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ASSEMBLYMAN WAYNE R. BRYANT (Chairman): Good morning ladies 
and gentlemen. [ apologize for my tardiness, but a meeting came up 

earlier this morning. This hearing of the Assembly Transportation and 

Communications Committee is for the purpose of dealing with truck 

registration fees. 

First, we have a couple of holdovers from a previous 

hearing, who will speak on the subject of financing. That will 

probably take us ooout 15 minutes. So, at this time we will ask the 

gentlemen from Bear Sterns and Dillon Reed to come forward so we can 

finish up the financing portion from our last hearing. 

I'm sorry, but this was the largest room available today. I 

know there are a lot of interested people, but I would request that we 

keep the rumbling down and allow the speakers to speak. We will give 

everyone a chance to speak. I should remind everyone, because some of 

you are new, that all questions are directed through the chair, and we 

will respond accordingly. We will not have a situation where people 

who are not on the Committee will be permitted to question the 

different people who are testifying. 

ASSEMBLYMAN FOY: Mr. Chairman? 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: Yes, Assemblyman Fay. 

ASSEMBLYMAN FOY: I would also like to apologize for being 

late this morning. I was attending another meeting with the Chairman 

of the Committee on another matter. I will need to leave at 

approximately ten o'clock to just go briefly to another committee 

meeting, because I have a bill up in that committee. I will then 

return. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: I have too, but we will continue. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GILL: I have one at ten-thirty. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: You have one at ten-thirty? 

ASSEMBLYMAN FOY: We will be moving in and out today, just so 

you understand our process. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: I will have the Vice Chairman take over 

when I have to leave. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CUPROWSKI: 

bills up. (laughter) 

I am a freshman; I don't have any 



ASSEMBLYMAN GILL: We are glad to have you aboard, 

Assemblyman Cuprowski. 

ASSEMBLYMAN MARKERT: That is because all of yours are 

already on the floor. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: Okay, let 1 s get started so we can move 

right along and hear from everyone. First, we will have Mr. Boust and 

Mr. Meyers, so we can finish our questioning of them. I will start 

out. Please compare the cost of a 1 0-year GO bond and a 1 0- year 

appropriation bond. 

THOMAS BOUST: Could you clarify what you mean by cost, please? 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: What happens when we start comparing--

! want to compare apples to apples, and oranges to oranges. When we 

talk about GO bonds, we end up tal king about bonds that we usually 

float for 30 years. Therefore, when one does an interest ratio, one 

says, "Wow, what we are talking about now for a 1 0-year bond is a lot 

less than what we are talking about for a GO bond." But, that is 

comparing apples to oranges. I 1 m saying, assuming we use the same 

other revenue sources, we could float a GO bond. I want to know what 

the cost would be for a GO bond for 10 years, with the ratings taken 

into account, as compared to the new type of bonds we are talking 

about. 

MR. BOUST: If the State had sold GO bonds last week, in our 

judgment the 1 0-year bonds would have had an average interest rate of 

about 8. 6~~. If Double A revenue bonds had been sold, the average 

interest rate would have been about a quarter of a percentage point 

higher than that. If the revenue bonds had been sold as we think they 

would need to be sold, with a debt service reserve being funded from 

bond proceeds and invested during the life of the 1 0-year revenue 

bonds, the assets in the debt service reserve would have earned 

interest at a rate legitimately higher than the interest rate on the 

bonds. After taking into account the earnings on that debt service 

reserve, the annual debt service on the revenue bonds would have been 

approximatel y equal to the annual debt service on the general 

obligation bonds. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: Now, if you fund a debt service on GO 

bonds--
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MR. BOUST: (interrupting) The United States Treasury does 

not allow a debt service reserve to be funded from the proceeds of 

general obligation bonds. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: So, are you saying they are both equal? 

ASSEMBLYMAN GILL: Substantially. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: Okay. Therefore, there is not· really a 

disparity in interest between one and the other? 

MR. BOUST: Over the life of the bonds, in tht ~ worst - case 

comparison, it virtually nets out to be a wash. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: Assemblyman Markert? 

ASSEMBLYMAN MARKERT: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Boust, 

you said in the worst-case comparison, what about in a favorable case, 

not the worst case? Would we then find a better net rate with these 

bonds over the GO's, because of the investment of the funds? Because 

you said in the worst case, and I figured if that was the bottom line 

on the one side, there must be a top side. If you do not feel you 

can give me that information because it is not available, then that's 

fine. 

MR. BOUST: An alternative really relates to the funding 

assumptions for the capital program. If there are no earnings at all 

assumed on bond proceeds-- In other words, if the bond proceed 

earnings would revert to the General Fund, then the interest costs 

relating to general obligation bonds could be substantially higher. 

That would require a larger issuance of general obligation bonds. 

ASSEMBLYMAN MARKERT: Thank you. I was just trying to 

reflect some testimony we heard at our first hearing with reference to 

the bonds that would be floated by our authorities, and .how the costs 

would net out. I was just trying to find out if that situation would 

be exactly the same here and, as you said, it is. Thank you, Mr. 

Chairman. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: Are there any other questions from the 

Committee? 

ASSEMBLYMAN GILL: None. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CUPROWSKI: The only question I have, Mr. 

Chairman, through you, is, as financial consultants, would this be a 

preferred method of financing for this stable funding, in your opinion? 
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MARK MEYERS: My answer would be "yes." I think it takes into account 

the number of varying positions here. It is part pay-as-you-go and 

part bond proceeds; it is part new money and part old money. It is 

trying to address a long overdue problem on a basis that will provide a 

stable funding. I think it does accomplish that. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: Let me follow up on that question. When 

you say it is part pay-as-you-go and part bond proceeds, assuming that 

you had a 10-year bond and you still also used the same revenue 

sources, what is the difference? I mean, it is part pay-as-you-go and 

part using bonds, if you use GO bonds. Please explain the difference 

so I will understand. Assume that I dedicate $88 million, $30 million, 

and $25 million every year from these new sources, put it in some kind 

of trust fund and use it for roads, and then use the 10-year bond, what 

is the difference? 

MR. MEYERS: Between a funding with a GO and a funding with a 

revenue bond? Is that what you are talking about? 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: Sure. 

MR. MEYERS: Well, in the concept, both are dead issues. On 

the revenue bond, I think what the objective is here is to set up a 

long-term program to address the funding needs of transportation. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: Are you telling me it is impossible to 

set up a trust fund using new revenues, or these revenue sources, 

setting them aside as we do with the trust fund, and then having an 

obligation bond to match those funds? 

ASSEMBLYMAN MARKERT: Mr . Chairman, I think that since these 
gentlemen--

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: (interrupting) Excuse me. Since this 
is my question, they will respond. 

ASSEMBLYMAN MARKER T: Not necessarily will they respond; only 
if they can. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: Well, if they cannot respond, then they 
can tell me that. 

MR. BOUST: The other policy objectives, if you will, which 

are served by the proposed Authority are a little outside the realm of 

investment banking. They are the capital program goals and cash 
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management goals of the State. It is a difficult question to respond 

to as a financial consultant on the bonding aspect itself. 

I think it is clear that a variety of different kinds of 

programs could be put together. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: To achieve State funding? 

MR. BOUST: Right. In our judgment, this is a program that 

serves most of the objectives most of the time, which is really a 

guided policy judgment by the Administration and by the Department. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: Are there any further questions? 

ASSEMBLYMAN CUPROWSKI: Well, the only additional question I 

have, Mr. Chairman, is, would you agree with some of the comments that 

were made by previous speakers who were not financial experts, or at 

least financial consultants, with reference to the Double A bonding if 

these bonds were sold? In their opinion, they were talking about the 

fact that they were probably sold, and rated, if you will, Double A, as 

opposed to Triple A. Would you agree with that, or do you have another 

analysis on that? 

MR. MEYERS: No, I would agree with that. 

MR. BOUST: So would I. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CUPROWSKI: Thank you. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: Are there any further questions? (no 

response) Thank you, gentlemen. You have been very helpful. 

ASSEMBLYMAN MARKERT: We appreciate your coming back, even 

though it was only for a short period of time. 

MR. BOUST: Thank you very much. 

MR. MEYERS: It was our pleasure. 

ASSEMBLYMAN FOY: You are welcome to stay if you have nothing 

else to do. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: Yes, if you would like to listen to all 

the other things. Now, we are going to get into the main portion of 

what this hearing is for, dealing with that portion of the Trust Fund 

Authority relative to the raising of truck registration fees. At this 

time, I would ask that the Commissioner of Transportation, John 

Sheridan, come up and anyone else you would like to have, 

Commissioner. We appreciate your coming back to offer whatever 

information you can. 
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JOI-fl P. SHERIDAN, JR.: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. To my left is Roger 

Nutt, Assistant Commissioner for Finance at the Department. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: Welcome, Mr. Nutt. 

ROGER E. NUll: Good morning, Mr. Chairman. 

COMMISSIONER SHERIDAN: Mr. Chairman, members of the Assembly 

Transportation and Communications Committee: Thank you for the 

opportunity, again, to meet with you to continue our discussion of the 

proposed Transportation Trust Fund. 

At our last meeting, I spoke of the tremendous economic 

benefits this program holds for New Jersey. Not only will it produce 

thousands of jobs and millions of dollars for the economy of this 

State, but it will save the traveling public -- including the thousands 

of trucks that use our highways daily -- millions of dollars in time 

and repair costs. Perhaps even more importantly, it will greatly 

enhance the safety of our transportation network. 

This program will enable us to make the needed safety and 

capacity improvements on Route 17 in Bergen County. It will enable us 

to comp l ete the dualization of Route 38 in Burlington County, and 

Routes 169 and 185 in Bayonne/Jersey City. It will open up an entire 

area of South Jersey through the continued construction and completion 

of Route 55, and will make millions of dollars of needed improvements 

to the State highway network in Camden County. These are just a few of 

the projects, the many, many projects that will be done under this 

program. 

These kinds of projects and needs exist in every region of 

our State. This program is designed to meet these needs so New Jersey 

will be prepared for the future. 

It is a program that will benefit every resident of this 

State. But, make no mistake about it, in my op1n1on, no segment of our 

society will benefit more from this program than the trucking industry. 

Having made that statement, I would like to lay out for you 

the facts on which the decision to propose a $30 million increase in 

heavy truck registration fees as part of the Transportation Trust Fund 

was based. 

6 



That $30 million would be generated by increasing the 

registration fees on trucks weighing over 5, 000 pounds an average of 

5mti. The actual increase would range from a low of 4. 3~ti for light 

trucks weighing 5,001 pounds to a high of 87% for the heaviest 

tractor-trailer weighing 80,000 pounds. The explanation, or the 

rationale for that is simple. The heavier the truck, the greater the 

damage it does to our highways and bridges. That realization, based on 

extensive studies and research, was the basis for the Federal Surface 

Transportation Assistance Act of 1982, enacted by the Congress of the 

United States. 

The American Association of State Highway and Transportation 

Officials has released its own report that states one 80,000-pound 

heavy truck does the same amount of damage to bridges and highways as 

9,600 cars. 

But, that only tells part of the story. The fact is that New 

Jersey has been, and under this proposal will continue to be, a very 

favorable State for the trucking industry. Unlike other states where 

taxes and fees have increased, New Jersey's taxes and fees have 

remained stable, or decreased over the last decade. 

Our State currently ranks forty-sixth lowest in the nation in 

combined taxes and fees imposed on trucks. Under the Transportation 

Trust Fund proposal, New Jersey would rank thirty-seventh. New York 

ranks fifth, Pennsylvania ranks fifteenth, and Delaware, which is 

slightly higher than us now, would be slightly lower if this increase 

is implemented. 

However, regarding our relative position to the State of 

Delaware, I would like to call your attention to a recent survey 

conducted by Alexander Grant & Company, a national accounting firm 

based in Philadelphia. That survey shows that, based on an evaluation 

of 22 different government and non-government factors, New Jersey 

ranked twenty-ninth in the nation in terms of favorable business 

climate. I would point out, although it is not in my text, that that 

is a dramatic increase over our position last year. Delaware ranked 

thirty-sixth; New York ranked thirty-ninth; and, Pennsylvania ranked 

forty-first. 
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It is this kind of data, in my view, that undermines the 

validity of the assertions by the trucking industry in this State on 

which they are basing their opposition to the proposed increase in 

truck registration fees. The reasons that our ranking is, and would 

continue to be competitive and favorable to the trucking industry are 

apparent. 

The fuel tax in New Jersey, one of the lowest in the nation, 

has been stable since 1972. I would say that since we are attending to 

the capital needs of the transportation community, there is a good 

chance i t will remain stable over the next four years, at least. 

Truck registration fees have not increased since 1976, 

despite an 18% increase in auto registration fees approved by the 

Legislature in 1979. 

New trucks and truck parts have been exempt from the State 

sales tax since 1978 and, based on the New Jersey Motor Truck 

Association's own figures, that alone would be worth more than $40 

million per year to the industry. When I say their own figures, I 

would just like to point out that we calculated that amount based on 

the report they submitted to the Legislature about a month ago, when 

they gave the purchases for the truck industry in 1982. I think 

clearly what that sales tax exemption has done, is save the trucking 

industry somewhere between $100 million and $200 million since 1978. I 

guess the point I would make is that perhaps the motorists should have 

been so lucky. 

Incidentally, the truckers, as you may recall, those of you 

who were in the Legislature at that time, sold that sales tax exemption 

on the basis that it would be offset by increased truck registrations 

in New Jersey. There was a 1977 letter agreement between the Treasury 

Department and the truckers with respect to that point and, in fact, as 

early as 1978, Treasury's files indicate that the State was already 

being short-changed on that negotiated deal by approximately $12 

million per year. The present estimates, based on the numbers I have 

from DMV, indicate that the State is being short-changed approximate! y 

$30 million per year on that arrangement as of this date. 
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In addition to all of this, the trucking industr y has 

benefited from several productivity increases in recent years . The 

maximum allowable weight of trucks on our highways has increased from 

73,000 pounds to 80,000 pounds. The fuel efficiencies of heavy trucks 

has increased 33% since 1974, from 4.5 miles per gallon to 6 miles per 

gallon. These are not my figure~; these are the Motor Trucking 

Association 1 s figures. That reflects itself, among other places, in 

the State 1 s fuel tax revenues from the trucking industry. What I am 

saying is that, in effect, qur revenues are go~ng down ~s their 

productivity increases. The bigger double-bottom and wider 102- inch 

heavy trucks are now permitted on a fairly extensive network of 

highways in the State. 

Taking all of this ~nto account, as we did before proposing 

this fee increase, led us to the conclusion that the increase is both 

fair and justified. The rost graphic illustration of this is seen in 

the graph which is attached to the copy of my statement, which you have 

received and which is shQwn on the chart before you. 

Using 1972 as the base year, because that is when the fuel 

tax was last increased, and taking into consideration the 137% increase 

in the Consumer Price Index that has taken place since then, you can 

see that: the eight cent per gallon fuel tax is worth only 3.3 cents 

today when expressed in 1972 dollars; and, the $602.00 registration fee 

for the heaviest truck back in 1972, today is worth only $298.00 when 

expressed in 1972 dollars, even when the increase which was implemented 

in 1976 is factored in. 

The bottom line on all of this clearly indicates that the 

contribution of the trucking industry to New Jersey 1 s transportation 

needs has declined dramatically over the last decade. 

In its rebuttal to the Transportation Trust Fund propos al, 

the trucking industry goes to great lengths to explain the recent 

increases in Federal charges imposed on trucks, and indicates we should 

return to those days before the Federal Surface Transportation 

Assistance Act of 1982 WCJS passed, when the trucking industry was 

paying 50% of highway user fees across the nation. In New Jersey, the 

trucking industry isn 1 t even coming close to paying the share of the 
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highway user fees and taxes they contend is "fair" at the national 

level. 

In Fiscal Year 1984, the trucks will contribute a total of 

$134 million of the $571 million collected by the State in 

transport ation revenues. This represents 23.5% of the total. 

Under the Transportation Trust Fund, the share trucks would 

pay wou l d increase to 25.9%, or $164 million of the $636 million 

expected to be collected in those same fees. That means, quite simply, 

that the trucking industry is objecting to paying one dollar out of 

every four dollars collected in highway user taxes and fees in New 

Jersey, even though they say that twice that percentage was fair at the 

national level. 

Finally, I would like to point out to you what I have told 

representatives of the trucking industry on a number of occasions. We 

are wil l ing to consider any reasonab l e alternative from them which 

places some of the $30 million increase on out-of -state trucks. That 

offer W<IS first made last February, and has been repeated numerous 

times since. We still have heard nothing from the Motor Truck 

Asso~iation in that regard. Instead, they have proposed an alternative 

which increases the costs to the general public. In effect, the 

industry has said loud and clear: "We like your program; we need its 

projects because they will benefit our industry, but the other guy 

should pay for it." 

The Transportation Trust Fund proposal is fair and 

equitable. That is why the Public Affairs Council of the AAA 

Automobile Clubs of New Jersey, an organization representing some 

600,000 motorists throughout this State, is supporting this program and 

has called on t he trucking industry to pay i ts fair share. That is why 

the Moto r Club of America, representing 100,000 drivers in New Jersey, 

is supporting it. That is why Bell Telephone of New Jersey, which has 

6,000 vehicles affected by this proposed fee increase, has endorsed 

this program. Bell's own analysis has told them that even though they 

will be paying higher registration fees, they will realize a net 

savings of $600,000 in vehicle maintenance and operating expenses per 

year once the hundreds of projects this program will enable us to do 

are completed. 
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This is not a program designed or intended to undermine the 

trucking industry in New Jersey. Rather, it is a program designed to 

prepare New Jersey for the future -- a future in which all of New 

Jersey, especially the trucking industry, can and will flourish. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: Thank you, Commissioner. First of all, 

let me ask you a couple of questions. The truckers were severely hurt 

by the Motor Carriers' Act of 1980, in their deregulation. Should the 

State continue adding to the truckers' problems, as you view it? 

COMMISSIONER SHERIDAN: Well, I don't know that the Motor 

Carriers' Act severely hurt the trucking industry. Maybe some existing 

trucking firms have seen new firms start up -- new trucking firms -­

which are taking part of their business. But, I think the people who 

have benefited under that Act, under deregulation of the trucking 

industry, are clearly the public. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: We have larger companies -- especially 

down in my area in South Jersey, because we're not that far from 

Delaware that could register fleets in other states, but small 

businesses couldn't. This increase could have a greater affect 

on small truckers, and it seems to me that we might be hurting small 

businesses. Has that been taken into consideration? 

COMMISSIONER SHERIDAN: The basic premise we are talking 

about here is that we want to have a user-fee system, and that means 

that the people who cause the damage and the people who use the highway 

system are the ones who ought to pay for it. This program is entirely 

fair and equitable in that regard. We do not believe that these 

relatively minor increases, particularly when you look at the history 

for the past ten years, are going to have any adverse impact on the 

trucking industry. The question that comes to my mind is, how can a 

trucker pay three times to the State of New York what he pays to New 

Jersey? How can a trucker in Pennsylvania pay twice what he pays in 

New Jersey and still, presumably, stay in business and do well? 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: I guess my basic problem comes with the 

larger trucks' and there are some fees that go up over am~. Doesn It 

that appear to be a dramatic increase? Even though we talk about 1976 
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when fees went up, it is like anything else. If all of a sudden we had 

an 80% increase in our income taxes, because we didn't have an income 

tax increase for, say, four, five, or six years, it would seem very 

dramatic on any portion of the population to have that 80% increase all 

at one time. 

COMMISSIONER SHERIDAN: Wel l , I guess the way I would look at 

it is, you know, if you had a one dollar tax and it went to two 

dollars, that would be a 100% increase, but it is only a one dollar 

increase. I think what we are doing is addressing the situation where 

the truckers, essentially, should have been paying more all along, and 

we are just doing a little catch-up. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: When you deal with the 8m~-- What are 

the figures now, and then the figures when you go to 8m~, so I will 

know we are not talking about one dollar or two dollars? 

COMMISSIONER SHERIDAN: I think the basic numbers are $600.00 

increased to $1,400.00. Is that right, Roger? 

MR. NUTT: It is a $600.00 increase. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: It's about a $600.00 increase? 

COMMISSIONER SHERIDAN: Yes, a $600.00 increase, gross. 

MR. NUTT: Mr. Chairman, if I--

ASSEMBLYMAN CUPROWSKI: (interrupting) Excuse me, could you 

clarify that? 

