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As has beeﬁ'suqqested %yuothers:

_ . An assumption frequently v010ed is
'r,that the local real estate tax has reached
its maximum of productlveness, that non-

'vproperty taxes must be found to support the
still-growing cost of schools and other ser-

- vices.  But, unless we are speaking of legal
orfoonstitutionalplimits‘—~ which can be
changed -~ is this a provable assumption?
Everyone, owner and tenant, pays real estate

~ taxes and, if the assessor has lived up to his -

i oath, ‘pays falrly. So if new, non-property

taxes are imposed, whether by State,. by school
district, by federated school district, by town
or by county, the same people who are paylng
a real estate tax (everybody,‘that is) will be
paylng the new non—property taxes.p_

’So when the proponents of ”broadenlng the tax base"

say that this is needed to support their partlcular 1nterests,i

what they are really saying is that the State should pluck the
same goose,. but in a different place, and in the hope that it
w111 be . 1ess palnful or less notlced

_ What is needed in New Jersey at thls tlme, in my
judgment, is not a commlttee for a broad ‘based tax, but a
watchdog commlttee of representatlve 01tlzens to determlne
whether we are getting our money's worth from present tax
dollars ~-- a Committee for Fiscal Respon31b111ty. ’

As a small bu31nessman, I am partlcularly concerned

w1th the'appllcatlon of Chapter 51 of the Laws of 1960 (the,;l

County Ratio Assessment Act). Chapter 51, as it relates to
personal property assessments, would inflict ~untold hardshlp
on New Jersey small businessmen. while I do not propose at
this time to dlSCuSS the matter in detail, I hope that prior
to such time as your Commission concludes the public hearlng
phase of your work I shall be able to present to you the
representatlve v1ews of buslnessmen such as myself

Respectfully,fb

palq £ O

_Geraid Ehner -

ey
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B .a.n
'f-'f;f”dul not. recuivo ;our lctter be;.ore u!w ’ : Fride
© L 4t was impouvible for me to read it into tha record at the
.. hoarings, but I ghall zse@ t.h».t 1t 18 aado a part oz. the rocctrd
' ‘,-'nuw, uit.h this Nplj. SRR _ SRl -

o p ge 2 01' your: “ttor

o hL undmland Toad

lens d’l,/, Emw Jursey

| uecr_ itre mners -

-1 wceivod only yeatwday your latter datnd 23 April 1962,
. eddressed Yo re st the State House, Trenton. ‘fhe Comission
- does not have an office wnd tha corrmspoadanc» of itn mmbers is
- ‘ucuslly send either dire«ctly to. then oy i i
. the address of which wag mmotmoud 1n
-zux'oc.i., srinceton), N

o 'i'...mw m Lhe yrcnu, ior 1nstunce.;-’j;n t.h j

- You ape in error 1n Msﬂmim' t.tmt. t.tw Comuioaion lma sat fox'
4tcolf "mot to study the need for a btroad bzasa tax, but memly

 to deternine the form 4% will takes" %ho Comrilosion intends to . =~

 hour and read the evidense, and ryeach its conclusions’ after proper*. SRS

doliborstion, = It has not wmmezd th tt, a brond base tw, or amr

‘ 'omwr tax, 1a nooeuam« .



I noto that jou rocoxniza 1n your 1etter that it in poaaible

that additional expenditures may be required "in such vital areas
©2p education we purticularly higher education we ‘welfare, hi; hw@ya L
Cand-other astters vhich sre the locitimnto concearn of ~overnmonb.

The detorninsidon of the neod will romain where it is under our
~form of government, with the executive and legislativo branchos.
*ihe Comsdopion will only do what 4t has been requested by the -
© Logislature to do in the 1961 and 1962 Joint Lesolutions. In tho

~ progecs, I oun asgure you that 1t will bo oppoaed, a8 you nrc, o

S tor unnooosbary apending.

Finally, I noto thxt you are pnrticularly ooncarnod with tho

.\'anplioution of Chapter 51 of the Laws of 1960s I hope that you
vill subnit to us "the reprosentative vicus of buninenamen" on
 this natter, as well ag your ouggoatmd answern to tho other N
rquestions raiqed 4in your latter. ‘ ; ‘ S e
. . . S . | ‘.‘( 1ncw°l).'i -
?

