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SENATOR WAYNE DUMONT, JR. (CHAIRMAN) Theroaftn public
hearing Wlll now begin by the Senate Committee on Revision and
_ Amendment of Laws.d There are two members present this morning,

'Senator Fox and myself.» Senator Crane telephoned in that his, :

flight had been cancelled. He will be here, he is driving in, but.,i.-

‘he won't get here until later this morning. There are no other>
Legislators present at the moment, I believe..g“ v.> ,

This hearing will again be conducted, as have all three
previous hearings, on Assembly Bill No,'BSO, Senate Bill No. 6?
Senate Biil No. 211, Senate Bill No.-Zhl, Senate Concurrent |
Resolution No. 2, Senate J01nt Resolution No. 15 which is tf“
identical to Senate Joint Resolution No; 12 which ls out of-the
 Committeet's Jurisdiction at the moment - that is the delaying i
resolution. of course, we would appreciate hearing your comments
about any other legislation that you might care to remark about.
We are interested primarily in getting your viewpoints on this
very difficult and important problem oonfronting the State,‘ o

Assemblyman William Musto, a co-sponsor of Assembly Bill
No° 350, Just arrived.

Our first witness this morning wiil be Mr. Bart F |
Didovich, Chairman of the Exeoutive Board of . the New Jersey
CitizenstCommittee Against 100% Tax Assessment. Mr. Didovich.

BART F. DIDOVICH: Good morning. As I said previously,'
I don't intend to take up much_of«your'time° 1 said I would
'only take three minutes,vb '

We were at the hearing in Trenton and, as you all well

know, our organization has gone on record in favor of A~350.






Ailthe peSt hearings conducted by‘this Comﬁiﬁteevwe heard
different gentlemen speak; and there Will be gentlemeﬁ speak about
these bzlls later on, 5071 ddn’tﬂthink'there ié much‘for us to say
except that we would like once again to go on’ record in favor of
" A-350. It is the bill that we belmeve~is best'so‘far as assessments
are concerned in the State ef,New Jersey. ‘We ask one,thiﬁg; if
it's possible, and that is to bring it out of Committee on
Thursday. It is the oniyebill thai was passed by the Assemblyvend
if it can be brought out of Committee we would like it to be
brought out this Thursday and see ifeit will pass. We are almost
certaihithat it will. Many feel it is unconstitutional. We feel
that it is cohstitutionalvand we:feei the only way that can be proven\
is to haVe\it'enacted into'law and bfought before,the'ceurts.

\ I'said I was not‘geing:tq'take ep too much of your time, andA
the reason I aﬁ here is simply that we would like to have this bill
brought out of Committee this Thursday when the Leglslature meets
in Trenton« Bring the bill out of Committee and see where it
Staﬁds on'the floor. We are certain that it will pass.

'Thank you very, very much.

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Any quest1ons of Mr° Didovich?

In response to your request - and I, of course, canft speak
for what the Senate willkdo on Thursday - you undefsﬁandefhat
with the bill in Committee and one session scheduled on Thursday
there would have to belan emergency resolution before any bill

could possibly pass the Senate, go through second and third readings
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on tﬁe sameqdéy. And'youvare'familiar with the féct that’tha£
requiresva three-fourth vote of ihe Senate, to'péss an emgfgency
resolution,énd not jusi a simple majority. |
" MR. DIDOVICH: Wekréalize that, Senator, andee'feel this

is véry important and that it should be brought out and possibly
enacted that day if the\GSvernof of:the-State wduldllénd ﬁs that
supporte. | | ' |

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Any questions?

Thank you, sir. | S

~ Mr. He Bruce Palmer, Chairman of the Newark Bconomﬁc

Development Committee. o | | |

H. BRUCE PALMER: 'Mr.FChairmép, members of the Legislature,
and ladies and Qen;;gmen:mey namg_i§>H¢,B?uce‘Palmer. I am -
Chairman of the Newark Economjé‘Deveiopméht Committee, an
organization of labor répféSentatives; public officials, and
: busiqessmén appointed bj_the Mayor to promote the economic
development of our city thrbugh elimination of obsolescent plant
(housingg‘industrial and commercial}'developmeht'of new ratables
énd creation of employment. | |

Among the many problems of edohomic developmeﬁt this
group has had under :study over the past four years is Our tax
structure. In Deéember, 1955 our Téx Sub-committee presented a
report to Mayor Carlin reéommending positive actibn on the'property‘
tax problem. You will note that'oufvreport was issued sometime
‘before the now-famous Middletown case decision which brought New
Jersey'é propérty tax prdblem to the present impasée& The
recommendations made to our}Maybr at that time are to a degrée
included in s:ome of the legislation'before yoﬁ,kand'IvShall try
ﬁshortiy to'pinepoint'duf’vieWs‘on thQse'récaﬁmendationsa
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, ‘Before dbing S0, however-, T should m; vto' mke it eiear thet we regard

~ the property tax problem in New Jersey as’ only one segmsnt of a long-renge

' problem with which our rapidly growing urbanized economy must come to gripso
.Reforming the property tax is one step, and a very vitel step, in reorganizing

- our state's tax structure. But it can only be regarded as a first step. »

Within the property tax framework there are two problems. First, poor or

| discriminatory administration of the property tax system has 1ed to legal action

- by citizens of New'Jersey in their search for property tax equityt The second\

: problem is just as important although it is not before this Gommittee todey. |
g Meny segments of our economy have found that the heavy reliance on property taxes
for thepsupport of county, school and municipal functions pleces an unbearable
burden on them, and‘they seekfter relief. You have heard from‘tbe farmers,
the homeowners, the railroads and from business, and we will‘not restate their
concern with the problem.o | . | | p |

It is our opinion that, while the 1nequ1ties in property tax administration
bwhich spring from discrimination in assessments can to a very great degree be

eliminated by legislative aetion, the‘greater problem of“complaints ebout

rapidly growing‘property tax burdens cannot be solved within the framework of

that tax. There is no way of reducing the tax on'railroadsiwithout'increasing

it on business and residential property;i There is no'way,of'reducing‘residential
and farm property taxes unless business.picks'up the tabov Tberebis,no way to
lighten business personal propertyvtaxesvunless the homeowner'or‘reilroeds accept
higherllevies. Shifting the burden of property taxes from one group or claes

of texpayers to others offers no permenent solution to the problemo






We are convinced that New Jersey cannot solve all of these problems within
the framework of the property tax. The future of our state lies in its ability
'to attract and to hold its sharc of a rapidly grow1ng industrial economy.
' Industry, in my definition, coneists of the cemblnation of investment 1abor
“and management aided and abet ed by the consumera There is a broad community
- of interest here,_for none can»ex1st wlthout the otherso, As our economv and our
»population expand in the future, we must have “the industry to support them. ‘
The tax system of New Jersey is and will contlnue to be an 1mportant element in
xdetermlnlng whether our state can meintaln its competitive position and ettract

its share of the expan31on we -all see in the future.

I believe that the soorer we‘recogn’ze the need forka thorough overhnnl‘
-of our present tax system, the better will be able to meet the problems of
the futnreq We must have a tax system bqsed on the following basic.concepts:
1. The tax system should preserve and rromote New Jersey's advantages fbr

industrlal and commercial de!eio t and new 1nveetmen+ to create new

b

job opportunltves for its citizens.
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2, It should provide a SOund; relieble fiecal bese to.meet current and

future state and local governneat necds.
Bebl it should eliminate inaquity and uncerbalnty in tax 11ability and provide

fOr a broad sharing of all government cogt

If tnese principles are to be‘observed, the.property tax itself needs re—
vision, To eliminate inequity erd uncertainty in property taxation reqniree uni-~
form assessuent of property under uniforn standards established by etate law, _‘
We believe that Senator Dumontis bill, Scnate 211, contains the baeicbprovisione
~ essential to removing the inecquities which result fron discriminatory assessment
by local assessors, and to correcting the great unssrtainty which now exists,

) pec* 11y in the assessment of personal propersy.
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We knov that bUSl ss‘stanﬂ; _:nej to pay 1ts share of the cost of state
tsand local govevnmoitg‘,u:ny b:sﬁhess re;resca tatives flﬂd that the wise reliance

on 1ocal gOVernrent-for al_ ~j;53 of dirsct services, "hile requiring substantial

property taf bnroc‘sﬂ offars o roviL avse 1t leeps the spending close L
,to home.‘ In essence, urcrright’ct.mtnicipalv lClalS to determine the kind of
'services, the lovel of evosnd~tt s—.n& Jocal tax rate means greater\taxb

payer: concern and brinos us clo:e to tu» 'hone xule" encept The prlnciple of
:‘decentralizauion is as ou1d ior govornment as it is for bu51ness, Political ) 1
decentralization is a great strength-in NewJersey which has>been overlooked L
and not poSitively sold,as a major advantageg y, . =
"Thevgreatconcern of business‘is thevinherent danger of.juggling.assessments '
to shift the burden of local taxes. Uncertainty as_to the levelrof assessment
currently and in the distant future“is aimajordraWbackbiniattracting hew industry;
The threatfofttax_lightning, especially onlbusiness personal property, has all
Vtoo'often become a reality. A second concern is the danger of competitlve assess-
nment practices to attract 1ndustry from other communities, at the expense of the
rest of the community or the state. To overcome these weaknesses, we believe
that New Jersey must establish and preserve uniform assessment policies on a
state-wide basis. This will provide the taxpayer with a reaSOnable measure of
certainty as to the level of assessment without in any way 1nterfer1ng with thex
‘i 1nhe"ent right of local officials to establish the rate of taxation and the level
of local serv;ces. o j : f* . .'v.»,'f . o eb »Mjiv "»ifiﬁf"’i. =
The establishment by law of fixed ratios of valuation for real and personal
property will establish certainty in property assessment, Assessment of real
property at‘the county level w111 make possible a higher leyel oftassessment |
administration. ‘The classification of personal property for tax purposes and

assessment by the state will eliminate the tax lightning threat and ccmpetitive






assessment, andret the same‘tihe'give iecognition'to the fact thei'isfeﬁtories

as & class'of property cannot support_phe same level of taxation as reei"ptdperty
and 'machiﬁeryo' The exemption of rhousehold" goods will eliminste from the tex
rolls a class of property that traditlonally has been a problem. Allfof these:'
proposals were recommended in our Tax Sub-Gommittee report in 1955, and all have

- been dlscussed in reports of the Commission on State Tax Policyo Whlle~moet»of7:
them are included in Senate 211, we urge thet amendments be introduced fo inclﬁde:v
all of these proposals to brlng about a sound reorganizatlon of the property tex.