MR. NUTT: The existing rate for an 80, ODD-pound truck is 

about $687.00, and it would go to $1,287.00. It is a $600.00 increase 

for registration on an 80,000-pound truck. It gets less as you go down 
the weight classes. 

COMMISSIONER SHERIDAN: May I make two points in that 

regard? First of all, a substantial part of that increase will be 

borne essentially by the Federal Treasury, because whatever is paid to 

New Jersey is a deduction from Federal taxes. So, say they are in the 

sm~ bracket, half of the cost immediately goes away. The other thing 

is, if you calculate this and you use 70,000 miles per year -- which is 

what the average big truck travels, and I don't think that is an 

unreasonable figure from what I know about the trucking industry, but I 

will let them comment on it -- the net effect of that amount is 4/10 of 

a cent per mile. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: Under the Federal Surface Transportation 

Assistance Act, very substantial changes were made in the user fee for 

trucks but , as you know, it now appears that these fees will be 

moderated and the tax on diesel fuel will be increased. What is your 

opinion of this approach, and would this be appropriate for New Jersey? 

COMMISSIONER SHERIDAN: One of the things the Legislature 

could consider if it wanted to move part of the tax to the out-of-state 

truckers, would be a diesel tax differential. I can just tell you that 

there was some opposition to moving to a diesel tax differential by the 

American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials, 

basically because they felt it would push the cost down from the heavy 

trucks to the lighter trucks. They thought that was inequitable. 

Second of all, they have a fear that some less-than-honest trucking 

companies --and I'm not saying that any in New Jersey would do this -­

would move to using heating fuel, on which there is not tax, but which 

can be used in some diesel trucks, instead of using the diesel fuel. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: Wouldn't that be, in some respects, a 

method of shifting that burden not only to the New Jersey truckers, but 

to all truckers which are using New Jersey fuels, if, in fact, all 

those trucks impact upon the roads? 

COMMISSIONER SHERIDAN: Yes. Clearly a diesel tax 

differential would move some of the burden to the out-of-state 

truckers. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: Do you think it is reasonable to do 

that, since they do use the roads? 

COMMISSIONER SHERIDAN: I've told the trucking industry that 

if they would present a proposal to me which they would support that 

would raise $30 million, but would move some of this burden to 

out -of- state truckers in a method that is legal and legitimate, I would 

support it. 
ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: I guess my feeling is, regardless of 

whether the motor truckers support it, or whether they propose it, it 

would seem to me that in terms of our own planning in this State, since 

we have come up with a proposal-- Has the Department looked at any 

system for making sure that all those that we are saying are damaging 
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our roads, which are the trucks, regardless of where they come from, 

pay a portion of this burden? 

COMMISSIONER SHERIDAN: Mr. Chairman, you have our proposal 

after we looked at everything. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: Were there any proposals dealing with 

diesel fuel considered? 

COMMISSIONER SHERIDAN: More recently, since this problem has 

been pointed out by the trucking industry, we have taken a look at 

that. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: 

that deal with that? 

Could our Committee see any proposals 

COMMISSIONER SHERIDAN: We do not have a speci fie proposal, 

but we could provide you with the estimate of revenues we have. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: I think it would be helpful if the 

Committee could get that. 

COMMISSIONER SHERIDAN: Mr. Chairman, what I have felt all 

along though, is that it would be very helpful if the trucking 

industry, which knows its industry inside out and upside down, would 

put a proposal on the table that would lay out how this money could 

move legitimately to out-of-state truckers -- some fair portion of it. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CUPROWSKI: May I ask a question, Mr. Chairman? 

I don't know how you want to work it, whether I should ask most of my 

questions at once, or just take one at a time and you go around the 

room. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: Ask two or three, and then we will come 

back. I have a few other questions too, but I will give everyone an 

opportunity to ask their questions first. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CUPROWSKI: Commissioner, could you justify the 

exemption for me as the bill is proposed, and as the stable funding 

program is proposed, exempting solid waste vehicles? 

COMMISSIONER SHERIDAN: We knew that there would probably be, 

over the next years -- because of the change in the landfill situation, 

and the need to go to resource recovery plants tremendous increases 

in costs to that industry. That was the reason we exempted it. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN CUPROWSKI: If this increase goes through, or a 

reasonable variation of it, if you will, do you anticipate any 

additional increases in registration fees in the next four to five 

years within the trucking industry, over and above what we are 

considering here today? 

COMMISSIONER SHERIDAN: I do not anticipate any. 

needs would be taken care of for the next four years. 

Our capital 

But, I think 

that that is a question which goes beyond my ability to answer. I 

would have to look into a crystal ball, because, you know, it is the 

Legislature which passes increases, not the Commissioner of 

Transportation. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CUPROWSKI: But, everything being equal -- which 

it never is -- you do not anticipate any further increases because the 

stable funding program we are talking about anticipates the funding 

over a period of at least four years? 

COMMISSIONER SHERIDAN: Yes. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CUPROWSKI: Therefore, if those revenues were 

coming in, the bonds were being sold, etc., and we had moneys to equal 

the $3.3 billion for our roads, bridges, and so forth -- you do not see 

any additional increase in registration fees at this time, for the next 

four years? 

COMMISSIONER SHERIDAN: I do not. 

ASSEMBLYMAN FOY: Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question? 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: Surely. We'll rotate the questioning. 

ASSEMBLYMAN FOY: I just have a couple of questions. First, 

I think I better ask you if you are mad at Assemblyman Gill, because in 

the projects you announced you had Bergen County for Assemblyman 

Markert, Burlington County for me, Camden County for the Chairman, and 

Hudson County for the Vice Chairman, so--

ASSEMBLYMAN MARKERT: (interrupting) All the rest of the 

money is going to his county. 

ASSEMBLYMAN FOY: Ed, I don't know whether you are on the 

outs or not, but you were not listed in that paragraph. (laughter) 

COMMISSIONER SHERIDAN: Well, through you, Mr. Chairman, as 

Assemblyman Gill knows, we have a major project under construction 
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right now in Union County, Route 78, which has been long-awaited. It 

is a $120 million project. We just let the seventh contract on that 

project, and I can't think of anything that will have more of a benefit 

toward easing the burdens on one of the major arteries in Union County, 

Route 22, than the completion of I-78. 

ASSEMBLYMAN FOY: I was only kidding. 

COMMISSIONER SHERIDAN: I know. 

ASSEMBLYMAN FOY: Because we are dealing with the truckers 

today, I made sure I wore the right tie. As you can see, it has 

tractors and trailers on it. (laughter and applause) 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: They didn't send me one. Next time, 

Assemblyman Fay, make sure they send us all one. 

ASSEMBLYMAN FOY: All right. I have grave concerns, not so 

much about the fact that you want to increase the amount of 

registration and truck fees, but about the way it is being hand led. 

There has not been an increase for some seven or eight years, and my 

concern is that the impact of that increase will be so dramatic, if it 

is done immediately, that the industry is going to suffer, particularly 

those people who are operating on a smaller margin right now -- perhaps 

the mid-size and the smaller companies, and even some of the bigger 

companies. I am concerned about the impact on the employees. 

You mentioned the possibility of laying off some of the 

expense on out-of-state truckers as a partial alternative, or through a 

diesel tax differential, which would also impact on out-of-state 

truckers. Has any consideration been given to one of three things 

which could be put together as a mix. I have just come up with these 

thoughts, and I would like to hear your response to them. 

First, the most recent picket number with respect to the 

surplus is $444 million. It is anticipated that the surplus, by the 

Treasurer's admission, will be $444 million this year. Now I know 

that both the Democratic leadership in the Legislature and the Governor 

have a number of different ways to spend that, as does everyone else in 

State government, and the public. One thought I had was, is there a 

possibility that some portion of that surplus could be dedicated in the 

first year to alleviating the impact you better write these down, 
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because I am going to ask three things at once to get them over with 

of that first-year significant hit on the trucking industry, a 

contribution from the surplus earmarked so that the Administration can 

make some commitment to this package? 

Second, is there a possibility of a phase-down mixture, 

whereby we would take a large amount from surplus the first year to 

blunt it, and there would be a reduced amount contributed from the 

surplus over the four-year period, so that by the end of the four 

years the truckers may be paying all of the load, but during those four 

years the impact would be blunted? 

The last thing is, I think the Governor was ingenuous, much 

to his credit, in seeking funds from the toll road authorities, because 

they are part of this package. He has hit the Atlantic City Expressway 

Authority, he has hit the Turnpike, and he has hit the Garden State 

Parkway -- the Highway Authority. My question is, why wasn't the Port 

Authority of New York and New Jersey hit, if they can be hit legally, 

and wouldn't it be possible to obtain some funds from the Port 

Authority, again to blunt the impact of an immediate large increase on 

the trucking industry? 

I am concerned about those jobs; I am concerned about those 

businesses, and I know you are. I know you are attempting to put 

together a fair proposal. My search is just to make it fairer, so that 

we do not jeopardize a significant industry in the State of New Jersey. 

I am not playing to the crowd; I have told you this before in 

private. I am just exposing this publicly now. 

COMMISSIONER SHERIDAN: I can answer your question. I would 

just say with respect to the surplus, I don't think that I am in a 

position to make judgments on that issue, because I do not, as 

Commissioner of Transportation, have a feel for all of the calls on 

that surplus. I understand there have been over $600 million worth of 

legislative proposals to deal with the surplus question. 

With respect to the phase-in, first of all, there is pretty 

much of a built-in phase-in right now. As I understand it, 

registration fees are essentially paid in March, and the March that 

just went by saw no increase. The truckers will not see this increase 

until March, 1985, for starters. 
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The other part of the phase-in, you know, if you are talking 

about beyond that, the problem I have is that our program - - our $3 . 3 

billion program, and that list of projects we have - - is predicated on 

$30 million. It doesn't work, it doesn't compute without the $30 

million. I don't think any of us can sit here and know whether in 

Fiscal Year 1986, Fiscal Year 1987, or Fiscal Year 1988 there is going 

to be a possibility of moneys from other sources for this purpose. 

With respect to the Port Authority, I think you are aware 

that Governors Kean and Cuomo announced a proposal with respect to the 

Port Authority regarding funds from both the World Trade Center and 

some increase in tolls. These funds, when the legislation clears, will 

be available for transportation purposes. The money must be spent in 

the Port Authority district, and there are large calls on it beyond 

transportation, sewer and water, to name two. For instance, just two 

years ago, Jersey City had a substantial water break and people began 

to find out that the water system, in many respects, was old wooden 

pipes, 60, 70, 80, 100 years old. 

The other thing is, we have purposely left unaddressed, from 

a transportation point of view, two areas which will need money. What 

we envisioned was that it would come from the Port Authority. Those 

two areas are the waterfront area between Hoboken and southern Jersey 

City, and between northern Jersey City and the George Washington 

Bridge. The tremendous development potential that developers are 

talking about is going to need transportation infrastructure. One of 

the reasons we did not put anticipated funds from the Port Authority in 

there, is that we are still in the fourth month of an 18-month study 

with respect to what the project should be. So, it is not possible to 

even identify -- although we know their needs what the projects 

will be. 

The Meadowlands area itself is going to need funds beyond 

those in the $3.3 billion program. Let me give you one example. We 

have a Haute 3 Corridor study that is under way right now that will 

identify potential improvements to Route 3 -- the most heavily traveled 

road in the United States -- sometime two years from now. The other 

thing that is not funded within the four-year period is the 17 South 
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Extension basically from Route 3 to I-280. We have thought through 

that part of the process with respect to how transportation moneys from 

the Port Authority program might be used. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: Assemblyman Gill? 

ASSEMBLYMAN GILL: First of all, I would like to point out 

that because we have Route 1, Route 22, Route 24, Garden State Parkway, 

New Jersey Turnpike, and several other well-traveled roads, I am 

intensely interested in transportation in Union County. Having said 

that, my questions are very simple. Commissioner, we have had 

considerable testimony on damage done to roads and highways based upon 

an 80,000 pound truck versus 9,600 cars. Without questioning how that 

was arrived at, have any of the trucking associations in any of the 

other states questioned that? I received many letters about this 

during the last week or two. 

COMMISSIONER SHERIDAN: The truckers do question those 

statistics. I do not think they question the basic premise that the 

bigger trucks cause more damage. They might say it is 2, 000 cars when 

they do their studies; I don't know. But, the studies I am referring 

to are the ones that were done by independent agencies which, in my 

opinion, have no ax to grind. For example, the Federal Highway 

Administration, why should they care whether it is a car or a truck 

that pays for it? The American Association of State Highway and 

Transportation officials -- why should they care whether it is a car or 

a truck? What they have done is try to allocate the costs to various 

users on a fair and equitable basis. Several states -- as a matter of 

fact, many states have moved to what is called a "weight-distance tax," 

particularly in the West, Arizona, Washington, Oregon, and, I believe, 

Wyoming. For instance, New York has something that is not quite a 

weight-distance a ton mile tax. From what I know about the issue, it 

is the fairest way to go. One of the reasons we did not propose it was 

that the trucking industry told us they were adamantly opposed to a 

weight-distance tax, but one clear way, one easy way, to move taxes out 

of state is the weight-distance tax. Clearly, it would be based on 

80,000 pounds times the number of miles you drive in New Jersey, and 

you could easily put together a formula that would raise $30 million. 
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The portion that would be borne by out-of-state truckers would be borne 

fairly by those· out-of-state truckers. 

We specifically did not go that route because I know how the 

trucking industry has fought it for so many years. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GILL: Somewhat akin to that, thinking of your 

willingness, DOT's willingness, and the State's willingness to accept a 

form of revenue from out-of-state trucks, what would the reciprocity be 

from other states? If we were to plant an axle tax or a diesel fuel 

tax, or what have you, would other states reciprocate? 

COMMISSIONER SHERIDAN: On the diesel fuel tax, as long as it 

was applied even-handedly t o in-state and out-of-state truckers, I 

don't think there would be a prob l em. One state which has tried an 

axle tax is Pennsylvania, and that has caused reciprocity problems. 

The reason it has caused reciprocity problems basically, is that they 

tried to give a credit against registration fees in Pennsylvania for 

in-state truckers when they implemented that tax. Personally, I do not 

believe that that tax, the way it was passed in Pennsy 1 vania, would 

stand up. The other thing is that now the Pennsylvania truckers, which 

were in favor of it at the time it passed, are opposed to it. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GILL: I have just one last question. I do not 

think you have fully explained your chart, at least to my 

satisfaction. Could you go into a little more detail on that? 

COMMISSIONER SHERIDAN: Wel l , it's basically that the 

Consumer Price Index has been rising, and the truck fuel tax costs in 

terms of those prices-- The constant price of what a dollar is worth 

is going down. For instance, the eight cents, if adjusted to reflect 

the Consumer Price Index in 1972 when it was past, is really worth only 

3.3 cents in constant dollars. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GILL: What do the vertical lines represent, do 

you know? 

COMMISSIONER SHERIDAN: 

tell me that; I don't know. 

I would have to ask the artist to 

ASSEMBLYMAN GILL: Okay. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: Mr. Weinstein, you might as well explain 

it. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GILL: That is not a .0, or is it a .0? 
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JAMES WEINSTEIN: Yes, this is .0. Basically, it's a gradation of the 

Consumer Price Index from 1972 to present. Also, it is on the same 

scale as the truck fees, so your 1972 registration costs for the 

largest vehicle would be here -- in 1972 dollars. (Mr. Weinstein uses 

chart to demonstrate.) 

COMMISSIONER SHERIDAN: In real dollars, they have gone down 

by about 50% over that same period of time. If we had separate lines 

here, you would actually see four lines, but what we have done is just 

try to combine it. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: What is that index? Is it one cent, two 

cents -- going up vertically, from 1972 up? You have notches; what do 

the notches stand for? 

MR. WEINSTEIN: Your lines. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GILL: If that ie zero, what is the next-­

MR. WEINSTEIN: It goes up to 300. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GILL: Three hundred? 

MR. WEINSTEIN: Three hundred percent, and the top of this 

would be approximately $600.00 to $608.00. It is to scale. This is 

just a general trend chart; it does not show the fluctuations in a 

given year. However, from the bottom point to the top point is 

accurate. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: I have some other questions. The 

Surface Transportation Assistance Act increased fees for truckers and 

promised productivity. That increase did not happen, especially in New 

Jersey. Instead, the license fee was increased from $240.00 to 

$1,600.00 per year, a 60m~ increase. Recognizing those factors, how 

can New Jersey now add to the truckers' burden? 

COMMISSIONER SHERIDAN: Well, I do not agree with the 

assumption you're making. The assumption is that there has been no 

productivity increase. The 102-wide trailers, the 48-foot boxes, and 

the double-bottoms are now allowed in New Jersey. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: Yes, the longer vehicles, but I'm 

saying that based on information I have received, there really has not 

been an increase in terms of greater productivity based on these 

truckers, but the fees went up. They went up somewhere around 600%. 
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In other words, that just happened. It seems to me to allow certain 

trucks, although they are big trucks, another 80% increase, would be 

somewhat even more burdensome. 

COMMISSIONER SHERIDAN: It was all done on the basis of the 

same cost allocation studies I am talking about. New Jersey, for 

instance, received an additional $100 million out of the Surface 

Transportation Assistance Act, sponsored by Congressman Jim Howard, who 

reviewed these allocation studies in his Committee and, along with 

support in the Senate, passed that bill. The idea was to have a tax 

that was fair and equitable. I think what was done at the Federal 

level was fair and equitable. There has been some adjustment backward 

and downward for the truckers in the legislation that is now going 

through. I do not think there is any question, from what I know of the 

studies, that what was done was fair and equitable. Much as we are 

doing in New Jersey, they were playing catch- up at the Federal level 

too. The Federal gas tax had not increased in probably 20 years, or 25 

years, from 1958, I believe. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: Well, I guess the question I am really 

asking is-- It seems as if in the Surface Transportation Assistance 

Act, the theory behind it, at least in my understanding, was to make 

truckers pay their fair share. 

COMMISSIONER SHERIDAN: Yes. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: Was that not achieved when that 

happened? 

COMMISSIONER SHERIDAN: Well, there are two components to 

funding our transportation system -- the Federal portion and the State 

portion. The Federal portion is now fairl y allocated, but the State 

portion isn't. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: So, I guess what we are saying is that 

when everyone supported the Surface Transportation Assistance Act to 

get truckers to pay their fair share for what they are doing on the 

highways-- Basically, a game was played on the states, because what we 

are saying is that is only the Federal share; now we want to come 

back--
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COMMISSIONER SHERIDAN: (interrupting) It is not a game. 

There are two components. We are proposing to spend under this 

program, $108 million to match Federal dollars. Okay? In addition, we 

are going to spend another $120 million on things that are not paid for 

by the Federal program. So, we are paying $230 million a year, in 

addition to what we get from the Federal government for transportation 

purposes. So, ~at I am saying is, ~en the Federal government was 

looking at the issue, they were looking at how the Federal portion 

was going to be allocated. They did that. Each of the states then has 

to decide how the users are going to be charged to raise the state 

money that is needed to match that, plus do things in addition to what 

the Federal program does. 

same fair basis. 

That, also, ought to be allocated on the 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: What I am saying is, part of that 

Federal Surface Transportation Assistance Act is that funds come back 

to New Jersey. 

COMMISSIONER SHERIDAN: Sure. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: So, whatever burden they may vent, we 

benefit directly. As we were wholeheartedly supporting the Federal 

legislation, why didn't we, at that juncture, worry about what was 

happening in the State of New Jersey in terms of equity? It seems as 

if we waited until we got that portion done, and then we decided it was 

time for us to get what is now projected as our equity. 

COMMISSIONER SHERIDAN: When you say "waited" we had a 

proposal two years ago, and now we have a different proposal two years 

later. But, I would just tell you, Mr. Chairman--

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: (interrupting) Was that the gas tax? 

COMMISSIONER SHERIDAN: The gas tax. I tell you, Mr. 

Chairman, I live and learn. When I saw those cost allocation studies 

and it became clear to me that trucks were not paying their fair share, 

we started looking at revenue sources, because I wanted to make sure 

that they started to pay a little more of their fair share. But, what 

the numbers point out, is that in New Jersey, even after this increase, 

they will not be paying their fair share if you accept the cost 

allocation and the basic premise of the cost allocation study as right 
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-- if you accept that. If you disagree with it, that is another 

matter. But, I would just tell you that the trucking industry itself, 

in its own statements, and you have seen the booklet they put out-- If 

you read that booklet carefully, what it says is that even prior to the 

Federal increase, they were arguing that the Federal allocation was on 

a fair basis. That allocation, prior to the STAA at the Federal level, 

was 50% trucks, 50% cars. Okay? In New Jersey, after this proposal is 

passed, it wi 11 go all the way up to 26% of the total amount paid by 

users of our highways. So, we are at half of what they said was fair. 