- / ommm s. mmuxer

|

ssafolt
cct Mre Miller

Cay
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~ Statement of Mr, Gibson LeRoy, dated
April 27, 1962, as filed with the

Commission,



- | April 27, 1962
To Hembers of the State Tax Policy Commission: |

Gentlemen:

Today I sat in the Assembly Chamber from 10 AM to 4:50 PM in an effort
to be heard. Arrangements had been made by Mrs. R. Duane Taylor, Pres-
ident of Mercer Lounty PTA, with Mr. William Miller. He scheduled an
appearance for approx1mately 12:15 PM. My request for no more than five
minutes. Shortly before the lunch recess, Mr. Miller advised me that I
would be re-scheduled for the later session. At 4:40 PM, not having
been called, I again consulted w1th Mr. Miller to find that my name had
been crossed off, .

Had I been permitted to speak, this is what I would have Said, and I
trust these remarks may be placed in the record.

Mr, Chairman and Members of the Commission: My name is Glbson Le Roy
and-I have four good reasons for being here. 1) I am a small business-
man, 2) I am a home owner (albeit in partnership with the mortgage co.),
3) I am the father of two small children now attending public school,

and 4) I am Legislation Chalrman for the Mercer County PTA.

Officially I am here in the latter capa01ty. I am neither a profe381onal
lobbyist nor a statistician ... and what may be lacking in eloquence will
be compensated for by brevity. Extremely capable speakers have submitted
an abundance of facts and figures to Justify the urgent need for a broad-
base tax. My mission is to convey the unanimous endorsement of this po-
sition by the Board of Governors of the Mercer County PTA, with emphasis
on the educational needs in our state. No official p081t10n has-been
taken regarding the merits of a state income tax vs. a sales tax, althogh
the leaning appears to be in favor of the income tax.

This statement you have already heard from other PTA representatives.
Senator Dumont has raised the question of such endorsements as sometimes
representing only the thinking of the leaders of a given organization.

It is to this matter that I wish to adress myself with emphasis. From

my experience the grass roots evryday parent and taxpayer almost unani-
mously agrees with this position AND with a full understanding that the
increased revenues may not result in any reduction of his present property
tax ... Mmerely in preventing an otherwise inevitable increase in that
already overworked source. How do I know this? We have taken no "Gallup
Poll¥ and a certain Mr. Tom Dewey might not be impressed if we had.
Rather, I use the same guide as the politician who keeps his ear to the
ground and senses the feelings of his people. What has amazed me is that
I have yet to find a member of the PTA who dlsagrees°

I see by the papers that a representative of the Taxpayers Association
was here yesterday and gave the views of that organization ... views
slightly at variance with ours. I daresay that the PTA throughout New
Jersey represents more taxpayers than that organization. The difference
appears to be that the taxpayers whom we represent realize the urgent
need to educate our kids and are fully w1111ng to assume the respon51bll~
ity of paying their fair share of the blll

Thank you very much for squeezing in this five-minute expression from
our organization, as presented by a layman.

8
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Statement. of Ahgustus Nasmith, Vice-
Chairman and General Counsel, Associated

Railroads of New Jersey.



THE IMBALANCE OF RAILROAD: TAXATION

A Study of the Post Werld War II

- Economic Condition of New Jersey Rail- - -
roads in Relation to their Tax Burden.

Topics:
I. Financial Condition of the,Railro#dé.
-II. Causes of this Crisis. |
IIT. Relationéhip of Taxes Paid to Earnings.
Iv. Self-Help Efforts to Reduce Taxes;
V. The Rising Cost of Taxes Paid to Municipalities.
VI. The Importance of Railroads te thé Economy of New Jersey.