There is some question as to whether there is sufficient information as ‘
to the impact of Senate 211 on different clssses of taxpayerS'to warrant immediéte
adoption of its provisions. Doubt has‘been expressed as to(whether the Tax -_J'
Policy Commission's estimates of valuatiohs op personal property wiil stand up
~in ectual practice. If they vary substantially especially in the'large cities,
there will be major shifts in the'property tax burden which ean have serious
effects on municipal tax rates and distriputiop of;locel tax burdens.

There are two alternatives to this dilemma. One would be ﬁo enaet.legisiaev
tion to require filing of personal property tax data by business dufing the next
year, preferably through the State Treesurer's office, in order to éeteﬁmene wﬁe%se-/
the assesement ratios provided in Sensﬁe 211 will work out as enﬁieipetedo Adequate
data may indicate the need for adjustments in the proposed ratios to minimize the
shifting of taxes between different classes of taxpayers., We qﬁestion whethsr |
Hew Jersey can afford to ruSh,intove revision of this magnitude without-full and
accurate knowledge as to its ultimate impact. | |

A second alternative is the adoption'ofba broed based tax to offset,a;parpp
of the property tax by allocation to munlclpallties or school districts, Such‘aJv
tax would shift a part of the tax from property to economic activ1ty and reduce
the 1mpact of uniform property assessment which makes some shlftlng of" property :

tax burdens unavoldable. In this area the ECOHOMlO Development Commlttee has no'






_ specific recommendations to make, because e believe that any broadening of the '
. tax base should come about only after careful study of our entire state tax struc~

ture and the 1mpact of new taxes on future economic growth.;t:p _ A _

Had the Comm1831on on State Tax Pollcy been free to ‘carry out the legislative
mandate contained 1n Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 28 (1956) to make "recommenda- ‘
tions for changes 1n the entire State Tax structure which the results of its study
diotate(d) to be desirable or necessary for equitable distribution of the total
impOoition of State and local taxes" some of these problems might already be re-
_solved oince they are not there lS no alternative 1eft but to try to find the
ansvers through further research and study. ‘;» ‘ ‘
| Earlier I stated three basrc concepts w1th1n.whlch any. major changes in the |
tax system must be resolved. Rev181ons 1n the tax system are needed to promote l'
‘economic development and preserve New Jerseyts competitive pOSLtion, to provide
for an equitable sharing of government costs on a broad base and to assure adequate
revenues to meet future needs. Correcting 1nequities in the property tax is only
one Step/ln the process of modernizing the state's tax structure.» Further-steps
mst be taken 1f ve are to meet the problems of rising gOVernmental costs and ex-
panded services° But whatever steps are taken, they ehould be based on thorough

study and understanding of their 1mpact on the 5uture of our rapidly grow1ng urban-
) 1zed economy. ‘This requires research to develop the facts’ and education to secure
vpublic understanding“ | N

| It is my belief that we need a new approach to researching our state's tax.
problems._ Instead of attempting to solve individual tax problems without reference
to the entire tax structure and economy, as we have in the past ve should look
at the basic concopts of economic development for labor, management investors,
consumers. and government | S S

What klnd of a tax system will best promote the.future development of our

state, create the most employment and 1ncrease capital investment? Can we find

(@]






.better methods for distributing the burden of government costs among all groups,
so that all bear a fair share of the burden9 Can we develop a tax system which
will respond to our growing needs at the State and local levels and aVOid the
constant need for upward adJustments‘in tax rates and adoption of speciel new
taxes, at rates which start out at low levels‘but soon must be increased to
meet growing pressures? | .
we desperately need answers to these problems. To obtain them requires a
‘blending of economic and tax research and sound decisions based on such research.
A continuous program of research csn help to develop sound tax policyffor our
state and local governments, Indeed, if we had such a program today, some of the
imponderables in the property tax dilemma ?,how to replace Hudson_countyﬂs loss
in railroad taxes, the collection of'detailed data on personal.property assess-
ments, the problems of changes in school aid, and-the effects on municipel debt
limits -~ would be well on their way to solution.
‘ In summary, we see two separate tax nroblems facing Neu-Jersey,~ One is the
- correction'of'the property tax to assure tax equity and tai certainty'to all |
‘property taxpayers. This can be accomplished by enactment of Senate‘le sith
suggested amendments., The other is closely‘related, because uniform assessment
of property 1s going to create problems of tax burden distribution which, together
with grow1ng needs for state aud local government will require new thinking and
a continuing source of sconomic data that reflect state-wide trends on our growing
concentration of technological 1ndustries within the borders of New Jersey.
We urge that you move forward to assure that both of these problems can be ,
solved in the‘best‘interests‘oflour State's future growth,andrdevelopmsnt.

Thanlk you,H






-CHAIRMAN_DUMONT; Any question of Mr. Palmer? Seuator Fox.
SENATOR fox: This isn't really a question, lVIro Palmer, it's
more in the nature of an inquiry. Do you, by any possibility, have
any remaining copies of the report that you and the Committee
submitted to Mgyor Carlin. | - | o
- MR. RALMER: 1 am sure that those could be distributed.
SENATOR ROXi That was priopyto the decision in the Switz
oase?f - . |

'>QMR. RALMER: 1955. That's right.

SENATOR FdX: Do you think that you could procure and forWard‘
to Senator Dumont, as the Chairman;\and Assemblyman Musto,
Assemblyman Matthews, Senator Crane and myself, copies of that
repott? | » o v |
 MR. PALMER: I will be glad to do that. |

~SENATORvFOX: l would'appreciate it veﬁy much and I am sure
that they would too. Mey we rely on that? |

MR. PALMER: You certainly maye _

-' SENATOR‘FOX” I have this further questiona You'mede the
statement, if 1 quote you correctly9 that ‘we need a new approach
to thevresearch and study of our tax system. . 1 realize that
perhaps this is not the place to eléborete on that-bhtfdo you have
any concrete thouéhts or suggestions on the methods‘ofienalyses
 or research that you would advocate in eonnectioh'with that
‘suggestion? ' y

MR,;RALMBR: We have given considerable thought to this
particular pfoblem. It is our feeling that this State does’hot
have the economic base studies which we should have in order
that we might determine the tax course that we should follow in

the State, that would not be inimical to industtial,development.

10






SENATOR Fox; 1 would be very much interested 1r you or

,the Committee wouid care to submit a memorandum embrassing their

thoughts along that line.e;*i_f_ R
‘ | MR. RALMER" we have given a censiderable amount ef thaughta
to it and we will be veny glad te have that put in ycur hands, |
| 'SENATOR FOX' Thenk you. '"fﬁffvﬂﬂ'fffl.f:g~4-',ifi,'“>V

C CHAIRMAN DUMONT’ Assemblyman Muste,,ii R

j ASSEMBLﬁi‘? MUSTO* Mr. Palmer, I appreciate many ef your‘

v

jthoughts here teday and With many ef them I concure Yea do stress _;
| one point in your talk, 1 beiieve, that you believe in a aniférm »
state standard of assessment.f;-{affu’f,;;’i."-' Ei?;:"""'
o MR.,RALMER° Thatts right.efejffxﬁ;f:i:  o ;, “
AS LYD | ;eu are fairiy famiiiar with

N MUSTO“ivI beuevej

the economic history of the State af New Jersey9 perhaps more se

than even I am,}don’t yeu think that the State of New Jersey has

been much better than average, as far as the other states in the =

eUnion are concerned, in their reception of industry and business
‘in this State? SRR 'Hi' 7iV ' ,m v i o ..%>

MR. PALMER" Yes, but 1 think that our business tax ’7'”
structure is rapidly getting as oat of the picture as far as
competition is concerned, and I den”t think we have thaught 1t out
~as carefully as == R e o ; o

ASSEMBLYMAN MUSTO° Nawg are you basing that competition '
on a local argument, frem municipality te municipality, or state
to state? | | o N | i‘ Lo

MR. RALMEai' 1 think that ebviousiy it differs hy o |
municipalities because seme of the taxes are nat shared equitably
" by business throughout the statet‘»l think that that's had its

effect.' i think the businessman generally dees not want any tax

11
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ASSEMBLYMAN MUSTO: Well, I WOuld‘appreciate yvour submitting
that’to me in the form of a repért because the uncertainty that I
have read about, that I've studied about, and that I'wve heard for
the last 12 years in the LeQisIature,»has been on a state level, not
a local level; Now, we have been invalved with SQIes tax, income.
tax, increased tax on gasdline, and things of that nature; I mean9
I've heard all of these5things brdught tcgether to maintain the
main argument that business doesn't want to come to New Jersey.

I think they are still coming and I still feel, despite all the
things we hear, that New Jersey is probably one of the most
attractive states in the Unidng

- MR. PALMER: It's very attractive because of its market
possibilities and its potentials but at the same time, with taxes
being a cost of production, you camnot afferd, I don't think, if
you want econdmicbgréwth in your state, to pass the barrier of
competitidn where you are'paSSing it with other states that are
in this metropelitan area, where_lecalities can still give the
market potentials that New Jersey can givea\ 1 think it's one of
these thiﬁgs that we have to think out very carefullys and ydﬁ
might be interested to know that technical information is being
compiled at the present time to meet this particular point and
we will be very happy to see that you Qet that.