ASSEMBlYMAN BRYANT: let me ask another question. I have 

read a couple of studies from the Federal government dealing with the 

environment. I don't know whether you have been privy to them, but I 

will make sure that you get copies. Both of those Federal studies say 

that truckers are not the main cause of the deterioration of our 

highways; it is basically the environment, the heat and the cold. Do 

you agree or disagree with those Federal studies? Or, have you seen 

any? Have you reviewed them? 

COMMISSIONER SHERIDAN: The same studies that we have talked 

about, the cost allocation studies, deal with environmental factors. 

Clearly, weather plays a part. Clear 1 y, the amount of salt that is 

spread plays a part. Those things were taken into consideration when 

these formulas were developed. 

ASSEMBlYMAN BRYANT: How were they taken into consideration 

in our formulas? See, my problem is that--

COMMISSIONER SHERIDAN: (interrupting) I did not have to 

take it into account in this proposal, because I know we are at half of 

what the truckers have said is fair. If we did this on a purely cost 

allocation basis, I can assure you we would not be talking about $30 

million; we would probably be talking about $60 million or $80 million. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CUPROWSKI: One question I have-- Maybe I should 

ask this question to the trucking industry. When riding down toward 

the shore on vacation every year, like everyone else, you always see 

tractor-trailers with a sign on the back, which says, "This vehicle 

pays $3,425. 00 in taxes." I am just wondering how we compute that. 

What comprises that $3,425.00 in taxes? 
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COMMISSIONER SHERIDAN: I'm sure they're talking basically 

about user fees. I think the number is probably more than that if you 

combine the State taxes and the new Federal taxes on the big trucks. 

That has to be related back to the number of miles they drive compared 

to the average car, and related back to the weight, and therefore, the 

damage they cause to our bridges and roads based on that heavy weight. 

All you have to do is ride our interstate system and look at the bridge 

decks, 20 years old and beat to powder. 

ASSEMBLYMAN FOY: Mr. Chairman? 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: Go ahead, Assemblyman Fay. 

ASSEMBLYMAN FOY: Earlier, Commissioner, you made a 

statement. I have been pondering it, and I find it increasingly more 

distrubing in terms of the consistency of the philosophical approach of 

what the Administration wants with respect to this program. That 

statement dealt with the surplus which exists right now. I am not 

talking about future projected surpluses; I am talking about the 

surplus right now. It seems to me you indicated you do not have first 

call on that surplus. But, the whole philosophy behind this proposal 

by the Administration, and by your Department, is that you want to have 

stable funding, and you want to be able to take the enormous instrument 

we have in our existing infrastructure and protect that investment. 

So, it seems to me that consistent with that line of thinking 

in terms of why the proposal exists, that the expenditure of surplus 

funds ought to go, on a priority basis, to long- term investment in New 

Jersey. Quite candidly, it seems to me that the political expediency 

of additional rebates or raises for State workers -- and I am a union 

man and a supporter of that-- doesn't jibe, if that has first call, 

with improving New Jersey's infrastructure. If you have not made your 

bid, or pitch, to the Governor, my strong suggestion to you would be 

that a call ought to be put in on some of that surplus money. If you 

haven't done it, I want to know why. 

COMMISSIONER SHERIDAN: I think I have explained it as best I 

can, Assemblyman Fay. My answer is, with all of the budget of the 

State government to consider, and all of the new proposals on which to 

spend that money, I don't think it is my particular prerogative to 
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suggest or to deal with the surplus question. I think that is best 

dealt w~th between the Legislature and the Governor. 

ASSEMBLYMAN FOY: Well, wou 1 d you have any object ion to an 

amendment to this bill that would require the Governor to dedicate a 

portion of the current surplus to financing the projects? 

COMMISSIONER SHERIDAN: I think that issue has to be 

discussed with the Governor and the Treasurer. I don't know that there 

aren't other equally high priorities in the budget. I don't know that 

there aren't equally high priorities in proposals that the various 

members of the Legislature have made for those funds. 

ASSEMBLYMAN FOY: Is this the highest priority for you, with 

respect to that surplus? 

COMMISSIONER SHERIDAN: Well, of course. Anything to do with 

the transportation system is my highest priority. 

ASSEMBLYMAN FOY: All right. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: I guess the question asked by 

Assemblyman Fay might be, "Has the Department ~equested this, since we 

just found another $127 million?" "Since the surplus went from $194 

million to $300-plus million, has the Department requested any 

additional appropriations?" I assume that when this was put together, 

we only knew about the $194 million. Therefore, we were making certain 

assumptions in terms of where revenue would come from based on that 

limited number. Now, since we have found another $124 million to $150 

million all of a sudden, has the Department taken a position on 

requesting -- since transportation is of such a great need -- some of 
that new-found money? 

COMMISSIONER SHERIDAN: No, because we have a proposal to get 

us the money we need. It is a fair proposal. I think the other 

important point to consider here is, I really think for the long-term 

interest of New Jersey, it makes sense to go on a user-fee basis; that 

is, the revenues being expended are equal to the revenues coming in. I 

would tell you that under this proposal, the numbers are quite clearly 

a wash, for the first time in many, many years. One of the things the 

trucking industry has complained of -- they have said we made payments 

that never wound up in our highway system, in our bridge syst_em, or in 
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our mass transit sys tern. Motorists have said the same thing. Under 

this proposal, we are talking about present motor fuels and 

registration fees which equal $570 million. If you add $25 million 

from the toll roads, and $35 million from the truckers, you will see 

that it is roughly $630 million. The Department's budget is roughly 

$400 million when considered with New Jersey Transit, and if you add to 

that the $230 million in State dollars we are talking about, you will 

see they are in balance. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: I'm trying to capsulize on what 

Assemblyman Fay was talking about. Assuming that you could have some 

phase-in-- Let me give you an assumption. Our budget figures are 

rising every day, but assuming that we found another million before we 

got to June 30, would it not seem appropriate that maybe a phase - in 

portion would be better? We would only be talking about one year; we 

would not be talking about the future. But, even if we used some 

portion of the surplus to phase-in in terms of this industry-- I mean, 

as a request, because it gets to a point where if you keep finding more 

revenue, and we have present issues where it has to be spent somewhere, 

and if this is a pressing issue for this Department -- and I think 

transportation is a pressing issue -- we might want to ask for some 

more dollars in order to maybe even phase-in. 

COMMISSIONER SHERIDAN: I think, as I have indicated, Mr. 

Chairman, that that is a discussion that has to take place between the 

Legislature, the Governor, and the Treasurer. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: I have one further question. In other 

states, trucks get credit for motor fuel tax and for miles traveled on 

toll roads, but I know in New Jersey they don't. So, in essence, that 

is almost like another tax. Was that considered? 

COMMISSIONER SHERIDAN: The trucking industry has raised that 

point with us. I would tell you, I don't know what it cost to give 

that credit, but if it cost $2 million, then what I would have had to 

do was come back and ask for $32 million, because that is what we need. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: But, I am saying in terms of computing 

what they are paying, it would seem to me that that component - - if 

other states are doing it -- should be part of the total formula, so 
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people could have a real understanding of what they are paying in terms 

of, if you want to call it a "tax," or whatever else you want to call 

it. 

COMMISSIONER SHERIDAN: I take it on face value that some 

states do allow a credit for mileage on toll roads. I think if that 

credit cost $2 million, then what I would have been asking for wouldn't 

be $30 million, but $32 million, because that is what is needed to make 

up the money, and it is still well within what is fair to charge the 

truckers. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: But, in terms of projecting those 

figures, wouldn't it be fair if, in fact, that happened, to add that 

into the figures so we would know exactly what-- Instead of it being 

46, or whatever the number was, we might be higher if we started adding 

all those different components. In terms of statistics-- I mean, 

statistics go either way, depending on how you cut them and what you 

put into the formula. I'm saying that in order for me to have a 

complete understanding as to what someone is paying, you might as well 

give me everything that everyone else might pay, so I will understand 

exactly what they are paying. Then I can get to a fair or equitable 

position. 

COMMISSIONER SHERIDAN: Mr. Chairman, if the point is that 

they ought not to have to pay this increase with respect to the tolls, 

I guess I would disagree with that, because I would say that that toll 

road system is also a self-contained system, and it is a third 

component of what we are talking about -- Federal, State, and tolls. 

The money that goes to the toll roads is needed by them to pay to run 

their system, so they also have to collect what is necessary. Whether 

every one of these other states, or even most of them, give a credit 

for the mileage on the toll roads against their motor fuels tax, I do 

not know the answer to that. I don't know the answer. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: Do you think it is fair to consider that 

as a factor in terms of what they are actually paying? 

COMMISSIONER SHERIDAN: I think it is fair to consider it a 

factor. I think the other side of it is though, that if it costs the 

State $2 million or $3 million to give that credit, then what I am 
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saying to you is we still have our needs on the State system, and 

instead of proposing $30 million, I would have been proposing $32 

million or $33 million. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: I happened to be down in the Camden 

area, and they have a paper called the Camden Courier Post. On April 

1, 1984, there was a gentleman from the Governor's office named 

Wolcott, I think, who said that Administration data shows that truckers 

could absorb higher costs. Do you have that data? Could you explain 

to me where they got that information? 

COMMISSIONER SHERIDAN: I don't know what that quote means. 

What I suspect he was referring to is, if we were going to charge them 

on the basis of the cost allocation charges, we would have put together 

a proposal that was a lot more than $30 million. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: Oh, so he probably wasn't talking from 

any factual data that they could absorb all of this. 

COMMISSIONER SHERIDAN: Absorb is going to be very different 

from trucking company to trucking company. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: Very possibly. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CUPROWSKI: Maybe I can summarize my comments. 

Is it fair to say, Commissioner, that as the Commissioner of 

Transportation for the State of New Jersey, if there were other moneys 

another $30 million -- whether it came from surplus as was suggested 

as a possibility here today, or even if it came from another source, is 

it your opinion that the trucking industry should still pay their fair 

share, and the $30 million, in effect, is your best estimate of a fair 
share as to the stable funding program? 

COMMISSIONER SHERIDAN: I think the $30 million is a fairer 

share than what they are now paying, but I would tell you that I think 

if we took those cost allocation numbers and did it on a mileage basis, 

we would be asking for considerably more than what we have proposed. 

What I am saying is, I think the long-term interest of New Jersey is to 

go to a user-fee based system, so that cars and trucks, in total, will 

pay the actual total costs of operating and maintaining our highways, 

bridges, and mass transit systems. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CUPROWSKI: All right; thank you. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: There were additional penalties placed 

in this proposed legislation. Can you tell me how substantial they 

were, and what they will add on to the truckers? 

COMMISSIONER SHERIDAN: Roger, can you answer that? 

MR. NUTT: Mr. Chairman, I believe they were raised from 

$50.00 to $500.00. That was basically because the existing weight 

schedule is graduated and there are no serious jumps. In this 

proposal, there are jumps at $18,000.00 and $50,000.00, and there may 

be some desire to underweigh by a couple of thousand pounds, and we 

would lose a lot of money. That is only a penalty if they are 

overweight. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: Penalties -- what kind of revenues would 

they produce? 

MR. NUTT: Mr. Chairman, we did not do it for the revenue. I 

don't even know ~at amount of revenue is done here. It is to make 

sure that we don't lose revenue from the registration fee increase. It 

was not aimed at producing revenues from the fines. We assume there 

will not be a need for that. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: I understand that, but does the 

Department have within its purview-- We do earn revenues from 

penalties; penalties have not imposed increased revenues, but they 

actually do do that. Do we have any idea, based on the prior figures 

of the last couple of years -- or can this be obtained -- what kind of 

revenues that produces? 

COMMISSIONER SHERIDAN: Mr. Chairman, I do not think we have 

an estimate. We would be pleased to give you an estimate, but I would 

just tell you it is going to be very difficult, because with the 

relatively small penalties there is an incentive to cheat. That 

incentive may not be there with large penalties; hopefully, it will not 

be there with large penalties. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: I imagine that is why the penalties 

would be increased. Are there any further questions? 

ASSEMBLYMAN GILL: No; thank you very much. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: Mr. Commissioner, we really appreciate 

your time. 
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-------------- --- - - -------------- - -~- ----------------------------------

COMMISSIONER SHERIDAN: Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and 

members of the Committee. 

MR. NUTT: Thank you. 

MR. GURMAN: May we have Freeholder Salmon, from Cumberland 

County? Is he here? (Freeholder Salmon not present.) Mr. Paul Kiely, 

President, New Jersey Motor Truck Association. 

PAUL KIELY, JR.: Mr. Chairman, with me are Mr. Edward Hmieleski, 

Secretary of the New Jersey Motor Truck Association, and Mr. Paul 

Stalknecht, Managing Director of the New Jersey Motor Truck 

Association. 

Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee: My name is Paul 

Kiely, Jr. I am President of the New Jersey Motor Truck Association. 

Our headquarters are in East Brunswick, New Jersey. Recent! y, when I 

looked at the computer printout, we had a little more than 1,300 

trucking and trucking-related companies as members. We form the bulk 

of the 250,000 men and women working in truck transport in the State. 

I thank you gentlemen, first, for permitting us to speak 

here. We have sent you considerable documentation about the truck 

registration issue. In recent weeks, we sent you a detailed White 

Paper, a factual booklet on highway pavement damage, and a reply to a 

letter sent to you by John Sheridan, Commissioner of Transportation. 

I hope we have answered most of the questions you might have 

had about our side of the issue of higher truck taxes. I will not take 

up your valuable time in repeating arguments we have already 

presented. I will, however, try to emphasize some points in testimony, 
and I will be using several charts, with the help of our Managing 

Director, Paul Stalknecht, whom most of you know . 

One other word in preface. We in the trucking industry in 

New Jersey are most definitely not here to ask for a tax cut or a fee 

reduction . We are not asking for one dime in State revenue. We are 

here to object to the higher truck registration fees proposed by 

Governor Thomas Kean in his Highway Improvement Plan. We are not here 

to argue about the finer points of the entire Kean package, for 

example, the bonding mechanism. That is not our purpose today. We are 

here to oppose the higher truck tax. We want to get that statement 

into the record early, so there is no confusion. 
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Gentlemen, I refer you to the first chart held by Paul 

Stalknecht. This chart shows you the Federal and State taxes on a 

typical 18-wheeler, the workhorse of the industry. Remember, it does 

not include other taxes that motor carriers must pay, as do other 

businessmen. Paul? 

PAUL STALKNECHT: We have here the Federal and State taxes we now pay 

in the industry. As you can see here, the first one, the heavy vehicle 

use tax is the tax the Chairman alluded to which was raised this year 

from $240.00 per year per vehicle, to $1,600.00 per year per vehicle 

beginning July 1, 1984. So, that is the Federal tax we pay. We pay a 

12% excess tax on the purchase of our equipment; this is a new tax 

also. We pay a fifty-cent per tire tax on our tires, and that comes to 

$143.00 a year. And, we pay a nine-cent per gallon Federal fuel tax. 

These are Federal taxes that a typical 18-wheeler of 80,000 pounds now 

pays to the Federal government. 

In addition, we have a truck registration fee, including the 

trailer, of $708.00. That is our current rate. We pay an eight-cent 

per gallon fuel tax. This is based upon an 18-wheeler traveling about 

100,000 miles a year. So, we pay a total of $5,899.00 in highway use 

taxes at both State and Federal levels. 

MR. KIELY: Thank you, Paul. I want to point out that one of 

the big operating costs for our industry is the toll roads. I refer 

you now to the chart that Paul has, and he will explain it to you. 

Also, Paul will take you on an imaginary trip down the New Jersey 
Turnpike. 

MR. STALKNECHT: One of the big arguments we have had is that 

when you look at our taxes, we ask you to look at all taxes. We are 

continually-- As the Commissioner alluded to today, when you combine 

all taxes, we rank forty-sixth in the country. That is true, if you 

only include truck registrations and motor fuel taxes. But, we say 

that there is another hidden tax that our industry pays, and that is 

tolls. We in New Jersey, to get in and out of the State, or through 

the State, paid $67 million to the toll roads to use those facilities. 

It is a highway use tax. What we are saying is, if you are going to 

combine taxes, you should combine all taxes. You do not pick and 
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choose those which are favorable to your position. You look at all of 

them, and you must include the tolls. In New Jersey, you have very 

high utility rates. We have one of the highest property tax rates in 

our terminal areas and, obviously, the insurance rates for our trucks 

are very high, according to State regulations. 

What we are saying is, look at the whole picture, not just a 

piece of the pie. 

MR. KIELY: You were going to take them for a ride down the 

Turnpike. 

MR. STALKNECHT: We will take you on a trip which is known 

throughout the nation as the most expensive truck trip in America, and 

that is traveling through New Jersey. To get into this State, we pay a 

$2.50 toll at the Delaware Memorial Bridge, and this is the major truck 

route that interstate trucks use coming into the State of New Jersey, 

including our trucks which operate in New Jersey. From end to end, the 

New Jersey Turnpike is a $9.10 toll. The one-way fare for the George 

Washington Bridge is $3.75. On top of that, as the Chairman alluded to 

before, we must pay the State of New Jersey, under our motor fuel tax 

reporting laws, $2.40 based upon the number of gallons we burn in this 

State, for the privilege of using the toll roads. 

So, that is what we have to pay. It is a one-way rate of 

$17.75. That equates to twelve cents per mile, and with that rate New 

Jersey has no equal. There is no state that comes close to us. The 

closest one to us has the highest taxes, which run around six and a 

half to seven cents per mile. You can see here, that we in New Jersey 

are paying significant fees to operate our vehicles in and through this 

State. 

MR. KIELY: I would like to add another point. The money in 

the surplus of the toll roads includes money contributed by the 

trucking industry and the motorists. So, if this toll road surplus 

goes into the Highway Improvement Plan, it should be understood that 

truckers helped to create that surplus. 

We proceed now to the question of the truck registration fees 

themselves. Should the fee structure as presented by Commissioner 

Sheridan be approved, the registration fees will be the ninth highest 
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in the United States. Paul has a chart to explain that particular 

issue. 

MR. STALKNECHT: This chart shows you the 80,000 pound truck 

registration fees in some of the miscellaneous Northeastern states, 

starting off with a low of $410.00 in Delaware up to the $1,152.00 

currently charged in the State of Pennsylvania. New Jersey is at 

$708.00. Again, that includes the power unit and the trailer. An 87% 

increase will bring us to a $1,305.00 annual truck registration fee, 

which will certainly be the highest in the Northeast, and the ninth 

highest in the country. The nearest state to us will be the State of 

Illinois. 

Now, I would like to point out one thing. Contrary to what 

the Commissioner has said, there will be a diversion of truck 

registrations. We will move to the State of Delaware; we will move to 

the State of Rhode Island, and with our truck registrations -- not 

necessarily our businesses, but our registrations. We can legally do 

that, especially if we are involved in interstate operations. If you 

are involved in multiple state operations, essentially you can almost 

pick and choose the state in which you want to register. Many trucking 

companies now register in the State of New Jersey. We have a 

relatively favorable tax rate in comparison to the other states in the 

region -- we're right in the middle -- and, second of all, we enjoy 

good reciprocity with other states. So, the trucking companies have 

come here to the State of New Jersey. 

We can very easily-- There will probably be a shift of 

registrations from the State of New Jersey to the State of Delaware, 

again, not businesses, but the registrations of the vehicles. Last 

year, Florida raised their truck registration fee, and they had a 

diversion. I just received a letter today from the Department of 

Highways in the State of Florida. I'll just read you the last sentence 

in the letter. This comes from the Chief of Registration Services, 

Division of Motor Vehicles, Department of Highway Safety and Motor 

Vehicles in the State of Florida: "It is obvious that a number of 

vehicles left the state in 1984 due to the fee increase." When I 

questioned him further on the phone, I asked him very simply, "Where 
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did they go?" He said, "They went to three states; they went to 

Tennessee, Delaware, and New Jersey." So, New Jersey is a friendly 

State. Interstate truckers are registering their vehicles here because 

of the fee and the reciprocity. I am afraid that if you raise that to 

a point where it will ·be- the highest in the Northeast, we- will no 

longer enjoy that tax through the registrations that are coming into 

the State today. 

