehoﬁsemen here?

SENATOR WADDINGTON: I am just trying to get ---

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 1nventory’which is. stored in‘a public warehouse‘at
10 per cent,:a tax rate of $10 you are talking in terms of a
maximum if it was stored a year, of 1 per cent of the value,_d
Is that mathematics correct9‘ And if you stored for less than a.
’year, you are talking in fractional portions of l per cent _
| MR YAUCH° I was never very good at mathematics, but
. Iﬂd go along with what you sayob | | h Z i FA
| SENATOR WADDINGTON'x I haverlearned lawyers never let ”
ivgmathematical factS'interfere‘with opinlons as a general;thingsebut'
:_ speaking now of my colleagues 1n the Senate - d | ‘t |
» “ MR YAUCH° You have gotten down to the p01nt in your
,figures where you are asking me whether 10 per cent is not R
"1 per cent. T think pro'bably that is so. o
| i SENATOR WADDINGTOI\T°: Thank youo» o
" 3 CHA’IRMAN DUMONT?: Assemblyman Farringtono o N
ASSEMBLYMAN FARRINGTON°’ Mr Yauch ‘as I understand your‘
contention w1th respect to sc called fictitious warehouses, your
i'contention is that the machinery is available to eliminate that -
i problem if it will be used by the assessorso Well now, specifical-
ly on the General Electric Case which fascinated me, the comments
you made, did I detect an implication in the language of the |
court that the decision might have been otherwise if certain |
'.investigations had been made and certain facts brought forward°
MR, YAUCH°' Yesa I don't know whether T p01nted out -
‘ I don“t think I did and I missed the boat on this - the Supreme qv“':
‘ Court did not only affirm the DiVision in sustaining the exemption,:}
_ but they sent the case back to the Divis1on to take testimony on Q“"‘
". these points that they said they should consider,:> o



. to you9

_ ASSEMBLYMAN FARRIﬁGTON° That was going to be my next
question, whether that specific case would g0 up. Have you
anything to recommend because it is fairly obvious to me ‘that
some tax assessors are not doing what they should do in many
areas - do you have anything to recommend by way of 1egis1ation
which Would-require tax assessors to do_just what»has been done
in this case? | 11 | . e
MR, YAUCH: Well I’think that that same situation -

| &exists in other flelds° 'ltamvafraid;youv¢hﬁ'f 1egiSlate

. efflciency,‘:'7:‘zk :‘,g | |
| ASSEMBLYMAN FARRINGTON° I‘as afraid you‘are‘rignt
ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS* Mr. Yauch would you furnish us ;:
‘with that statistical 1nformatlon that you sa1d that you mlght
have available to you, if.jou can? B 'F5Q

MR. YAUCH: Yeso

AssEMsLYmAN,MATTHEWS:{”Wouid that be too much of a burden

- i o S o -
" MR. YAUCH° ‘NO, nct at all. I would be glad to do it.

" ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS: Thank you. o

MR, YAUCH»' Am T excused? . o |

CHAIRMAN DUMONT° IJust one mlnutes‘please, before you
 go. Assemblyman Matthews suggested that we read into the record
| and I think" it's a good id]ea9 four telegrams which have been

.vreceived this morning, addressed to me, opposing this Senate 86

The flrst is from[Mr Lee Beaird President, Coordinating’

vCommlttee of the ‘Food Inddstries at the Port of New York. The
text of the telegram iss "We protest removal of tax exemptlon on

merchandise in storage as|our industry Which is operating at the

|:'
b
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present'time under serious hardships'and”handicaps'wouldvbeh~

materially harmed if, Senate Bill 86 were put into effect "o

The next one is from Belford Lo Seabrook Seabrook Farms

Company "We oppose Senate Bill 86 proposing remove exemption .

goods 1n public warehouses in transit because we cannot compete

in the L7 other states”v-zparenthetically, he must be leaving out :

Alaska here‘— w1th out of state frozen food manufacturers

who would not be subject to local taxes in New Jersey° | |
- The. next one is from John D Keefe, Manager, Cumberland

Warehouse Corporation*c "We oppose Senate Bill 86 proposing

remove- exemption goods in public warehouses in transit because

we cannot compete in the h? other states w1th out-of state"

frozen. food manufacturers who would not be subject to local

 taxes in New Jersey° I think that is. identical w1th the last one°

And finally from W B Clements, Manager9 Cumberland

Automobile and Truck Company, Incorporated°l'"We oppose Senate

_ Bill 86 proposing remove exemption goods in public warehouses

in transit " , R S

| Now, Mr Yauch this bill as you know,ras originally
drawn, proposed - at least the intention was; maybe it didn“tv
say 1t clearly - but the 1ntentlon was that perishable 1tems
would continue to be exempt from personal property tax, and
llkeW1se so would goods not held for resale which we intended to
mean goods that were stored more or less permanently in public .
warehouses° They also would continue to be exempt Now, let :

me ask you a question here Just for a clarification of these

.telegramS° Are frozen foods oonsidered perishable or non perishable

'items in the warehouse business°__l'~



"'representing and therefore

;_Jelimlnated then is there

P
,i;

[

ﬁE”HYAUCH" When they are 1n the warehouse, they are not A

perishable, and I think frozen foods are kept in the warehouse

'for long periods of time,l

CHAIRMAN DUMONT“'

depending on’ the crops and 80 on,

1f;v the size of the crops, and whatever it may beo N

i } -
Is the perlshable food business a

large 1tem in the publlc warehouse 1ndustry in New Jersey9

)

MR YAUCH°' It happens, Senator Dumontg that I have

bhad direct contact w1th re

vone in Newark and one in J
think most of that - I'd‘
dlrectly familiar with it
tiin Jersey City and another
| f CHAIRMAN DUMONT°
 can say like Senator Waddi

; public warehouses in the c

l:about'this, but~one of the
;and I can do this because

- ;some of these personal pro

frigerated warehouses, but I know of o

better not say because T am not

i
B

| But I know of one large warehouse
}one 1n Newark . 2 .
Nowgrgust one‘more'ouestion; and I
ngton9 I don"t believe there are any
ounty which I have the privilege of:
wI can be fairly objective9 I think

‘things that bothers me, assuming —fgb

'I believe as many of you do that

perty taxes that we have in New

'fJersey are basically unsound and costly to administer and

isperhaps should be replaced
[In v1ew of the fact that t

at the present time to do

7 this particular exemptlon
certain people who hold pe

' ownership from personal pr

or any exemption whlch ellminates
rsonal property either for storage or

bperty taxation within New Jersey?

';Is that a fair system if you are g01ng to contlnue to have

'56“

not

ersey City that are quite largee T

@— but let“s take it the other way“ N
here 1s no apparent source of revenue
any replacement of them if they were

;a good reason ﬁ1fairness to continue v
.\~

(8 L



‘these personal property taxes9

MR YAUCHa 1 think it is absolutely fairo: The purpose
of the bill originally,,of the present statute when 1t was .

considered by the Legislature, was that the Legislature recognized

at that time that the over all benefit that would come ‘as a’ result

of the exemption, namely, draw1ng warehouse business to the

stateg not only goods that are eventually sold. in New Jersey,

but goods that are exported, goods that may go out West or any ;tk
other place, by encouraging the development of warehouse businesss
would far offset the 1oss of revenue on the personal property

that might.be subJect,to tax in ‘the warehouse° It?s a question
of'evaluatihg what iéithé“beSt“fcr the s£Atéfof“New_Jersey, Now,

,‘this is not a discriminatory exemptiono There is a solid'reaSOn_t
- why the Legislature in the first instance adopted the law and

the courts have sustained the law° If it was at all discriminatory

or unfair, the courts would have struck this statute down, They

" have maintained that in the wisdom of the Legislature, they have

a right to balance the common good as against the poss1ble loss'

of some revenuea
Now, have I gone too far afield* I want to answer your'b’

question directly. Then as I said te sengtor'waddington before,

vthe‘type'Of’goodS'that reaches a publicrwarehouse-depends'on :

the characteristics of the merchandise and the characteristics
of the busines39 1tself People are not just going to. arbitrarily

because they are’going to-be subgect to a one»per cent tax,

- move merchandise into a public warehouseGA You are not going

to have an influx of business into the public warehouses that

now represents inventory in the back of the store or in back of
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the factory. v

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Well now, isn't it generally true,
however - and I am notvtrying to tie you down with genefaﬁties,
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 téx is the highest of any state in the
Nation, when you cre;te an exemption_; and’I know this one was
created a long time ago - or when you expand an existing
exemption, somebody.else has to take up therburden,that'fonmerly
was borne by'the peop1e to“whom you grant the exemption?

. MR. YAUCH: That”s;icorrect° I said before, it‘increaSes
my taxes, ) ; N '

CHATRMAN DUMONT: Right.

MR. YAUCH: But I gtill submit that whether a bﬁsiness
transaction_is.a good one or a bad one depends on the over-all
analysis of it. ? ,

| CHAIRMAN DUMONT: You may rest assured that certainly -
_every%ody on this camMittee, including those who are here'apd
thosé who aren't here, wili give fair consideration to your
viewpoints, as presentedgﬂgs we will to everybody.who'testifies
before us. _ 5 _ ' ‘

MR. YAUCH: And,aé I stated-in this memo, we would 1like
to presenf the statistics %hich I referred tovin_mj statement,
and I will send them to you. | | |

 CHAIRMAN DUMONT: All right. Any further Hquestions’?
AanQdy in the audience waﬁt to ask any quesfions Qf Mr., Yaﬁch?
Thank you, sir. |
58



Mro H. Russell Brown, representing New Jersey o
'Manufacturers Association° '

MR H RUSSELL BBOWN° I have a short statement and I

o will read it° My name is H Russell Brown I am Chairman of

the New Jersey Manufacturers Association Committee on Taxation°

| Once again the Committee on Taxation of the New Jersey
Manufacturers Association is grateful for the opportunity to
appear before this Committee to present its v1ews on the most
recent proposal to revise the assessment laws of New Jersey°
Those members of the Legislature who have been seeking out an
’equitable solution to the assessment dilemma deserve commendation

for their tireless effortser The assignment is a most difficult

- one because the consequences of any program devised undoubtedly

‘ w1ll be far reaching and therefore should provide for the most
equitable dlstrlbution of the burden among the taxpayers 1n the‘v
stateo | | |
» The plan established in the group of bills being reviewed

| lby this Committee today, 1n general, proposes to carry out the

»program suggested by the Commission on State Tax Policy as

| Alternative Number 1 contained in its Ninth Report Basically;'

‘lt parallels a similar proposal revieweiby the Senate Committee

on Revision and Amendment of Iaws last yearo The‘views of the

uNew Jersey Manufacturers Association concernlng that program ‘
were. presented to the Senate Commlttee on June 30 1958 They {
are a part of the record of proceedings of that hearing and need:
not be repeated in detail here, other than to be reaffirmed |
At the June 30 1958 hearing we. presented information"

from industry which indicated that the suggested ratios of

Y
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vho and 10 per cent on machinery and equlpment and bu51ness "7'

vinventories, respectively,‘were excess:.ve° This applles asrr

;'well now to the 50 and 12 1/2 per cent ratios contalned in

'stenate and Assembly Bills 81 To the best of our knowledge9 the B

b data presented prev1ously to this Commlttee remain valid9 and

!

'have been substantlated further in correspondence and during

;'personal contact w1th industrlal establishments whlch d1d not

. r
: participate in our orlglna

l study° Other developments lend

'tsubstance also to our contention that suff101ent information is

»fhnot now available upon whi

:can realistically be based

efforts by state authoriti
[

ch ratios of uo uo 10 or so-so 12- 1/2

. Recognltion of the problem led to

es 1n the Division of Taxation to.

secure more conclus1ve comparative data upon which to base ratlos

‘and further, the Chief Executive has pointed to the need for

- more information on the im

S the tax on personal proper

v o The adoption of S
?;'the shift in the tax burde

'?ffprogress on both the state

pact of the programg,and.particularly '
tyofT : v PR

Slfand companionibills.Will continue

n to business and 1ndustry now in

and local levelso. The 50 50 12- 1/2

:.formula will transfer a substantial burden from real estate to Vd'

N »business personaltys and b

~ to replace almost one - half
- of household effects propo
“,hiveteransTl exemptions conta
'officials tend each year t

”'assessment of business per

hsiness and 1ndustry would be requlred

of the losses 1ncurred by the exemption
sed in S 84, and by the increase in
ined in SCR 23 Additionally9 local |

o place greater emphasis upon the p

sonal property as revenue needs become

'~d morevpressing,,and finallmﬁ increased revenue from the‘new levy

1
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‘high.

l

on corporate income rmposed last year made p0351b1e this year a'i}'

-balanced state budget with the claim of no new taxes,a‘

» That ‘the tax on business personalty already constitutes
a significant factor in our competitive position ‘with neighboring

states has been- underscored from time to time° Despite contentions

to the contrary, the concentration of tax 1ncreases on bus1ness
~and industry is certain to have a telling ‘effect upon the
:competitive position of 1ndustry and employment opportunities

'in our State when other factors remain relatively equal With

an. eye focused on long~range development the possibillty of

: reductions or at least an equitable reapportionment of the tax

vburden should be reviewed

As a move in that direotlon, we recommended previously

the exemption of business and farm 1nventories as well as house-'

'hold effects-from taxationo We reafflrm that position,“‘This

would eliminate the need for dealing with personal property stored sy
in public warehouses, now being con81dered in Senate Blll 86

Further, we recommend again a reappraisal of the assessment ratio

‘of<SO pervcent”on machinerybandrequipment which.we submit is too

Business inventories are recognized as a special class

of property, and are dealt with accordingly in the plan outlined

,in S 81 No one can deny that such limitations would be

preferable to the present requirement that inventories be taxed

on. the same-basis aS»real estate,_ Nevertheless, ‘the retention 1

pof inventories in the taxable base does not remove the difficulties

’in administration, nor the inequities inherent 1n the process,'”
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On that‘basis‘the,further_delay necessary to develop e much
soundef, long-range progrém could be justified.