ASSEMBLYMAN MUSTO: And 1 would be hé,ppy if you would give
a bit more siﬁdy to this tax problem, whether it be on a local,
county or state iévél - I‘réally"Wiéh'yéu would., I will appreciate
anything you forward us in this respect.

SENATOR FOX: Mr. Palmer, as I gather from the context of
your remarks, you are rather opposed to any hasty or ill-comsidered

actions.as far as a general tax p@liéy is concerned. Am I
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"correct 1n that? B LT T
| | MR. PALMER° Thatvs rignt@: 1 also indicated oi 1 will
1ndicate that we think Senator Dum@nt“s bill, S 211, becoming
:'effective in 196@, would give us this next year in which ‘We can o
| }get this basic informatien which I 1ndicated we felt was ‘ b
, essential.“ We feel that“s a step in the right direction,,f_: 
| B CHAIRMAN DUMONT-' Any other questions? FOR
o Mro Palmzr, maybe I didn*t pick it up but did y@u make any
specific recommendation as to a particular kind @f broad based tax
fin this State? o S B _:'ﬂ;‘_ L
MR, PALMER: Noo[WésiﬁP1y §ﬁdicatéd.é bfdéa baéé6 £§k;",
: CHAIRMAN DUMONT'? And did yom make amy recommendatien as te‘:
just ﬁho or hcw this additional research - wna shmuld ccnduct it
and how it should be conducted? N ) T ‘
MR° P;ALMERo Well, of course, the state g@vernment m'if you
'take the State of New York, they have much more basic informationg
'ecenomic 1nformatzon, on which ycu can base tax studies than we 1
: feel that we have in New Jersey, We think this is a job @f @ur'
state governmentg of eur department which we have in staterff
-government which ceuld de this particular Job., f"iif : ”   _ f 
SENATOR FOX° Well, in answer to Senat@r lum@nt?s questien;
I have a notation here - your resp@nse to a question that I ‘;5;
asked you as to whether er n@t the C@mmittee would submit t@ us ;f; 
data with respect to the research that y@u recammend and the |
approach that you recommend,v Basically that*s yeur questian and
basically that’s your answer = that you will submit that te mso
 MR. PALMER: That’s right. o | |

CHAIRMAN DUMONT.V In makin"%he comment abeut mere research,

were y@u recommending a tax conventien or rather that it be dene»






outside of any tax convention,by the state gcvernment? "'
MR. RALMER° 1. have a feeling that this can be done outside,
that a tax convention is not essentiala I think we. need basie

Seconemic and tax information,‘ 1 don"t think we have as much as
we should ‘have im New Jersey to correct some. of the problems inf V‘
~our tax strueture° ‘ - _. , |
CHAIRMAN DUMONT ¢ - Any other questions? Any question that
anyone in the audience desires to ask of Mra Palmer? o
g Assemblyman Matthews has a qaestiono,.
| ,ASSBMBLYMAN MATTHEWS°- Sirs from my recellection ef reading
éwéli;'i"déﬁ@t remember iﬁ-it any delaying provieionn ,I-netice thai
&6ﬁ reeemmend-that pefhapefthe»eéoﬁtion of Saéiilwith’éﬁ‘effeéfive |
date of 1960. Would I be led to beiie-fve from that statement that
you are in favor of, say9 a delay of one year in erder te put this
tax measure into effect? . | | o
’ ,_MR,,PALMER° 1 would have te ask the sponsor of that |
partieufef'bill - it is my understanding that 1t Wbuld become
effective as of 1960° o Gk |
 CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Weil, framkly, I'm a little bit embarrassed.
1 havenfi read it lately bﬁt>my~feeéiieetibn ie7thet”1£”weﬁld take -
'effect rather soon, but I agree with yeur viewpeint that if it
were to be passed it sheuld be postpenedg as to the effective date
of it,, And I am not sure that there is anything 1n their that
_does any postponing° | ' e
- ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWSe My recollection of S=211 1is that
there 1s no postponement feature in 1t. _ .
| CHAIRMAN DUMONT: I don't think there is.
MR;'PALMER°' We119 it would become effeetive but I think

the assessment preblem was to be solved in 19600‘ I'm not






Z technician either on this but that“s what I have been told, that
it would give us 1959 te tny to get this basic informaticn, to see
what the impact would be of the various taxes on municipalities,ve
CHAIRMAN DUMONT°} All right,, Anything else? Thank you very |
much, Mr. Palmer. IR  _ :', R L o
MR. PALMER' Thank you,' sir.__ | | o
ONT ' Mr. Mick Schloeder. New, Mr. Schloeder,'

CHAIRMAN Dv]
will you identify, as you did at the first hearing in Trenton,
.what mnnicipalities or what groups you are representing here ioday.

NICHOLAS S SCHLOEDER° Well, 1 represent the T@wnship of
North Bergen, Jersey City, Uhien City, Weehawken and Secaucus,_

Now, if your Honors recally at the hearing on June 30th
I had spoken at some length in favor of A=350 and there was some
cqlloquy between your Honors end myeelf in respect to prcposed
‘suggestions and you tcld me. to submit, 1n writing, how A~350 o
could be implemented. Now, I don”t prepose te repeat myself -

1 am veny loath to do that at any time ~.as to some of the things
'that I said on that day. Howeverg 1 was trying to think just how
1 could be ‘of any help in connection with submitting recommeedations.
I find = 1 don't want to be personal in any criticism of any
speaker in general, but we have speaker after speaker come up
here and tell us that he is in faver of uniform taxation, ef a
sound fiscal policy, that New Jersey should be pretected as far
as its business is concerned in the cempe;;tive field,so that
taxes‘ere>not going to be‘iﬁimiEai to such cempetitibﬁ,eend‘SO_‘
forth and eo’oh; The eriticism is that we'afe all iﬁ faﬁor of
these things, everyone of us here, I believe, 1n this roem. ;The>

real questien 1nvolved is - How are we to echieve these results?’






That's the important thing. |
Sd; inilobking over the field, lHdidn"t'want td prepare a
new revision of ‘the tax laws of the state, on. my own, I didn't
‘.think that 1 was competent, in a week, to be able to do thato
So, 1 thought I would look over the existing legislation and see _
if that~couldn“t be tinkered with. So, the most complete bill on
the subject - evidently one which is an implementation of the Ninth
Report = is 5-211, 809 I took a look at that and 1 dictated my
'comments, section by sections as to. that particular bill. ‘
| Now I have this in writing and 1 would like = I don’tl
believe in reading anythingg I don“t do it as a rule when I have
briefs before the courte I like to just summarize some of the
high poznts-and perhaps talk about somedof the‘suggestions that
‘I_nave'made, ’Therefore? I ask}that this be submitted intolihe
records ‘ » | }bv_ , . :
'CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Well, we will be glad to make your
memerandum, which is very cbmplete“and dompfehensive;.a paft'df
the recbrd, but I wondered if you wantedvto summarize that today
for the benefit of the people here. In other wbrdS§‘noi read -
from lt but summarize it. R
MRQ SCHLOEDER° I would be glad to do ito
Nows Senate Blll No, 211 has 32 sections. Sectionswl; 2
and 3 concern themselves with R S, 5& 1-21, ete., nhich is labeled
in the Revised Statutes "Investigations and Reassessmentsg"_ v
Now, I go into the history of this legislation, going back
to Chapter 67 of the Laws of 1905, and there are two. reasons Cwhy I
do thise It has been suggested repeatedly by all speakers that
New Jersey has had a vefy ancient and dilapidated iax structhe _
Wthh fairly recked w1th 1nequ1ties9 for a hundred years, and that
now, at this late dateg ‘We have. awakened to these 1nequ1ties and we
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éé‘rvt' of féei 'that '-something; shouldbe done about it and this,
above allg in a hurryo‘ | b |
v Now, I point out,the historical development of the theory
'of eqaaiization from this Chapter 67, of 1905, which created the
iBoard of Equaiization, indicates one basicg that when we thlnk as
Jwe d@ along those lines we are really following sort of a b331C’
icharacteristic of human nature,_sort of an adolescent attitude.
, All of us at sometimes have teenagers around the house and,
4'as your Honors know, they have these lists of popular songs, say
from 1 to 30 which are ranked accordingly, and one of the great
V‘kicks that I get out of that is the fact that on occasion9 nearly
iall of usg you will find one or two songs in that list of popular
esongs that's at ieast SO years old. And 1 often am greatly amused
at these young peopie with their look of astonishment and amazementf
Afwhen I telI them that this song was not only sung by yoor mother or
ithat she danced to that tune ‘but- that your grandmother danced to ,
,v_that tunei They can't believe 1t, that in those days they could
feel the same way that they do.v ' " L |
Now, the same is- true with equalization. The problem of
.equalization is just as old as. the problem of taxes,vand we had
the same agltation more than 50 yeafs agoe that we have today =

identical, in’ 1ts orlg1n and in its purpose. 'So when they created

xesg in 1905, they imposed upon

: du That duty is still today
in thls present 211 “mondmentu»xiiii

| It calls upon the Director é'"If upon such investigation,
it shall appear to the Directow of the Division of" Taxation, that
ﬁ the assessment of any property lying in a tax district or county,

rincluding such prOperty of a. railroad or canal company, and taxed






of valnes and the other is eqmalizati@nQ That“s the dual functien,
. That’s what the @bject ef Chapter 6? ef the Laws ofv1905 was, to
v  uniteo_ Wellg they kept them together ﬂnder two titles mntil 1931

: hen they separated them9 and they gave the appellate function to,'

:what they termed the State Board of Tax Appealsg

.and the reV1sionary
 7equa1ization functien in the Commissionero Of coarses now the
3 state Beard of Tax Appeals has become the State Division9 and the ij“‘