MR. KIELY: The Commissioner pointed out in his statement 

that this $30 million in registration fees is essential, and that it 

is essential that it be $30 million. I think Paul's illustration 

points out very well that we feel strongly that the $30 million will 

not be there. 

At this point, I would like to show the Committee the 

comparative tax rates paid by major industries in 1983. It shows that 

the trucking industry pays more than its fair share of taxes to Uncle 

Sam. 

MR. STALKNECHT: These figures here come from the Joint Tax 

Committee of Congress. They wanted to show what industries paid, which. 

had the highest tax rate, etc. The Joint Tax Committee for 1981 

ascertained that the highest tax rate was on crude oil; trucking was 

second. So, all of our neighboring industries in the State which we 

share with -- pharmaceuticals, chemicals -- have a lower overall tax 

rate than we in the trucking . industry. Look at another transportation 

facility, airlines. 

Then look at our 

Air freight has a comparative tax rate of 17. 6%. 

cheap freight competitor, the railroads. The 

railroads enjoy a negative tax rate of 7. 5%; in other words, they get 

moneys back in credits •. 

What we are saying is, take a look at the whole picture when 

you look at our industry and what our industry is paying in taxes. 

MR. KIELY: You will-get a complete picture of the financial 

status of our industry following my talk. But the next chart is, I 

believe, the essence of our argument. Paul ~talknecht is holding up a 

list of some of the New- Jersey-based carriers which have gone out of 

business -- most of them through bankruptcy -- over the past two 

years. There are others we could not fit on the chart. Plus, I point 
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'Gcit, :t:here ;have ·been failures by big interstate trucking companies with 

'home 'Offic·es in other stafes, but with · terminals in New . Jersey. 

Thous'arnds of ;New Jersey workers have suffered when companies like 
1Maisl:tn Transport., Jones T;rucking, Wilson Trucking, Hemingw~y 'Exp'r,ess, 

iMato~r Ftteight Expr,ess-, Spector /Red Ball, Eazor Expr-ess, Davidson 

:r~r'ansfet, and othe,rs closed their doors. 

Gentlemen, we are ·not :he,re crying to government., ·but we are 

asking yau. to lake a •good lodk at our count·erproposal lo the 1Kean 

· :Pl:an.. ~We suggest 'that the $30 .million a year for :two years be .drawn 

fr,om :t!he 1General Treasury., from 'the surplus funds we read about. This 

·maney·, 'this surplws, was paid in part by the 2'50.,-000 -men and women ~of 

our tndustry. We are asking 'for a two,..year relief from further 

· taxatimh by 'the State. ~Afte.r the two~year pe·riod, we :th:Lnk the economy 

im ~the ;t.rucki-ng ·industry ·arid in the State will be · such that we can 

~consider an increase in :motor fuel taxes. We hop.e so. 

I w:ant to emphasize ·Orne pad!mt.. ·we are rnot 'Sh:i:ftiin_g :the 

':bt:ttdelil ito anyone ,else.. We are not -asking anyone to pic;k ·.up our .taxes,. 

iAs .J *lave shown., ;,we ha-ve and are .payi.ng :aur fair share·. I remind y.ou 

that ~'fiorr:meir l.-t.aR$portabion ·commissione:r -L·oui:s :Gambaccini said: "Nearly 

';$3 ·hitl[i•on · i:n fhliighway ~use ~reveRu.e ·-was d-i¥ert:ed to norn~miJ~hlw:aY 

lfln.J~pl!lses:.'" Of that $3 1lliliion, .our indust:ry jpaid nearly '$1 ·billia.n. 

:,rt d:s itJ.m:reasonabJ:e then ·to .ask for -a ·$30 ·million a year (:for bwo _y,ears) 

rettit!tr.n :df 1those ·di,ve'rted :funds? . 

fGen'tlemen., ·we -of 'the 1trucking indust.ry bed:ieve in .a st.abl,e 

:source :of :'highway fundiRg. 'W.e .suppo:rt ;programs to tha:t end.. .But., :.we 

tcannot :support an .additional ·tax hike when .we ~have :barely :rec-overed 

ff:rom lthe '-worst economic ·recession :in ·our :indusbr;y 'Since (the ;1930'' s. ·we 

·:a~e ;;mov·ing· ·the 'brucks ~again, tharik the Lord, :but ·we need . a· .l:itt.le more 

~:time ':before ,we ··can ·take another tax. Thank you. 

:ASSffMBLYMAN 'BRYANtT: .Let ·me fi·rst ask if, -at ·some -:·p«:iint 'in 

·,bime,,, ~~·we :;could ha-ve copies :·of ;your :testJimony ifor iithe ;Cornmibt~e. ·Gould 

~you ·make J1i'hose availaole? 

· -~R. KIEUV.: · ·Yes, we ·could. 

~·ASSEMBLYMAN :cUPROWSKT: Including the charts? 
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.ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: Yes, I was going to say that. If, in 

fact, you can get someone to do those, we would appreciate that also. 

They might be helpful to the Committee. 

MR. KIELY: Gentlemen, there is a second portion of our 

presentation by Mr. Hmieleski. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: fine; I just wanted to make that point. 

EDWARD 1141ElESKI: Mr. Chairman, members of the Commit tee: . I want to 

thank you very much for giving me the opportunity to speak before you. 

This morning, gentlemen, I wear two hats. I am the Secretary of the 

New Jersey Motor Truck Association and, also, I am the owner and 

president of Hmieleski Trucking Corporation based in South Plainfield. 

The trucking industry, according to Commissioner Sheridan, I 

believe, went through a mild recession. My company went through a 

depression. In order for me to survive -- and, gentlemen, my company 

started in 1920, and I have 125 people working for me -- all my 

employees, I'm talking ~out from top management on down, everybody, 

took a 12% decrease in pay two ye~rs ago. We are in the third year of 

a union contract, and they ,are still taking the 12% decrease, in order 

for me to survive. If they had not done that, I wouldn't be sitting in 

front of you. I just wanted to let you know the status of my company. 

Now, I am going to put the other hat on, and I am going to 

give you the financial status of· trucking in the State of New Jersey. 

Permit me to begin with several facts about trucking transportation in 

New Jersey. I emphasize that these facts are as they are presented. 

All of these facts are documented. 

In 1983, as the national and State economies began to turn 

around, the ICC reported that 22 of the 100 biggest motor carriers 

showed losses. The net profit margin of the 100 fleets rose from an 

almost fatal • 49~cl to a still sickly 2. 18%. We are now making less than 

3% income on each revenue dollar. I repeat: 2. 18% net profit. Even 

during the sometimes difficult operating conditions of the 1970's, the 

combined net profit was more than 3%. 

In addition to the 22 of the 100 companies that showed losses 

in 1983, American Trucking Associations, Inc. reports 20 other fleets 

show extremely marginal profitability with operating ratios at near 

- 99%. 
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fri_ghtfully, ·on a· national scale,. there has been no increase 

in :.the _,so-c-alled "hard industrial foundation." Steel production, 

minin9, and manufacturing ·of durable products have not grown 

co.mmens.ur.ate with overal_l change in industrial production. 

_·stat-ewide, this national tr.end of dislocation and decrease in 

, ba,sic .•i·ncjustry -is reflected in an absolut·e and a temporary decrease in 

maou(c;tqtyrin.g production. ·Absolute manufacturing .loss has ·continued 

. for . nearly . 20 _years in the State of New Jersey, and the temporary 

-~.etbgc,ks :,r.elev.ant to the recent recession have not been reversed fully. 

'E_ven -in 1984, manufacturing is the slowest of all business 

.sectogs :in the State. Obviously, any decrease in manlrfacturing 

:Produe;t,!~on ~impacts ne,gati vely on truck transport. The trucking 

indl!.str)' gains ·more from new manufacturing plants and :n·om ·old plants 

qper~ting at capac-ity than ,it .does from high-tech industry o·r the 

~opend:ng ,of a :few more casinos in Atlantic City. 

One other point: The trucking indus.try .pays ·high 'cor·porate 

t:ax .r~tes. ·Recently, the American Movers 'Con'ference revealed in a 

s't':J.GJY ;pl;lat trucking .companies :paid ,corporate tax rates 24~~ hl:gher than 

tm.e :fo;rtune 1-QB companies. A study ·by the American Business Conference 

-~_ays the ~r:o.rtuRe 100 ·cmmpar.ties paid l6% on an average in ·corporate 

taxes. 

Hecently, the Joint CGmmittee on laxation of the United 

Sta,tes .G.ongress made public., ·data that 'Shows the trucking iridustry paid 

· eff.ec!ti.;ve corporate tax rates averaging 40.3% during 1'980 and 1982. By 

e.ompariapn -- or rather, by contrast -- the chemical industry. paid 

4. 3~6,; the computer industry, 25.6%; and, strangely, the paper industry 

enjoye~ n~gative taxes. 

E~en during the severe national recession -- th~ worst 

re~es~ion for the trucking industry in New Jersey, it shouid be hated 

-- the trucking industry paid a giant 46.1% tax on its ihco~e in 1981. 

D~ping the ~arne year, the biggest banks in the nation psid 2~7% ta~ on 

d.om~!?tic income. The railroads, mind you, received Federal tax credits 

and ref~nds of $1.2 million on an income of $1.7 biliioh• 

Th,~ trucking industry in New Jersey is desperately trying to 

s.urvive. .Small, medium, and even some big motet carriers are 
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perilously close to closing their doors. I refer you to the chart that 

we just looked at, which illustrated just some of the major New Jersey 

companies that have shut down during the past two years. 

Unfortunately, we .lead the nation in this category, according to 

statistics made public by the American Trucking Associations, Inc. in 

Washington, D.C. and, be it emphasized, these bankruptcies and closin'gs 

because of financial difficulties do not reflect the problems of one or 

two-truck operators. 

It is well to make clear the increases in Federal taxes that 

have impacted upon the trucking industry in the State. On January 3, 

1983, President Ronald Reagan signed into law the most expensive piece 

of highway legislation since 1956. Federal revenues from these highway 

use taxes will increase to $8.6 billion in 1983, $11.7 billion in 1984~ 

and up to $13.4 billion in 1988. 

To finance these increases to the states, the Federal motor 

fuel tax was increased by a nickel to nine cents a gallon, effective 

April 1, 1983. In addition, truck operators were hit with a 12% 

Federal retail sales tax, replacing a 10% manufacturers' excise tax on 

new trucks and trailers of more than 33,000-pound gross vehicle 

weight. A similar. tax on truck parts and accessories was also 

imposed. Also, a prorated but higher tax was imposed on big tires used 

on typical 18-wheelers. 

The most difficult tax to bear, however, is the 700% increase 

that will go into effect July 1 of this year. This is the bottom line 

of $1,600.00 a year highway use. tax on each truck. This Federal tax 

cannot be readily passed along, as some observers seem to say. The· 

highly competitive atmosphere in the trucking industry -- partly a 

reflection of recent congressional legislation and partly a reflection 

of the recent· recession -- precludes the trucking industry from asking 

shippers, and therefore consumers, to pick up the tab. In the days of 

runaway inflation, this was perhaps a general practice -~ but it isn't 

the way we· do ·things today. Passing along tax hikes to consumers has 

been negated by major changes in the industry. We must point this out, 

because some legislators have suggested we should raise our prices and· 

raise our freight charges. We just can't do it anymor~. 
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'Another financial worry of the trucking indust'ry is the 

interest rate. Since the Carter Administration, prime interest -rates 

-of 21~ h~ve been ~educed subst~ntially. It has been assu~ed, 

therefore., that truck operators can readily . borrow· ·much needed ·capital 

for new equipment. This is not so. Interest rates for truck operators 

are stilt ·high, far above the ·11% prime, as of this writing. I think 

·it is 12--1/2% now, or 13%. Truck aperators, battered by the recession 

of the past thr-ee to four years, just do not have the up-front 

'investment or cash flow to take advantage of technological improvements· 

and longer lengths permitted in provisions of .the Surface' 

Tr·ansportatioh Assistance Act of 1982. 

If the combination of increased federal taxes, high interest 

r·ates., · and a deregulatory ·economy has hurt the trucking industry, then 

increased State . taxes -- on the order of 25% to 87% -- are as adding 

s'alt to the. wound. The constant refrain that trucks damage the 

·highways and, therefore, they should ·pay for t'tie carnage, ·has been 

disprov·en ti~e ·and time again. But, the refrain is resurrected 

whenever a ·state ·Administration decides it needs additional revenue. 

Ignorance o'f the trucking industry and its problems has been 

a thorn ih our side for yeats. That is why in ·our alternative proposal 

to the incte~sed truck registration fee we have urged there be 

implemented a regular commu·nication -- perhaps in the form of a 

permanent . committee -- between State gover·nment, primarily the 

Department of transportation, . and the State trucking industry. 

it is our hope that through understanding, government 

offici·als will discontin'ue the attitude that trucks are an easy e mark 

for a new tax source, at that the trucking industry should be willing 

to comptotnise year in and year out every time federal or State 

authorities propose a new tax. When the ecan·omic condition of -the 

trw2king industry is as desperate as it is today, even "a little tax" 

can stra'hgie stnne fleets. Gentlemen; that is why we are hOW asking for 
a two-year moratorium, so to speak, oh new or increased State taxation 

on trucks. · Thank you very much. 

·ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: Thank you, Mr. Hmiel~~ki. I have ~ fe~ 

questions I wouid like to pose. I am goihg to ask about tHree 
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questions at one time, dealing with New Jersey truckers possibly 

leaving, or closing due to bankruptcies, and how this new, I'll call it 

tax on registration -- or registration fee -- will impact. Secondly, I 

think it is important for the Committee -- and I don't know whether, in 

fact, you can develop this-- You talk about Federal dollars, and I 

think that gets lost sometimes because when you start talking abo~t $3 

billion, or $8 billion nationally, it is hard for people to translate 

that into what that means in New Jersey. I mean, it's like someone 

else is paying for it, as opposed to our guys. Maybe it could be 

broken down as to what that is in a small company, . a medium-sized 

company, ~nd a large company. 

Then, I think there is a perception in this whole package 

that the only persons who might be hurt, and they are not really hurt 

because they are so big, would be the · big company with the 80, 000 

pounders, and that these truck fees, which will be increasing on a 

slighter scale on the smaller trucks, will not affect the smaller 

companies. I think that ·picture needs to be made clear in terms of 

what is really being done. Maybe really what we are arguing about is 

the 80,000 pounder; we are not really arguing about anything else. I 

do not think that is the case from my understanding. I think maybe 

that should be pointed out later. 

Tell me about the bankruptcies and about how this will affect 

the smaller companies. 

MR. STALKNECHT: This chart may say it all, Mr. Chairman. 

This shows, essentially, a one-truck operation going 1 00; 000 miles a 

year. Last year, our industry made a 2.18 cent profit on each one· 

dollar of revenue. Now,. if you take a company going 100,000 miles a 

year, assuming he is doing a $100,000 gross revenue, that means he has 

$97,280.00 in expenses to operate that vehicle, giving him a profit of 

$2,180.00 for the year. Now, if you take the $2,180.00, and take away 

the new Federal increase that is going into effect J.'Jly 1, which 

actually equates to $1,360.00, because we are currently paying $240.00, 

that leaves him a net profit of $820.00. If you add in the $600.00 new 

State registration~ he is down to a profit of $220.00 on $100,000.00 of 

gross revenue. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: I guess my question is -- maybe for the 

· Committee's .clarification -- is that based on an 80,000 pounder? 

MR. STALKNECHT: Yes, basically an 80,000-pound truck. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: I imagine you have all varieties of 

trucks, small, medium-sized, and large. It would seem to me that one 

might give us some kind of an analysis, but make it a mix of what 

happens in a particular firm. I don't know whether there is· a standard 

small, standard medium, and standard large truck. However, I would 

like to know what the impact will be on each one of these, assuming 

that you have a basic mix of trucks. I am not asking fo.r it today, but 

that might be something that would be very helpful because that would 

bring it home to us. 

MR. KIELY: Mr. Chairman, I think many of our members have 

that information. If we do not have it with us . today, I think we will 

be able to forward it to you very shortly in the form of letters and 

financial analyses of the impact on individqal comp.anieE.l. This will 

show, as you say, that many of the large companies use the large'r 

trucks, but many of the smaller companies have only one or two of those 

large trucks, and that is their whole business. Our membership is 

forwaroing letters on impact, and I think some of the members are here 

today to testify. 

MR. STALKNECHT: Mr. Chairman, following our presentation, 

Gary Bonacci from AAA Trucking Corporation has an analysis of his fleet 

mix, and the impact on.his company. So, I will let him present that in 

his testimony. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: Okay. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GILL: Mr. Chairman? 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: Yes, Assemblyman Gill. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GILL: Paul, one of. the charts you showed 

earl~er, showed a typical automobile tax of $60.00. That can't be 

right, can it? 

MR. STALKNECHT: That is just the federal tax~ 

ASSEMBLYMAN GILL: Okay, because I know I pay a $54. 0() 

registration on my car. 

MR. STALKNECHT: That was just the Federal tax. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN GILL: . How does the New Jersey Motor Truck 

Association feel about the treatment given out-of-state trucks? We 

appreciate the fact that you would like to see New Jersey trucks fairly 

well treated. But, certainly, you are aware of New Jersey being used 

--·as far as Route 1, as far as the Turnpike, and so forth -- by all 

kinds of New Jerseyites and non-state trucks~ How do you feel about 

that? How would you propose that it be done on a more equal basis? · 

MR. STALKNECHT: Our Association historically supports 

equitable taxes for all highway users, and that includes all truckers. 

So, we do not have a position where we say, "Well, the in-state 

truckers should have an advantage over the out-of -state truckers." If 

the truck is in New Jersey, we feel taxes should be equitable for all 

trucks, regardless of whether they are interstate or intrastate. This 

bill in itself has inequities. You have exempted agricultural vehicles 

from the registration fee: increase. The Commissioner indicated that 

solid waste vehicles are exempt. It was ironic that hi~ explanation of 

the solid waste vehicles was for a point that had nothing to do with 

the operation of the vehicle ·-- dumping fees at a landfill. So, he is 

taking into account some third-party fees for the solid waste vehicles, 

and correspondingly we are arguing · about the economic impact to our 

industry, to our vehicles, and our voices are not being heard. 

But, getting back to the original question, taxes on the 

trucking industry should be equitable for all vehicles. There should 

be no favoritism for any intrastate or interstate vehicles. It should 

be equitable across the board. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GILL: In other words, you want to see the user 

tax? 

MR. STALKNECHT: No, we don't want to see any tax for two 

years. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GILL: I really wasn't trying to trap you there. 

You indicated on one of your charts too, that at the moment -- right 

now -- in New Jersey it cost about $708.00 to register a truck, on an 

average, versus, or in comparison to Delaware, where it costs $410.00. 

Now, with that almost two to one comparison, why haven't the New Jersey 

trucks already gone down to Delaware and registered? 
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MR,., STAU~NECWT':-. Wel.J,, it's; simp\le~. New,, J.e-rsey: enjoys good.· 

r·e·e:ipro·city. w;lth the O·ther states:. Some· states- have impos·ed laws::: with· 

wh·ati. W~i! ca·I.J:: a. "'thir.di;..s,tructure .. tax .• " Maybe Jr should .. ge into: a; li.ttle­

fi'i,isito:Ey\' Sif' tJile ta.x&t.~.i:on.-,. In the· trucking industry,; theTe: ~re, three 

baxes;; · t..he fi-rst,. second,_ and} third·:-struetur:e~ . tax.. The­

fir'f~:t,~s-tt:r-ucture·. ta*. is~ your registration· fee·.. The., secomc.h-st~uct.ure. ~ax 

. fs· y.out:'· file~I: tax, •. _ Am;y other tax-. would be a. thirQ::-.s.trueture tax. -~ 

ax~li:e:-.mdt!e: tax, ton~mi1e, tax,. etc. So. what happens when· a;· s.ti:lb~· impos.es­

a:~ th·i<rd-st'ructure• tax .. is;,, othe~r- s-tates retaliate: ag:aims.t vehic-les from· 
tUMi·at s·-t:at·e,,._ arad~ sa.y ,, "Well,. if· you. are' gelling, to; coroe' into_. our- state·, aS'. 