On varlous occa81ons the Chief Executive hae stated his
preference for Alternatlve Number II of the Commlssion on State
Tax Policy, although he has not specified his choice of a |
replaoement tax since the‘corporate income tax was utilized
solely for state purposes{: New. Jersey Manufacturers Association's
program is in.substantial’agreementFWith that'recommendation,
and specifically suggeets.as a.replacementifor the tax on
business and farm 1nventoﬁies.and household goodsy a limited
sales tax, ‘ _ | _

Now, that is & short statement and I would 1like to
giVe a few off-the-cuff commentsvas~i consider it as an
.industrialistc Any intelligenteménegement or tax men is
going to lookfat,his.tax.ﬁfoblems or their tax problems in the
State of New Jersey on a total baSis° We heer a greaf deal of
vfalk about New. Jersey beiﬁg a propertyﬁtaxistate and fhe'real
crux of the problem on th@‘taxes in New Jefsey is really the
Ipersonél property tax. ,AQ we eonsider our relationship with
- other states -1 normally.ien"t like to talk asbout the I8 or
49 states that we have/bedause_we are really competing with
oureheighboringlihdustriaiieta%eso I have been saying this and
I am going to keep saying-it thét New Jersey has the dubious
distinction of being the only state of the L9 that has a cor-
_poration income tax witho@t a broad-base tax. That is an |
expehsive propesitionm One legislator has told me»thatzthe
‘hormal‘situationvfhat,a‘sﬁate getting a broad-base tax normally

gets a tax on corporate income first and then a broad-base tax
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follows alonga,'I don't go along with that suggestion_and_l,_'

think we are hﬁrting ourselves as long as we postpone a broad-

base tax.

~ As you compare the New Jersey tax situation with the

States of Pennsylvania . and New'York and one of you gentlemen

suggested including the Stété of Deiaware, I think you'will find

that our position has declined}in,therlast yeaf; I would like to

b,see_the Staté-qf New Jeréey?s positiqn‘in-dealing with industry

| substantially better itself and it would appear to me that'this.

SO}SOeiZfl/Zslés Propbsed in S 81 has some eleménts of chance in
thatﬂit is Whaﬁﬂitwbuld call an éXperiment because we waﬁt to

see how the.effe_c‘ts,tﬁr;n_‘out° Normaliy'when legislation gets on -
the'bdpks, it is quite difficult to getrit changed. In S 81, I

don?ﬁAfind anything that séys at the end of one year, for example,

- that we must Study the bad effects on business., I can't help

but_recammend that we have thé goéd‘judgment and, if it requifes '

outstanding statesmenship, that we go ahead and right now do

away with the tax on busineSs\inventories and household goddsr

'and farm goods and get a'replacement tax. And,SQ that we are'

not misquétedg we are talkihg éboUt a limited sales tax as a
replacement tax only, and do it now without a year or more of
experiment on the basis as proposed.

' CHAIRMAN DUMONT: ~Any questions of Mr. Brown? Assembly-

- man Farringtoﬁo

 ASSEMBLYMAN FARRINGTON: Mr. Brown, you have first sug-

gested that we possibly don't have a sufficient amount of

information.avéilablé to us now tO-really recommend this legislationo
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I notice”oﬁ the second page of your statement, youconclude, in
spite of that fact, that Eusiness is géing to pick up one-half
the iosses incurred by ceftain exemptions., Do you have some
information thaf is not available to us?

MR, BROWN: Yes, we do, and we'éﬁbmitted that last June.
That is on the basis that%fhe éorporations are paying about, I
think, 50 pér cent 6f the:taxo It's a little bit less, between
L0 and 50 per cent. So that that is a good solid figure; almost
one-half we are sayingo It is something in excess of 4LO. We
didvsubmit 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 ﬁbuld look at the effect of these bills.
I think that the statistics fhat we have provided were really
about as much in the way af staﬁistids as you obtained. The
Department of Taxation i fhink was hopeful of getting some
information on the new foﬁms that we are going to fill out in the
next:month or two, but thét comes'in‘a little late and I am not
so sure that the answers will be available. |

| ASSEMBIXMAN’FARRIﬁGTON: But you sﬁggest that we need

more information and ybu'have now gaid that you have given us
about the best ihfcrmaficﬁ§that is availabléa

MR° BROWN ¢ I woﬁid say that that is the responsibility
of the peoplé proposing tﬁé laws‘to get’tﬁe information to see"
what the effect is. Now, we submitted last June that there would
' be a substantial transfer«@r shift of the‘fax burden to industry
and we still submit that that is the case, I hope that we are
not in the uﬁfortunate poSition of having fo'cdme back at some

later time and saying, which we always hate to do and I hope you
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do too, T told you so." o

| ASSEMBLYMAN FARRINGTON° Now, T gather that you fesl that
the proposed legislation would result in a tremendous shift to
industry. You suggest we don't do that but you do make certain
suggestions which I thinkvwill result in a tremendous shift from

~ industry to real estate - to home owners. Is that what you are

recommending today9

MR. BROWN: Well, T can“t say that I will agree that that

is a big shift. People have the idea - maybe it is 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 collecting it So that while there would be -
a shift - as an example, I think Senator Dumont probably has the
figures there, the tax on 1nventories produoed,»I?think it was
in '57 about $51,000 @OQ¢ was it? | | |
CHAIRMAN DUMONT°, Well now, Dro Miller can check me on

.this, but I thought in “58 it was about $h5 000, OOO is that
;rlght9

MR. BROWN: About $L5,000,000. Doctor, what 1s the

vdifference between ‘that on- business inventories and that on
.household goods” I think household goods we speak of as being
'$l7 or $16 million° Do you know the difference between the

household goods and the business inventories9 ' o
.DBQ'WILLIAMvMILIER:, Well business inventorles alone

were about $31,000,000 in 1957°v I don't haVe the figures for

1958. - S o
MR. BROWN: 8o we are giving up $17,000,000 in house-

hold goods and bus1ness is paying ot present $3l OOO 000,

)
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We propose that all of those be elimingted and there would be'

some shift in the tax burdén° I would hope that the shift in_

the tax burden { and I am going to be honesf about it - would be

in favor of business aﬁd I think that is good for the long-range .
program in the State of New Jersey.

ASSEMBLYMAN’FARRINGTONz One‘more peint for clarification:
You attribute part of the shift to the suggested increase in
veterans! exempfionse NoWégthis suggested increase in the
veterans'! exemption is merqiy for tﬁe purpose of maintaining
the value ofrthe veterans“lpresenﬁ exemption becguse of the
general increase in the”rate of taxation. Now if that is so, and
I think it is so, that canft contribute to a shift 6f the burden
of taxation to industry, c%n it?

MR, BROWNS_ We don“@ have too strong feelings on this
veterans! exemption‘portioﬁf That shift is what, from $SQQ to .
$750? Whether that is the éxao% proportioh of the shift, I don't
fhink that anyone is in a pbsition to say. That one we don't have
too strong a feeling on. '1 |

ASSEMBLYMAN FARRINGTON@ The point is this: It is not
intended to result in veter?ns paying lesslfaxesg it is intended
to result in their not having to pay‘morea So éctually9 there 1is
no shift.

MR. BROWN: Well, i% it is intended.that tﬁe veterans
don't have to pay any more , : ‘Some one has to absorb $17,000,000. ‘ >
So if they do not, it_finaliy gets down to the other’taXpayerso
There is going to be a shiff under any basis and we would hope

that it would be a good shift.
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CHATRMAN DUMONT: Any other questions? Mr. Arnold,
 ;MR;‘JAMES A. ARNOLD: The only thing I was tryihg to
do was to correct the'estimétee'on“the personal property.

" CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Yes. TLet's have those accurate.

For 19579 what were. they, Mr, Arnold9

MR ARNOLD°’ Well the inventory was. between $3O and

$31 million and it was about $31 or $32 million that was on

the bu51ness property other than the inventory°

CHAIRMAN DUMONT°' Well now,’that $30 or $31 million was

for 19579 is that. correct?

MR ARNOLD° YeSo o
CHAIRMAN DUMONT°v Now, do you know what they were in 1958?
MR' ARNOLD° Well the r58 is about $31° '57 was about

.$29 ahmost $3O

CHAIRMAN DUMONT°"That‘is on inventoriesvalone? |

MRo ARNOLD° That“s right° _ |

CHAIRMAN DUMONT°' Now, what are your figures on house--
hold goods and furnishings for “57 and "589 | | |

| MR, ARNOLD° Well, they didn't change very much. They

are Just a 1itt1e short of $18 mlllion° _

CHAIRMAN_DUMONT“ Both years?

MR, ARNOLD: Yes. o

MR, BROWN: T might say on that, Senator, I think it
was in theﬂNinth Report, a_one per centvlimited sales tax would
just ebout_ex?CtiY‘ofrset'theAtax“onrthe:inVentories.cOmbined'of
business, household gbbas and ferm goode°

CHAIBMAN DUMONT: Well then you mean,'inVentories'plus

the household-perSOnaitﬁfand ferm"personalﬁy;_buﬁ you are not
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including any business maéhinéry and equipment in ﬁhat,_are you?.

MR. BROWN: No, we are not.

fCHAIRMAﬁ DUMONT: Howwmuch did that bring in last year,
Mr. Arholdg business machinery and equipment, '57 and '58¢%

~ MR. ARNOID: I don't have the numﬁers here; but it is

 approximate1y between $32 and $33 million.

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Both years?

MR, ARNOLD: It went up just about half a million
dollars, I bélieveo

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: in ?58?

MR; ARNOID: Yes; : o
- MR. BROWN: We arefnot‘asking that those be exempt.

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Senator Weddington.

SENATOR WADDINGTON@ Mr. Brown, I have a question and ]
also a comment. We have tried to check out down in our county
what these-household’exemp%ions mean in terms of the $17 million
figure that is bandied around, and we sort of conclude generally
what you have concluded thét we don't have‘enough exact
‘information on this and a number,of other factors. You are
concerned with a shift and?youAstate thefe will be a shift in
burden from the homeowner, which is thé way thevlegislator thinks
of it, to business. Some iegislators are convinced that it will
mean a shift in the opposi%e direction and this worries them a
great deal as the people‘Whé have to run for public office.,

My question to allibf 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‘thesé bills, if nothing
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' else;did We'afé justant:sure)of our'infonmation:f:Eom“canr
‘we improve ‘on the 1nformation9 o _b' - o 1
» MR BROWNo' I would say that our committee on taxation -

mould be glad to cooperate to get more informationo‘ I think |
,that on the tax form, the corporate income tax form, there wasf"
going to be included some questions - and I don't know whetherv‘
,it is going to have them on, I haven“t seen the forms yet - about
'the availabillty or“chance'bvprovide that 1nformation° ‘That;'
would still only get it from ‘the corporationso ~0ne'thing”l
can't help but worry about I think it is S 8h, it says there'
f;we are g01ng tovdobaway with the tax on household goods over a
,periOdlof'three yearsar Yet I think in S 81, my 1nterpretation‘
is that the assessors must at 1east during this three -year
Vperiod use the 12- 1/2 per cent or is it SO per cent -1 guess
'it is 50 per cent basis in assessing them during this three-'
',year period I“d llke to submit to you that that is going to

be chaos during this three yearsos Tt am talking now about the‘
tax on household goodso‘ There are 8 lot of communities in our |
state that don“t tax household goods at a11 So that if this
vthree -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 | B __’ ‘_ " | ' B
| ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS : Mr. Brown, listening to this
banter hack and forth’about_information and‘rawtdata,jbrings_
to mind that"meeting'thatrthe7jointicommittee had one:hot'
morning last August where thls program almost came to a screech—

ing halt if I might use a trite phrase, because there was a » §
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belief on behalf of some of the members of the committee that
there wasn't enough raw information and we immediately 5egan.
to expiore ways of obtaining the raw information. Ahd 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 weré going to be filed this year under the
- new corporate Income tax aﬁd we even held out olive branches of
secrecy and peace and prosperity under those returns if the
peoplevwould only go along; I remember that industry here in -
the state was in the vanguard of those who opposed it quite
volubly. And T think by reason of the fact that we found that
there would be no raw information available in the near future,
that is the reason we went;aheadn I think that we find this
business personal property tax and inventory tax is sort of
walking in the dark a littie bit bécause we have no other way to
walk. _Thereris no candle., I wouldn”t blame it on the legislators
too much, Mr. Brown. j

:MRP BROWN: Well, izwould 1ike %o say that I happen to
work fof:é‘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 estafe and one on personal property° Now,
Mr, Arnold-has submitted some figures and knowing him, I know
that they are right, as a split betﬁeen the tax on inventories
and thebfax on.méchinery and equipment. I pay our company's
taxes and they are 10 per éént of all the personal property
taxes in the City of Trenton and I don't know the splif between
ihventory and machinery and1equipment,‘ While the assessor, I

think, is charged with the responsibility of keeping a list or a
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memorandum of - thelsplit between those two taxes ; and I éuess
he gives it to the County Board - the taxpayer unless he goes and
‘asks for it, doesn“t even get 1t°v So the problem is muoh worse o
thanvany of us realize or think about in connectlonvwith this,’i
split be tween maehinery and equipmént end business inventories,'
'Now,'there may be anvansmer tovthat; but if onr eompanyvdoesnitt“
knows‘there nust be an awful lot of other companiesﬂinrthe State'
of Newaersey'thatvdon“t Know . | | |
 ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS: Well, that mey be true, Mr. Brown,
vwith respeot tooyour~tax bill But the point I Was trying to'
‘make is that thlS oommittee made a real attempt last summer to
get raw 1nformation and we found the doors closed to us.v
| MR. "BROWN: Well, that wouldn“t have been‘avallable
until next yearfanyway;;Assemblymano We have beenvfurnishing
' statistical information on our franchise tax form'ever sinoev
the billfnas'been in, Now9 Mrm Kingsley_couldvprobablyvstraighten:'\
us.out on'thato “We haveibeen supplying‘some information“on there
and Ivam‘assuming:that,the.State TangdliOy CommissiOn used some
_ofvthat Statistioal information’in'preparingfthe»Ninth_Report;v’
SENATOR. WADDINGTON: M. Brown, this is a difficult
'question; It is a tough problem, but it is one that sometlme
or other we as legislators and oonsequently we, the people, have
vto face. T am not trying to put_words in your mouth, but_I anp
oonfused:and I want‘to‘see"if'this7is a reaSOnable statement of
what\you have said. If I get your position at the mlnute, you
feel that we do not know the facts,

MR BROWN° That's correct.
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SENATOR WADDIN@TON:” You state that on page one. And,
therefore, your poéition‘is thét you are oppoéing a forﬂula which
on the basis of:the fact that we donft'know facts, ihfitSelf”:
will‘be possibly erroneous. So you are proposing that because
we don't have facts, we usé a formula which can be completely
erroheous and impose'absalés tax and spfead the return frq& a

sales tax into a situation in which we don't have enough facts

to make a decision on. This seems to me to be a strange position.