,Commissioner has beceme the lirectoro

Now, what has the C@mmissioner daﬁe in all ef those 27 years?f 

g"Outside of the things I am g@ing to talk about that came eut of
7'the School Aid - nothingg the answegiis nethingg becamse @f the

| _fact that here again it imposes nﬁb fthe Director an utteriy
 ‘impessib1e taska, ‘f' ’7' ,}1 ﬁn o ;A ”>_j |
| Now, - so much for th@se secti@nsoA'As‘i‘ééfgﬁiﬁéfé”éfeiﬁﬁé'
’Vthiﬂgs that are wrongo~.1 have trie& t@ elab@rate @n this p@int
| that the?e are two thimgs that y@m have to bear in mind = éne is-
.the n@hi@n that this pr@blem @f equalizati@n is semething new9 it
is n@tg nnmber twog that y@u @an pla@e mp@n the lire@t@r iﬁ Trentcn
- a burden @f equalization which he @an fulfilg as against the ff.*:*>:
'honest and c@mpetent effort @f hmmdreds @f men l@cated all over o
_the State in direct canta@t with the pr@blem with which they are
'faced in making the judgm@nt as t@ the true value @f any par=51"“'
‘jticular piece of pr@pertyo~ It jmst can“t be d@ne°; }; “i“f A_

’ o The next is Se@ti@n h There is @nly one thing I may say
ﬁ'abtut that and that s the fa©t that it repeats the ®1d language =1
‘the reasan f@r it I.am n@t gaing t@ g@ int@s it"s hist@rical m_‘?;
v'ab@ut any appeﬂlant who is dissatisfied with the judgment of the
C@unty Tax B@ardo Wellg same Iawyer discmvered some years ago

jthat appellant” means 3®mebody wh@ takes an appealg so that if |






» appealo'

thefe has been é fedﬁétibﬁ in'ﬂﬁe ﬁé#eé~aﬁd iﬁe tékiné district

wants to appealg he can“t appeal, they can“t appeal, it can”t
‘appeal because they are n@t an appellanto' So the caurts had te

' devise a way in whi@h we wguld take an appeal umder a different

sectiong under the general secti@nol N@Wg there is n@ semnd basis

'whatever in the law why there shomld be a distineti@n made between »
‘a taxing district amd a taxpayermi S@ mw smggestion t@ that is;
1that it sh@uld be amended by sayimg any party to the appealagkl"

E That w@uld remeve all @f those learned questionso o

I cite seme @f the casesg including my @wn9 é The _ 

Hackensack Water in 2 Na Jog etCo:? im which this question was

discussed and I think it @mght t@‘be remavedo It“s silly thatf
it shenld be thereo' There should be n@ question ab@ut ita Tﬁe

 taxing district and the taxpayer shemld have an equal right to

Now9 the next secti@n just simply cansiders Ro S 5& 3=13
and harmenizes it with the @ther parts of the Act and I see m@ o
ebjection to it., S - 8

Theng @f caurseg Se@ti@ns 6 79 & and 99 apart frem the .

. grammatical chamge by Smbsﬁitmting am@ng f@r “between 5 and it
also harmonizes by the use of “taxable value” instead Of ”true o

'value g’w there“s n@thing wr@ng with th@$e equalizatiem pro=

visions becaﬁse they“re the $ame as they have always beeno

S@ 1 ceuld suggest or I do sayg h@wever9 that perhaps the hetter

" 1anguage would beg ”according to the stamdards prescribed by law9

I mean, ‘as to valuen

Then we ceme t@ the ameﬁdmemt @f Sectian 109 R S Sh h=1°

That?s all righto The peint isg as far as ”accarding te ‘standards

prescfibed by lawﬂ is cancernedg here again we have this preblem of 
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Well, in the first placeglas everybody knows, net book

value is cost less depreciation, not even reprdduction‘cost less

‘depreciation and obsolescence as is the test when you are

’determining the sound value of a buil&ing fof‘the'general property
taxs that iss the real property taxa

We119 because of the exigencies of the bmsiness and the
Internal Revenue Bureau of Taxespand @ther things, a@@ountants

have become quite expert in réducing depreciatien to zero,and the

-_answer would be that you wdul&nft_héve anything to value property

at. So they recognize that, appareﬁtlyo They put a limit, a
bottom, of 20% of the cost. | -

Now, of COuPSegbthat"s a help, naturailyg put it is far
from remedying the true vice of such a consideration. In the
first place, accbuntiﬁg praéiiées“diffef from business to
business., Then, of couféeg thQIQﬁestiam of cost depends upon
agé° It is conceivable that a company may have gone into business
in 1910 as a>pré1iminafy to the @rders‘which arose out of the
Second World War, and they would buy their machinery for, say,
$50,000, then they have depreciatedvthdto’ Todays hewever,
becaﬁse,ofjﬁheendrmdus increase in the cost of all machinery and

eQuipment that same property, to reproduce, mightICOSt $200;,OQOo

~It's gone ﬁp four times and, yétg evem if you were to halve the

valuég_you“d'3t111>haVe s hundred thousand dellars, - if you

would take it at cost and reduce it to 20% of cost, you WQuld

be really taxing at appr@ximatély one-fifth of its vélueol Youtre
nét getting glééebat,all. There are.tow many variables involved.
And then, how is this to be determined? 1Is it to be determined

as it is presently, when you see the fellow right in the chair
there and you ask him p@inted questions, and say "What about ﬁhis?”
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competent people to do the work.

1 quote from Mr. Justice Jabobs? remarks where he says:
"UnivefSaI distrust creates ﬁnivef$a1'ihcompeténceoﬁ The thing to
do is to get better aségssers and m@fe,efficiéntvagse$5®rs; You
are never géiﬁg'id have aﬁy femedy in's@me,ddctrine'dr'nétion
that the Directcf'in Trenton is g@iﬁg to é@ualize this thing. He's
nevef’dcne it before and it's mot going to happen mow, certainly
not in thé’fieid of léééltéSSQééméﬁﬁo VV |

| That bfiﬁgs'msvt@';; 5$ 1 say, 1 don't want to repeat what's
in hefe;'the deﬁéiiéd‘éfitiéism im,@énmécﬁibn with thesé pro=-
visions relating to personal property sssessments, but I do want
to get into the subject of A=350, Section 18. And I say, A=350
could be very neétiyviﬁcérp@rated - at least made some part of
the bill and I think a very useful and constrmctivé'¢®ntributi@no

Now, one of the MQét_inﬁefestinQ things in this'écnnéctién
was what happened at our last meeﬁing on Mbﬁday morning. Your
Honors will fecallg Senaﬁ@r Lénéé was hefe and he had a list of
20 Quéstiens. 1 came up and I asked him two questions and one
was, "D@ y@u think that the present Statute fixes current market
prices as the test of true\valuefﬂ and he answered, "Yes, "
1f you will remember, I said, ”Tﬁétﬁs why 1 advocate A=350."
because that is not so. That is not the law of New Jerseyo

""And*de”W6ﬁZé'éhis*bec&me a part? One of the main p@intsg
as far as A=350 is concernedg is its psychalogical impact on our
thinking. It?s a_eoﬁserv&tiva bill that PGSt@FES to the assessor
the means which he should always have used in determining true
value9 by applying the traditi@nal techniques of appraisal to

the determination @f true valuea
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to true valuation, which is, by this statute, made synomymous
with current market prices.

HoWever, the'poiﬁt is, this‘ﬁarticular statute was of
narrow application. It wasn't intended to apply to the valuation
by the local assessors of real prdperty; It was never intended
to do that, It was merély for purpose of distribution of school
moneys . And the attacks were made. I made one and others made
the others. An& we were told that what you Say is true but, we
were told, this is a legislative process, this is something where
the limitations of time and money will not permit the Director in
his administrative and quasi legislative fﬁn@tmng 1 should say,
to inquire or make a detérminati@n in the traditional sense of
value‘but shall take these figufes as a convenient rule-of=-thumb
for the distribution of school moneys. That's where it came from.
And that you can't apply the principles requirlng the appli@ation
of quasi Judicial consideration t@ something which is merely
quasi legislativeo 7 |

But, unfortunately, = and Senator Lance is my Exhibit A -
in the'thinkingg in the Policy Report, ;e@@?yWhefep you see the
thought which permeates all of these documents that this is the
rule of law and not the traditional rule which says that current
market‘price»aﬁd true value are not the same, and never have been
the same; and as late as the Switz case they reiterate that it is
not the same, and that was after all qf these considerations arose.

S0, this philésophy‘was taken over into inter-municipal
equalization. And internmuhicipalle@ﬁalization once again may
apply the Director's tables. And, of course, in the application
of this statutory ma@date"the Director did a good job. I mean,

I don't want to == there is no man in the State of New Jersey
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| 'in one column‘you have interwmunicipal equalizatien - that's
| _county aggregate equalizatien,against intra«municipal equalizatien.

) That's diserim1uatiena- The twe are utterly different.E The ‘
pr;neiples applied are utterly different., They sheuld net be een-ir
e,fused.- Then yeu have the sales price Iists and ratio cemputed
on- 1BM machines, tending to make Iecal assessment a mere cemedy.;;:r
"Then,'against that, you have the sabjeetive errers ef jmdgment of AH_:
local assessors using traditienal techniques of appraisers,sff?*°.-

Now, those are two conflictimg philesephiesa_ Then you havefi'
the: determinatien of a eentreversy as quasi legislative, whieh it’ "'
is in the field of interwmunicipal er csunty aggregate eqsalization,:

‘as in the distributien ef scheel m@neys9 as against the review |
of an assessor*s Judgment as a quesi judieial precess,‘ Newg that's |
an entirely different thing. VV*ee5»4"e i“' SoE L | .