8'- r·etaJ.i:.atory ITieasur·e: you- pay our s:tate that. third-structure. tax. 

e'q~•ival:L;ent:. to· what our vehic·1es pay to· y,ouF stalte go;vernment. "· . So·, 

wflia1t. happ.e!fis? 'Fhe:· Penmsyliv.an.ial carriers~ coming:' .tntoi New J~e:rsey are2 now~ 

pa.y·imq: ani a~x~]·e· tax., because we:,· pay an axl'e t.ax in.. P:ennsylvania·. The:. 

eairr.·ieltSi im' Kentucky.,, amd: the•. ca:r~J.ders,. in, Oh-io, pay New. Je:rse.y; a1 

tmn'-miUie:· tax; in,. re.talia;tion~. Sor,. if New Jeu:$ey, imposes~ a· 

t:hi,rdi~siti:E'l!JG:tu:re· tax,: what you, do ye.s;_,, you wiLl get the·- re~enue: fr:om 

tt:le: out.-af-s:ta~te e·a$rie,r·s. -- bwt ,; the New. Je-rsey c:ar-rie.rs will b.e 

pe·oa.]ize.€1} se·verel.y irl the othe:r states·, beca.us.e· now; they will ha.ve to. 

s·ttaf:t.t' p·a,yin-g: ~, €m1-m-.I.le. tax to: this. state, oF an axle: tax to that 

s,tate:,, wha:te·ve.:r is come' up with. So< third-structure taxes. are­

se:l-f-GJ'e;fea.tirng!. fo.:rt y.our own; peaple· becaus~· the.y, g.et hit in the other 

states. 

In: Pennsylvan~ia, for example-- A. Pemnsy..lv,ania· carrier tod~y 

has to pay' e.ight to ten states an axle· tax eq;wiva1ent:. to; what thf;l;t. 

V,etli@le pays he.re. In other words,. they get nit ten times the 

effective· tax rate'. So, third-structure taxes are very self-defeating 

and, more: importantly, they· are very difficult to administer on a state 

le:veJ., ln fa~t, the: Commissioner talked about ton~m~ile taxe.s,_ buit 

tliete was one' thing he did not tell you. More states have rep.ea:led the 

ton-mile ta.x. than have instituted the ton-mi1e· tax, because gf 

admin±str·ative p~roblems. It is a self-policing type of tax. with very· 

sev~re adndnistrati ve: costs, and many states: · which have had the 

ton-mile tax have gotten out of it. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN GILL: I have just a couple of more questions, 

Paul. I know I am -- and I'm sure many members of the Legislature are 

-- somewhat concerned about the question of whether you can ,take from 

the declared surplus moneys enough to offset this amount. This is 

going to be a loaded question, and you don't have to answer it. When I 

came into the Legislature, we had forecasted a profit surplus 

someone had forecasted a profit surplus of $100 million. Instead, we 

wound up with a deficit of $200 million. Hence, we started running to 

catch up, the five-cent gas tax, and so forth. lf what you are saying 

is that th~ trucking association would be in favor of seeing some of 

the $30 million -...,. some or all -- taken from the surplus, would you 

.also be in favor if we came across a deficit one yegr, two years, or 

three years down the pike' of the Motor Truck Association making up the 

deficit? 

MR. STALKNECHT: I'll just answer that in general, why should 

the trucking industry always be the one to have to pay taxes when 

we are making up a deficit? There are other citizens; there are 

other--

ASSEMBLYMAN GILL: (interrupting) Well, the trucking 

association is the one at the moment which is saying, "We appreciate 

the fact that you want us to pay $30 million as our 'fair share' of 

this additional cost for transportation of $3.3 billion." Now, if you 

said, "We do not think that is our fair share; we don't believe we 

should be paying that," I think we would have a little better 

explanation of why you shouldn't be paying any more taxes. Or, if you 

said, "We don't think the money should come out . of surplus if, on the 

other hand at some future time" -- such as our own household accounts 

-- if we lose money this year, we have to make it up next year, or so 

forth and so on. 

MR. STALKNECHT: I think our proposal addressed that, 

Assemblyman Gill. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GILL: What was your proposal, Paul? 

MR. STALKNECHT: We asked for a two-year nnratorium, and we 

asked you to take two years out of the general surplus. Obviously, you 

have it this year; there is no question about that. And, the 
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proj'ecttoh is that you . will probably f':lav..e,, a·· ~.t.u:~pbiS· the following 

year·., WeJ re sE!ying, after that., when the economy of the industry alloW$ 

us; to g~t b~ck· on; OtJr feet, yes., we will sit down and· talk. abollt 

incr,eas.ing· hi.g~way user· ta~es.. We are not saying that we, are opposing 

l;lny, tax:e·s.; we're· saying that we need .a·· break for two y~ars because qf 

the m;~t.ei.de· economic factors in· the i.ndlls.try to get U$ back qn our feet 

from- ~dx co.ns.ecutive years. of declining, revenues.... So,.. we didn't say, 

"No· ta~es:; "' we· said,. "Two: years.-." 
ASSEMBLYMAN· GlLL: Two years ago -~ and this will be. my las.t 

question ..... - we were fi9hting rather bitterly on. the five-cent per 

ga·l.Jon· 9~~ ta.x. Seme people agree that it would have s.o1vec.1 many 9f 

our p:rob'lems but, nevertheless:, we did not pass. it. At that particular 

time, the: Motor Truck Associ. at ion testified ttl at many t.rvck Gompanies 

wm.rld go, out of business if, indeed, that five .... c~nt gas. t~x wa~ 

passed. We did not pass it in New Jersey. Possibly,·in their infinite 

wisdorn, the F'ede\ral government did. They said, "lt's a gooq iqea; 

we'll pa~s it.'' How many of those failures would you attribute to the 

fi ve~c~nt gas tax from the F" ederal government? 

MR. STALKNECHT: . Well, th~t was caused by compounding 

f~ctore; you can't s~Y it was just one apeci fie factor. When you add 

up the whole thing, obviollsly a tax of that magnitude could be the nail 

in the coffin.. I think it would be naive to say the failures we~;e. 

cau~ed by that particular tax, · but when you add that to the whole 

additional cost, yea, it did have some impact. 

ASSEMBLYMAN 6RYANT: let me just ask one question, and then I 

have to step out to another meeting. Assemblyman Cuprowski will act as 

Chairman in my_ absence. 

I know what your proposal is, but also what I'm hearin9 is., 

assuming t~e. Legislature is going to impm~e the ta~ which has peen 

proposed by the Commissioner and the Administration, it is too drae;tic 

at one time. This would not force you to make a different commitment 

from what you have said, but is my understanding correct? 

MR. STALKNECHT: That is correct. 

AS$EMBL YMAN BRYANT: Assemblyman CL.Jprowski, would you plea~e 

take over; I will be back in ebout 10 minutes. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CUPROWSKI: Assemblyman Markert? 
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ASSEMBLYMAN MARKERT: Thank. you. If I might -- whichever 

gentleman would like to respond -- what would be your reaction to 

replacing the sales tax on· trucks and truck parts in the State of New 

Jersey, to come up with a figure which would allow us to decrease· the 

registration fees for ·trucks, by whatever the estimated amount of that 

tax might be? 

MR. KIELY: We don't understand. 

ASSEMBLYMAN MARKERT: I'm talking about a sales tax on the 

purchase of trucks, parts, and so forth. If we were to replace that. 

tax on you, give you a sales tax again -- put it on again -- the ' 

dollars brought in by that tax to then be used to offset the difference 

by an increase in registration fees-- Hypothetically, if the tax 

brings in $15 million, ~hen we would only have to raise an additional 

$15 million. Of course, I'm not saying I am going to put the proposal 

on the board, because I don't know what can be done with dedicated 

sales tax, and I think you all know the Constitution, especially Paul. 

In the State of New Jersey, it would· probably have to work through the 

process as we now do in general appropriations. However, do you have 

any comment on that thought? 

MR. KIELY: Assemblyman Markert, I don't understand. If you 

are proposing taking $15 million away from us, and then adding $15 

million more in registration fees, you would still be going after the 

$30 million we have just testified we can't afford right now. I don't 

see the point. 

ASSEMBLYMAN MARKERT: The point is, I think the State 

suffered a loss of revenue by eliminating the sales tax. 

MR. KIELY: We admit that. 

ASSEMBLYMAN MARKERT: I think it was done b~sically to help 

the industry to try to upgrade its equipment, and to enable the 

industry to sustain a longer period of time without addressing some of 

its problems. 

MR. KIELY: It is my understanding from the history of the 

sales tax that we were actually playing catch-up football when we 

finally got our exemption from the tax. The original law, as written, 

had an exemption in it for the railroads, had an exemption in it for 
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the\ tilllses:, and:: hadi an exemption:· in, it fan· mant:tfacture:rs,. of new,, 

eqt111irpment for the:· new· eqt!J·ipment they needed: to. p·Fodwee their gpods. w.e. 

J:H~ay.e:dH qg.tch-Uf)\ fQ."otbaJ:t-.1 whe.n, we aslocedi fq.r: our exempt·i.on;, ~ei ~e,l(e: omly 

t:ify.'.l:nt)Jh t()~, get' t:fie:· $~m$· adv$m·t:~ge, that other: busines~eni had;. In. our 

im'iGfili:s!~'F'Y'·,· the-. ·. t~uc:J<. · is. t.h~: manuf~cturing. equipment;: i:t is our; 

rri'anu:f·arc.tt!Hti:n~. eq:u;fpment:.. Why shouldh:'t ma,m:.~.faretuF·e:~s~,. a~ w.ell as. buses. 

andr tl~E1&1i:n·SJ ,. p·ay aL $a.Jl e:s: tax e,n'. the· Pllr•cht:~~e. o.f bl'ilei.r m~mufac·~IJ)? ing .. 

e.qt.d:pment. when we> ha<Ve' to: pay i.t on. ours:?· Tha:t. i$, m¥ underrstand;i.ng of 

the, hdis,tary· of th'fif sales' tax··: 

A:$.SEMB6 VMAN: MARKERJi :, Al_l right,, thank you .• 

A~S!SEMBK ¥MAN CWPROWS·KI :, 1 ha.v~ a. couple.· qf. qwestions;.. ftle: 

Cri:mmis,s;JJ.sn:er· mad.e r·eferenc~ to New J.er~ey Bell Te.lephqne., or Bell. 

le;]ep'hofl1E.t o.f· New Jersey,, 8$ it is known tod.ay,.j He' sad;d they had- an 

an·a~lysd;s: dene· ...... he didn't specify by whqm -. .... wher,e.· theY, .clai;.meq th~:Y, 

C·Olli.d! ha've a' rl'et. saving$' {)f $iiQO,QOQ •. OQ em their. vehi,(}·le$.: in 

maint'a.n'ance and cilf;H:~rating expenses:, and that is onlY< o.ne. c.ompany. I am, 

just wondertng. · if yQur industry hQs done a similaP· analysis on a, 

b:F'Clader· scale· to. find ()ut what it could ~:ventually sa.v~ in the repa:iJ:·, 

mai.nttenance,: and operati.o.n of its v~hicles,. if this. tran~PQttati,qn 

f'~.:~ndi.ng was implemented. 

MR. 5TALKNECHT: If I may address the supj~ct;. 9f New Je~~ey 

Bell Telephone·., I 'rn gl~d yoy brought t:~P that qyestion'! Here is t:t;le 

internal impact statement from the P.uP.lic. Affair~ Oep~rtm~nt qf New 

Jersey Bell. If you look at this, they ar~ t~lking ~t;>out: the ~mpact on 

theit company. The CQmm.i,ss.i,Qnf!.r sa.iq they operate 6,000 v~hicle~, b.u.t 

they only have 4,200 vehicles. More importantly, qnly 1f3 vehiqle~ of 

New Je·rsey Bell Telephone wj.ll be in that hj.gher tax rate of 87% u.nqer 

the registration increae;e. If our members h~d the financj.c;,il 

wherewithal of New J~r$ey Ball, and OlllY hact 18 v~hicles involved in 
thi~ he~vy vehicle uae t~x~ I thlnk wQ wou.~ct a.ll ~yppgpt: it too~ 

ASSE:MBL YMAN CUPROWSKl: Okay. That is. a. ggpd pqif1t., pqt yo4 

didn't answer tny Question~ 

ASSEMBLYMAN GILL: We oon 't wQnt to a.cc~pt t:Ma.t: a.rtsw.er! 

ASSEMBLYMAN CUPROWSKI: YQl.' d:iqn't an$w~r mY qye~t~gn 

thOugh. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GILL: Th~t's r~ght. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN CUPROWSKI: My question was, did your industry do 

an analysis to find out what your companies, in effect, could save on 

the operation and maintenance of your vehicles, either on a small scale 

or on a broader scale? I would assume it would be on a broader scale. 

That was my question. 

MR. STALKNECHT: No, we did not. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CUPROWSKI: Okay. I think it is safe to say, 

obviously, that the industry. feels that any improvements . to the roads, 

maintenance, and so forth, and any construction of bridges, roads, and 

so forth, have to be of benefit, and, certainly, a cost to the industry 

as far as maintenance and operations are concerned. Is that correct? 

MR. KIELY: Yes, sir. We have been looking for dedication 

since it was taken away •. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GILL: This is what we have here, isn't it 

dedication? 

MR. KIELY: We say we are not against the.concept. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CUPROWSKI: Well, maybe· my ~uestion is this: If 

it was a choice, I guess, between funding this particular program out 

of the $30 million of regist'ration fees -- although l don't honestly 

see it coming to that -- this proposal being approved,. the imptovements 

being made, and stable funding being implemented, and obviously, the 

benefits which would derive from that to the roads and bridges-- Would 

you go so far as to say that maybe we shouldn't implement this program 

because the industry cannot afford its share, or at least what the 

Commissioner feels is its fair share, or fairer share, if you will? 
MR. KIELY: The question before was, how much money could be 

saved once this was · completed and we would be able to run on better 

roads and better bridges? What we are asking for is a couple of years' 

wait down the line. Probably by then some of this work will be done 

and we may see some savings. )\t that time, we may be in a better 

position, and that is what we aresaying ~-"Wait a couple of years." 

ASSEMBLYMAN CUPROWSKI: Okay. What net profit taxes, if you 

will, dries your industry -- your companies -- pay to the State of New 

Jersey? You made a lot of references to the Federal income tax~s that 

are paid as a result of profits. The reason why I ask this question is 
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becat:is'e the Commissioner made refe·rence . to: · the· fact· th~t the $30 

million is atf expense ac~}aln$t your net income on the federal level, and 

·that the net effect to the industry is not $30 million. ·The net result 

of that WQU}d be ........ depending. on- What tax bracket you Were iA· 40~~ Of 

that,, dr possibly 50~~ o·f that. Obviously, fat some of the companies 

which a~te not making as good a profit, .it would be 10%; or whatever. 

What net profit taxes do you pay to the State of Ne·w Jersey? What riet 

pr·otit ta-xes are . your companies obligated to pay to the State of Ne.w 

Jersey?· 
MR. STALKNECHT: We pay just the routine business taxes 

corpora,te taxes. 

f.1R. KIELY: We pay the same taxes that anyone else pays. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CUPROWSKI: Corporate taxes? 

MR. StALKNECHT~ Yes. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CUP.ROWSKI: So, the net effect of the corporate 

tax is based on the net profit. ls that right? 

MR, STALKN(CHt: That is 6otrecti 

ASSEMBLYMAN CUPROWSKI: How much does the State of New Jerse.y 

lose, even though we ate getting $30 million from you? I am also 

interested in an analysis in this way. Okay? How much are we going to 

· lose in net corporate taxes in the State of New Jersey as a result of 

you guys writing off $3d million worth of increased taxes; if this goes 

through? I'm looking at it from both sides of. the street; 1 think. we 

sHoUld take a look at that. 

~R~ STALKNtCHT: We've never done that~ but I understand your 

qUestion. i will see if I can get the answer for you. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CUPRQWSKI: In the State of New Jersey, do you 

have aiiy idea which counties have the bulk, or·a good percentage of the 

ttu~kin~ ind~stty1 Do you h~v~ such st~tistits? 

MR. STALKNECHT:- Yes. There are two hubs. You have the 

Carlstadt/Secaucus area in Bergen County. Then you have Hudson County, 

Uhi6h touhty~ arid Middles~~ Cbuhty. to the §outh, the trucking 

industry is basically centered around the Camden County area, but it i$ 

beft~irilY mb~e to the north~ Hudson C6urity has the highe~t 

concentration of trucking companies found . anywhere in the United 

States. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN CUPROWSKI: Okay, thank you. Are there any other 

questions? Assemblyman Gill? 

ASSEMBLYMAN GILL: Paul, I want to get back to New Jersey 

Bell. I am really not defending New Jersey Bell, except as a member of 

the Bell system. I think they probably did a pretty fair job in 

analyzing what their ·costs and expenses are going to be. I think just 

logically -- and you will have to grant that we do understand some 

basics -- if your trucks are now operating on the basis as has been 

testified to, and if you have a savings in the cost of gasoline per 

mile because the six cents· has now gone to four and a half cents, just 

looking at some of the new roads and the new routes which are going to 

be taken, certainly this is going to be an advantage to the t~ucking 

industry on a whole, not only an advantage, but an economic advantage. 

How do you factor that in? 

MR. STALKNECHT: We agree with that, Assemblyman, but what 

we're saying is, essentially that is money · from the past which they 

have. taken from our pockets and diverted. Now, the State . is playing 

catch-up with our tax dollars from the past to do these repairs. We 

recognize there has to be a . good highway funding program in New 

Jersey. It does benefit the trucking industry, but it also benefits 

all motorists, all consumers, and all bus transit people. You cannot 

overlook the fact of that $3 billion of our past diverted taxes. What 

we're saying is, that is what you're using now; and really that is why 

it should come out of the general surplus. 

You mentioned another thing I would like to address. You 

mentioned the effective dollar value, or the cents per gallon 

value to eight cents when· you count in the CPI. Yes, it has been 

diminishing for the trucking industry, ~nd the trucking industry has 

had a 33% improvement in its miles per gallon. But, don't forget, it 

also benefits the automobile driver. He, too, is only paying that same 

fixed eight cents per gallon~ and his improvement in miles per gallon, 

according to EPA standards, has improved 85%. So, their 

miles-per-gallon improvement has been almost three times greater than 

the trucking industry's. They are on a sliding scale; their true 

dollar value ·of the eight cents per gallon is lower than ours, based 

upon their improvement in fuel consumption. 

51 



ASSEMBLYMAN CUPROWSKI: Are · there any· further questions.? 

(neg.ati,ve response) We thank you, gentlemen:; thank you.· very much. 

MR. KIELY: lhank· you •. 

MR. GURMAN·: Is freeholder Salmon here? (no. response) Mr •. 

Larry. McGinley • 

. tARRY MCGINLEY:. I hav~ a very short statement here,. although a- very 

important one. We want to· talk about jobs. My statement, which I will 

pass· out to the Committee, is as follows: Teamsters Joint Council No::• 

7:3.' represents 92·,.000 active members in the State. of New Jersey. We- are. 

opposed' to; the funding' procedures of Governor Kean 's highway . financing 

pr-oposal ,, aJ.though· we· are not opposed to· the concept of the proposal. 

The: main reason for our opposition to the proposal is our fear of the 

los's: o,f: jobs· •. 

The past several years since deregulat.ion of the trucking 

industry .by. the federal government ·have resulted in a loss. of jobs. in 

e:xc.ess; of S·,.300 member-s ·of the Teamsters Union in tti.e State of New 

J'e:rs:ey... At the present time, we are losing jobs because oJ the 

bankr;upt·cie~ of trucking: companies in this State. Incidentally, New. 

Jersey leads the. cc:)untry in the numbe·r of bankruptcies o:f ·trucking 

companies,, a.frld, · as· o.f · last week, we are still los,ing members· due t'o, 

ban~r~ptcies. Any· increase imposed upon the trucking industry· by way 

of hi.ghet registration fees could further accentuate the loss of jobs 

be~ause of the above-mentioned conditions. Any such.· increase in 

highway user fees for the· next two years could be tak.en from ·the 

State·' s ever-inc.reasing surplus budget, which . seems to grow highe,r 

every day. 

Out-of -state trucking companies would not be affected by the 

inerease ·in registration fees, and companies based in ·New York, 

Pe,nns;y.lvania, Delaware, and Connecticut will be paying less· than tho_se 

based in New Jersey. 