~ If you had stopped when yoﬁ:said "We don't have enough‘facts;
‘therefore I don't know" - that's the position I feel I am in at
the moment. | o _ | v

vMRo BROWN: Well, I_hope we are making a constructive
suggestion in saying that éé would'like New‘Jersey to get in a
competitive position with New York and Pennsylvania who do not ‘
have aitax on business invéhtorieso So I hppe that that is a

constructive_suggestion, Ahd I am also submitting that it will

hélp us attack this probleﬁ§ which we agree and we_kﬁow that your

committee has juSt done evérything‘possible working on this very
difficuit problem, and‘we ére,not trying to be critical. We ére
-~ saying that if we get away Erom the tax dn business inventories,
which is a constr_uctive_step9 then we can.feel our Way.along aﬁd
find out if the tax on.méchﬁnery and equipmént should be at a
different basis than the ﬁwb<that are presented, that is, SO—EO
or LL0-4O0. Now'thatbmay be a 1efthanded answer, but I think it is
a constructive suggeétion° ‘ ‘ | |
SENATOR~WADDINGTON:% It is a lefthanded problem; I know
that. | ‘ - |
CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Mﬁo Browns 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 uo—ud~10 would be. Yet you recognize over on péée two
that n¢ one can‘deny that the limitations would be preférable
to the ﬁfesent requirement that inventories be taked on the same
basis as’real.éstafeo” Now, we all recognize that under the
Switz Cése, assuming ; and lawyérs disagree on this - but aséumu
. ing that it‘ﬁ&éﬁiﬁﬁended to lay down a mandate for all municipal-
itiés in New Jersey and not just Middletown Township - and that
is wheréjthe disagreement arises - assﬁming that was so, we all
Irecognize'thatvthe»mandate applies to personal property as'well as real
prbpefty.ghd that actually effectivé January 1lst of this year
personal pfoperty under that pronoundement should have been - it
Wasﬁ’t —’but should have been assessed.at 100 per cent the same
as real pfbpertyo Now, recognizing that as you do here; do you
think that you have any better information on L0-4,0-10 than
ybu do on 50450512-1/2 or do yoﬁ think the information is weak
on both formulas and, if you do, what do you propose in place of
we o |

MR, BROWN: I don“t:say that I prefer uO—hO-10>over
50-50—12?1/2, /In fact, I really don't care too much whether it
is 10 or SOQ And I think you probably picked out 50 because you
can divide,bﬁ two and get hélfo Whethervit is Lo of 50 I really
don't care and I don't think that our committee does on that.
The 10 per cent we spbmittedﬂwas too high. The 12-1/2 we think
is too high; And I think in ouf June  30th presentation we
brought out the fact there are some industries _ and we are not
fighting tﬁe 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 shift in burden could just

be diééstrous° In“a community'that has high personal probertj
ié much less than in a community that hasn't been using the
personal property tax assessments to a gréat extent. You take

a Qommunity;»and there are sdme in our state that haven“t been
using these personal propérty taxes at all - there is going to be
é terrific shift in those communities and I thiﬁk we should be
wary of that. |

CHATRMAN DUMONT:_%All right; now you say that yoﬁ’are‘in
substahtial agreémént witﬁ the recommendation of the GoVernor,
which in turh was based uﬁon Alternative Number II of the State
" Tax Policy Cammissians‘whiéh, of courée, wés uOmuogland then thef
elimination completely ofifhe business inventbry tax>with a |
recommendation for a replacement ffom & brand new source of
revenue, a broad-base ﬁax;f Now, inasmuch as we.doan‘have that
broad-base tax for replaéément purposes9 with these amendments
that you have suggested here5 are you substantially in agreement
w1th the program outlined in these bills?

MR. BROWN: T would say that thls is a good step forward
and it is certainly, and‘we have tried to say it, a lotbbe%ter
'thén this problem that we,bould have of having 100 per cent
assessment., But we also a%e suégesting that we thinkﬁthéré'is
a better program, as we ha&e tried to outline. But this wdfk
that you have presented in S 81 cath help'buﬁ have a lot of |
good effect and whether it1can be delayed untii adequate infor-
‘mation is available, I don“t know.

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: That 1is what bothers us in view of

Th

taxes in the past; really the chance of it making much of a shift ‘



what the Supreme Court has had to say on the problém too. 1In
any event we too want to get the best and falrest program we
can and that 1s why we are all gathered here today and may have
fo be another day or two as far as fhat goes.

MR. BROWN: TIs it possible to Write in such arbill as
this, that the results must be reviewéd at the end ofia year
because'unless the Legislature or some group is forced to look:
into the results,; none of us are goiﬁg to be looking into them,
except maybe we will be down here screaming a year from now. I
would like to see some way, if that is going to pass, that the
efféct on it be investigated. ’

CHATRMAN DUMONT: Well, except that I would have to amend
byour original statement that the study should not just be with
the effects on business;, but Should be with regard to the effeéts
on everybody. v

MR. BROWN: That’s right. I agree on that. _

CHATIRMAN DUMONT: Any further questions? (No response.)

bNow, it'isbabout time to recess for 1undh, but I wanted |
to ask Mr., Wilson whether you want to go on befére lunch. We
understand you will be quick. |

MR. WILSON: I can assure you I will be quick.

vCHAIRMAN DUMONT: Russél T, Wilsoﬁ, assessor of Engiewoodg
New Jersey, and also representing the State League of Municipal-
ities heré this morning. »

MR. RUSSEL T. WILSON: My name is Russél T. Wilson,

»Tax Assessor, Englewood, New Jersey, appearing as Chairman of
the Tax Study Committee of -the New Jersey League of Municipélities,

- I want to commend the cammittee with all heartiness for
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its assiduous devotidn to the subject of taxation and I realize
how éxtremely difficult this has been. Necessarily the short
notice of this hearing, following the publication of the bills,
has prevented my ccmmitteé from reaching any conclusions with
respect to these bills., i.migh? peint out that I hope this
demonstrates our opéﬁ mindedness since we do not just choose to
reiterate the position wejhave taken hitherto.

I would respectfuily request the privilege of Submitting
a written statement to’fhé committee or appearing at some later
date if further committee:meetings are held.

If T may, I would;take the privilege of making one
~comment with réspect to t&e subject of veterans' exemptions which
has been discussed here tﬁis morning. As a man on the firing

line,. I think I can say this: I regard the veterans' exemptions

a8 an unknown quantity. I find that they are constantly appearing.’

As we assess new household}personal assessments, for example, a
new ﬁeteran appears to claim his exemption which he had not |
hitherto requested because there was no occasion for it.
I am personally regretful ﬁhat our exewmption of veterans did not
confine the benefits to residents of the State of New Jersey.
But since-it doesvnot, I séé no way that we can measure the full
impact of the veterans’ exémption either at $500 or $750 at this
time., And I would urge infthat particular.respect that we do
go slow on changing the veferans“ benefits. Thank you., If
there are any questions, Izwill be very habpy to answer them.
CHATRMAN DUMONT: Assemblyman Matthews.
~ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS:. Mr., Wilson, I thought when you

were talking about veterans' exemption;, that you were talkihg
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about raising it to the figure of $750. I think rather than
ccmment on that, I will read a letter that Senator Dumont received
and a copy of which was sent to me from the Municipal Assesgsors
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 1llth on a bill to 1nqrease the-
veterans'Lexemptioﬁ from $500 to'$750o 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 Bdard of
Taxatlon that all assessments are to be made in multiples of
$100."

MR. WILSON: I would certainly'subscribe to that, Mr,
Assemblyman. _ |

ASSEMBLYMAN'MATTHEWS:N Mr, Wilson, I hope that at our
~ next public hearing if you'dé have youf written statement ready,
you will come back and appear personally because‘We would like the
benefit of yogr advice.,

o MR, WILSON: Thank you very much, Assemblyman.

CHATIRMAN DUMONT: You agree then that any increase, if
there is to be any in the veterans' exemption, should be in
multiples 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
mﬁltiply it by odd figures. It becomes fantastic.

| CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Now; we have also heard, or I have,
from Mayor Jamés 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. Wiison,
andimaybé ﬁou can straighéen us out on it. It was suggested
by one of the wmembers of ﬁhe-Senate that we ought to éit down
with assessors generally. Now, that is pfetty difficult when
you have so many.municipaiities, 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
. Jersey Sr‘is there any_wai‘that we can actually get together with
them in, say, one meetingé |

MR. WILSON: SenaﬁOr, I would not be authorized nor would
it be possible for me to %peak for a majority or eveﬁ a substantial
segment of the assessors'of the state since I am no longer an
official of the StateiASSSCiationa I will be speaking, when T
return, on behalf of the ﬁeague of Municipalities or, more
’ specificaliy, the Tax Stﬁdy Cammitﬁée thereof? My Tax Study
Committee, however, doés,include the President of the State
Associatioﬁ9 the President of the Finance Officers Association
of the State, and one or ﬁwo other well qualified individuals.
At the moment I can't suggést how you could obtain the reaction
of a majority of the assegsors very candidly.

CHATRMAN DUMONT: ?There is no practical way of doing 1t?

MR. WILSON: I can't think of one. I see the President
of our AssociatiOn sittiné over there and maybe I could ask him
to give it some thought, Mr. Berenotto, assessor of Atlantié City.
Do you have any idea how Wé 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 it was the Senator from
Atlantic who raised this question. | v ’ _ "‘ |

‘MR. BERENOTTO° We do have a Tax Study Commlttee of our |
‘ownband we are worklng on these bills at the present tlme.

MR ‘WILSON' But we are working on these bllIS'from the
standpoint of the League of Munlclpallties essentially as
distinguished from, not separated from, but as distinguished
» precisely from the assessors' problem, I w1ll do mny best to
try to come up with a suggestion for. you, Senator.

.CHAIRMAN DUMONT: But you will be speaking on behalf of
the Tax Committee of the League, which is, of course, much broader
in that it includes ‘not only assessors, but collectors, mayors,
rcouncilmen, commissioners and so forth.

Let me ask you one ‘more questlon as an assessor: Do
you feel that we have come to the point in the administration
- of the property tax in New Jersey‘where it is desirable to hold
any exemptions that now exist at an existing level without
necessarily creating brand new exemptions 1n any category9

MR, WILSQN°' As an assessor I hold rather drastic ideas
with regard‘to exemptions.- I would personally abollsh them all.

I don't know that that is a very practical v1ewpoint to hold,
Senator. But I very candidly feel that many of the exemptions
that now exlst on our books should be abolished and I am thinking.
cvery frankly of religious exemptions° There is competition as .
be tween religious organizations now in their real estate holdings;

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: You undoubtedly realize there is a lot
of popular feeling'at‘the‘moment‘that there should‘be created,

perhaps, an exemption‘for‘older citizens; say 65 years of age
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and above, who are extremely troubled with higher and higher
property taxes 1n the state because they are trylng to get along
on fixed incomes or pensions. Would you extend your feeling in
vregard to all exemptions to that field?

MR, WILSON: We11; as I walked down here9 Sena'tory I
was considering 1ntroduclng myself also as an unofflclal |
lobbyist on behalf of taxpayers generally throughout the state.
I have developed a great deal of sympathy for the plight of
all dwelling owners ih th{s state. Actuélly téxes are becoming
almost confiscatory in mahy instances. In my town a dwelling
which has a current markeh value of $20,000 on the basis of my
official ratio would be assessed at about $6,000 and that
multiplied by our current tax rate of‘$8°h5 means that it pays
taxes of something over $§OO a jeare Now this, of course, is
not self—Sustaining in a éense if there is one school chiid inb
that house. Then it is, &f course, not self—Sustainingo But
the se taies are becoming grohibitivoly high for residential
taxpayers and I am inclined to think, personally, at least, that
I will give favorablé conéidération to an exemption for persons
of 65 or more. I could eveh be porguaded,‘while it might con-
stitute one form of classificatiou9 that there should be a
homestead exemption applying to all residential owmers.

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS° I wish you would look at Assembly
Bill 418, Mr. Wilson. | [

MR. WILSON: I shall do that, sir.