If yomr Heners please9 I remember in @ne @f the little be@ks
~that I wrote ‘and read by the Supreme Court en the Petitien fsr},
'Certificatien, I was the enly one te get the certifieatien but it
didn't do me any goed because I lost the case in the end, anyway9 -

but 1 had peinted @ut that in the determinatien ef valuey in a
'quasi judicial preeess, if our tax system wasn“t a systemg at least‘
;it had been the product of a th@asamd er tens sf theusands ef
‘contests in the tax tribunalsg\and that makes i@r a defimzte erdes,
Take, for instance, Hudsen C@unty,‘e we have been very 1itigieus‘\'

' because we've had the railroads en eur handsg we’ve had business
‘,‘on our hands, and so ferth and se sn, and the result is that,l
| would say, in a place lzke Nerth Bergen there's hardly a piece
of property that at ene time er anether hasm”t been befere ssme
tax«ceurt and its value determined by hearing both sidesg in behalf

of beth the taxpayer and the taxing districto»"e“~»~



O

)




the Director would have a fight to_supervise,'as he has, but not
in the same sense to make him practically the assessing officer

as is done in the case of personal pr@perty héregrothér.thingsg of
‘course, are innocuous in their changes, in that they change the
taxable value; as far as the 0% is concerned, that doesn’t make
any difference, 1 égree with the Ninth ReP@rt;:ﬁhether itfé'a 110
of 100%, providing we answer the question = 100% or L0% of what?
Of what? How determine? In the manner that Chapter 86 dete:miﬁeé
or iﬁ'ﬁﬁé manner inIWﬁiéh the cases have repeatedly said that the
assessor should determine it, and that is by the application of

" the traditional techniques of appraisal. And I say that A-350
certainly is in pOsition to be passed. S$=211 needs amendment,

it needs further study, and I don't think, in ité present form,

it is in a position to be passed.

‘Now, I listen to these fellows that come from tﬁe outside
énd I can agfee with everything they say but‘they haven't con-
tributed anything to the discussion. We all are in favor of
sound fiscal policy and the removal of inequities; but I know
how = these things work. I've been through it for more than 30
years and I've had at least 2,000 court battles in respect to
taxes in state tribunals and otherwise, I knéwyh@w these things
come up, and this thing is not going to work.

So, if yoﬁr Honors please, Ibagaiﬁ say, finally; anything
I've left out, I've left out a lot, ;~I refer to my little
comments on $-211 = I respectfully suggest that S=211'sh@uldn°t
be passed until it's subsﬁantially altefedg'aﬁd that at the
present time A=350 is ready for adopti@n; Even'if it's Smé =
there are one or tﬁo little things ih there thét I Iike better
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because of the delay pfovisioﬁsg thaﬁ‘in yourso They are Sub=
stantially the same
| 1 thankvyou for listening.

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Are‘thére any question now of Mr.
Séhloeder? |

I don“t believe that I have'dfficially noted the presen@e;‘
vet, at thfé héaring of Assemblyman Elmer Matthews from Essex
Countyg and Assemblyman Fred Hauser of Hudson County.

Mr, Schloeder, jﬁSt’one or two comments, if I may'make
them, and this is not by any means in the way of criticism because
we appreciate very much your review of S-211 as submitted in the
memorandum form. I dkn't think there is any intention here, at
least certainly not on my part as the sponsor of this legislation,
and I would be the first to agree that it needs amending = there”s
no intention certainly on ﬁy part to give out with an implication
that assessors are incompetent. I think an assessing pdsition in
New Jersey today is probably the most difficult position that my
local official can hold down, and most assessors do an extremely
fine job.

In line with your thoughts that perhaps in some instances,
some few instances, assessors might be better chosen, it seems
to me that'you probably'would agree that assessors, particularly
in rufai afeasg are ndt'veryiweii'feimburséd for their efforts.
As a matter of fact, in many municipélities in the area of the
State from which I ccmég they receive perhaps’$500 a year, $1,000
a year, and obviously it is physically impossible - even though
some of their conétituents'expeét it - for them to go around and
assess pfdperty every year, particularly every single parcel of

real property in a taxing district. Also, sometimes these salaries
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don't giVevthem much incentive fqy'Sélf%éducaii@n and self-
improvement in their pdéiticﬁo

Now, secondly, you made mention of Chapter 86 of the Laws
of 195L. I might add that I was the sponsor of that -
bill, as well as, I think, Chapter 85 of that year which provided
for the dqtailed formula for distribution of state aid f@f
current operations in school districts. I might also add that
nowhere in the Assembly did those bills have a béﬁter friend than
théy did in the Assémbiyman frdm“Hudsan C@untyg Fred Hauser, who
is one of the co-sponsors of A=3509and'with®ut'Whose heip Iam
sure the legislation would not have passed in the Assembly.

N@w; Mr. Matthews, do you have a question? _

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS: Nick, am 1 correct in assuming that
perhaps your greatest objection to S=211 is Section 18 tﬁéfébf?

'MR. SCHLOEDER: Yes.,

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS: And that you, speaking individually
or as the Attorney for the towns 1i$£ed here on y@ur'memdranduﬁ;
would be satisfied if S-211 were passed with Section 18 changed
to conform with the language of A=-3507 Is that right?

MR. SCHLOEDER: Well, I couldn't héngéﬁlyusayfthéta;'l'thiﬂkg
while I'm here priméfily as an advocate of a changé in Séégien 18
to include A-350, = I still think that those provisions that
relate to the ultimate fixing of peréénéiwprmperty assessments
by imposing them in the Director, are bad. I don't think it's
good legislation, frankly. I think it’s bad. I don't think itls
going to work. It didn't work in real prcpérty and I don't see
how it can possibly work with pérsanalo Y@@:seegdthecDirectbr

would have to have fellows, much more than the Iﬁtérnai Revenue
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Trentong ahd juét néw = that the tfue véiue concept never'meant
value as determined by éﬁrrént méfket'pficéé?‘and thét this thedﬁy
or cufféﬁtimafkét pfiéés did né% eﬁtér thé pictuﬁe ﬁntil Chapter
86, having to do with the State School Aid Law, came into the
piéture? Do I understand him aright?

MR° SCHLOEDER° That's a venyg veny'simple question to
answer., What I said was that I objected to the identificati@n of
current market value with true valuegas SyﬁQHVMGQSand centrmllinga
I don't deny that current market pri@es are an element to be con-
sidered in the‘vaiuafién of property and never hévé‘said so. If
you will look at my own ééée - I don't know whether I cite it
here but it's the cése of North Béfgén s Biule?ard Holding Company -
in which the Court of Err@r and Appeals reversed the old Supreme
Court because they hadn”t considefed current market prices and had
simply taken economic ‘value. What 1 say my @bje@ti@n‘is; is that
thefe is‘a dispésifion to regéfd.@urrémt méfket price as ifg'és- |
controlling, that®s it, If you could show the property was sold
for $20,000 that should be its assessment at 100%, That’s all I
sayo' I admit it's a factor but it sh@uld not be a centrclling
factoro ' \

MR, O'BRIEN: Well, let me ask you this, Mr. Schloeder; -
I'm not an attorney but at the Constitutional Convention this
entire matter was discussed and I remember Senator Milton saying,
at the suggestion of eliminating true valueg that it has taken
the courts 50 years to know what the framers meant when they put
true value in the 1875 Constitution. Now, what have the courts
determined? I'm not an attérhey; but don't we havegin addition
to the true value statuteg what lawyers call, I thihk, "decisional
law"? and haven't the courts in hundreds'@f'casesg'in trying to

reach an opinion or what was meant in the current case, - haven't
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S on ReviSion and Amendment of Laws

“._hearing in connection with this bill and A 390,_for which I

i'-ﬁfdirected to each section of S 211, taking up Sections 24 and

"5feinconsistent between the amendments proposed by A- 350 and

S3;S—211 since Senator Dumcnt ‘in his S- 6 as well as S 240 of

'V]AFconsideration, R S 54 4 23

"}n”labeled "Investigations and Reassessments". These provisions,

i“1MrMoRANDUM?SUBMITTEDTB?1Ni¢HoLAsfSQ3sanoap

SN&GOMMLNTS ON IMPLENENTATION OF A-350 BY'
~ INTEGRATION WITH A COMPLETELY REVISED
L osemlr

o May l9th, 1958 by Senator Dumont, referred to the Committee,{f7.

This bill appears to have been drawn to carry out

M}the recommendations of the Ninth Report At the time of the

‘ ﬂ'spoke in Trenton on June 30th 1958 I was invited by the
B . Crane,

"fn_Committee, ccnsisting of Senators Dumont,/McCay and Fox, to f"”“J

submit suggestions as to how and in what manner this legisla-*,“

*tion should be supplemented .
Since A 350 is, basically, nothing more than an =
' amendment of Sections 54 Y4 23 and 26 which are a part of the.

h:amendments contained in S 211, I believe my comments ‘should beh_\

26 the subject matter of A 350, in their proper order. 'In :

Il so dcing, T am presuming that there is nothing necessarily

»the year 1957, incorporates substantially the identical pro-'

‘ivisions in: that section and, in particular, the 1mportant

I will address my comments relating to the sectionsi

, in the order in which they appear in the proposed amendments.

’ SECTIONS 1 2 ‘and 3 Ve“} »ff7'”f j‘\i~

The first three sections of §- 211 concern themselves'

:with Sections 34 1- 21, 54 1- 26 and 54:1- 30, which constitute I

'Article 4 of Subtitle 1 of Title 54 of the revised statutes,

5in the main, are derived from Chapter 67 of the laws of 1909,,

Iﬁhave'secured a,copyfcf 89211, which was introduced;
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.577_of Equalization of T'

v'which had abolished the State Board of Taxation, originally

' created in 1891 (Chapterfltu),,and continued as modified by |
”the tax revision of 1903 and creating, in its place, the Board.'"