I wo.uld like to say this: We have paid our dues. We have 

recognized over the past several years that the tF.ucking, industry has. 

bee:n in trouble financially~ and we have renegotiated contracts -~ 

which I have heard here before -- at a tremendous. cqst to the people 

involved,, p:lus the loss of the 5,300 jobs. . Again, if a surplus has 
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been accumulated here in the State, we have contributed to part of that 

accumulation. So, we are going to ask the Committee-- We like 

Assemblyman Fay's proposal that this be spread out over a number of 

years. Give us a chance to get back on our feet and to try to get some 

of the 5,300 jobs which we have lost back again. That is the thrust of 

our proposal -- jobs. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CUPROWSKI: Are you finished with your statement, 

sir? 

MR. McGINLEY: Yes, I am. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CUPROWSKI: If you don't mind, you made some 

references -- and others have too to the number of bankruptcies in 

the State of New Jersey in the trucking industry. If that is a fact, 

then obviously it is a fact. I just wonder, do you have any idea what 

some of the causes for those bankruptcies might have been? Were they a 

result of the costs, or were they a result of companies closing up shop 

on some occasions, and reopening under another name in a lot of other 

cases? 

MR. McGINLEY: I would say the bankruptcies were due to 

deregulation. I think that has hurt us tremendous! y. I haven't seen 

any good come from it. I don't know whether we're buying tomatoes, or 

whatever it may be that is being trucked, any cheaper as a result of 

deregulation. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CUPROWSKI: Are there any other questions? 

(negative response) 

MR. McGINLEY: I would like to make one other statement. I 
have heard some comments here about the effect of trucks on the 

highways and the damage that is done. I'm sure most of us have had 

occasion to go out to Kennedy Airport. The worst . highway in the 

tri-state area is the Bell Parkway, and there aren't any trucks that 

ride on the Bell Parkway. I do not know of any highway that is as 

hard to ride on, with as many potholes, and with.as much damage done to 

it, and there isn't a single truck that ever goes over it. 

Thank you for your attention. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CUPROWSKI: Thank you very much for your 

observations. We appreciate them. 

MR. GORMAN: Mr. Oliver Brown. 
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ol£f~Y£Rl:. BRDW'N':'· ~r·., Cnai::t•mS"rr, membe:-rs~ of . the· ~·ssemo'Jy Tr·ansp·artation and'· 

c.·6mrnurifcat1onsf €ommr·ft:e·e·':· lt is\· ind~~!'ed a pi'easure to·. oom'l~· before'· you 

t±o; sh'aiF'e' mY views·< on' £hef ·Administration~' s pr·oposed' inerease· in: cllJtr.rent 

neavy' tr:·t.uek r'eg:ist~·ati!o'rf feeS'.· 

:tii am; o:1!i''iEfr' Eh'own,, V±ce: Pres<ident . e.f' the New: JE:n~~s·ey: Motor 

truck As!s'oc~±at.ion·., and P'r·esident a·f Oid:ver Bt·own. lrueking C.ompany· in 
Mitdd1~~§ex:i c·o-untoy·.- tn·e; Govern·o·t·,.. ini his· oudget mes:s;age o·f January· 3'l:ft: 

propbseH' an'· inrir·east~' in: truck registratiott fe··es·, which· he estim·ated~ 

wotl'id' geHti!:ta.te· $iJfl nl'i:T].ion' af\nualiTy;,. a reveriwe· that: wotr.l:d be.; ap·p-Iied· t:o 

. t\~n·cfil:tig\ transl1'oir.tat:fan~, riapit:a·fi improvements:. 

tne· Gbve'rn·a·r·, in· hfs· l)·t~dget mess~age:, a·rguea· that 44'· states• irl~ 

ttFdis·' n~Eion: impose' liighet~· c·osfs' orr trucks than db'es·: New Jersey •' · When' 

a1;}' combi!n·ecf t:a><es an'd' fe·es; are· con·stdet··etf, the: G'overnet further· a·rgue·S· 
tlh'afi, tf1ef tr~eking; fn(fu·s:tt~y ilri' th:~s· State has~ not had'· an··' j}ncte~a:se in. 

r·egtrstr:at:l!on; re·es· since· 1'97·4,, even though at:.dio·: regis~ttatiion· fees: were: 

i=rtere·a$ed a§ rec·entty· as t919•· Even with the· ptoposed fee: .itmcrea.se· in; 
p'la'ct~ ,i m·c>r.·~ than fi·aJ:f of the s~tab~s of this nation wi..ti be· imposing a' 

g'rea·fittr· &ordiHi' otf truckers· than·· New Jetsey .. 

~i'r •· C'fi'aj:t·rnan and members a·f the €omm.i:ttee; to· inctea~H~· 

r·egistr:at:iO'fi' fe~s' WouJd, irtde·ed, be a burden on truckers·• ie· atgue 

t:H~· O'Uiet· states may ha-ve higher· registration fees than· otJ'r· State does 

fi'et vcjlfdEit~ increas·fng regis·tratiori' fees· in Ne·w Jersey. l also point 
d'Ut ttieit this' S'tate f~ gaining the rep·utation of· being, a' leader,. n·ot a\ 

fd i iBwe r'.; 
New Je'tse}i w·as the first Sta·te to have a Pub lid Advocate; the 

f.iJ•§:£ state to fiave a· phatmaceutical assistance' program fat a·ur 

§eniof and disao'ied resideiits·, and tHe fir·st Sta'te to· enact equa·i 
emf}ibym'ent opportunity and affirmative ~tioii; statutes. I . hope our 

sta:te wiii continue to enact progressive programs tO' improve ttie 
qti§iity· of ii fe for tfiose wfid iive, wd'rk; and play in New Jersey. 

Howe·v~r, t have serious doUbts about ttie Administration • s p·raposal to 

rtli§e §ddi Eicinai re\.l~nue j Too ofte·n, the residents of this State Have· 

witfl~s§~Ci \lariou§ inc teases iH users i re·es, not because those fees were 
w§rraHted, b.ut to meet and oa1cint~e the tlud~et. . THese· iMcresses become 

· HtHi~iH~ more than hiaaen taxes. 



I have owned my own trucking company for 21 years. Because 

of the recession, with higher interest rates and inflation, the last 

three to four years have been the hardest and the most difficult of the 

21 years for my company. With the upturn in the economy, there has 

been an improvement in the trucking industry. Only recently have 

trucking companies ~ike mine been able to rehire drivers. How long 

will the economy be on an upbeat? Economies are mixed. Will the high 

interest rates and wide-spread inflation of 1980, 1981, and 1982 come 

back before November, or during the first quarter of 1985? There are 

signs that inflation is raising its ugly head again. What will be the 

impact on a trucking company like mine if we return to those hard 

economic times? I will have to cut back on drivers; I will have to lay 

off drivers. What will happen to the drivers who are laid off? If the 

downturn in the economy lasts any time at all, the vast majority of 

them will be forced to go._ to the public dole for assistance. 

To impose an additional financial burden -- for example, the 

increase in registration fees -- on truckers will only mean that 

drivers will be put out of work, and trucking companies ·like mine will 

be forced out of business. Most of my drivers are black; many 

white-owned companies hire a large percentage of minority drivers. 

Where many industries have not been as open to minorities, the trucking 

industry has. To impose additional burdens on the trucking industry 

will serve only to imperil the potential for progress and growth for 

minority drivers that the industry offers. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, I hope you will 

give some brief attention to my remarks as you consider this issue. I 

believe the Administration's request for an increase in ·truckers' 

registration fees is ill-timed and ill-conceived. I appreciate the 

seriousness that this Committee is showing to this issue, and I 

appreciate the opportunity to speak before you. 

I would like to add one other thing, Mr. Chairman and 

members of the Committee. When yo~ speak of the trucking industry, you 

are talking about a lot of people who are not highly educated, and I 

have a lot of them, as do many other trucking companies. If you are 

talking. about a driver making an average salary of $35,000.00, if we 
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are:forced to leave the State with our companies, that will mean we are 

going 'to have people who are used to living on a middle ... class income 

who will ,be forced to go on welfare, or to get some kind of assistance 

:from the State or the government. 

I would like you to bear in mind that .we have a problem now • 

. we .want ·safe roads, but by the same token, rig~t now, with my company, 

:as ~·well a.s with a lot of other companies, 1 don't think we can afford 

·~n increase. Thank you. 

·ASSEMBLYMAN CUPROWSKI: Thank you, ·Mr. Brown. Are there any 

que~tions? (negative response) All right, thank you very much~ 

:MR. GURMAN: Mr. Gary :Bonacci. 

;GARY ·'BONACCI: Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee: My name is 

Gary :S.onacci; I am Assistant to the President of AAA Trucking. 

Cor,po.rati.on, which. is ·headquartered at 3630 Quakerbridge Road, Trenton:, 

Ne.w Je,;raey. 

AAA Trucking Corporation is an interstate motor common 

cf;l:r·rier which :operates throughoiJt the Northeast. .we presently employ 

approximately BOO personnel, 200 of which are employed in New Jersey. 

·We have :~proximate! y 900 vehicles in our fleet, and currer.tly 610 of 

t,hem a;re registered in this State. 

l am mr:tking this .statement on behalf of our corporation, its 

Pre.sident, and its employeeS~ throu.ghout our system, some of whom, out 

of re~l ,concern, have taken time from their busy schedwles to be here 

todaY· 

I have a prepar.ed statement, but in the interest of time I am 

J'-!fst gqing to t~ke excerpts fl'Orn it. Also, I will hit some of the 

qYestions you asked some .of these other pe.ople as the subjects. pertain 

.strictly tp AAA.. 01Jr company is a priv~tely-held c.ompany, and we have 

be.eo in !pu$iness since 1931.. We have seen our industry go from 

~omplet·e ncm_r.egulation to complete regulation, and back now to .what 

app.e~r$ to be negligible regulation.. You asked some questions about 

~eregul~t.:i.on; I hppe I .can .an$wer some of them and what it means to a 

eomp~ny like owrs. 
Prior to 1980, our industry was regulated, and costs 

infli-ct.ed upon our company, such as those which Commissioner Sheridan 
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is imposing, were simply passed on to our consumers. The Motor 

Carrier Act of 1980, and, -more importantly,. the total negligence of the 

Interstate Commerce Commission to .enforce that law as it is written, 

have not made that as easy as it used to be. In fact, at this point, 

it is probably impossible. On top of that, our industry is in total 

financial disaster. 

We have one of the greatest numbers of trucking company 

failures in the country· in this State, as you have heard. On the 

Federal level, the ICC, through total. neglect of its enforcement of 

the present laws, has allowed conglomerate-owned trucking companies 

with hugh bankrolls to price their services clearly and obviously below 

cost in an effort to drive the small and medium-sized which we 

consider ourselves to be -- privately-owned companies out of business. 

This, coupled. with the political power of these conglomerates which is 

used to create such laws as the ERISA Act, · has made it not only 

impossible to compete, but also impossible to sell, merge, or even die 

in peace. I say that because the ERISA Act basically leaves us with an 

unfunded liability that no other company wishing to purchase us would 

even consider taking on. 

It is a fact that the top ten carriers in the country in 

1979 -- at a time when the market share was a lot larger than it is 

today-- owned 39% of that market share. It is also a fact that. today 

-- in a market that is a lot less than it was in 1979 -- those same top 

ten carriers now own 52% of the market share. They are clearly headed 

for a conglomeracy. 

The proposal before this Committee is one of serious 

consideration. Before I get into the effect to AAA Trucking, I would 

like· to state some of our numbers. In 1983, our company had gross 

revenues of $37 million. We operated at a 93% operating ratio. This 

means that 93% of the revenue I just stated to you went to expenses, so 

we made seven cents on a dollar. That is basically what it comes down 

to. This percentage was five points better than the ind~stry average, 

and of that we are very proud. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CUPROWSKI: Excuse me, how many cents per dollar 

was that? 

... ·····n~~~ 
-t})'@Ul!?J'-~)./ 
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MR. ·HONAtCI: We grossed $37 million, al1d we operated at 

93·%:~ Okay? Which means that 93'~· of that $37 million went to 

expens·es:. Ai!.l right? . 

ASSEMBLYMAN CUPROWSKI: Yes. 

MR. BONACCI: However, pr'ofit after State and local taxes, 

and t'hem after loan payments with the high interest rates -- we cannot: 

get firtarici-rig· from· the· gove.rnment side because we are high risk ~- was 

$60B,.OmJ. 00. The return on equity for our company wa$ somewhere around 

6%·. Ot:u· President and owner iS· here today. I know, this is of serio.us 

cortc·ern to. him. It .is very obvio
1
us that he. coul.d take his money 

e:Isewhere., the CO's ·and what have y.ou, and make a hell of a. lot more., 

money than 6%, and could probably be. insured to some degr.ee. 

This year,. year· to date,. i and I just received this today--

. (Mr·. Banacci holds up paper he is referring, to •. ) In case you would 
I 

like: to. look at this, our company ~s now ope.rating. at H:.l2.. W.e .... re in 

f.ne ted. The "red ink," as we call it in the industry, is all over 

this page. There are. 40 carriers ~eporting. here, and out of the 40 
reportin(.h 24 are· in the red. ·Some of the operating J;atios as of the. 

first qwarter of this year are astronomical. That answers some of the 

questions you asked about the out-of ~state- truckers paying fair shares· 

of their roads too. It is a good idea, but I.~m telling you, this_ 

industry just can't take it anywhere. 

Should this proposal be allowed to pass, o.ur comp_any, AAA. 

Trucking., will be faced with an -annual increas.e of $105.,Z22.00. Using 

our 1983 operating statistics, this means we will have to generate an 
additional $1,618,769.00 to cover just this expense. I just finished 

telling you that those figures were for the seco.nd~best year in our 

history. Obviously, this ye~r we are nowhere near that. I don't even 

propose to talk about what we have to generate to cover this expense 

under these terms. 

As I stated earlier, we generated only 

$600,000.00 last year with that high operating ratio. 

a profit of 

This is not 

enough to consider expansion, and expansion in our industry is the key 

to sutviv~l. I say this, because in order to compete with the 

discounts being forced upon us by the major conglomerate-owned 
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companies, we have to be able to offer our customers service to more 

po-ints in order to get more freight. More freight means a better 

discount. It 's the same thing as when you go to the store. If you buy 

more at one time, you get a better discount. We have to offer more 

points and, obviously, with $600,000.00, we are not going to expand 

anywhere to be able to offer more points. So, we see the possibility 

of expansion in the future as being very dim, at best. 

As we see it at AAA Trucking, we have two options to follow 

should this proposal proceed. The first option is that we will move 

the bulk of our 610 . vehicles now registered in the State to a 

friendlier state. Indicentally, I should add that we currently pay the 

State of New Jersey $128,016.00 in registration fees just in the areas 

covered by· this proposal. I think you asked before, Mr. Chairman, for 

a breakdown of trucks. In our company, we have the straight truck, the 

P&D tractor, and the . Lionel tractor. So, that is what we would be 

cutting down on, the $128,016.00. 

Our second option is to reduce the numbe.r of employees we now 

have in order to compensate for the proposed increase. We do not wish 

to take either of these measures, but would rather work with this 

Administration toward the betterment of our State through setting and 

achieving common goals, such as the betterment of our transportation 

needs. However, if this and other cost proposals continue to be forced 

upon us, we are in a position, and we will, in fact, not only institute 

both of the above options, but will also take appropriate measures to 

leave this State entirely to do business in a state with a friendlier 

business atmosphere. 

I thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, for 

hearing my comments on this issue. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CUPROWSKI: Thank you very much. Assemblyman 

Gill? 

ASSEMBLYMAN GILL: I would like to get a copy of your 

testimony. 

MR. BONACCI: I have marked up this copy, sir, but I will 

make sure that you get one. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GILL: I have no questions. 
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AS, SEMBI,. YMAN MARKERT: I, tQ.Q,, wquld app~e~i.~te haying a, eopy 

MR.. BONACCI: I will get yo4 t:tl.l copie~. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Cl)PROWSKI: Me~y I ~.sk a que~tion,? I j~st w~nt to. 

m~~~ ~H:P~· that I und~m~tand, this cle11rly. If the re9Jstra.~~on fees 90 

Q4~ of ~~.at;.e, a.~·. y,Q~: s-tat~ one of yo,vr al~ern~ti.ves might be, hgw mt,J~h 

tot.~l · fe.veJ1u~ woylCif· the Stat~ of New Jers.ey lose t;Jn~EH~ tho~e 

COAQ'~ t ~ or-s?· 

M~·· BONACCI';. Well,_ ~e h.lllve.n' t figured. Q~,lrt ~xa,ptlY ~h~~ ; we 

w:i~l~ "1P:~e qut of here,. bt,Jt it will be. the bWl~· R:~mem!Jer thi$,, ~ 

~·~~~e.d t.hqt we h~.ve~..., Di,d: yov ke.ep a cqpy of tha,t ~heet I ~h9wed· yotJ? 

ASSe:MBL YMAN CUPROWSK l: Y e.s, we hElVe a. copy~ 

MR. BONACCI: Oh,_ okay. You. will see on t.hi.s §heet, si:r, 

th~t w.e. qla.·im we. h~ve 40 straight truq~s regis..te.red i.n thi.s Sta,te a.t 
the ~o,,oon popnd range. We also have 145 P~D tr.c;tcto:.;~ at ~.0.,0.00 

po.y,nd~h a,.nd w,e helVe 65 line~haul tractors at 76,000 pou.nds. That is 

Or\.lY Z~Q ve.h_icles. The rest~ a:re trail~J;s,_ s,e.rvic~ vehi,cl~s~ a.nq st,.u~h., 

whi¢,h m.~ke up the bul~ of the 610 vehi.cles. B~t, th~t $128,016~00 

peJ;-t.~tn,s. to thes~ 2~.0 vehicles~ We will mQve.. not 08lY the b~lk of 

t.h~~e.,. Jus.t k.~eping, a. m].nimum in the State, t;>~t ~e will mQ.\'e the 

tr-~i.le·t;'$. &~ w~ll·. Th.er.e are plenty of pla_ces ~here tr,a~le.:r 

reg.t~.t:ra~ton i~ sub~t~nti,ally lower than o.u.:.;s ~ 

By_t, we ~:r~ ~ fa.mi.ly-q~ned c;qrnpa,ny~ ·My f~m.ily ha.s o.wned th.i.$. 

cqmp~n.y fo.r c;tll. gf tl:l.e 50 years~· We are. New J~r,~eyttes'- Trentpn 

re~i,q~nts., ~~q we h(lv~ kept 04~ thi,ng~ h~re because of New. Je:rsey 's 

p:rev.iou~ fr,ieq~:Hy \Jlls~ness atrngsphere, even though the costs are better 

i,n spme oth:~r states~ 

~SSEMI;lL YMAN CU.PRO.W$1<1: Would you c la.ssi fy· yo.l)r cornP9ny a.f?. a. 

"''~i.~m~~i~~d com.p~ny? 

MR. BONACCI; Yes~ it, is rneqi4m~si~ed, that's de.finite'! Th~ 

fj.~ljr@~ yqu see before you are from the MicUa.ntic Conference. They 

ta.l<e i.ntq Clcco\Jnt eveJ?YtMi.ng f:rom New York. tq Vi:rg~nia. It is not ~ll 

th~ ~tc:t~~s we. operate in. B,t,Jt, yes, we ~:re m~diu.m~~i.z~; we are flPt 

n~ti.qn~i.d~'! 

ASS.EM@~YMAN CUPROWSKl: Ar~ there a.n.y further que~t.iqns? 

(negative response) Thank YOL,I very mych, Mr. Bqnacci.. 



MR. BONACCI: Thank you. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CUPROWSKI: Is Marlene Asselta who is to 
represent Freeholder Salmon of Cumberland County here? Are you 

Marlene? 

MARlENE z. ASSElTA: Yes, I am. Are you Assemblyman Cuprowski? 

ASSEMBLYMAN CUPROWSKI: Yes, 1 am. 

MS. ASSELTA: Good afternoon. I am Marlene Asselta, Director 

of Governmental Affairs for Cumberland County. I am here representing 

Freeholder Director Edward Salmon who, unfortunately, was unable to 

attend today. He was called out of the County and, at the last minute, 

asked me to appear on his behalf. 

I would like to .read into your record the statement that Mr. 

Salmon would have made to you today. I will speak as though I were 

him, although obviously, I am not. 

Assemblyman Cuprowski, and members of the Assembly 

Transportation and Communications Committee: I am here representing 

the Cumberland County Board of Chosen Freeholders, the residents of 

Cumberland County, and the trucking industry which exists in Cumberland 
County. 