CHAIRMAN‘DUMONTE Any fufther questions? ‘(No résponseo)
Then; Mr. Wilson, you will come back at the next hearing with

your statement.
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CHAIRMAN DUMONT°' I might add it was the Senator from

Atlantic who. raised this questiono N - | b_ B
| MR BERENOTTO~ We do have.a Tax Study Committee of our B

- own and we are working on these bills at the present time,a

MR WILSON° But we are working on these bills from the' N
standpoint of the League of Munic1pa11ties essentially as
distinguished from, not separated from, but as distinguished
- precisely from the assessors"problem,h I w1ll do my best to
try to come up with a suggestion for you, Senator.'

o CHAIRMAN DU'MONT° But you will be speaking on behalf of
the Tax Committee of the League, which is, of course, much broader‘
in that it 1ncludes not only assessors, but collectors, mayors,
'councilmen, commissioners and 80 forth. -

v, Let me ask you one more question as an assessor°' Do‘

you feel that we have come to the p01nt in the admlnistration
of the property tax in New Jersey where 1t is desirable to hold ‘
‘any exemptions that now ex1st at an existing level, ‘without
'necessarily creating brand new exemptions in any category? ‘

‘MR, WILSON° As an assessor I hold rather drastic ideas o
’vwith regard to exemptions. I would personally abollsh them all
I don't know that that is a very practical viewp01nt to hold
Senator.' But I very candidly feel that many of the exemptlons
.that now ‘exist on our books should be abolished and I am thinking
very frankly of religious exemptions° There is competition as
between religious organizations now in their real estate holdings°

CHAIRMAN DUMONT' You undoubtedly realize there is a lot
"of popular feeling at the moment that there should be created

' perhaps, an exemption for older citizens, say 65 years of age,
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and abo&e,.who érevextremely troubled with higher ahd higher
property taxes in the stéﬁe because they are trying to get‘along
on fixed incomes or/pfensio'ns° Would you extend youf feeling in
regard to all exemptions to that field? |

MR . WILSON§ Well, as I walked down here, Senator, I
was considering introduciﬁg.myself'also as an unofficial _
1obbyisf on behalf of taxpayers generally throughout the state.
I have developed a éreat déalydf sympathy for the plight of
all dwelling ownérs ih thfg state. -Actually téxes are“becoming
almost confiscatory in man& instanceé, In my town a dwelling
which has a current marketévaluevof-$20,000 on the basis of my
official ratio would be asgessed-at about $6,000 and that
multiplied by our current %ax rate of‘$8°u5 means that 1t pays
taxes of something over $5§O é year, Now th139 of course, is.
not self-sustaining in}é sénse if there is one school child in
that hou;e° Then it 1s, 6% course, not self-sustaining. But
these taxes are becoming pfohibitively high for residential
taxpayers'and I am iﬁclined to think, pelff:sao:nallyj9 at least, that
I will give favorablé comsiderétion to an exemption for persons
of 65 or more. I could evén be persuaded, while it might con-
stitute oﬁe form of classificétiong that there shoﬁld be a
homestead exemption épplying'to all residential owners.

| ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS: I wish you would look at Assembly

Bi11 418, . Wilsonov‘ ‘  o | |

MR. WILSON: I shall do that, sir.

CHATRMAN DUMONT: Any further questions? (No response.)
Then, Mr. Wilson, you w111 come back at the heit hearing wiﬁh‘

your statement.
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MR. WILSON: I will.
CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Fine. Thank you very much.

At this time we will recess until 2:15 for lunch.

(Recess for Luhch.)
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AFTERNOON SESSION [

SENATOR WAYNE DUMONT(%HE CHAIRMAN):/ Before we fesume with
this afterhqon's witnéééé#, there are two questions here that
were submitted by Mr. Norﬁan'L. Ilvins of Cream Ridge;, New Jersey.
I'm going to atiempt t6 answer them but I would like for our
experts ts pay strict attention so that I don't_mess ii up.

The first one: "if yoﬁ do not have a tax on household gbodé,
us veterans will at leastyget'all'ofﬂpur exemptions. In our
;ownship we are asséssed fof household goods but get no exemption
on it as the non-veteran, regardless of the two different status."

As I understand the s}tuation in that town5h1p9 the Assessor,
according to' this gentlemén, does not grént the $100 exemption
which is supposed tofexteﬁd as an ekemption to all household
goods for‘eVerybbdy in thé iownship. ‘The veteréns, éf course,
get $500 more, which makéé a total for them of $600, uéuaily
in most municipalities. | -

No&, Dr. Miller, doesﬁﬂt the legislation require that every
owner of househoid goods ééis $100 exemption; that is, all the
non-veterans, or is that é]matter of option on the part of the
local assessor? i |

DR. MILLER: It\is'aii the same under the legisation, but
what the assessor dOés; I don't know.

CHATRMAN DUMQNT: Well, is the assessor allowed, under
the légiélétién;'not to g%ant the $100 exemption?

DR. MILLER: No. ;

 CHAIRMAN DUMONT 3 Mr,;Kingsley?: This is William Kingsley,
Director of the State Division of Taxation.
WILLIAM KINGSLEY: Tﬂe matter of the exemption to be given
- ©1-A
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3 to’veteranijor househOIahgooas wasirecently'snbmitted'to.the'f
‘Attorneyhéeneralgand he_ruied in an{opinion that-wasahanoed i

~ down Within the_past‘month‘thaththe $5001exeﬁption tofwhioh‘a
‘veteran~is'entitie&' and whiéh he'Caﬁ;offSQt}either_agéinst )
hlS personalty or his. realty, as;the‘case may’be; is inyaddition_
to the $lOO exemption to which he is entitled on household
personaity,_soxthat:a veteran’in;an appropriate case_couid getj
vw’aa$600 exemption" - vi g v | : N

- CHAIRMAN DUMONTo”' Weii'hnow,.let's take the non-veterano'

"‘Doesn't the law require that every non- veteran in a munlcipality

_get the advantage of the $100 exemption7
'» MR. KINGLSEYV That is true. K _ -
CHAIRMAN DUMONT: sd»-th’!at'if n assessor, »th’erefore’ "is not
‘»giV1ng the non veterans ﬁlOO exemption, then he 1s not complying;.
with the law : Is that correct? | v ‘ | o » " |
| MR KINGSLEY That is true. It is not optional with the
‘ assessors The law requires that every prOperty owner gets
a minimum of %100 for household property exemptiono'“ R
CHAIRJ\/IAN DUMONT:  And that should be entered, or course,
right on hlS tax bill when 1t is sent to him - | | |
MR KINGSLE¥r=' That 1s true° Usually tax billshfor house~_z
“hold personalty contain an assessed valuation for the household R
,personalty and a statement --exemption $100 and then‘thefbalance;
CHAIRMAN DUMONT : Now, the veteran,'of course, after‘he gf*
‘claims hlS $SOO exemption and takes in a certified copy of his
'vhonorable discharge, and so forth then he gets the $SOO too
Is thet rightz B
MR, KIANGSL};:Y; He gets $500 on top of the 'aioo‘, provided,
of=course,‘that heihasvnotireceived:anv_oortion of'thatV$SOOa'
on an& atﬁé}{pféperty;freéi~orgpefséﬁa1,,thache-bwns;



CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Thank you, Mr. Kingsley.

Herets another questign: "There is talk of a 20 per cent
asseéémeht on uséb%e farmgmachinery. This would be a little
rough on the young farmeréjust starting out and usiﬁg second~
hand machinéry; also on ué older farmers who don't want to
inVeétvin new méchinery,_;With that 26 per cent faise, we couid
actually be paying IOQ per cent of its real value. In our
township the little fello& is paying from 4O per cent to 100
per cent, while the big oﬁerator has from /i per cent to 10 pef
cent at the present time.' | .

I believe what the geqtleman was driVing at here is that it
wasn't clear, at leégt inéthe story'és to this 20 per cent floor
thai we placed in Sénate énd Assembly 81 FEand I want to be
checked carefully on;thisiﬁo make sure I explaig it right. When
busihess’maéhinery and eqﬁipment is depreciated for federai
ihcome tax purposes, this bill would require a 20 per cent floory
| in othef words, normatterihow much you could depreciate the
machinery and equipmeﬁi fof inbome tax purboses, you could never
get its cost - book VaiueECOst less depreciationg you could
never get its cost to the owner depreciated below a 20 per
cent floor. Then you woulg apply the 50 per cent assessment, if
it{s business machinery ané equipmentg‘to that 20 per cent floor,
which would, in the final hnalysis, make for a 10 per cent assess-
ment. Is that correctg\Drr Miller?

DR. MILLER: I think}the staﬁute implies that the tax is
10 per ceni. Actually theilo per.cenﬁ of cost is the assessed
valuation of that prbpérty;énd if it is a district where, let us
say, the tax.fate is ten dollars, it would really be one‘per cent
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’ assessed tax on its costr
r SENATQBAWADDINGTON-' One tenth of ten N
”DR’7MiLLER~ . One tenth of ten we agree is righto
CHAIRMAN DUMONT “M Kingsley, do you want to- add anything
to that? . | ' .
MR, KINGSLEY-‘-C N,sir e |
CHAIRMAN DUMONT tsohthat'what:this'man was worriediabouth
‘is that actually, no matter how long farm equipment and | :
machinery had been used it would still be assessed at 20 per
"cent, and that 1sn't right |
The next w1tness is- Mr. Henry W Peterson of the South
Jersey Port Commission. :' \ |
| MR, PETERSON - Senator Dumont and your aSSOC1at65; Iyappear
"‘here'as the Secretary-of the»South Jersey.Port_Commission;'whichr_
is an agency of the State of New Jersey.v T : |
In 1928 the Port Commission entered 1nto a contract with
the City of Camden to- bill the Camden Marine Terminals at the o

' foot of Beckett Street in Camden._ We have a five million dollar'f

"capital 1nvestment in that enterprlse and we there provide the,

‘."faCilltleS for the 1nterchange of water borne commerce and land -

v_destination

,commerce.' We are publlc warehousemen in a sense that the goods
do go 1nto the warehouses or 1n the storage yards in the case’
of lumber or. ore and then eventually move on to their final

Since the newspaper releases of the proposal to assess i
property in storage at: 12 1/2 per cent have been c1rcu1ated pf'
"throughout all the United States Chamber of Commerce members,"
and so on we have had customers withdraw their goods from

our warehouse Just because of the potentiality of this b111
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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 énticipation of Fathers! Day, in ant;cxpatlon of -
Memorial Day,‘the Fourth of July,”the World Series, Christmas,
~and so on, and,"believe you me, they have just pulled out. They
béve taken every doggohed:rezor\biade‘outvof our terﬁinala Now;
they didn\t-wait t6 see what was Qoihg to happen. |

fWe“héve ‘been workihg'for four aﬁd a'helf years with a very
large natlonal organization which requ1res for us to écéommo-
date them, the acquis1t10n of six and a half acres of land
north of Clinton Street, ;n which we will have an investment of
about $250,000, and the lease is drawn, the agreement to purchaée
from the railroad - it took us four and a half years to get the
railroad to say they would sell it, but when they were promised
$150,000 a year in freight by this potential customer, then they
agreed to sell at the valuation of the New Jersey Railroad |
Assessrng Board up the street here, and we agreed to buy. Now |
that is stymteda They say,'"Weﬁre not coming to Camden if
we'lre g01ng to have a 12- 1/2 per cent assessment on goods in
transit in storage." Now‘ that goes for othersr

We have another very,tvery 1arge customer, the iargest
'vcustomer we have, that sh1ps in from Californla via the Panama
Canél end,they are storing their product in California awaiting
the result of this S-86.l?Theyiare not going to ship it into
Camden only as they need ﬂt, and if it eomes in, of coﬁrSe it
~will go right out; we wonft”get'any storage oo that at alls
it Qiil"just mové right through iﬁto free time., Every cargo
that comes in has five deygsv free time to remove it from the
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facility without any storage eharge whatsoever. It only goes
.into stofage if it exceeds the five-day free time. So wev
are ﬁitelly intereseed'in maintaining this‘statﬁs que'on
exempting goods in transit.

CHAIRMAN.DUMONT: Then, in other words, yoquant ghe
presenf exemption as it existé in New Jersey law today continued.
You don't want eny exceppions made; |

MR, PETERSON: That is correct.

ACHAIRMAN 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 will make the bill any c1earer\or'any more palatable
in your eituatioﬁ if the bill were amended to read: "Raw
~materials, work in process, semi-finished goods and finiéhe&
gbods of maﬁufaeturers, producers and processors, held for sale
vare not held for re-sale within the meaning of this section.™

In other words, all those things, as I understand-this,
wduid continue to be exempt. |

MR, . PETERSON: We have finished products; for instance,
RCA televisions and fadios, and so on, theﬁ come in fotxgxporty
SO they wouldn't be exempt according to that amendment you
jusf read, I don't believe, _

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Well, the best way is to let the
draftsman of this, Dr. Miller, explain it to you, I think, -
~and then see whether it would make aﬁy difference to the
situation.

DR. MILLER: ~Well, I think you have explained it very
well, Senator, buf I was going to ask; if these goods are
in tfansit, in the process of export, aren't they exempt from
texetion by the Siate df New Jersey in any‘case,
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E f?we built a special facillt

‘f'*?stafety code of the United‘

*ﬂ@“other physical structure i

'uf9Now 1t may in some‘of thes

nbt“h

’f,;fjregardless of what our statute says?