J,TIn 1915 this Board, together with

the old State Board of Assessors, cfeated in 1888 to assess‘

' railroad ahd canal property, was combined under the name of
State Board of Taxes and Assessment and this, in turn, was, j‘»

- split again by Chapter 336 of the laws of 1931, becoming the f,,[

State Board of Tax Appeals._ The appeal features of the old

, anrd were assumed by the State Board of Tax Appeals while the,5’
qualization features were, in the first instance, reposed in ;,>

) the State Tax Department_ headed by a Commissioner

On July 1st 1944 as a result of a reorganization |

of the state government the "Commissioner" beoame the

: ”“Director", the title which he retains at the present time.:

ttf,I point this out at,some detail because the pkwer of the AT

'“f/sommissioner, in respect to ordering reassessments of propertyg{

o4 fand otherwise, is a verynold one, and there is nothing

tr'is the substitution of the language "trus value" for "taxable

’7ffvalue", presumably geared to the prOposed revision of

’({_R S 54 4 23, providing for 40% of the full and fair value of
{;'orcperty and a recognition of the change brought out by the '
",'reorganization of the state government, changing the Commiss—‘j”

'f,{ioner's titée to Director._ In these ciruumstances, I regard

fthese changes as innocuous, and ‘T approve of them,‘

SECTION 4

The next consideration is an amendment of

R S 5lhi2- 39, providine for appeals to the Division of 'I‘ax

':'vlhppeals, and, here again, the change is from true value tovfﬂ

,axable value. This is unobjectionable.» I might, however,.
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the fair value of machinéry and equipmeht and all other

administrative, and not kas has alWayS‘Been tle practice here-

personal property other than inventories, and 10% on inven-
tdries. The fair value of the property is presumed to be the
net book value thereof, add the Director is required to pro-
hulgéte uniform rules and regulations for the determination
and reporting of the net book value. _

‘ Now, net‘book value, .in standard accounting practice
is the cost of the property less depreciation (not reproductio
cost less depreciation and obsolescence).

| It is common practice, as a result of some of the
exigencles produced by the United States Internal‘Revenue
considerations, to depreciate fully used machinery to zeéro.
An aftempt is made to combat this by fixing 20%vof its‘cost
as the maximum amount to which it may be depreciated. Hdﬁever
even this will often ﬁean that 1t 1s texed at a small fraction
of its actual value. This, in itself, would not be so bad
were it not for the faqﬁ that these externai consideratbns,
under varying accounting practices, would lead to great
differnces in .the disparity between value and assessment.
The Director's rules wuld be inadequate to meet the
Herculaneén task of remedying such discrepancies.

Unider Subdivisién "B", the Director may promulgate
rules and regudations for the reporting,:detennination and
recording of fair values required by the éectidn which,‘of _
itself, may be>un§bjeCtionable enough; but it also states that
he "may permit or require such adjustment in book{value as he
may find necessary to pro&ide for faif and equal asseSsmenf
for ail<ﬁaxpayerssimilarly situated. This makes the action

of the Director, concerning intramunicipal equalization,

tofore, a determination by the approprdate tax tribunal in a
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I have no objection to the penalty clause, which
could be added-as an alternative to the section in question;
but thecsubstitution of the Director for the local assessor

is a highly impractical change.

SECTION 17
Section 17 appears to be a new section which would

have to be given a new numer b& the revisors. This eéction
might pPOperly have been includéd in Section 15, as 1ndicat1hg
that it was the intent to give the Director primacy in the
matter of personal property assessments, althoﬁgh it fails to
fix a time when the Director shall réview, audit andﬂmodify
any aésessmentvmade by an assessor. »

| Furthermore, we have the curious statément that the
Director may do so "whether br not such personal property
has become part of the realty as -a matter of léw". This is td
‘ compound confusion with confusion fof property is either real |
or perSona; énd,‘by implication, the Direétor is given the
right to modify é statusbaCCOrding to his own. whim, ;Porblems
involving such questions have beeh the subject of much

11tigation, see Hackensack Water Co. v. North Bergen Twp.,

18 N. J. Misc.6%27, 629, where the question as to whether

pumps were a part of the realty or personalty were involved;

also, Hackensack Water Co. v. State Bd. Tax Appéals,
129 N. J. L. 535, 539 (s. C. 1943), same case on appeal; also,
Hackensack Water Co. v. North Bergen Twp}, 130 N. J. L. 483,

485 (E. & A. 1943).

- SECTION 13 ,
We now come to Section 18, which is the subject]
matter of A-350. As already observed, the important section

of that proposed amendment is the revision of'R.S. 54:4-23
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mofe-than adequateein the setting up of standards in making
an asseésment This bill is consonant with the applicable
decisions of the court

"It has been generallj recognized that there are’
'three general approaches to value: | ’
1. Sales price i
2., Economic factors
3. Reproduction costs less depreciation(
Numerous other formulas afe in use; but they are,

in the main, subdivisions or adjuncts to the three approaches.‘

.Exclusive reliance on a specific formula‘may

produce error. In the case of N. Bergen Twp. v. Bergen

Boulevard Holding Co., 133 N. J. L. 569 (E. & A. 1945), there

was an exolusive reliance on the single element of ‘rental to
the exclusion of sales pfice. The court, in noting that
error, remarks at page 575: |

We are unable to discover factual support for- the
finding of value made by the Supreme Court and the
state board unless those tribunals either excluded
from their fleld of decision the element of sale
price and relied exclusively, and therefore
erroneously, upon the single element of rentals,
with the ramiflcations thereof, or based their:
findings in part upon the taxpayer's proof of .

" price grounded in a mistaken legal principle...
Under either condltion there was error, K

There 1s no reason why the reverse should not be truezand the
exclusive reliance on sales price to the exclusion of other
be deemed .
eiementa/equally erroneous.
v ‘ It must always be remembered that there is a certain
_ degree of stability and permanence in assessments which do not

: follow the fluctuation of the market price. " As the court

observes in Hackensack Water Co. v. Division of Tax Appeals,

lm 2N, 3. 157 (1949) at page 163:

[6] We are not in accord with the opinilon of the
Supreme Court wherein 1t speaks of changed

economic conditions Justifying ipso facto an
increase in valuation., Thiu in 1itself 1Is not a

-6 -







sufficlient reason for an increase in valuation
any more than a depression would call for-a
downwardrevision,-in accordance with new

market conditions thereby created, however,
temporary. Value for the purposes of ‘ .
taxation has some measure of permanency

which renders it secure against general
temporary inflation or deflation.

By placing an exclusive reliance on sales,price, the
pvaluator is deprived of checks and balances. The use of more
than one factor as a check to ascertaiﬁ true value is standard

>rac£ice. As the court observes in Riverview Gardens v.

Jorth Arlington Borough, 9 N. J. 167 (1952) at page 175:

The statute neither requires nor excludes any

" specific formula for measuring fair value. It
1s apparent that the Division of Tax Appeals
spplied the "true value" standard set forth in
the statute, ' ‘

The owners replied soelly on the conclusions of
thelr expert Fyfe, who gave his opinion of value
(1.e., "what a willing purchaser would be willing
to pay and a willing seller would be willing to ‘
accept") on his "knowledge and experience", and
repeatedly testified that he did not analyze
reproduction cost, did not take into consideration
return on investment in his "actual physical
processes" in "flguring out" the true value,

did not go through any mathematical procedure

bo arrive at the value per room upon which he
based his opinion, although gross rentals entered
into his mental processes, and his study of
expenses was not reflected in his testimony of
value. ‘

The testimony of Cobb, the respondent's assessor,
is of little value, for i1t indicates that he bases
the original assessment solely on the income-
multiplier formula. However, the respondent's
witness Powekl, who testified as to full and fair
value of the properties in question on the
statutory standard of bona fide sale by private
contract between willing buyer and willing seller,
based his opinions on several factors. These
included personal inspection and detailed analysils
and report as to the details of construction of
the improvements, the numbers of living and garage
units involved, the area of land used, the plot
plan or phusical layout of the structures and
examinatlon of the plans and specifications of

. the subject properties as well as proximity to
stores, schools and churches and general location.
Fyfe testified that he "substantially" agreed with
Powell's description of the properties, Powetl
also studied the financial statements, actual audit
reports, which the owners had filed with the county
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board of taxation. He testified that he used three
methods of valuation for support of his opinion,
characterizing these as "checks" which alpurchaser
welghks in considering a property for purposes of
acquisition. _ ,

There are many inherent wealmesses ®m in the sales

price ratio. It is elemetary that sales price and true yalue

are not synonymous, Harborside Warehouse Co., Inc;, v.e;
Jersey City, 128 N. J. L. 263 (S. C. 1942), 1In times of
deflation, as during the great depreséion of the 30's, it was
very common that sales prices were much,belowvthe éssessment,

City Holding Co. v. State Board of Tax Appeals, 127 N. J. L.

168 (S. C. 1941); Colonial Life Ins. Co. v. State Board of
Tax Appeals, 126 N. J. L. 126 (S. C. 1941), where the court
Ex remarks at page 129:

Evidence of "comparable sales" is ofttimes of
questionable probative force, and is rarely.
i1f ever, conclusive. Central Railroad Company
qgf New Jersey v. State Tax Department, supra.
This has been =specially Ttrue of most of the
past decade. The economic crisis has so
depressed the real estate market as that sages
of "comparable" properties do not ordinarily
provide the standard of value characteristic
of such in hormal times. Unlike the case of
~commodities having a fixed market value, there
i1s no‘'absolute standard for the admeasurement
of the value of ‘land at a given time. The
constitutional and statutory test is what the
sound Jjudgment  of the experienced authority
set up for the purpose deems it to be, taking
into consideration all factors that reasonably
enter into the determination of the question..
The fact that the property, due to abnormal
condlitions, is not: salable on the assessment’
date is not conslusive of the issue.

So conversely inbthese days of inflation; aSsesS—
nents are and, indeed, should be below selling pficé with most
cypes of property. This principle was reiterated and summar-

,Ezed by the court In Switz v. Middletown Twp., 23 N. J. 580

;1957), where the court observes at page 595:
A sales-assessment ratio study cannot for obvious

reasons be determinative of true value in the
statutory sense. Furthermore, the market value
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is evidential but not the exclusive criterion;
it is not the invariable test of true value.
Special circumstances may "increase or depress
market value without affecting true value or
vice versa". Harborside Warehouse Co., Inc.,

v. Jersey City, 128 N. J. L. 263 (Sup. CtT.