Over the past several weeks, we have been following proposed 

Assembly Bill 1574 and Senate Bill 1446 regarding the New Jersey 

Transportation Trust Fund. It is our understanding that this Trust 

Fund will provide money for New Jersey Transit and the Department of 

Transportation's annual capital programs; further, this proposal comes 

by way of a recommendation from Governor Kean in an attempt to address 

the major transportation issues that face all residents of the State of 

New Jersey. 

We would first like to preface these remarks by stating that 

Governor Kean, Commissioner Sheridan, and Assemblyman Bryant and his 

Committee, along with Senator Rand and his Committee -- all of the 
legislators who are involved in this program -- should be commended for 

recognizing the need to improve our roads and highways throughout the 

entire State and the impact it would have on Cumber land County, more 

specifically, the completion of Route 55 and the upgrading of other 

highways in our own area. 
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Our concern, however, is with the stitlrces df revenue to fund 

this ·pian. While the Board of freeholders does ndt oppose the entire 

pr·aptls;at offered by Governor Kean, it does fear on7e at-ea ·af funding in 

particular, that is, the increase in truck t·egistration fe·es which 

,;amoun't:s !to '$30 million of the proposed $230 million Ttlist fund. As you 

h'a've hearch I 'rn st.tre aver and over, this increase represents a fee that 

c·a'n ·tan"cl)e as high as a7ra. 
The ttlic~ing industry in Cumberland County has oe·en 't~cing 

d:i.rf:tc·wit economic times due in part to riume'tous local plant c Idsiilgs, 

fierce co·mp·etitiori, and increases in Federal fees. This has alr·e·ady 
resulted ih the closing of two companies and the lO's's of mote than 100 

jobs. · P-resently, Cumberland County has 19 truckfng fl.rms --- although I 

m'ust admit that I just discovered a t'wentieth over the we-ekend 

repre·s·en'ting approximately 1, 500 jobs·. All of the·se ·compahies would he 

!:reverely harmed by further in-creases iri cost,· Which 'cOuld f'e·sult in 
furth~r shutdowns and job losses. As you · know, Cumber land Cdunt y 

· continues ta have the highest unempleiyment rate ih the State, 14. 2% a't.: 

the time we prepared this statement. However, it has increas;ed; I 

think' upward toward 16%. This situation, of cciutse; continues to 

wo-rsen~ to impose yet another tax 

wduld create suoh a hardship . that 

on 

we 

our 

may 

aiready 

see our 

struggling truckers 

New jersey truckers 

moviill~;i' oUt of this State, across the :bridge, to escape an already 

burdensome ovet~regulated industry. 

St~t~ Would drastically ~scalate. 

The impa~t ari ~n~mpl6yment ih thi~ 
Cumberiahd County, an already 

· ecd'ndm'icaiiy..:.deptived County, would suffer perhaps mote than any of the 
other counties. · 

Nd responsible government off.itdal dispules the rie~d for 

whoiesa'ie repair of but highway ahd bridge inftastructdte' but to ask a 

be'labd'r'ed truckihg industry, Which is already taxed and charged to the 
finlits a·f its ability to pay and still remain sol vent, is going· beyond 

the realm' of reason. 

fh-e· tu~berlan'd County BOard of Chosen freeholders il1 

te'co~friiiing the vLilti'e'rability of our io·cal economy' and the pa·rt that 

the truck.lnlg' industry plays in that ecbiiomy, has unanimous1y passed a 
r·eso'lut idh supporting the concept of stable fu·nding · fOr the 
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transportation project, but opposing increases in truck registration 

fees. You have in front of you a copy of the resolution passed by the 

Board of Freeholders, I think back in April. W~ respectfully request 

that you consider an alternative to the $30 million truck regist~ation 

fee increase, and in doing so, remember that those employed_ directly by 

the trucking industry in Cumberland County form a significant 

percentage of our labor force, and that their well-being has an 

important bearing on the prosperity of a still larger percentage of 

people. 

Of course, we stand ready to work with you in formulating an 

alternative to this portion of the proposed funding source, and · I 

speak, again, on behalf of the · entire Board of Freeholders in 

Cumberland County. 

1 would just like to add a footnote to relate a brief .story. 

On Saturday morning at break fast, I had occasion to speak to a small 

trucking firm. The owner said he employs approximately six to eight 

people between drivers, mechanics, and clerical people. He had no idea 

of the impact this increased registration fee would have on him, until 

we got into a very detailed conversation. He said quite frankly that 

the increase he would have to bear would be passed on to the contractor 

for whom he carries. That would last for just so long until an 

out-of-state ~rucking firm came in and underbid him and, therefore, he 

would lose not only that contract, but probably· several more. He 

concluded. by saying that that would eventually force him out of 

business, a business he has been involved with for 27 years now. He 

said not only would he lose, not only would his employees lose, but, of 

course, the State of New Jersey would .lose a very viable industry, 

would lose corporate taxes, would lose fuel taxes, and would lose 

whatever else truckers are faced with. But, more importantly to 

Cumberland County, it would mean the loss of eight more jobs. I know 

that sounds 'rather foolish, but the ·eight more jobs we would lose would 

mean eight more people involved in unemployment, eight more people who 

would be faced with, "Now, what?" 

I am here to tell you on behalf of the Freeholders that we 

cannot afford to lose eight more jobs in Cumberland County. Wei cannot 



. aff:ord to lose one nDre job in Cumber land County. We ·want to increase 

the number of ·employment opportunities in Cu'mber land County. . We think 

we can do that- through programs such as this with the increase in 

·activity we see, and with economic develop·ment beginning to take a 

foothold in Cumber land County. Part of that -- or most of that -- has 

to do with transportation. 

·we are_ asking you to please help us,. and let us help you to 

fihd an alternative, so that our trucking industry c·an continue to 

grow and be a part of the economic picture in Cumber land County. Ours 

i.s only one county you are heating from, and I would hope that all of 

the 20 others would jump on this bandwagon. There rnt:lst be a way to 

wo·rk something else out so that these carriers are not so adversely 

affected, so that we do not lose our trucking industry, or have one 

more -person facing unemployment. 

I thank you for allowing ·me to testify. If there are any 

ques~ions, I will be happy to answer th~m.· 

ASSEMBLYMAN CUPROWSKI: Are there any questions?· Assemblyman 

Gill? 

ASSEMBLYMAN- GILL: Since you said lhe Cumberland County 

Freeh'olders have been studying this sin·ce April, what viable 

alternative have you come up with? 

MS. ASSEL TA: The only thing we ·can point b:r, and I think you 

hav·e pr-obably heard it over and ov·er, is the surplus. We feel there is 
·sOtr!'ething there that can be w·orked out, a-nd we are more than anxious to 

beca·me involved in that. I know you have probably heard this story for 

several hours today~ 

ASSEMBLYMAN CUPROWSKI: Anyone else? 

ASSEMBLYMAN MARKERT: I'm sorry, but I would j'ust like to 

hear your name again. 

MS~ ASSEL TA: My name is Mat lene Asselta. I am with the 

Offic·e of Governmental Affairs, and I am represe·nting freeh~lder 

'Directbr Edward Salmon, the Board of Chosen freeholders, sonre 20 

trucking companies in Cumber land County, and mote thah 1; .500 jobs • 

ASSEMBLYMAN MARKERt: Through you, Mr~ Chairtnan, with 

reference to just the small c·om·pariy with the eight employees you wer·e 

talking about, how many trucks do they have, do you know? 
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MS. ASSEL T A: They have four trucks, and they are all in the 
80,000-pound range. 

ASSEMBLYMAN MARKERT: All four trucks are in the large 

category? 

MS. ASSELTA: Right, all of them. They are refr igetated 

trucks used in the business of hauling frozen chicken. So, you can see 

that it won't take long to pass that increase in fee on to the 

consumer; then it won't take long for someone else to come in and 

underbid that trucking firm. The man has no alternative; he has known 

only the trucking industry for all of his adult life~ and he would be 

unemployed along with the people who work for him. 

ASSEMBLYMAN MARKERT: I would just state for the record that 

I have heard from 12 counties. 

MS. ASSELTA: Oh, good. 

ASSEMBLYMAN MARKERT: So; other counties are being heard 

from; however, the position that your County has taken is not that of 

the other 11. 

MS. ASSELTA: Well, I hope we will be able to convince them. 

ASSEMBLYMAN MARKERT: I have copies of those resolutions. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GILL: We have received many resolutions from 
many counties. 

MS. ASSELTA: Well, Cumberland County, as you .know, is 

unique. Not only is it the County that carries the biggest 

unemployment burden in the State, but I think your national figures 

will also point to a very economically-depressed County • So, we are 

unique in that respect. We want to be on record; we want you to know 

that Cumberland County may be one that is taking the opposite road on 

this course. I think you see several people in this room who would 

support not only Cumberland County, but the concept we are here to talk 

about. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CUPROWSKI: Thank You, Marlene. I would like to 

add that Freeholder Salmon and all of the other Freeholders have been 

very well represented here this morning. Thank you very much. 

MS. ASSELTA: Thank you very much. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: Mr. Fred Sacco, Executive Vice President 

of the Fuel Merchants Association. 
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FRED ~CCO: • Thank you, Assemblyman Bryant. My name is Fred Sacco; I 

am the Executive Vice President of the Fuel Merchants Association of 

New· Jersey. We have a membership of approximately. 500, and these 

memt;>er.s deliver about 90% of the retail home heating oil de.livered im 

New Je.r:sey. Seventy-five of our members are called "gasoline jobbers." 

They are responsible for supplying about 18% of all the motor fuel 

distributed in the State of New Jersey. 

I would like to give a special.thanks to this Committee, as I 

did to Senator. Rand when I had the opportunity to speak before the 

Senate Transportation and Communi~ations Committee, because the last 

time a truck fee increase wa.s made, no one was given an opportunity to 

diSCl,I$S it. 

In 1980, there was a piece of legislation being considered, 

and it:. was at the close of the session. This bill was given emergency 

consideration in the Assembly . and was passed · with almost no negative 

votes. It was sent over to the Senate, and was given emergency 

treatment over there. It was given to the Governor, and it was signed 

on January 12, which was exactly two years and four months ago. The 

effect of that was the doubling of truck ·registration fees for a couple 

of segments of the industry. 

Now, I bring that to your attention because I have read a 

number of media accounts,· and I understand there was a letter· 

circl,llated by the Department of. Transportation. I happened to have 

been talking .to Assemblyman Muziani at a presentation before-one of our 

county organizations, and I saw the letter. I think that letter said 

there hact been no truck fee increases in New Jersey since about 1975 or 

1976~ · So, I come back to you to remind you that when this· Legislature 

and the Administration took away the six-month registration fee 

opportunity, in essence, they doubled the fee$ for our industry.. We 

are· an inctustry which operates substantially between November and March 

of e.ach year~ That is when we deliver 90% of the home heating oil 

needs of our constitu:ency.. So, we had ho option but to register our 

vehicles.· 

doubling. 

We find ourselves again concerned with the prospect of 

F.ighty-seven percent is very close to do.ub ling our truck 
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fees again. We appreciate this opportunity to talk to you about this 

because you will probably be the most influential people in the party 

conferences when the issue is discussed, since it is going to be a bill 

that will come out of either one of your Committees. 

Before the Senate Committee I used another illustration, 

because there has been a great deal of public comment on the damage 

the trucking industry has done to the highway system. I stumbled onto 

what I think is a similar analogy to the highway being used to go to 

Kennedy Airport, where there are no trucks. I built my house about 20 

years ago. for four consecutive winters, I solved my winter problems 

by using rock salt and, low and behold, in the seventh year, I had to 

replace my driveway and all of my sidewalks. Not one truck, not one 

vehicle of any substance ever passed across my sidewalks. That is 

just to give you some indication of the real perspective and where the 

real damage might be coming from. 

Another illustration was made here with regard to users 

paying their fair share. We pay motor fuel taxes in New Jersey, and 

almost one-fifth of the motor fuel taxes we pay .to the State of New 

Jersey is paid on a vehicle that isn't even moving. We pay that 

because we have to utilize motor fuel to operate the power takeoffs on 

our vehicles, and most of that. time we are pumping product into 

someone's heating storage system. However, we have no opportunity to 

come to the State for rebates or anything like that. We pay what we 

believe to be a little bit more than our fair share. 

We are even more greatly concerned because the majority of 

our members are second and third-generation family businesses operating 

throughout New Jersey. We do not have the facility to take our 

corporate headquarters and move to other st~tes to register our 

vehicles •. So, we are very fearful that if this becomes the .initiative 

of this Legislature, the heating oil industry is going to be socked 

again with the prospect of an 87~ increase in vehicle registration 

fees. 

We would like you to seek some alternatives. You have heard 

about the surplus. We have even accepted the prospect of a motor fuel 

tax increase of a cent across the board, notwithstanding that one-fifth 
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of what we pay will still be on a vehicle that is not moving. But, it 

would give you almost $27 million to $30 million a year. You coulq 

utilize the sl)rplus this year, and then next year look to motor fuels 

as the true barometer, if we are going to talk about all the users in 

terms of paying some of this cost. You would probably never have to 

come back in the near future to talk about registration increases, 

because you could cover it with just a motor fuel tax increase of one 

penny. You might not have as good an economic picture in New Jersey as 

you have this year, although I think it is going to be as good. 

Regarding truck registrations being moved to other states, I 

want to point out that if you look at the historical relationship that 

Delaware has had to New Jersey in terms of corporation income taxes, 

I'm sure most of you are aware that that became the corporate haven of 

the whole United States because they had a better corporate tax 

structure. Since that time, we have done something about that. You 

had the foresight to do something about that. I hope you have the same 

kind of foresight when you are talking about these vehicle registration 

fees, because they become an economic burden where the cost benefits 

are definitely to the.detriment of the trucking industry. 

Gehtlemen, thank you for giving me the opportunity to visit 

before your Committee. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GILL: Mr. Chairman, two very quick questions, if 

I may~ I know the time is late.· 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: Surely, Assemblym~n Gill. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GILL: Would you say that the fuel merchants, the 

one industry which is directly related to the consumer, would pass the 

increases in cost as a result of this bill directly to your consumers? 

MR. SACCO: Well, I would say that because of the competitive 

nature of our business, we will probably not be able to. Senator Rand 

asked me a similar question. We faced wholesale increases by the major 

oil companies through this heating season somewhere in the 26-cent per 

gallon neighborhood. Historically, and it is very evident in yol)r 

county, Assemblyman Markert, you are probably eight or nine cents under 

the retail marketplace. So, the retail home heating oil distributors 

· ~n your courtty ·ate as much as eight cents of that increase. Therefore, 
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the economics of the marketplace, the competition inter-fuel, and the 

competition for· the conservation ethic on· .the part of your consumers 

lead to having a severe difficulty in . passing on all the operating 

costs. 

·ASSEMBLYMAN GILL: My second quick question is-- Since you 

are representing the fuel Merchants Association, I take it you have no· 

opposition to raising the fuel tax ·by one cent, which would be a viable 

alternative to make up the $30 million. 

MR. SACCO: I do not think you need to do it this year, sir, 

but you may have to look. at it next year and, I believe,' you will 

definitely have·to lodk at it in 1986. I think it is less likely next 

year with it being a gubernatorial year and the Legislature being up. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: Are there any further questions? 

(negative response) Thank you, Mr. Sacco. 

MR. SACCO: Thank you. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: How many more people want to testify, so 

I can get an idea timewise. (show of hands from the audience) C;;tn 

any of you return on friday? We are having a . h~aring on May 25. Can 

any of the individuals who raised their hands come back on friday? (no 

response) We are running into party conferences at this time. We will 

go for at least another 15 minutes if you want to make it short, or 

if anyone would like to come back on Friday to continue this, I will do 

that also. I want to be fair and allow--

FROM AUDIENCE: (interrupting) Mr. Chairman, I have an 

owner/operator here who has to deliver a load of freight. He has given 

up his day to be here, and he has the freight sitting outside. I 

sincerely doubt if he can come back on friday. Will you please give 

him a minute? 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: Okay, hold on. Who else said they would 

like to testify? (Several responses from audience from· people saying 

they would be short.) 

ASSEMBLYMAN MARKERT: Let's keep the shorts going until we 

can go no further. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: Okay. Let me have the gentleman who has 

the freight outside. 
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w·llliAM CARPENTER: Mt~ Chairman, members of the Committee: My name is 

William Carpenter. I· reside in Hamilton Township, Mercer .County. I 

have been an independent contractor for 13 years, having been leased to 

· Bass Transportation of Flemington all this time. I control all my own 

co·s·ts,; 1 handle all the money and repairs; and, I know exactly what it 

costs me to operate. 

Other states, as you have heard already, are re·ally starting 

to get into our pockets. Just on a given day, it cost ·me $35'. ad to go 

in a'nd' .out of New York City; plus, they have the highest fuel tax in 

the state. Pennsylvania has its $36.00 axle tax. It just seems to me 

that trucks which come through this State frorn Florida, using· us as a 

corridor state, which we are, pass through here at eight cents pet 
gallon, with no truck registration fee or anything like that. They 

come in and go out. They just move freely through here without any big 

cost ·to them at all; whereas it seem·s to me, as a little guy, that we 

ate aimost subsidizing the complete trucking industry in the United 

States, and we have to make up the difference. 

It might not sound like a lot of money to you people when you 

are talking about $600.00 or $700.00 extra, but to me it is a: major 

factor. We ate an industry that is wracked by e:Kcessive costs at every 

turn, and we can oniy absorb so much. These costs are already taking a 

toll on trucking • You have seen the statistics about people going out 
·ar business. 

As an owner/operator, I have no redress. If I go out of 

business and am Lmempioyed; there is no unemployment for me. 1 'm dawn 

the road; I have to find some other way to go. I do not think there is 

any other business in the state which pays as many different ta:Kes or 

has the expenses we do. Everyone keeps going back to the well, and we 

are considet·ed the well• Every time someone wants more ttu:>ney, they 

say, "Go back to the trucking industry." There is every fscet in our 

industry, from a one-rtian operation like mine to a guy like Mt. Bonacci 

with §ix bt seven hundred drivers. 

One of the things about being an interstate trucker ~- · I run 

in 24 di ffereht states -- is reciprocity. You have heard this 

mehti6fied~ but I dOn't know if you are fully awat~ 6f it. It is so 
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nice to go into other stat~s. When they know you are from New Jersey, 

you get no hassle at all. This is one of the biggest benefits of being 

registered in New Jersey. As far as Commissioner Sheridan talking 

about the fuel credit is concerned, my fuel credit from the State of 

New Jersey averages $150.00 every quarter because I don't get money 

back. So, I feel that I am already paying the $1,300.00 extra they 

want for registration. If I can't get the $150.00 back, then someone 

has it. 

In essense, that is what I have to say. I feel strongly that 

this should not be passed. There should be another avenue of approach 

to deal with the problem. Thank you very much. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: Thank you. Mr. Dan Wettlin, President 

of the New Jersey Milk Industry Association. Mr. Wettlin had called in 

prior to the list being developed. After Mr. Wettlin, I am going to go 

straight down the list. 

Mr. Wettlin, we have your written statement. Please do not 

read your entire statement; just capsulize it so we can hear from 

everyone. 

DAN WETTLIN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I was going to suggest that in 

the interest of time it would be better if I didn't read my statement. 

Let me just make a very brief statement. 

The milk industry in New Jersey deals with a commodity 

consumed by 99% of all residents. It is an essential commodity. 

It is highly competitive. . Ten years ago, about 10% of the milk· 

consumed by New Jersey residents was processed in out-of-state plants. 

Today, 30% of the milk consumed by New Jersey residents is processed by 

out-of -state plants. The. reason for that is the economy. We have 

higher costs in everything in New Jersey, including labor rates, and 

everything else. Primarily, the cost of milk is more expensive to us 

than it is to some of our out-of-state competitors. 

So, we are faced with a very severe economic competitive 

disadvantage. An increase in :registration fees at the present time, as 

small as it may seem-- Eighty percent of the trucks operated by this 

industry are in the 80,000-pound range. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: Eighty percent? 
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MR. WE TTL IN: Yes, about 80" of them. So, it does make a 

severe · inpact upon us. We are an industry that is accustomed to 

thinking in terms of pennies and fractions of pennies. With your 

permission, Mr. Chairman, I would like to read to you just the last 

paragraph of my .statement: New Jersey's milk industry already suffers 

a number of disadvantages in interstate competition. These range from 

higher property taxes, labor rates, and energy costs to higher costs 

for raw milk. The increased truck registration fees contemplated by 

A~1574 would be an enormous new burden, and we ask this Committee to 

consider apportioning this burden between trucks registered in this 

State and those registered in other states which travel here to compete 

with New Jersey businesses. This could be accomplished by a number of 

riielhods·, one of which would be to increase the charge for truck decals 

which apply equally to in-state ·and out-of-state trucks, and other 

devices which, I am sure, are known to others more expert in truck 

matters than I. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: Thank you very much for your testimony, 

Mr. Wettlin. Are there any questions? 