MR PETERSON Well,:you are re1y1ng on the commerce clause

»71ﬁon that matter, but there

Q;fﬁﬂfcategory,‘for instance Campbell Soup products come in from :z

‘zﬁ750up Company or Seabrook

'7ﬁtfffhandling nitrate of soda s?f,%

CHAI RMAN DUMONT'
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WR. PETE RSON: v__No_;j | {

'f%ff?wouldn't in our case.=71tafli"H

;.~ -86 goes through the Pof
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are goods that don'trC'me 1n that

‘i{3HCalifornia,‘the raw product -~ tomato paste‘- and 1t comes direct

s finally dellvered to the Campbell

:rvPritchard or the_rest of the

y that meetsﬁj_‘_,eQuirement of the

‘iybut 1t
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hthelr.only revenue is from storage.‘ Theybhave‘anvlnsufficient
' channel depth to permit any deep vessels to come into Trenton M
now - they w1ll have it in five years from now - so they had to
' depend on barge transportatlon at Trenton and their only revenue‘
is from stor1ng goods in the tran31t fac111t1es, which shonld |
'really be kept fluid for incoming cargo and outgoing cargo, butd
they are loaded up, and I don't blame them - they have to live,-fl
| DR..MILLER: May L ask Mr. Peterson, 1sn't the goods you
."havevjuSt described all~goods of“a~mandfacturer, a producer,lor:
va processor? N “ e | : v:“ o » » | |

MR. PETERSON Withftheféxception'ofniumber;f'I_wouldnttr
,put lumber in that category.ov: ‘b n__ .. : J’ B

~ DR. MILLER:  You hadn't mentloned lumber. But“azl'this:
other,'lt’seems'tO'me would be in the category of those three‘,,;
wou;d';tVHQté. Nitrate of soda-- :f-_ e “‘

'_ MR.?PETERSQN;_ aWe-have tlmenite Orébfrom’Afrtca WhtCh‘comes
in to' the Camden Marine‘Termfnalsoandfisofinaily_used'jn’Bonndp_
.Brook or.Gioucester. -‘ | »I 7 | |

~ DR. ‘MILLER°.iAt the"time ittslinfthe Terminal,‘thopgh, itts
either owned by the consignee which*would be.theTchemicai.firm,'
that's the processor, or 1t's owned by the producer stit.wouid
:fall within that definition. e e _' <
| MR. PETTERSON' | Well 1 don't know whether Ivd put that in f
that deiinitlon or- notv-.it's not manufactured-‘it's a raw
:product __" f _ » | ‘

DR. MILLER: -‘Thefdefiﬁitign{;nclﬁdés raw products. Of course,
you don't have it before you, but‘it.does,i | v | | RS
o ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS Do you want me to read it agaln for
,you? | y ‘ . o S
MR PETERSON | i?es;j-
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,wete'interestedﬁinytheHwarehouseytfucking industry:ﬁtohablylﬁh?y?t
nfelt that with our statement and the remarks that I made itjf‘ |
vcovered the ground vAt 1east I hOpe they felt that way

oCHAIRMAN DUMDNT Thank you, Mr Yauch - o

tDR MILLER° YO& were a good advocate Mr; ‘Yauchv.'

CHAIRMAN DUMONT He certainly was. | 'C” ._ ‘ N

f'I will call Mr. Stuart Hartung. I might say that Mr° Hartung :

‘repnesents a group of C1tizens 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 : ‘ | ) 7‘ - o
MR STUART HARTUNG | Ilirepjres‘ent‘ the C'it}iizens“Gr‘ou'p 3 R
*would like to. make a statement for myself first. It is my “
| oplnion-that along with the pr1V1lege of Voting should go the‘
privilege of supporting in a direct way that for which we vote
and believe.l |

Now I have hereia statement to which there are 373 signersg
citizens mostly of Warren County. Thls statement sayS° "We
the undersigned taxpayers in the State of New Jersey, hereby
express our disapproval of any change in the present law
"regarding the taxing of household goods "l“ ) A |
- cHAIRMAN 'DUMONT Do ‘you want to comment further, M., Hartung?
~You may say anything you like.' : ,‘i; _ | | o
| MR. HARTUNG 1 mlght say that 1n my opinion, as "wé1~1‘- as 1n
Athe opinion.of»most of thesevpeople the household goods tax |

- cannot be'replaced for the fact that we. can charge a man three»

cents a day and he doesn't know it, " but 1f at the end of the :

- year we should send him a bill for %lo tax9 he Jumps up and down

B

’and says heis being persecuted. And when he does that he?s a

IYO -A :



’"“;good citizen, because he lsyparticular.howwhe’votes5from;thatf¥g;;

Tstandp01nt

v,{ SENATOR WADDINGTON°w'Mr. Hartung, I had a public meeting

‘g'?;down in my county with municipal offic1als and assessors and

ffythis question of the exemption of $100 on household personal

'fiproperty and the taxing oi household personal PPOPerty Was

chddiscussed very thoroughly in public meeting at our county court

"”;thouse.u And I think 'with no dissent 1t was the opinion of . ﬁ~“:”-

| *5f5;off1cial citizens;present

'“ffthink about the only thingéfiu

'“ftjere were probably 40 or 50 non-ﬁ;}fo

’it was the unanimous opinion and I

greed on in three hours that 1t

ffis Just not practical to assess household goods and collect it

'ﬂrother than from the 95 perxcent of your citizens who are already

5_¢ipayin9 on peal estate._ Thevargument that a few people raise is

”7'ﬂlffthat everybody ought t° Pa

:]f;yHe goes ahead and pays it

l';hpay a dlreCt tax bUt Oniy'pay 1t through rent and these people“f" o

"1lought to know what they"re paying Actually the opinion of our

'J_f:officials was that the household goods owner pays it anyhow.‘ He S

’efdoesn't know whether 1t's'

asla lump sum ‘

With reference;tﬂithe oost of collecting from the 5 per cent

"5;i;fwho move constantly, who»a”e trying to avoﬂd it who donlt

7+¥twant to pay the tax5

fyou might tax them five or: ten dollars

.....

y_some tax and you have p60ple who don't,f"t'

}n hlS home or on his personal property.f)'”h

Hfa year and 1t might cost you forty or fifty dollars 1n some:ygg;":”ai

)

j?ﬁinstances. even w1thout ta}ing 1t to a magﬂstrate to collect it

1

’;_;county that what is happening 1s that the assessor assesses ;}vu

f:everybody $100 and then exempts everybody $JOO ’So you have o

|

.‘5"
cy

‘1$17 ooo ooo -.we believe in our ";f;i:~;;fdjf,f



two figuresishOWind upxon both sidesﬂof&the;ledgerybut;noﬁta%;:}
"'hhelng paid or collected ' | ) e s e
o MR HARTUNG Well that might be true to ‘a certain extent'v“
rbut if we have a bO per cent valuation,iwouldn't that make ﬁff.d:*
iquite some difference 1n our household tax as well as: in f
vanother tax? I mean, we are going bO per cent valuation now,
f SENATOR WADDINGTON- i We discussed that at the same meeting,‘;
”and I'm not going to Speak for the Committee., I am telling you |
”the consideration that was glven down 1n my county, which is
};;31milar in many respects to your countym the same kind of people
iv’the same situation.~ The feeling of our assessors was that *‘;'
vunless you made them full time and therefore increased the

" cost to each municipality,»and unless 1n some instances you

)

"gave them assistance they couldn't go into a ‘house and evaluate~7

-whether or not you have a refrigerator that is ten years' oldvaf
or five years"old there 1s too much involved for what the ' »
'-munic1pa11t1es think they will get back and in their opinlon;,v’i
'“the problem only surrounds maybe f1ve to ten per cent of the |
people who are those who do not own homes and who are for »
.personal reasons, trying to avoid paying taxes by mov1ng around .
.vfrom some of our small partment houses and that kind of thing
MR. HARTUNG' Perhaps you are not familiar w1th how the
tnfederal Qovernment collects in these cases.ivﬂ : o
| SENATOR WADDINGTON: - On property,. I.»-don't know.

MR HARTUNG";TNO on income tax , Now, I have men who workl

for me and when they get dellnquent the federal man comes . |

jaround and he says "Either you take the tax out of the1r

l-.;wages and pay me by a certain time or you discharge the:

*:remployee "‘ Now, 1f we put some teeth in the law, that ist,.'

12 A



vvfﬁ3%;household goods tax pard

g giifany peOple there who are n

”5§£fi(11ke a household goods tax

"”’fgoodseﬁu15;

'Wwipossible with household ‘go
CHAIRMAN DUMONT Any

DR, MILLER°'I 1 wonder

MR HARTUNGj It's su

. effective it 13;;1;?-2;

DR MILLER°' Among th

5"such7

MR, HARTUNG ’}iYesfftp

.f;how many.;,Jﬁ7}ﬁ{4.ﬁa‘; )

DR MILLER°‘ Relative

vf they all pay the same household goods tax7

‘MR. HARTUNG-‘ 1 am no

"7.:f;8enator Dumont could 1nfor@ us better as to that

DR MILLER»“ Well

Ll - Do 1
T o 3

NS
-1

ods as well én"'
fother quest10ns7 Dr Mlller?
y°anyone who doesn't own real estate?

pposed to be.

,ivaa~-
' .i ;

ot owners of real estate homes, and

ere are some, I kndw:?

waew, wouldn't the?efbe?
) T

vl

ﬁ famlliar with that

Probably

n?t it common that everyone gets the

‘;'same assessment whether or
“_fefurniture?

MR HARTUNG°"

DR MILLER°

'?greal estate when 1t comes down to 1t?

MR HARTUNG°“ Well“fl

DR MILLER'*

MR HARTUNG«*
DR MILLER°T So that

"‘;held goods tax,vor 1f 1twm

That“s

But it is

If he owns real estate

fnot he owns a housefull of expensive

fi@hﬁ It shouldn”t be..v,;yﬁi’
[ .

but really 1s a.percentage of his

don't Just follow you:there.ffE

‘estate assesment for household
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b e
I assumqa et TR T T e

i P ;..l -
f

>re repealed the assessor wouldn?t:
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© And do

then the assessor |

lf he didn't have to pay the house-fffjtu
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’7And he pays 1n form what looks F“”ltidﬂh
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»

go through the motions of making beiieve that he has seen the
gobds, but wbuld §till have the opportunity to‘valﬁe the
real estate. o | | » \

MR, HARTUNG: What I am concerned ébbut»mostly is that
some people don't reaiiée they‘are paying taxes unléss they
have a‘direct téx bill. | . |

DR. MILLER:  Wouldn't they have the same realization from
their real estéte tax?k _ ) | »

MRD HARTUNG: FWeii, yes, but these people who don't own
real estate don't have that; they don't get a bill. Tﬁétﬂs‘
the most important.feature of this prégram in my opinion";
so that everyone gets.a‘tax bill, and if he's a good citizen
hets pays thé tax énd he votes accordingly,w

DR. MILLER:” Let me ask you another question: Wouldbyou
think, then; if\thé assessor were to go into everyone?sihouse
who is not an owner of real estate, he can actualiy eiamine
everything he owns, all his jewelry and personal éffects,

and furniture, and make a listing of‘it and then value it for

taxatioﬂ?

MR. HARTUNG: I don't know that it's so important how it's

done, but so long as he gets a tax bill, he's a conscientious

| taxpayer and considers how his money is béiﬁg 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 follow you just ‘at that point,

~but so long as he gets a tax bill, he is an interested citizen

I might say. . v
SENATOR WADDINGTON:  Well, Mr. Hartung, I am sure that
from the discussions this Committee had laSt summer on this

1A
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?I

particular‘subject
“that the question is of pr
dinstance I think we might
;this thing is practical

: assessorsrhaving~levels oi

- he would Just a351gn a level.

\ had a refrigerator and a s
;assessment value, or he co
"again the practical consid
for one leaned your way at
'i,meeting down in our court
municipal offlcials were J
;the thing isn*t practical
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fellows had much better kno
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MR. HARTUNG: l’still
tdirect tax |
SENATOR WADDINGTON
| ment”that the Manufacturer
"idifferent wayap“They_mant
’otax too.,_ ! ‘ »m.
- MR HARTUNG'v itvs’é d
‘ pay 1t so slow, so many pe
" are paying taxﬁ that's my
SENATOR WADDINGTON
 CHAIRMAN DUMONT:-h’Whi
| hidden’tax;}Mr;'Hartungt‘

'MR. HARTUNG: Well

avWe agree with that princ1p1e

all of us ‘are in agreement with the premise

actlcality. This is where,’in this

not completely hgree with~you that
We did considerlsuch things as
household prOperty assessments and
If you had five rooms and you n
tove he would assign this at a $300
uld tie it to revd.ue the house, but
erations that our assessors - and 1
one- time until I held this public .
- the assessors and the‘

=]
ust so completely in agreement that

house

o

rl think all of us on. the Committee
practical considerations which those

owledge of than did we '
thought. :.' {
contend that everyone should pay a

: |

Well, youlre giving the same argu~ o
s Association does in a liﬂtle

Now,
. i

a sales tax,: thlS‘iS a‘direct

: I mean they

irect hidden tax
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theory g

ch one do you mean 1s a direct

a sales tax 1sn't a hidden tax but
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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 yeér and immediately they ére,interested in their
tax problem. ( _ _

CHAIRMAN DUMONT:  Well, aéxl told you and the other folké
- when I had an obpoftunity‘to diséuss,tﬁis.wiﬁh you about three
weeks ago, this is something that you can érgue both ways on.
There's no questiohbabout it, theref's merit to both sides. vAs
a matter of faét, as a result df soﬁe of us coﬁing»back at the
last Commitiee meeting with the thoughf-thét there is merit on
your side of thévargument-- ihai’Was Oné'of the reasons why the
'bill which originally provided for a complete elimihationvin
one yeér was worked out to eliminéie it éver three yearé -~ one-
third.each year, rather fhah one yeér,‘énd I realize ﬁhe end
result would be the same, but, as Sénator Waddington has told
you, the majority of this Coﬁmitteeb--and bear in mind these
bills are no£ as fhe result of any 6ne persoﬁ's effort but
of the whole Committee's effort fromvthh pariies in both
Houses - the feeling haé been in most municipalities in New
Jersey that this tax is not particularly sound nor is it
particularl&_inexpénsive to collect. In many cases it cdsts
more to collect it than the muﬁiéipalities Would get out of
it. Now I don't have the figures as to how many municipalities
don'l even collectvit at all,vbut theré are a substantial
number of them today that don't bother with it at all. All
12 of the muhicipalities in Hﬁdson County, I am infofmed,
don't collect it. Is that right; Doctor? |

DR. MILLER: I believe so. ,

’CHAIRI\/LAN DUMONT:  Are there many othefé_, too, that don't
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collect 1t?