1042), affirmed 129 N. J. L. 62 (E. & A. 1942);
Universal Insurance Co. v. State Board of Tax
Appeals, [I8 N. J. L. 538 (Sup. Ct. 1937);

Newark v. Tunis, 82 N. J. L. 461 (E & A, 1911);
North Bergen Township in Hudson County v. Bergen
Boulevard Holding Co., 133 N. J. L. 506

(E. & K. 1I906); L. Bamberger & Co. v. l.ivision of
Tax Appeals, 1 N. J. 151 (1948). "Valirz for the
purposes of taxation has some measure cf -
permanency which renders it secure aﬂailst
general temporary inflation or defiatlcl.

City of Newark v. West Milford Township, 9 N. J.

. 295 (19527

The sales-assessment ratio data do not »rovide
the basis for an intra-municipal true vilue
assessment of individual parcels of real
property.

.It is my considered judgment that A-350 or S-6, if
you will, insofar as it relates to the amendment R.S. 54; 423,
harmonizes wlth the proper legislative purposeswrof S-211; and
there is no reason why it éhould‘not be included theréin.

It was suggested by one of the speakers that this
section>is antagbnistic to the present program of revaluétion'
of properties by valuétion experts, which is now going on all
over the state. Nothing could be further from the truth. It
is pfecisely the standards set forth in A-350 which these
valuation experts use, and all considerations relating'to the
possible lack of competency or integrity by a local assessor
are eliminated.

of I, for one, have alwavs been heartily in favor of
these revaluation programs to insure uniformity and remove
jiscrimination. To implement such undertakings, all munici-
palities should be re quired to possess proper tax maps.
furthermore, such revaluation should be extended to include

railroad properties and power lines.







_ SECTION 19 .
Section 19 amends R.S. 54:4-24 by adding the word

"taxable" before value. This is unobjec’tionable°

SECTION 20
Section 20 amends R.S. 54:4-26 and substitutes the

taxable value for true value. This,too, is unobjectionable. -

SECTION 21
Section 21 provides for the amendment of R.S. 54:k4-
27 and, once agaln, simply substitutes the words "taxable valu

for true value, which 1s also unobjectionable.

SECTION 22
RS 54:4-34 emendates the rerlerence to the form used
by assessors under R.S. 54:4-9 in their investigation of
personal property. No harm is done by'this because it really

adds nothing to R.S. 54:4-34,

SECTION 23
Section 23 provides for the amendment of
R.S. 54:4-35 by changing the language, if not the meaning, in
the prior enacthent and can be retained in its present form
éven if the provisions relating to assessors of personal

property are not changed, as suggested by this amendment.

SECTION 24
R.S. 54:4-36 simply changes the affidavit of the
|lassessor to harmonize with the legisdation, to include his

determination of taxable value.

SECTION 25
Section 25 amends R.S. 54:4-47 and substitutes

taxable value for true value and is unobjectionable,







SECTION 26
Section 26 provides for the amendment of"
R.S. 54:4-48 to include changes in‘the valuation of personal

property.

SECTION 27

Section 27 is a new provision which seems to be a
supplement or, at least, a reiteration of Section 15 of the
act. Just in what respecﬁ it differs from thé audit and
investigation of persbnél property assessment returns, which
are requlred by the prior provision of the act, is not made
clear. There is no attempt to adjust this to the schedule set
forth in Section 15.

Indeed, the Director 1s given two yéars in which to
increase valuation. 1In thisvrespect, it is an anomalous’
provision in the tax law and can only create uncertainty and
confusion. It ignores the necessity for prompt determination
of_fiécal questions in the affairé of the ﬁunicipality.

The proposed leglslation is bad.

SECTIONS 28 and 29

Sections 28 and 29 are amendments to the added
assessment statutes, R.S. 54:4-63.2 and 63.3 and simply change
lthe language from full and falr to taxable value and are

unob jectionable.

SECTION 30 }
Section 30 provides for aﬂpropriation.of half a
million dollars, preéumably because of the vastlyJéxtendéd
péwers'reposed in thé Director by the prdspective amendments.
The wisdom of this is a matter of policy. o

‘Much of this could be saved if the powers to make

p@rsonal property assessmert s remalned in the local assessors.
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On the other hand, if the Director assumed the duty of
becoming the chief asseésing officer, if these proposed
‘enactments are taken literally, 1t 1is doubtful whether half a

million dollars would be ehough,

‘ SECTION 31 ‘ _
| Sectionijl repeéls R.S;'54:1-31;’32, 33 and 34.
These have been a deéd 1eﬁtér anyway and no harm is done.

_ There is sométhing prophetié.about the repeal of
these old sections, which dame from Chapter 67 of the laws of
1906. Except-for.a few abortive attempté made more than
fifty yearsvago, these sections and the companion ones, deal-
ing with the powers of thé old Board of Equalization which
passed to the Commiésiohef and then to ‘the Director, have
remained a dead letter due pefhapé,/mOSt of all, to the
impossibility of ﬁhe bﬁrden'thus placed upon a‘sihgle central |

authority.

SECTION 32" |
The final section makes the law applicable to the

assessments for the year 1959, which requires no comment.

‘CONCLUDING COMMENTS
It is interestihg to note that the objectors to the
basic philosophy presented in this criticism, with unerring
instinect, took exactly‘the opposite view in practically every
lcase. . Thus, Mr. Magovern, represgnting the New Jersey State
Chamber of Commerce, in the‘criticism of A-350 observes:

This blll would substitute a list of factors,
includlng several subjective ones, for market
price 1n the determination of the value of real
property by the assessor. This bill would
serve only to make orderly and uniform assess-
ments more difficult -of attainment., It would
encourage "tax lightning" in the taxation of
‘real property, including residential property,
since assessments would bé  subject to wide
variation depending on the assessort's estimation
of a number of imponderable factors.

g2




»)



inequélities and, indeed, absurdities.

In short, S-211 is far from ready for adoption
‘except for those portions which are unobjectionable. Further-
more, there is no reason why the amendment to R.S. 54§h-23,
as is expressed by A-350, should not presently be adopted.

It is an important step in the right direction, and all
criticims that have thus far been made show a basic
misunderstanding of 1ts purpose.

The impositioh of a percentage of falir value may be
added to the section, or 1t might be the subject of a separate
I section., I, for one, do not find that the imposition of some
standards on a statewlde basis would be necessarily objection-
able for this has.élways been the case, the only difference
being that, hitherto, it has been at true value. The applica-
tion of such standards shou;d benleft to the local assessor,

'as i1t has always been.

of course, something may be said for leaving to locagl:

assessofs thelr own selection of percentages of fair value
for, if any inequities arise therefrom, thig can only apply
to inter-municipal considerations, which can be remedied by
the aggregate equalization processes. However, this is not
indispengable if fhe present standards, as set by A-350, are
maintained.

Respectfully submitted, -

q ~ NICHOLAS S. SCHLOEDER

Attorney for the Township of North Berg
and pro hac vice for the municipalities
~Jersey City, Union City, Weehawken and
Secaucus ‘
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CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Mr, Russel T. Wilson, Assessor of
énglewood, |

RUSSEL TOVWILSON: I'm Russel T. Wilson, Assessor of the
City of Englewood, speaking for no one this morning except
Russel T, Wilson., I've torn up my canned'sbeech because 1've
sat through several of these hearings and 1 think we have
. belabored the subject of the.pending bills pretiy well, and I
think they've been well expanded upon. So, I will be very
brief, géntlemeng and I appreciate the”opﬁortunity of'appearing
agéin before you. | |

I wish at this moment that I éculd borrow some of Mr.
Schloeder's eloquence because 1 think I need a little of it,
but 1711 do my best.

I have only two or three suggestions to make. I think that
the basic probiem liqS'in’a choice between assessment by classi-
fiCation or assessment by the Constitutional philosophy of
uniformitya I think that a great deal of this discussion could
be cut short if we could say here and now that uniformity is
compietely accéptable, or that classification is the proper
philésophy° | |

As fof’mySelfs I could be persuaded élmost>either way. 1
don't know. There is a great deal to be said for;asseésmént
by classification, I think. Similarly, uniformity is the
Constitutional standard. . I imagine that.i; is probably the most
popular concept thr@ughbuf}the siate, by the public.

- NoW# 1 would make”these'sﬁggestionSz
1. Wé néed,l bblieve, a stop=-gap to avoid a'repetition
of the Switz casé° I don't think there are very mahy assessors

who relish the thought of finding themselves in the same position
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ASSBMBLYNAN-HAUSER° Could you possibly accept uniformlty
, w1th1n the taxing district if it was actnally uniformity?
MRa WILSON. Accept uniformity within the taxing district?
ASSEMBLYMAN HAUSER° Within the taxing districtn_”' |
o MR WILSON° Well, I think uniformity in the taxing district
‘is the real problem hereo' I think that‘s what we ‘must have. :And_e
1 th1nk I would say, Assemblyman Hauser, that I would llke to see\k o
a range even within a mnnicipality, something to allow a little
'elastlcity because, very frankly, we all know how difficult it is tf’
to hit preczsely on the button° And we also know that, even if .
"we were shooting for 1007 to be safe, we*re not going to find IOO%,
we're g01ng to find someth:ng Just under, as close to 1t as
possible,perhaps,but 1t isn“t golng to represent 100%°
ASSEMBLYMAN HAUSER' 1 was interested in that part of your
remarks where you said no two assessors would have the ‘same ideas
'with respect to the same- piece of propertywbb - | |
One more question. If a tax convention is" held, to whom
should the recommendations of the tax conventlon be processed orc
"} MR. WILSON: Well9 I think obV1oasly the recommendations -
should be presented to the Legislatareaja “,f ‘,‘t o ‘, 
| ASSEMBLYMAN HAUSER~¢ In other words, the problem must be
resolved by the Leglslatureo. '7‘ | R
MR. WILSON: I“m conv1nced of thatob _ | =
ASSEMBLYMAN HAUSER» Do yon think possibly that, if a tax.
' convention were held, many members of the Legiskature would be Vv
delegates to the tax conventzon? . ‘ ‘} ' |
MR, WILSON: Well now, frankiy, 1 don“t know.‘ 1ftﬁiak>1£f-
would be. helpful 1f some of them were, ST R