ASSEMBLYMAN GILL: No questions. 

MR. WETTLIN: Thank you. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: Mr. Alfred Miller from the New Jersey 
Industrial Traffi6 League. 

AlFRED A. MlllER: Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee: My name 

is Al Miller. I appear before you as the Executive Secretary of the 

New Jersey Industrial Traffic League. We are the payers of the freight 

bills, and that is why we are here. We purchase the services of every 

· man who has testified and, also, of those others present. 

We also -- and this is a facet that is not recognized have 

had the greatest increase in truck registrations in the State of New 

Jersey. Of. our membership, 85% are private fleets going anywhere ftom 

one vehicle to over 100 vehicles. So, we are hit in both ways. The 

Surface Transportation Assistance Act is resulting in increases of 1 ~~ 

to 2% dn truckload charges, and from 5% to 7% on LTL charges. Thi~ is 

natioria1ly, so everyone has to buy it. Okay? 
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The paradox in this is, some of it comes back in the form of 

discounts because of the economic situation, and the desire of the 

carriers who are here to participate in the freight. So, while they 

will increase the rates, they have to give it back to stay in business. 

If passed , this law, as proposed , cou 1 d result in a mass 

exodus of licensed equipment in the priv~te fleets, loss of jobs; 

reduction of service,· which is very important, and availability of 

equipment. Not to be redundant, but this could make New Jersey, not a 

domicile State, but truly a corridor State. 

We polled our membership; 100~ of our membership is opposed 

to the truck tax issue being addressed in this session. So, my message 

is very simple. The New Jersey Industrial Traffic League -- which is 

the manufacturers of the State -~ fully supports the New Jersey Motor 

Truck Association in its opposition to this Act as proposed, and in any 

alternate proposal it has suggested. 

Thank you, gentlemen. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: Thank you, Mr. Miller. Mr. Robert 

Kortenhaus. 

RIIERT KORTENHAUS: I will be brief, Mr. Chairman. My name is Bob 

Kortenhaus; I am Vice President of Bilkays Express and Jersey Coast 

Freight Lines in New Jersey. We are a Northeast Corridor carrier. 

I would like to just say a few things. Gentlemen, we hear 

all the fanciness, we see all the charts, but now we are going to hear 

the real war 1 d. We have missed the point. I hope you gentlemen will 

listen. This industry, from my position as an industry negotiator and 

as the chairman of two welfare and pension funds, is sick. It is 

almost bankrupt in its entirety. To give you an idea, if someone were 

to fall em, that floor, you would get them oxygen. You would try to 

assist them. But, this motor registration fee increase will cut off 

what little oxygen we have. We need these moneys desperately to 

continue our operations. As a negotiator of teamster contracts, when 

the teamsters· in 1984 give you something back, you have to be hurting, 

because they never give you anything. When they start giving you 

decreases of 10~ and 12~ in relief, you're getting something. 
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We are starving; we are ready to go out of business in many 

cases, and you better recognize it. There. are four million cars that 

we haven't even addressed; there are only 400,000 t:rucks. Ten bucks 

apiece will give you $40 million; that is basic mathematics. Thank 

you. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: Thank YO':J, . Mr. Kortenhaus. Mr. Jim 

o 'Donnelt. 

JAMES OiOONNEll: Jim O'Donnell is rny name; I am the President of Bas·s 

Transportation . in Huntetdoh County • Over 50% of our independent 

contractors licensed in New Jersey live ol,Jt of state .-,... Illinois, Ohio, 

Penn·sylvania, and ~entucky. lf we lose out position in registration, 

New Jersey will be out $35,000.00. On the other hand, New Jersey will 

only receive $18,600.00 from Bass-owned vehicles. We do not consider 

this a ~ood trade~off. Thank you. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: Thank you, Mr • 0' Donnell. Mr. Frank 

Lentine. 

FRANK M. LENTINE: Thank you for this opportunity. 1 have a statement 

. here fdt you~ 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: Thank you. I am going to ask you to 

summarize your statement; we will read it later. 

MR. LENTINE: My name is frank Lentine; I am the President of 

Le.ritine Management, which is an operating and managing company fat ~ 

number of concrete and construction industries in the State of New· 

Lentine Aggregates, Hunterdon Concrete, and flemington 

.Block. We hav·e operations in Ocean County, Atlantic County, Sornerse~ 

CO'unty, 'and Hunterdon County. · However, the bulk of our C?perations are 

in Hunterdoh and Some,rset Counties. 

Elasically what we are experiencing is, we have seen a loss of 

20~~ ·of our blJSiness to the State of Pennsylvania. Pennsylvania costs 

a're ldwer because the bulk material, Which is basiqall.y cement, comes 

. fr·am Pennsy 1 vania, but has to be transported further in order to be 

brought into New Jersey. We are losing 20~~ of our business at this 

moment to Pennsylvania. Pennsylvania is selling ma:terial in the. State 

of New Jersey, delivering it to the State, and not charging New Jersey 

sales tax. fhe buyers of 'this material immediately save 6~~. We have 
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been forced to hold our prices in order to keep the 80% balance of our 

business. 

We are losing business, and the State ·of New Jersey is losing 

tax dollars. I am concerned with constructor registrations. No one 

has addressed this here today. We pay $1, 122.00 a year for our license 

plates. Our trucks are parked for three to four months out of the 

year. Two-thirds of the . fuel our trucks burn is burned on the job 

site, off the road. We are paying fuel tax dollars on fuel that is not 

even used. Two-thirds of that fuel is burned off the road. We had a 

300% increase in Federal excise tax on tires. Our tires are not worn 

out on the road; they are ruined on off-the-road job sites. 

So, we are concerned. Our increase is $1,000.00. It is the 

largest of all categories. The bridge formula did not help us. We are 

limited to 70,000 pounds. As a matter of fact, we lost our 5% 

tolerance, which gave us seventy-three five by the bridge formula. We 

are now told, "You will be 70,000 pounds." So, what we are forced to 

do, ·in essence, is underload our trucks because they allow no tolerance 

for scales. So, the bridge formula that was _passed last year did us no 

good. Our industry is in a depressed situation; we are just starting 

to come out and pick up. 

On behalf of our industry, and on behalf of the housing 

industry -- the construction industry in general -- I would ask that 

you find an a1 ternati ve · method of funding road repair. Thank you. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: Thank you, Mr. Lentine. Mr. Charles 

Nicholas, from Nicholas, Incorporated. 

CHARLES NICHOLAS: Thank you, gentlemen._ I will be very brief. 

Nicholas, Incorporated, of which I happen to be President, at this time 

is happily in the midst of reorganization under Chapter 11. We are one 

of those companies which almost went out of business, but we think we 

can make it. 

This added tax certainly will not help us. The Surface 

Transportation Assistance Act did not give us any relief; in fact, it , 

made us cut back our weights because we are liquid bulk. We are 

planning to rebuild around leased operators, which will ceitainly not 

allow us to--
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In my prepared statement is a letter which · 1 have sent to 

every member t;>f the Assembly and the Senate in the State of New 

Jets'ey-. I don't think I have to read it; you all have it. But, there 

certainly has to be other alternatives. At the· time I wrote that 

Iette·r·, I' think we had·· a $'1 00 million surplus, which has now· grown to a 

$4so: mi1Ifori sut.plus, so this is certainly a viable aJte~native. 
Thank· you. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: Thank you, Mr. Nicholas., The next 

spe'aker· will be Pat Iannone.-

PAl lANNON£: Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee: . r represent 

Walsh' Brothers,. Incorporated. We have been located in the State of New 

Jersey for over 60 years. We are a specialized carrier, hauling 

primarily steel,.machinery, and building products.-

. Like the other trucking companies which have had': 

repre·senfative·s here to give testimony' it has been a' d:i!ffictJft fight 

for us to· weather the economic recession with which we are now faced. 

In vi-ew of this·, this tax increase would hit us very hard. We cannot 

pass ib on . through a rate increase, as some have s_uggested, since the 

bulk of our competition comes from the States of Pennsy 1 vania, 

Connecticut, Massachusetts, and New York. These are states which do 

rrot have· ah increase to contend · with, such as is proposed in New 

Jersey.; So, this would definitely put ·us at a very competitive 

disadvantage. 

Another· area we ate. very concerned about is the independent 

owner/operator. We employ a large complement of these individuals and 

we feel that this increase will literslly force them out of business:. 

If this · tax is passed, we may be forced to register· our vehicles in 

otHe't states where our terminals are located. We would rather not do 

this. We ask tnat you seriously consider the damaging effects this tax 

will have on the trucking industry in New Jersey. Thank you. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: Thank· you, Mt. Iannone. I do not see 

'iiriydne else who signed up· to speak. Is there anyone else in the room 

who would like t:o add something at this time? (response from audience) 

Please give your full name and the name of the' company you represent. 
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WILLARD D. JAYNE: Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee: My name. 

is Willard Jayne. I am from the Union County area, and I am speaking 

on behalf of my company, Jayne's Motor freight. 

Deregulation has hurt us ,quite extensively. As a matter of 

fact, if we could go out of business tomorrow, I probably would go 

out of business. tomorrow, but we have this unfunded liability which 

keeps us in. My son is in the business today; he wants to stay in the 

business, so I am here. 

I believe there are other ways of committing ourselves, or 

of getting money to raise· the necessary funds. I think the surplus 

would be the ideal place. You know, I went through the New Jersey 

Turnpike one time at Exit 1 JA. I asked them why they were charging us 

as if we were getting off at· Exit 14; I was going north. When you are 

going south, why do they charge you as if you are getting off at Exit 

13? I wrote a letter, but they didn't write back. They called me. 

They said they Checked into it. The. only reason they could find was 

that it was convenient. It is the convenience they are charging us 

for. 

In other words, it is always the trucking industry that is 

getting hit. · It would be a lot easier if I could turn around and get 

off at Exit 1 JA. A lot of people don't realize this. 

Last year, I think we made maybe one-tenth of a dollar. How 

long can we stay in business making one-tenth of a dollar? I could· 

take the money and put it in COs and make that much money. But, I 

think at this time -- we employ 130 people -- w~ should take ~ hard 

look at the people who are working for us. I think each one of us has 

a moral obligation to the people who ·are working today. You shouldn't 

just keep taking it out on the trucking industry. I don't care, 

whatever happens, somehow it reverts right back to, "Let's go after the 

. trucking industry." 

Thank you. If you have any questions, I will try to answer 

them. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRYANT: Are there any 

Committee? (negative response) No questions. 

yourself q~ite clear. Thank you; Mr. Jayrie. 
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tn~t seeffis· to cbnclude' ttie input tram tH~- t6mniissi-oH!r . sod 
tH~ trUci<in~ ihch1stry regEirding the registration f'ee§ .- f.· ban ass-ure 
you- tkat both the AssemtJ1y fransptirtlit±on Committee and the· htiuse will 
ta~'E! intb iScouAt ~ve:ryt.tHn~' that Has been said today in tHH·ms or tHe 
R'~'Elittf Of tHe 1ndu§try and· in t~rms· o"f aiternst:lve·s. WE! will ptbbahiy 

6~ sfSeakinl~f tc>· tnef eornmitis.i6ner; and we wiil be Idot<inq Eo y·ou. it is 
tJ~rihit~ that w~· at•e· going to do sbme thin-g·s . rot stante 
trah·~prirt~tl:tin~ 1: ttiinl< y&u have cip'ened our e·y(fs to- a vari~t:y or 
.tHifigs H1~t couid pbs~ibly be d&ne ttl db that. 

w~ Elp't5r~cii!if.e youi• haid.ng tke time and the effort. w~ wi1i 
review the eHt±re Er&Hhc'ripts~ t tflint< 1 speak &h bek~n t tif all the 

tri~ffiiJers br tfie Ct:Wrilidtte~' wh~h' i say we are gi~d you cam·e today, and 
gl.lid tfitit you gave tHe r<±Hd or candid t~stimdhy nt1€·essaty for· us to 
make the kiHd br v~litt Judgments wh.i.cfi wiil be required ih the riear 
ruture.; 
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BOARD OF CHOSEN FREEHOLDERS 

COUNTY OF CUMBERLAND 

ABSENT ~ g_ .?.. Q b. Q I l Q i! - ( 1984) - 1e1 

FORCINITO 
Offered py: ______ M_r_. __ c_r_l_·s_p_o __________ __ 

QUINN Seconded by: _____ ~_1r_. __ F,_,1_· s_h_e_r ______ _ 

REINARD Date: April 12 ,, 1984 

SIMMERMAN 

Supporting The Concept Of Stable Funding For 
Transportation Projects But Opposing 

Increases In Truck Registration Fees 

WHEREAS, it has been proposed to establish -a New Jersey 

Transportation Trust fund which will provide the funding for NJ 

TRANSIT's and NJDOT's annual capital programs; and 

WHEREAS, it is necessary to have a stable source of funding 

with dedicated annual revenue in order to plan for and complete 

multi-year construction projects; and 

WHEREAS, it is proposed that $30 million of the proposed 

$230 million trust fund be raised by increases in truck 

registration fees ranging as high as 87%; and 

WHEREAS, such increases in truck registration fees would not 

be applicable to trucks that are not registere~ in New Jersey but 

which still cause wear and tear on our infrastructure; and 

WHEREAS, a contradiction in State policy appears to exist 

inasmuch as ( 1) the increased State fees elected from trucking 
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Assembly Transportation Committee, New Jersey Motor Truckin.g 

Association, New Jersey Alliance for Action, Cumberland County's 

elected State Representatives, South Jersey Development Council 

and all other concerned leaders. 

Passed and adopted at a regular meeting of · the Board of 

Chosen Freeholders held at the Court House, Broad and Fayette 

Streets, Bridgeton, New Jersey on Thursday afternoon, April 12, 

1984, at 4:00 o'clock prevailing time. 

DATED: April 12, 1984 
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greatly increase operating expenses for New Jersey 

dairies, but this' concern grows larger in the context of 

the advantage that the bill would give our out-of-state 

· competitors • 

We asked our member companies to analyze the 

impact of the new registration fees on their fleets and 

we find that the result would be most damaging. Som~ 

80% of the trucks used in our industry are tractor 

trailer combinations registered at 80,000 pounds. As 

you know, the registration fee for this class would jump 

from $687 to $1,287 under A-1574. Most of the remaining 

trucks used by milk processors are registered.at 40,000 

pounds. Registration fees for these trucks would jump 

from $347 to $505o 

One of our larger firms calculates that A~l574 

would increase its $72,000 annual registration costs to 

$127,000, an increase of 77%. Another of our member 

firms calculated an increase of w~ll over $50,000. 

Operating expenses of this ~agnitude could well 

erode our member d·airies' competitiveness in the region. 

While New York and Pennsylvania dairies pay higher truck 

registration fees, many of their other costs are lower. 

Under A-1574, New Jersey dairies would be paying higher 

fees than both their Pennsylvania and New York 
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be pCt.yi:tlg t:.o impr-ove highways to th·e b.en~fit of their 

New Jersey's milk industry already softers a 

numb~r ot disadvantages in interstate competition. 

The$e range from higher property ta•es, labot rates and 

~nergy costs to higher costs for raw milk. The 

increased truck registration fees contemplated by A~l574 

would be an enormous new burden, and we ask this 

committee to consider apportioning this b~tdert betweert 

trucks registered in this state and those registered in 

other states which travel here to compete with New 

Je~sey businesses. This could be accomplished by a 

number of method$, one of whieh is increasing th~ charge 

for truck decals which .appl~ equally to in-state and 

out-of-state trucks, and othe·r devices which, I am s~ure, 

are known to others more expert than r. 

· 6x.· . 
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SUBMITrED BY FRANK M. LENTINE 
May 17~ 1983 

Dear Members of the General Assembly of Transportation Committee 

I represent Lentine Management, Inc. which is a management 
company for several businesses in the construction industry. 
They are Lentine Aggregates, which is in the business of 
producing and transporting sand and stone for ~se in the 
construction industry: Hunterdon· Concrete, Inc., which is a 
manufacturer of Ready Mix Concr~te, and; Flemington Block and 
Supply, which is a manufacturer of Building Block and Ready 
Mix Concrete. In Combination, these companies employ in 
excess of 200 individuals. Over a period of several years 
we have been faced with increases operating costs, while 
the competition has not allowed an offset allowing us to 
maintain the same operating markup. 

Plainly said, costs are up and selling prices are down. The 
bulk of our operations are located in Hunterdon and Somerset 
counties. Due to it's proximities to the state of Pennsylvania, 
we have experienced a loss of approximately 20% of our business 
and have been forced to hold our prices down to retain the 
remaining 80%. 

As you are surely aware, only cement that is used in the 
manufacturing of block and concrete must be transported in 
from the state of Pennsylvania, hence we have a higher cost 
per ton on this essential component. Secondly, wage rates in 
Eastern Pennsylvania are lower than the New Jersey wage rates. 
Thirdly, Pennsylvania suppliers are delivering goods in the 
state of New Jersey and are not charging sales tax. Hence 
New Jersey buyers bave a 6% savings 6n tax alone, which costs 
our companies busines~ in the state of New Jerse~ it's needed 
revenue. 

Another point I'd like to.make is that, in the last year we 
have had 300% increases in Federal excise tax, which is paid 
on every tire used on our trucks. We have had an increase 
on fuel used tax and an increase in Federal tax on equipment. 
Again, in every case we have been unable to raise our prices 
adaquately to maintain our needed profit. margin. 

The majority of our equipment in this iridustry requires 
constructor license plates, currently.costing $1,122.50 per 
year. I ~ight add that the bridge formula law, which came 
into existence last year, provided no increase carrying 
capacity for ~onstruction vehicles. As a matter of fact, 
our carrying capacities were cut by virture of the fact that 
the 5% tollerance that was previously allowed by la~, has 
been eliminated, and the state now allows "0" tollerance. 

-1-
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M-a¥ 17; 1984 
.f;;;A;ofT:c~ 

1~~t~tbre; t6 a~6id f~ce1v1ng titk@t§j 6P~~atbt~ ~f~ td~6~d 
t~ run at a wei<jht somewhat unaer the grbss a11owable· 
weight to compens~te for any scaie variations~ 

Tb~ 'f6p6~~d ~~w t~tisti~~ib~_t@~~ ~6tild_b~,~~¢r~~i~~t~iv 
asi hi~h~f~ Ifi tH~ edh~t~tictibn cita~~ty; that ~§ ih . 
ihdr~a~~ of h~~tiy $ijob6io6 1hi§ i~ td b~ acl~ed ~d th~ 
fif~~@fi~ f~~i~ttatioh ~~~j a~re~dy ~ktr§~~iy hiijh ~h~h . 
~6ffi~~~~d N~ti6hWid@~ blir ihdti§t~y by i~ 1 ~ b~h ri~bUt&~ -i~ 
seasonai. 'Phe m~jori by of our vehicies ate par"k~<l 3-.;:4 
ffi6rith§ 6u~ 6i th~ Y~~f~ We at~ ~if~ady P~Yirid d~~rif ldf 
the •ipri vi iege·ei of consttuctot registration~ wheh y6u 
~naly·ze the cost ana restrictidrts, versus the heh~f its j 
Y6u 1 11 h6t~ that w~ ~t~ ~lf@~dy, b~fore ahi ptdpb~~d 
ih~te~~~~~ ~t a ijti~stidrisi pbai~idri~ 

My company; ±.t' s etnploye·es a-nd tHe· construc-tion ana ltbl.fs±rig 
industry ask you to c-onsider, ariel' find ah a:ifernc:H:fve means· 
ef· r·aisif.lg tne revenue that is needed. in 6rd:e·r to repair 
New.· J"e-tsey is f6c:idways .. 

Tb~tn·K: you :for your attention and consideration. 

s:i heete :iy '· 

Ft~nk M·. Lentine 
p:~esid:ent 
Leritih~ ~ariage~~nt 
:P.j,(). sox 2o'5·6 · 
F.iemtngt-.oh, New .Jefs'ey 0882 2 
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