DR. MILLER: Yes.

| CHAIRMAN DUMONT? " Do
'DR MILLER 1 haven't
'fCHAIRMAN DUMONT- Bﬁt
tI am not trying to say the
MR HARTUNG | Isn ot
‘community 1nstead of thefs
State is putting itself 1n
'-munlty is the d1rect recip
v rlght7 \ | .
CHALRMAN DUMONT: 'j;lha
MR, HARTUNG: In othe
community that does a good
| CHALRUAN DUMONT: 'Iﬁé
ment1oning that day,likige

most,lﬂCome,out of'thislki

you'know”offhand}hQWSmany'there are?

any idea.-

there is still merit to your argument. o

re isn't. ( B

his a matter of each individual
tate? I mean don't you think the
where it has no'concern? The comf/
1ent of this,_not the State- amhI o
trs right nfij fﬁ

r words, you?re going to penallze the

JOb I think Trenton is one of them

nton is the one |as I remember

nerally reputed at least to get the_fr"

nd of tax as any munic1pm.1ty in the o

 State. -But.;‘donttvknow:iust how large thelr administratlon isv

’1n,regafd.tb this,'”And;'as Senator Waddlngton pointed out to

f»you, you'haﬁe,got-to'reali
;rright if the proper value
w'instead of a flat assessme
‘imuch you own in a partlcul

have to have a full tlme a
:‘would have to pay hlm a wh
today for hlS work and yo
in order for 1t to be done

Now.you:dO.have that,p

ze that in order to do th1s JOb

were assessed to household goods»h .
nt, regardless of how 1ittle or how

ar household you would certainly
ssessor in Harmony Townshlp and you ?
ole lot more money than he is gettlng ‘
u might even have to add to his staff
‘properly and give him some a331stance

roblem 1n connectlon with this tax.
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MR. HARTUNG:  That's a problem of our own township or 
community in which we liﬁeo |

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Well, I grant you that, but in any rural
county in New Jersey I have seen very few full-time assessors,.
and in most cases - I imagine it's the same way in your town-
ship as it is in Phlllipsburg - everybody if they own ten
dollars or ten thousand dollars worth of furniture, they get
assessed exactly the same amount for personallproperty. It
- makes no difference., And that's where the administration of
it bogs down. |

There is merit to your argumeht,' There is élso merit to
the other side. And this bill, in an effort to eliminate it
by degrees father than all at once, puts it on'thIS'ﬁhree-year
eliminatioh basis.

We are mighty glad to hear from you and to have your.
thoughts here today.

I think Assemblyman Matthews has some questions.

ASSEMBLYMAN MATfHEws: 1 have no questions.

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: (A@dressing gentleman\in the audience)

Will you give your name, please?

MR. GRISWALD HOLMAN: My name is Griswald Holman,
Rutherford, New Jersey. I would like to ask the gentleman
whether or not he made any analysis of the collection of tle
taxes that were assessed to those people who did not own
property - did not own real estate.

'MR. HARTUNG: No, I didn't, but I feel that is a matter
for our own townshlp or our own municipality. If'they don't
'do a good job, we as citizens have an opportunity to do some-
thing about it in our own a;mmunity, |

J
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MR, HOLMAN:  Might I then comment on that: In an investi-
‘gation that 1 made s ome years ago as to the question of the
personal property tax in a case where the bill was not on the

real estate bill, I found in our munlcipallty that a very well=-

- known Federal Judge did not pay his taxes on personal property,
I
two - of the top physicians, our own borough attorney, and many
‘other people who did not ﬁove, who had been residents of long

_ B

_ stahding ahd year efter:yeer did'net‘pay personal proberty tax.
- When I thfeatened’to;puhllﬁlthetvlist; they paid it. ‘

MR, HAR?UNG“* You see' we can do’ an effectlve job in our .
own oommuhity, but it's pretty hard to do an effective Jjob
‘throughout the State when the legislators leglslate agalnst it.

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS;L; Mr. Hartung, 1t's very easy to say

~ that in one or two or mayhe 100 communities in the State

~ household property tax is effectively collected, but the fact
 remains that out of the four public hearings that we held last
hsummer, the ovehwhelming hadorlty of assessors and peoplevwho
‘testified for us were against‘the householg pefsonal property'
tax'beoauée’of the cost of’collection. The fact remains that
in many mﬁhlcipalities the:household prope}ty tax is losing
' money to the muhlcioellty; Now the’househhld property tax 1aW
vas'lt reads_hight now tequires all municipalities to collect

‘ it.' Now, either we fe@uire all of we tell;all to abdllsh it.
It isn't a'questioh ofballowlng onevmunicipality to something‘
end'ahothersmunieipality to do something else - it agaln

revolves back to. thexqueStion of equality And that's the

reason why we have taken the approach we have° As Senator
Dumont says, there are arguments on both S1des on this valid
argumehts. The overwhelming maJority of people who have come
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to us'hAve.béeﬁ againSt-the.tan;uQThat*sthereaSOn Whyawe=take’
.the position that we have.:d ‘. .vg ‘} | , .v | ‘
MR. HARTUNG - Do you say it is required that they collect,j
taxes now? R f SRIRE | 5 ‘ |
_ASSENBLYMAN MATTHEWS: _hThatgs'righ{;
MRo-HARTUNGs © But theyvarentt'oollected;f
jASSEMBLYMAN'MATTHEWS: | Thétiégright;* | |
 SENATOR WADDiNGTQNs, 'rnéypa}é required to assess personal
.hhousehold effects° o ';. | C | i, _ B
ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS° That's r{ght;"'rhelaSSéésof‘has to
uassess.e S S hb,‘d C. s ‘_ ; oL "”'
| SENATOR WADDINGTON | As:it4hasfbeenbpointed out' the
vassessor Wlll assess all household goods at $IOO and at the}h'
 same time give $IOO exemption, so there 1s no tax involved
That?s a practlcal way of avoiding it°-v,:-‘ }
‘THE CHAIRMANr | ThlS, like the other problems, has noveasy’hV:'
soiutiony and there?is no. question but what there is merit'toe
'your argument and there is also merit to the argument on the’
1other side.v 1 don't know what the ultimate result w111 be, but C’
:we certalnly appreciate your thoughts on 1t Ifﬂyou want to“
'_leave that petit1on here; we will be glad to have the names o
added to the record whatever you would llke to do, , | B
MR; HARTUNG; Iywould lrke to’leave'lt;b: dq’
 CHAIRMAN DUNONT: fvery'godd.’ Thank you. |
1 will“cail Robert Hoser,vrepresenting, I think,rtheh
Warren County Board of Agrlculture.glgg | S ghf' .‘
MR HOSER° Thank you, Senator Dumont and your Committee
:for g1V1ng me the pr1V1lege of belng here this afternoon tor
talk before you My name is Robert Hoser and I am here}
‘representing the Warren County Board of Agriculture» wh1ch
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in turn repreéénts about L50 farm families in Warren County.
They have had a petition drawn up by their 1eglslative
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 read to you at this time:

"WHEREAS, The' municipalltles of New Jersey are
growing; and

"WHEREAS, There ié an additional need for tax
revenues, particularly for school support; and

"WHEREAS, Real estate property owners are carrylng
a dlsproportionate share of the tax load;

"BE IT RESOLVED, That we, The Warren County Board
of Agriculture, oppose the abolishment of the house-
hold goods tax law; and S
"BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED,,That a copy of this
resolution be sent to our Governor, Senator and
Assemblyman of the State of New Jersey and also that
it be presented on Wednesday, February 1l1th, at the
State Hearing "
That is signed by the Legislative Committee of the Warren
County Board of Agriculture,
CHAI RMAN MATTHEWS& Do you want to make any more comments
about it, because' you may say whatever you would like.
MR. HOSER: The citizéns up there and the County Board
i : C
felt that in view of the fact that there is no immediate tax -
taking the place of this household goods tax law, we should
»contlnue with the household goods. tax law at the present time,
due to the fact that it amounts to, as I hear, around seventeen
million dollars. Most of;thzs money comes back to the munici-
palities which supports a@lot of our schools and we know they
. I .
need a lot of money to go on.
CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Well, the fact that there is no
immediate replacement avaﬂlable is another reason why this

bill was drafﬁed over three yeafs elimination instead of one
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year, and thatvwas_one of ‘the reéson;_why the Commission did that.
‘This, égain, is a problqmu of coursé, pérsonélly I_am_;pclined
to think that it would be fair to replacevbefore ypu‘véliminate
this ér any of the othefs.v As you know,.wé wak by‘a majority
basis, as every othér bfgaﬁizatidn dbes, ahdbthe feeling of

the majority of the Committee is to the effect, as I recall it,
'théi this is a tax which could be ébsorbed even if it were not
replaced; that is, it could be ébsorbéd locally by other forms
of propefty tax as they exist today, and the thought that you
expressed there resulted in the three-year elimination by
one~-third a yeaf instead of all in one year,

MR. HOSER; I didn't mention that but I realize that that's
the way you mean‘to do it, but you must héve some idea that it
meané something when you drop it all in one year and‘thatfs why
you'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't the
information théf Trentdn 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 égain, ali I can tell you is that
there is merit in what you say. There is no question about it,

'SENATOR WADDINGTON: ~ Excuse me a minute. May I direct a
question to the experts? This $17,000,000 - I still wonder
about it. Does the $17,000,000 stand indepehdent of the $100
exemptions? | o

DR. MILLER: Yes. , |

SENATOR WADDINGTON: So that if you take every homeowner
in the State and multiply him by $1oo,lyou would have to deduct

oo .



that from the $17,000,000, and that is the net figure that you
are really talking about, which is the concern of the Board of
Agriculture. It isnit the'$i7,ooo,000.' It's the net, the
taxes paid. : . |
DR. MILLER: Well, I don't know how much is received in
Warren Couniy. We will get fﬁe figufe; The total\vaiue of
pe rsonal pfoperty,ih Warren County as a whole is $11,234,000
2 year ago. How much of that is household goods, we don?t'have
‘here but we can get it very easiiy, | | |
© SENATOR WADDINGTON:  But ageinst.the household goods
portion of this, you haveéto*deduct for all practical purposes
$100 exemption\for cach femily.‘ =
DR. MILLER:  Well, this figure is the net figure of the
amount of tax raised, not the assessed value, but the amount of
taxwraised throughout the?entire State, regardless of where
it's reised.or_from whom,j So you don?t‘have to worry about
the ekemptiono | :. - ;ﬁ
SENAIOR WADDINGTQN: ;.Well, this includes, then, indusirial
inventories. o | i | ‘_ »
DR. MILLER: No, just household goods. It was fifteen
and a half million in 195%, and I assume you are using
seventeen million as an estimate of what it is this year.
- CHAIRMAN DUMONT: This final table of equalized valuations
for 1958, published by the Department of the Treasury, shows
the . agoregate assessed valuation of real property in Warren
County to be almost fifty million dollars. Ihat's real
“property, We have the assessed valuation of all personal
property = $11,346, SOS.foE the 23 muhicipalities. That
figure of $11,346, OOO howevery would include all business
machinery and equipment ard all business inventories, in
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addition to household goods, so unless it were broken down in
three ways it's almost impossible -

Have you got it there, Dr. Miller, what)the household ‘goods
() S . ?

DR.‘MILLER: This is the amount of'tax - -

CHAIRMAN DUMONT:  Mr. Kingsley?

MR. KINGSLEY: $ly, 661,000 for fhe.tax,JWarrenNEBﬁnty,?but‘
from that you would héve‘to deduct $1,6Ll,000 exemptions,_for“a
net of $3,500,000. | - "

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Wéll,vthe assessed Qéﬁuatipn,‘then,'of the
household goods in‘the county, the whole County,;is threé‘hnd a
half million; is-that right? | T )

MR. KINGSLEY: Three and a half million, that's right,
for the assessed valuation. That is a gross of %A;ééu,QOO
and‘then the exemptions,"those_ﬁloO eXempti?ns, égainst it
would aggregate. $1, 60l ;000, for a net of thrée million five
which is taxablepv | | ) :

'  CHAIRMAN DUMONT: ‘At wﬁétever the average tax rate is.
'MRo KINGSLEY: Of course, the rate would then vary in
the different municipalities. _

'DR. MILLER: I have the amount in dollars.

'CHAIRMAN.DUMONT: The amount thai was actuaily raised,
do you mean? Do you have that? | |

DR. MILLER: ~ Yes. The total tax raised in the county in
1958 was $5,1.37,000. Household personal property produced
$28l,000. f | -

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: So the amount collected i househol'd
personal property tax actually collected wé§b$28u,OQQ in the
whole couhty in 1958 is tha£ right?i | |
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DR MILLER;: Yes, out of a total tax levy of five mllllon

four hundred thousand. B
SENATOR WADDINGTON: §That«s five per cent.
CHAIRMAN DUMONT° Any other questions of Mr. Hoser?
Thank you very much, Bob,
I will call Mru Glbert Hartung, representlng the Rocksbu;gh
‘>Grange It seems we are constltuting a monopoly ‘here today.

MR. GILBERT HARTUNG: = Well, it would seem that way, but

some of us are real taxpayers as well as real estate holders.

'I was Just informed last night that our taxes will go up

a quarter-— L |
'CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Thés is in Harmony Téwnship?’

‘lMR HARTUNG° Harmony Townshlp, Warren County. So my
taxes next year will be $10 for every Workﬁng day of the
‘year = %3 000 on my farm, 1 

CHAIRMAN:  That's on ‘real property and personal both.
Right? $3,000. | | |
MR. HARTUNG: Yes, sir. That's(ﬁp a qaarter, yes.

So we are a little concerned about this. v T
CHAIRMAN DUMONT: I can see how you might be,
MR. HARTUNG: This is a resolution adopted by the
Rocksburgh Grange. 1 don't have the date on it'but it was
adopted last Wednesday'night:

"WHEREAS, New Jersey is seeking a broad base tax,
and | ‘

"WHEREAS, Each and every family in New Jersey is
assessable and taxable under the present tax on
household goods; and

. "WHEREAS, It is of no direct concern of the State
of New Jersey but is a matter of each municipal
governing body to deC1de°
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"BE IT RESOLVED ‘that Rocksburgh Grange strongly.
protest any change in the present law regardlng the
taxing of household goods; and L

"BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of thig,
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.

It is 51gned by the Commlttee.'