- ASSEMBLYMAN HAUSER: wéilg'What 1@m'afieing at*is-this;-

that if there is a tax cenvention prebably the majerity of the .

delegates weuld be members ef the Legislature, qnite naturally
so, and I feel, having fer 11 years represented the peeple ef
Hudson Ceunty, that the peeple of Hudson Ceunty who veted for me
intend that I should solve this preblem, as well as others, and |
I feel it 1s my duty te solve this probleuyaleng with the others,f ~
,‘wztheut any reference to any delegated authority whe,yin turn,_e‘;
jm.ay rewdelegate it to mexw in ather werds, having spent 10 years
in the Army, bucke-passingc | S 'fvrl‘l. »“. R
MR, WILSONa Well, I certainly agree with yeur cenclusien |
:and I would hope that certainly all the members of this Cemmittee
would be delegates.: I think the cenventien should be broadened, X

ef course, to include ether informed citizens, peeple with some 3

knowledge of the problems,_mw_;;,?v“ T T
: CHAIRMAN DUMONT° Any further questions? Senatov Fox?
. SENATOR Fox.j Mrg Wilson, may 1 ask you this, fellowing

up Assemblyman Hauser”s theughei;l believe,em W1th respect to

a tax ccnventien and going en the basis that it is the duty ef“e'
the Legislature to solve this preblem, as Assemblyman Heuser ;ij
'has said, when yeu talk abeut a tax cenvention = letVs be |

1very basic about 1t

_political dog fight?’ Hmw can‘yo “aveid it? g n
MR. WILSON“ Senater, I“m'not eneugh of a pelit1cian tef

| be able te answer that questien,_:eV”Aby _  o l "‘ .

| SENATOR FOXQ_ Well now, wait a minute;” That’s just an

easy way out,; Yeu“re a man ef great maturity and yeu have a

vgreat deal ef experience and I den“t think that yeu re naive,

eafter listen1ng to yeu,‘and 1 am. going te ask yeu the questien
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‘with one - that's Senate B111 No. 178, I believe, =‘although there
is one that was introduced at a later date in the Assembly by

_vour Assemblywoman from Union County, Mrs.‘Mlldred Hughes,vww with :
'respect to a tax convention, it has long been held by those who
-represent Union County that the holding of a convention would be
good for one reason, that despite all the excellent work done by
the “Tax Policy Commis31on, when their reports were rendered, they v“
didn't have the same impact as wonld be gained from a oonventiono
Itt's felt that when you have people who are directly instructed to
resolve one problem, when theysat down in concert, someth1ng
comes forth from snch a body with a degree of public support that?si:
achleved, far more 1n measure ‘than you have from Just a Commission
' thatfs appointive in naturee So we have always held that a-i" e
convention probably could deal with this one problem and help solve -
it to a better degree than a Commisszono“i*ra7 | }' | |
’ Now, there's two 51des to every coin, and there“s another
side to this one, Nm afraid.,‘ First o:t‘ all 1 doubt that a convena :
tion could be called W1th any snccess prior to 1960, and that”s o
agreed, Our Legisiatnre is- only 1n recess now but the bill would
have to authorize election of delegates in the year following
.next year’s general—eleotion, and that wonld»throw it behind our:i
time schedule, and I think we have to attend to this problem nowe
Secondly, and this is said without any political rancor, |
I don’t believe that the political leadership is present that we
';had in both parties back during the days when we held the
successful Constitutional Conventione' Political leadership of
- a strong nature, in both parties, is an essential element to the |
’success of whatever any convention mlght bring forth because you

~ have to have both parties absolutely sold on the 1dea of supporting'lb
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ASSEMBLYMAN MUSTO., Whlle we“ie taking votess-could we take
v‘1~a vote on AnBSO? (Laughter) o | ‘v_. | ¥  | |
| | CHAIRMAN DUMONT: 1 wauld like to call néxifah“mr.lAafon“ﬁ;
v'.Neeld who, as you knowskis the Treasurer of the State of New
| "7Jersey. 1 might add that there were a number of proposals from,ff
Legislat@rs that Mr. Neeld should be asked to testify at one of '; :
'these hearings and to that endg I called his office on Friday

and made arrangements for him to come here,, He has devoted,-as v
; _most of you know, 42 years to very superior servzce to the people
of the State of New Jerseyu‘ He is held in high regard by many
”thousands of people thranghout New Jersey and I think that, we
don’t have to say this Just by way of paying tribute teo him as’
his retirementvapproached but becaﬁse of the high regard we have
for h:m and hss thinking, we should hear from hlm during a pub11c
‘ -hearing on thls important problem.; So, Mro Neeld, if we ' may»hgar 

from you at this time, (Applause}

| I‘think we are all acquainted with thérfact,rfurthermore,”
|  that Mr, Neeld r@se frem - i don’t like to refer te it as the f
Hlowest positlon but perhaps that“s the way you.would describe it
~5in salary, 1n the Department of Treasuryg to the tcp; in-those
yearso' Mr, Neeid. : : E | ) | L
© AARON K. NEELD: Thank you Senator and members of the

’vCommitteee:_} 1 i' , B NP  "‘ i
| I am somewhat at a loss.és té how to proceed becaase your' 
i te1ephone call reached me late Friday evening and I understood
;that no prepared statement was des1red so- I am just a: Iittle :1 
_uncertain as’ to the approachoﬁ I will, of course, be glad to

submit to questionlng.«
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Perhaps I could put on the record two or_three thoughts
chat I did note over the week-end° Now, many of these have to do
_with the question of improvement in local assessment practices
rather than a solution to our property tax preblem because I'm‘?
wondering - well, in fact9 I believe there is" no solution to the-
vproperty tax problem either in New Jersey or the other h? states,
'including Alaska now. I think it's a prooess of just slow effort
~to improve the assessment administration at the local level because
without good initial assessment uniformity and equalization are
impossible of attainmentu : | - SR

I would like to mention two or three things that I think
might help in this direction. I think, in the first place, we
should have a legislative piaﬁ:fé?r 'm-;;amauaﬁ ih‘ the taﬁc'i'rig‘»
distriots‘of the State. At the end of 1958 we wili have approx-
imately 200 districts which have been revalued since 1950. of
course, that isafar less than 50%~of the distrists in,the‘State and
“of the balahce, of'sosrse,'many'ofeiﬁem are desisous of reValﬁation
and, ﬁﬁaoﬁbtediy, will gé"th%sugh-tﬁ@ pracéssg'first, hen funds -
- are available aﬂd, second9 when serviees for revaluation purposes
~are available at reasonabie ssst._ Bmt there are a great many
| distrists - in factsbl womld say probablyp in the fimal analysis,
507 of our~districts-ase not going to ge throsgh revaluation
short of a legislative program requiring it or a sourt order
ordering it° B | |

That type of legislation should, of course,‘vest in somer
agency the power to osder revaluation 1n the districts in ,ﬁ.ii,ﬂ
accordance with the most crying need of the district's relation"

to the poorest quality sf assessment being considered as subgecti
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to revaluatlon as the first order of business° ‘ ‘ ,
s believe also that it would be desirable for the Iegislature
to provide for the annaal declaratien9 public declaration of the-
,cemmen level sf assessment in each taxing district in the State.;
'fThe purpase of that belng to provide the average taxpayer with :
relief where he is eonfrented thh a discriminatory assessment., ks'e
B As the matter stands nowg a preperty awner,believing that,
: his assessment is higher than assessments ef ether prepert1es in
“the districtg has available to him by statutory precess the right
vto have his assessment reviewed on the greund that zt is dis- |

ecriminateryg but he also has an iﬁsarmesntable task ahead ef him

:t becauserhe must preveg in erder to obtain relief en a discrimination

appeal, the cemmon Ievel ef assessment on sther preperties within
" the taxing d1strictar rhat meansg aetmallyg that even the wealthier
taxpayers find it difficult te meet that requiremento Ss that
an officially pubiished cemman tevel of assessment fer each district,
'each year, would established a prima faeia commsn level which the
'taxpayer eoald rely apeng-ieaving te~the eentesting party-the
ebligation to prove that that effteialty pmhltshed eemmen Ievel
is inaccurate. ' L ’ '

Now, the Tax Fettey;Cemmtssteﬁ‘ﬁaae eleven feeeﬁﬁeﬁdatténs;
Four of themg I belxeveg yeu mtght label as majer recemmendations.
'They are these whzch recemmend that the present standard ef value
»be retainedg namelyg fair market valae9 that real preperty be
‘un1form1y assessed throughaut the State at AOV ef market valse,
and theng of courseg Alternative 1 and Alternative 2.

There were four ether recommendations made by ‘the Cemﬁission -
I donft like to refer to them as secendary proposals beeaase they're
really as 1mp0rtant as. the fomr major enes, se far as improvement

in preperty tax administratien is concerned,.ff°'






The . cam'ss‘ ion feé‘mfe“nd?ea"l{ﬁe ‘}oonsﬁl idation of ta’mgi
districts, probably on a county level, two, biennial aSSessments,v

that could be triennial or any other period that appears appro~

l; priate, three, the qnalification of assessors before they take'
’office, either through appointment or by electlon; and four, a
fvchange in taxpayer compliance, so as to make the assessment process

. a cooperative effort between the taxpayer and the tax assessor.:
Now, it has been mentioned here this morning that there is
a maJor issue before this Committee ‘and before the Leglslatureoe“
That issue’ all boils down to the one question of whether ‘we have
v assessment administration in New_Jersey by classification orr‘l
uniformity. Once that policy matten is deoided,fthen’the iSsues
from there on narrow.‘-‘ '

of course, in considering the question of "Do we want
assessment by classification?” we would naturally have to weigh
' the qnestion of the effeet on'buslness because I‘think it is‘
generallyvagr