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 of f untll there is a broad base tax
of some kind to relieve real estatet I am reminded a l;ttle bit
of being wards of the State. If we have a state tax, a broad
base tax, we will almost‘be in effect wards of the State
because they will be gettlng all thelr money from the State
rather than from local taxes and kept there. '

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Well, you are still going to have the
real pfopefty taxvand the one on bﬁsiness:maehinery and'equipmentp
at least; | | |

MR. HARTUNG: That'$ what worries me. I don't care about
a double tax. .

CHALRMAN DUMONT:  How do you mean that? |

MR.’HARTUNG° | Well for 1nstance if we have a %Sales tax
on top of our present real estate tax, we're almost in effect
taxed once and a ‘half what 1t would be aththe present time.

It would seem that way to me,

CHAIRMAN DUMONT:  How would you propose to get relief
'frem,the real pfoperty tax? | : 7

MR. FHARTUNG‘: Either by probably a dedicated tax which
would require an amendment to the'Constitution or something

iike that.
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‘ i_f' S SR o
CHAIRMAN DUMONT ‘ Well, do you mean out of the present

‘sources of revenue or out‘of a new source of revenue?

' MR HARTUNG-* Out of'a new souroe, albroadvbase.salesv

R

'i\tax,

CHAIRMAN DUMDNT We*l, then, I take‘it you are in
'favor of a broad base taxl;_' : | |
" MR. HARTUNG: Yes. | RIS |
ﬂ“CHAIRMAN~DUMONT° ' But you also want to be sure that you

R afe,going to get some real prOperty relief out of it is that it?

MR, HARTUNG: That'sthe idea.--' .

| ‘fCHAIRMAN DUMONT t Do you want to leaue that resolution to

‘ get'into the record? 3 f TR TR ' “

MR, HARTUNG: | Yes{l"f [ o
| CHAIRMAN DUMONTe_.;Tnankfyéu;fjAﬁyfctnerfqueéticnsfdf .

_}Mr,‘Hartung? R o L'%_ _ _ni ,ii : S

| lerR MILLER°- This is not a question but there have been-

F

‘;a lot of questions about the amount of tax raised and where..

~Anyone who would like to have the figureswcan find an article

3—by Mr.‘James A. Arnoid who is here, in the November 1958

o_issue of the New Jersey Municipalities, a magazine published

'“by the League of Munioipalities._ All the taxes are set

. forth there and the calculations in full,§ Incidentally the

'“figure for Mercer County, which we used before, is shown by

/

';that compilation not to be correct. In Mercerthe total amount ’

:airaised from household goods in. all‘municipalities was $696 OOO,

l'according to Mr. Arnold?s calculation, which represented 2 3

' per cent of the total tax raised in the county from property

i

ASSEMBLYMAN FARRINGTO‘joﬂ Doctor, can you give me those

‘figures for Trenton? S
- 27-A
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DR. MILLER: They are not in this particular place.
Are they, Jim? .

MR, ARNOLb: . 1 believe they are.

DR. MILLER: Well, here they are: they have them for
Trenton also, if you want them. 1 don't know why 1 should
read them, he wrote them. In Trenton;wthe total amoﬁntr
repbfted to have been raised from household goods is $275,000
in 1958, out of a total tax levy of fifteen million odd.

CHAI RMAN DUMONT: Well, then, the figqubes we have been
'hearing from Trenton aren’t right then. This $27;,OOO was .
'actually collected in household goods tax?

DR. MILLER: In 1958. That is the amount assessed; we
don't have collections.

CHAIRMAN DUMONT:  Oh, I séee So you don't know what the
total amount of the collection was? o M

DR, MILLER: The colléctidn»wéuldvbe“éomewhat less than
that; we WOuld-expecto

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: All right. Mr. Lew Bangman, Moravian
Grahge;

MR. BANGMAN: I am Lew Bangman and I am a member of the
Moravian Grang No. 187, Hope, New Jersey, and i live in White
Townshipo I would like to reéd this resolution that” we
adopted: |

"RESOLVED:

, "WHEREAS, New Jersey is seeklng a broad base
tax, and

"WHEREAS, Every family in New Jersey is assessable
and taxable under the present tax on household goods,
and

"WHEREAS, The State of New Jersey has no direct
Jurlsdlction over this matter, since it is the
responsibility of each mun101pa1 governing body to
decides and
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r "WHEREAS Moravian Grange #187 at its regular =
" meeting held February 5, 1959 at Hope, N. J.,. ’
emphatically and unanimously opposed any change in.
the present’ law regarding the taxing of household '
good5°h ‘ , _

L “"BE IT RESCLVED , _ _ _
- be sent to our Governor, Senate - and Assembly repre-n
~ sentatives of the State of New Jersey and also that
 a copy be presented at the public meeting to be held
in Trenton, New Jersey, Wednesday, February 11, 1959_9

[ Sl

| CHAIRMAN DUMONT‘rf Now,,Mr,»Bangman, do you wantito;make any
:f'additional comments? "‘ v :‘ s ‘ ; :'""‘ :, B
| MR BANGMAN .,GNQ;{Ifdon't have any Speclal eomments,
CHAIRMAN DUMONT “éuéfyou want that to be included in‘h
the record. '»j Ll i E e
MR BANGMAN Yes. ,{?__-_, L T e
| CHAIRMAN DUMONT f Now, is the feeling expressed then, byf*='
j”your Grange, 1lke that of M Hartung 1n the Rocksburgh Grange?

Do you favor a broad based tax or. not?

~ MR. BANGMAN I favolabroadbase tax," B R S Y
‘ ';CHAIRMAN DUMONT T"get some relief for property owners? _}: S
MR. BANGMAN" Yes,;tofget some relief from real estate tax.-hv‘
CHAIRMAN DUMONT- t.Ant is this resolution baSed on' the :

?lfact that you feel that the household goods tax ought to be

vreplacedvif»it werevto.be eliminated or that it should not be

".ellminated at a117 =vf'ff7?

l;» 7:};. .' G"?éif“ R

MR, BANGMANo. If it is eliminated it should be' replaced o
h,:”by something, otherw1se 14 would go back to the real estate'»v
| ',tax. That's what we're aﬁraid of.; |

CHAIRMAN DUMONT°- So|the Moravian Grange has the same

5?.attitude as the Rocksburgh Grange., o | .
MR° BANGMAN°ﬁ Just about exactly the same, yes, sir.

CHAIRMAN DUMONT°_[ Well, there would be a questionofa e

“'vl,shift.- you're rlght - to real prOperty, except that certainly _—
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vy

in those municipalitie$ where there is industry, a 1érge”portion
of it, as you heard expreséed this morniﬁgg would no dou§t £éve
to be absorbed on business persohaity 65 Well as.réal'pf§§értyo

Any questions of Mr. Bangman?”v |

Thank you Vefy much, ;

Mr. H. Arthur Race.

MR, RACE: . Senator Dumont, gentlemen and ladiess By this
particularbmeSSégé hérey I represent the White Township governihg
body, the Township Committee, and at their\regular meeting on
Februafy 6, they paSSed a resolution disapproving of the pfoposed
chéngé in the pfesent law regarding fhe téxing of houséhold goads.
I do not believe that they are in love with this particular tax,
but I feel it should not be removed without som@thiné to take
its ﬁléce.

I also am»é fabmefﬂ a tax collector with 19 years experience,
and a member of a school beard for over 20 years and, if it?é,
permissiblé, I would like to make some observatians a3 they
would appear to such én individual. 1In the firstvplhceg it seems
to me that.odr citiéeﬁs @ust have a cbnsciousness of paying tax
or they will ask for iuxufiés which they and we cannot affdrdo
Eliminating,this_tax would be a step in the‘wrong direction
unless there is some means of equitable taiing which would
take its place. There have‘been various questidns raised here
as to collections énd asseésments, énd I have been listening to
them and it seems to me that they add up tc some failures in
regard to assessmentég and some failures inﬁrégard to
colleétionso In some cases the laws might be iﬁpfaved to make

f
collections easier,
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It also appears that certain municipalities; by their own
volition, have decided t@idiscontinue this household gdqu
tax. If they have the privilége of doing so, why should we
pass a.State law to elimi&ate it when, by their own wvolition,
if they choése to consider it inéquitable or undesirable they
can dd it themselves. ‘
- I belleve that"s all f‘haveg unless there are some questions.
_”éHAIRMAN DUMONT: Mr. Race, as a Tax Collector, what has been
your experience in thenad@inistration of this household goods
tax? Do you}feel that itfs’a sound tax? or db you feel'itfg
expensive t@ collect? ! |
- MR. RACE: I feel thaﬁ it is inédequate in properly
distributing the tax load; that more tax should be obtained
from some @f these individuals who,:by'routime or other‘wasg
pay on a very small evalu@timn of a hundred dollars, as you
npe@plé suggest is often tﬁé case. In our own particular
municipality this ié‘not éxactly true, It is graduated
according to a greater vaﬁiation than that, that is, some pay
on considerably m@re‘thangthis hundred dollars. 1 think if
the fegulationﬁ concerninq mmving ﬁermitg were a littlévmwre.-
easily enforced, it_could%éll be callectédo ‘ ‘
| CHAIRMAN DUMONT: What have you been doing in your township?
do you assess each pr@perﬁy owner exactly the'game amount on
househéid goods? I know f@u"re no£ thé aséeséor but is that
the way it's done in White Township?
MR. RACE: No. ‘
CHAIRMAN DUMONT 3 Yauvary 1t according to what they

actually own or the assessor thinks they own?
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‘,be improved greatly in that respeoto

CHAIRMAN DUMONTQ ‘Do you want to leave thatlf’}~vjf'
7'resolution to be entened in the record? R :
- MR° RACE«& Yes, 1 dooi" |

CHAIRMAN DUMONT@’ Any other questions?

Well, to“éomeiéxtéﬁtaj I think it could - =

If this tax were to be eliminated, you are in favor g'_-i~fa

-7'of replacing it with‘a broad base tax first, is that correct7
| MR RACE° Yes, But at the same time, like some e
-'others9 l want to be‘assured that the real property owners

| are going to get some relief out of it

CHAIRMAN DUMONT ¢ Righto: Thank you very much,i I»Ap;.,

_prec1ate all five of you gentlemen coming in° It makes me fee1j.fQ"““

less lonely here, as a matter of faoto. Thank youog"'ﬁg

(Following is the resolution submitted by Mr° Race)

U imata regular meeting of the Township Committee of %;“’

- “the Township of White, County of Warren, State of

“" New Jersey held February 6 1959 the following '
lrjresolution was adopted°”‘4v o

 RESOLVED:That the Township. Committee of the. Township

of White ‘hereby expresses disapproval of  the proposed_?.? -

rfﬁchange ‘in the present Law regarding the taxing of
~¢household goods° ;1‘, ST . Rt

;5 i;CHAIRMAN DUMONT°f Now, the New Jersey Taxpayers

fAssociation asked that their witness be put on at about 3 300_;; ,:“

Is he here now7 Mro William B Levet from the New Jersey
*nTaxpayers Association7{?3*i¥“h:lw il‘ ,f: Rq‘ -
| MR, WILLIAM B. LEVETe? Mro Chalrman and members of‘
the Committee,.my name is William B Leveto» I represent the
New Jersey Taxpayers Association, of which I am a member of thejA

.COmmittee on MuniC1palitiesoﬁfi L



‘l‘he bills before you relate to issues whioh have been disoussed in the Legis- .

lature, in the publio press and elsewhere for the past several years. To» various of

‘these issues, our Assooiation he.s given extended study and its oonolusions oonoerning o |

: j'them have been oomnunioated to the members of the Legislature and your oonunittee and

fgiven w::.de publicity in printed statements. Therefore, muoh of what I present will be '

oA restatement of polioy arrived at over & period of years. L e | Ly

I

In the follomng statement [are the Assooiation' 8 eonolusions w:.th res peot to o

“the bills under oonsideration insof‘ar a8 their provis ions relate to the whole body of .
vNew Jersey taxpayers. v These oonolusions are presented m the numerioal order of the

' 'bills exoept that disoussion of Senate Bill’ 8l -will be presented last. :

Senate Bill 82-- For a number of years, many New Jersey taxpayers have been

‘ :stymied in their efforts to obtain ta'x relief in disorimine.tion appeals beoause of the

abs ence of statutes providing for (1) a relatively simple and praotical appeals pro-

oedure, and (2) reoognition of the oommon 1eve1 of assessment in the munioipality a8

a base from which to measure disorimination. Senate Bill 82 is designed to aooomplish

- these purposes and is- therefore a desirable bill. E‘naotmont of.‘ suoh 1egislation is

long overdue. o

N

- Senato Bill 84 — Household goods being peouliarly diffieult to :anentory
d assess > the household goods tax 1s in gross disrepute because of the inherent |

l_impraotioality of making realistio assessments. Some mun:n.cipe.l;pc:,_e8 diaregard ‘

~v-ierrt:|.rely the legal requirement to assess household goods. Thus the purpose of Senate :

- Bill 84 - t0 e.bolish this tax - -is a worthy one. However 0 sinoo no speoifio
replaoemont is provided under tho proposed bills the to.x inoome whioh this tax »
produoes would autmatioally be addcd to the remaining, property tax struoture. Our
Association reocmmends that tho impaot oi‘ th..s ohanga be comprohonded in stud:.os

which w;ll‘bo.suggestedg later in our- discussion of Sonate Bill 8lo
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: Sofbonlng tho a.brup‘bnoss of t.he propose dchango : is the pro v1 Slon the.-bl/5

PrOPerby under unlform_, rules o.pp

"»real propor'l:y shouldA be 1ued for tax purpos ocord”."co;w:.th o. sta.’comde »‘ L

br‘li‘stando.rd of vuluo o.nd ooncars withg he Purpose of" Senate B:Lll 81 tho:b assessments R
, '.: should be made everywhero a.t a un:.form proportion of that standard Of Wlue. },

‘ In test:unony before the Sono:l:e Committeo on Rovis:.on B.nd Amondmont of La.ws

_:":"on Juno 30 1958, our roprosenta.’clve stated tho.t the Associa.tlon ooncurred os to thev": :

assessmont of real pr0per‘by &t 40% °f truo value. However ’ thls was, basod on to

"‘f‘earlier pol:.oy oonclusion fe.voring assossmen‘b of roe.l property a:b not moro than 50‘,’7 e

: fof its truo vo.luo. Aooordlngly,'

our Asséomt:.on approves tho 507 ratlo sot f‘or'bh in'.:b »-
'_'Senate 13111 81. Seeen L ' o | "




At the same 'bimo our Assoo:‘lo.tion stat:ed the.t the olasses of personal proper'by ‘

R should no‘o a.ll be treated alike, depend:mg upon tha:.r nature. Aneo.rln.or Assooio.tion

oommen‘b on this subjec'b is still pe tmon‘b, to wi‘bs

.u.whether the ratios leleoted (in the commission's Ni.n'bh
Report) are equi’ce.ble and oonduo:.ve to the state s oconomio
E .welfare oannot bo del;ermmed un'bil their potentml effeot is N
k:norwn on. a w:.de ba.sis. The most authoritative mfomo.t:.on s |

‘: "".‘-:f»as to effeot has beez}'ﬁ assembled by the Cammlss:.on :.'bself‘o ‘
- -‘_':Z‘Hawever, beoa.use of he lack of adequata oi‘f:.o:.al da.ta w:.'bh

iwh:.ch ’so asaerta:m bt‘miness propetv-ty‘ ve.lluat:e,ons cmd 1ooa.1

- o.ssessment praotioes comprehensively, th|e Gommssion wos

compelled to rely on so.mpl:mg prooedures and to mo.ke certa:m o

: asswnptions. The fa.ndings must bo reoognized as having

"’;these 11m1‘b0.‘b10n50" . | L ' IR

The ul‘olmate evml of the personal property ’cax system - tax 1ightn1ng* - -
has been amply disoussed in offiom rcaports and the pr@ss. It hangs 11ke a Sword |
~of. Da:mooles over all New Jersey bus mess, 1argo and small a.nd evon on housoholds. -
,'comonly assccmtod w:.th the tax&tl m of mven*bo:-ies » it ropresents r.\lmost a.s grea.t

Ca threwb i.n “bho "baxatmon cf bus iness and fam maohinety, oquipmen'b emd fam stook.

' I'b ma.y 'be true 'bha'b thms misfortuno h&s maﬁerialized only oocasionallye However,
| undor the impac‘b of the Supreme Gourt ruling i:n "l::he Middletcwn ease, or oven under |

‘ .new leglsla-biva proposals esha‘blishmg; unifonn ratioa, the result s naw only
parﬁwlly measurable beoause oi‘ lach: of informa:bwn - oould be devusta‘bing to New , v

_'_J‘arSeyig _:mdus*brial ,g?owth,.%f .
a oo am:b cmthomty of sssessors t‘?v_f'&ié@[Péféona.l"?f‘idpﬁf‘hﬁf.&SSessméﬁ‘bé (hous ehold
and farm as well as business) from pfesen‘bggjenerally on Tovots” to 1008 of trag.
valueas SPGoifmd by la:w, : o e e . o
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The J.mpact wh:Loh persone.l property taxat:.on has on bus:.ness 1s related not

only to 'bhe peroentage of true value a,t whlch it is assessed, but a.lso 'bo the

rele.tionship wh:Lch thls 1n turn bears ‘bo 'bhe peroentage at wh:.ch us:.ness real

| proper'by lS assessede Whlle the members of your eomm:.ttee T ‘ave had some mfor- .

'ma‘blon not a.va.:.la.ble ee.rlier when the Ta.x Polloy Connniss:.on set ts 40-40-10

relat:s.onsh:.p, there ca.n be ln.ttle doub'b ‘bhe:b your commi*b _ee 1a.bored vunder some of the?.t.::_

same - AN
/11m1‘cat10ns as to infomation mdlcatlng the ef‘fact of the p‘,‘“'posed ra.t:u.os.

“_more, our Assoo:.atlon is ﬁ.mly of‘ the bel:.ef that the ra‘bio T"now in effeo't are' of*“

.i:such var:.ety emong;. as Well a.s w:.thm, munloipaln.ties as to iusure that ‘a.ny a’ctempt :
,:"-'to establ:n.sh 9. umfonnly-applled sta-bew:Lde average will haVe w1dely varylng effeots )
, fthroughout the s‘cate... We would therefore sug;gest to the comm:.’btee 'bhat > :|.n many
mstances under the proposed 50-50le ' formula s the rat:.os for the assessmen‘b of
: ‘ persona.l proper‘by may well ooustltute tax ligh'bnlng of a far more aer:l.ous nature
than 1t has heretofore been the mlsfortune of New Jersey taxpa.vers to‘ expern.enoe‘.‘ Forb_.

E"t:h:Ls resson we suggest that 1.f‘ Sene.te B:l.ll 81 is adopted the Leg:.sla’cure prov*de for

“’an 1ntens:.ve study of *shis sub;;ec.t dur:mg the mltml year of eni”orcment so as to

be in’ pos:.'blon ‘co move qu:.okly to overoome anyweffeots whlch ma.y be serious enough to
i ':hamper the heal hy development of New Jersey's sto.tew:.de eoonomya L e

, Th:l.s 1s i‘ar from being a Problem of oonoern only to bus:messe ,- '-vHéf:é‘?ﬁefafé
. _ciealﬁ.ng w:.th the qeestion of JOb opporfbunlt:.es for eVeryone o 1n 1arge and small
-bus:.nesses and the host oi‘ stores N serv:Lce trades and professions whose Welfare

" »b-vr:.ses and falls w:.th the Sta.te*s overo.ll eoonomy. Here also is o double edge sword,
"S_"for the deol:me oi‘ bus:n.ness not only reduoee oppor"bunlties for employment but at the -‘
: same t:l.me J.nev:\.'bably sh:.fts more of the oost of govermnen’b upon the mdlv:.dual |
.-_‘:‘-'taxpayer. - e , o ‘ _ : :

Sy

v' The oommon mterest of all the people in tho eoonomy o;f' the state oannot be'

' .'too strongly e:mphasizedo In this rospoc’o, New Jersey's a.ttrae‘civoness to ma.nu.faotur- o

ing busiuessea :Ls of speoia.l importanoo» Inoree.sed ta.xation ef.‘feots their ability to’ v



1 Q'.\seem to me to beoffis 1t p

HWéee-"

4

'7_compete in the nationwide market place,

P /,

It thus bears on their

‘-determination to settle, expand or remain in New Jerseys or fh77

‘ choose instead seme more favorable locationo,_

| Senate Bill 81 is designed to change the rules under

~ which éii busineSS'as-well

as individual ownerb are taxedo

‘,Since its effects cannot be precisely determined in advance,'it

'its effects and thus place

'7‘Iegica11y follows that if and when this bill is passed pro=

V":vision ehould be made for studies that will promptly ascertain

the Legielature in positien to remedy

;any conditions that are found to be. detrimental to the weflare of

I
|
|

_the people as a whole. fbhiy through such knewledge can the best

, intereste of New Jersey taxpayers be served. o

The New Jersey Taxpayers Aseemiatimn appreciates the

‘oppcrtunity to be heard on
o CHAlRMAN DUMONT

Levet? ‘ ‘ Senator Waddington;~'*

‘us have the same reeervatimn$,

~of thie subject durimg the

SENATOR WADDINGTONe‘

this important legielation. .

Are there any queetiens for Mr.‘

Mr, Levet9|you and a number of '
You eugge@t that "if Senate,’f
":ve Bill 81 i& ad@pted the Legielature provide for an inteneive study

initial year of enforcement $0 as

'“,ta be in p@eltion to mmve qui@kly to overcome any effects which

~ New Jereeyﬂs etatewide ecmnemwo

- be delayed and-such'a‘studf

be made in advance?

‘V,may be $eriuu$ enough to hamper the healthy develﬁpment @f
The Iogical qmeeti@n would

.esible that these bills might better

Is this passible?

MR, LEVET: I think 1t may be poseible - it"s,_i

3 'probably difficult,_haweve[

’.obtained 1n;advance.‘

fin that the information can. be

37
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SENATOR WADDINGTON' Are you saying that you think we'n
have to pass the tax bills in order to have the means to ' |
develop the information?

MR. LEVET' That is my personal opinion and is not

,stated as an Ass001ation policy.

SENATOR WADDINGTON“‘ 1 would like to see us do this

‘with adequate information, as you indicated.' And it would seem
_to me that, recognizing the importance that the lawyers attach
to the Middletown Case, the Switz Case, it is more: difficult

than it is to delay, sometimes, and adjust in advance. So‘youf'

perhaps have to weigh the advantages and disadvantages. But

}fif your Association could’ sugqest some technique by which we.
fnmight develop this information in advance, I think it would

' _be most helpful and I for one, would be very happy to sponsor
'such a bill if you had some- practical way of encouraging us

gto develop this information in advance._ Thank youo -

MR LEVET“ I think that is a very desirable purpose
1f\1t can be accomplished, and I am sure the A55001ation will ;
do anything to cooperate in that respect.

| | CHAIRMAN DUMDNT'f Well now, granting ‘that it might
be desirable, Mr. Levet, do you think it's possib1e7
/ MR LEVET,' Personally, 1 have my doubts.

CHAIRMAN DUMONT. Assemblyman Matthews asked, "What's_
possible?" I»mean, to\getﬂthe‘information, because we have |
strong doubts about it too, before the 1egislation would takev'v
effect. | | | _ o -

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS' Mr. Levet, I personally think

that the attempts that we: ‘have made to get the information, and
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’}fI am sure the attempts that you have made to get the information -
'ftthave pretty well run the gamut of the sources that we can . |
;:fapply to.' Now, I’m inclined to agree wzth you, that the

‘informatlon that we have right now or w1ll have available to

!

”-7tjus within the next few months is as far as we are able to 'go -

n'fand I think we are not going to get the true answer unless wejsfi’"

:Zstride forward with this 1egislation.u[;"j_tv>él | t‘ -
| : While you were talking the idea came to me that this ?y‘

ii:fmight well be a good a351gnment for the State Tax Pollcy -

[

'Commission, if and when thiswlegislation goes into effect, to:i_;f
: J7ride herd on- this and to répart to. the Legislature as to the ;;_

}?effect in any given cross—section of communities throughcut

ink of that proposal, Mr. Levet?

"fthe State.g What do you ‘th
S MR..LEVET' iI_think the State Policy Commisszon

’has made a COmmendable start in their Ninth Report with the

‘ftcinformation that was available to them in the 11m1ted time they S
‘»f};]hadb, I might add that it has been the policy of our New Jersey

V”ﬁjiTaxpayers Association to urge upon - individual taxpayers to ]:t

.’ffpresent their peculiar and?varticulaf preblems directly t°

'f;fthe Committee because of the wide variety af different types
'”df;of business that w1ll be affected and we have continued that

' °C;urging on individual taxpayers ta_gpesent their individual

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS°: And you don t think that

"tﬂfpassed, keeping in mind tt

o f?perhaps the State Tax Poli

cy'Comm1331on wo

fjfvehicle to conduct thls study after this 1

tﬁfcover every munic1pality i

Lat you are not g

n the State but
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Cross- sectlons.of our economy7 e R e
MR, LEVET° It is my opinion that it would be an
excellent vehicle because of the background that they have
had in their various reports° T think it would be an excellent
vehicle for that purpose..b | |
© CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Mr. Levet, as a concldsion from
this statement of your Assoclat'ion, is it fair to draw the

opinion that generally you're in accord with this program or the :

,prognam‘presented in these bills?

MR, LEVET: In general we would say, yes.
CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Any other questions of Mr, Levet?
Thank you very much,
K .Mr. Richard Glander., Is he still here? Apporently
néiio ) . | : ; L : : o )
Mr° Bart Didovich, New Jersey Citizens Committee
Against 100% Assessment.
MR. BART F. DIDOVICH: I_want:to say that 1 uaited
here for.quite a while to say something ebout'thiS'assessment

problem'in-tﬁe State of New'Jersey but,“flrSt, I would like to

-give you a brief outline of the organization that I represent,

I guess it ‘has been about two years now, that the
New Jersey Citizens Commlttee Against 100% Tax Assessment
has fought this 100% assessment. You folks will remember, ne
hao garnered'some~fifty’or Sixty_tnousdnd petitions throughout
the State of New Jersey against 100% assessment. Thirty
thousand'ofvthose‘petitions came*fromfﬁudson'county, and'we.

have‘our headquarters”ln Hudson‘County."We,undoubtedly,

could have gotten a lot more but we Stopped because Bill A=350"
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would do now hymthis_suggested idea of giving lt back - the
courtIWOuld say "No You are collecting thlS under legls-
lation and you are collecting it for the local mun1cipa11ties°
Therefore you must assess 1t at the same standard of value
and at the local rate.ﬁrh I am sorry to have to butt in.

CHAIRMAN DUMONT; Thank you very much

Are there any other questions of Mr. Dldovich7 (No response. )

Well, that exhausts the 11st of witnesses Thank you, sir.
Does anyone else desire to be heard this afternoon?_

At the next hearlng we will hear from the representatives
of the New Jersey Farm Bureau. There is a letter from them
here today asking for further t1me to study the proposed
legislatiVe program. We will flx as the date for the next
hearing Wednesday, February 25 two weeks from today, at
10: 30 A.M., here in the Assembly Chamber. Now, it may
be necessary to have a thrd hearlng beyond that because
there are representatives from the‘League of,Municipalities
who are‘cheching some informatlon, and they said they‘will
need'ahout three.weeks for it. We can hold a third hearing‘
for half'a:dayy or whateyer time it,may‘takeuin‘the‘way of

hearing witnesses. ;

Thank you very much. for coming. We appreclate your co=

operation..

The hearing is'adjourn;ed°
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