VII. A Program for Relief.

. Submitted by
‘ ASSOCIATED RAILROADS OF NEW JERSEY
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INTROLUZTTON

This memorandum éets forth facts as to the critical ecohomic con-~
dition of the railroads operating within New Jerséy in relation to-tai pay-
ments made in New Jersey. It is not intended to be a comprehensive review
of other causes and other solutions to the post World War II decliné in
railroad earnings. Our aim is to demonstrate the imbalance between our
earning capacity and the present tax burden, and to offer a practical program
for relief in this one most important ares,

| The railroads for whom we speak are the 10 members of this Aséociatioh;
They are:
| Jersey Central
Erie-~Lackawanna
Lehigh & Hudson River
- Lehigh Valley
ANeW‘Jersey & New York
New York Central
Susquehanna
Pennsylvania
Penn-Reading
Reading

The detailed information has been compiled in appendices annexed

to this statement. These statistics are more revealing %han any written

preéentation. We believe you will want to study them carefully.

11-12



%300 000,000 dollars.

xi:now than they were 1n the great depre531on of. 1932 and the severe receselon

2 Aggregate taxes paid New Jersey durlng the 15 years from

o l9h6 through 1960 exceeded net. 1ncome allocated t? New Jersey by almost

’.tgg These rallroeds 1n 1960 and 1961 peld an $18 mllllon dollar

|

',tax blll 1n New Jersey although their sxstem operatlons resulted 1n a composite

l'? ,net deflclt of $h0~m11110n dollars in’ 1960 and $6h mllllon dollars 1n 1961.‘

x'-ffqverlfled deflclts of $16 8 mllllon from the operatlon of such serv1ce.'f”;'H

. | other reav”estate in rallroad use by 15%

V"ﬂ 'h The flve rallroads under contract to prov1de essentlal passenger

v!f service to the State pald taxes 1n 1960 of $lh 3 milllon notw1thstand1ng

| _j31nce WOrld War II NeW'Jersey rallroads, primarlly to reduce €;flf5 e
U 3 ‘_fl~f“ R
»*,_~taxes, have decreased their track mlleage by lA7 and have reduced their ER T e

AN

\Taxes asseseed for the beneflt of municlpelitiee.haveldoubled'{i .

rraf;;-——from $7 3 mllllon 1n l9h6 to $l5 5 mllllon 1n ]961;;;;;f5ﬁ""l
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o ,_FINANCIAtf fco:mTI_ONv o

o The rallroade operatlng in New Jersey are in cr1tica1 flnanclal
conditlon. _f] R B |

State Highway Commissloner Dwight R. G. Palmsr brlefly rev1ewed

,our plight in testlmony before the spe01al Senate Commlttee 1nvestigating
‘the flnancial structure and operatlons of the Port of NeW'York Authorlty

“on January 26 1961 saylng--:

B nAt an 1ncrea81ng rate our rsllroads have had to face up to”dﬂ_b B
jnot alone a decline in passenger travel but substantial inroads -
on thelr freight carrlage° ’ : .

7 Passenger tralns 1n New Jersey have decllned by 2h% and
_passengers by over 40% in the last ten years. The rallroadvs
‘share of nationwide intercity freight traffic has dropped from PR
65% of the total in 1947 to 45% in 1959. . Keeping pace with thlev
decline, working capital has all but disappeared; on an average
- the New Jersey carriers have less cash thsn is required to mset g
’ payrolls for one month. ‘ : : :

The number of railroad employees in New-Jersey has decllnedf

in the past 3 years from 30,300 to the current low flgure of
»21 OOO." o o , .

(a) Net Income (See Appendlx "A")

~ For the year ending on Deoember 31 1960 these rallroade had a

. combined system net def1c1t of almost eao million.l Only three companlesvf"l_;bvv

were 1n the black~~~NeW'York Central Lehigh and Hudson and Readlng. For :

the year ending December 31 1961 their composmte system def101t was almosttiuf

$6h millions Agaln, only three compenies had net 1ncome«-Lehlgh and Hudson,dh;

New Jersey & New York and Pennsylvanismuawhlle New York Central and Rsadlng

had dropped deep into the red. dnh‘”
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A comparison w1th the depwess¢on years of 1932 and the rece831on

"~:ayear of 1937 is startllng. In 1937 there was a comp051te net income of $33

'mllllon (because Pennsylvanla, New York Central and Readlng were in the black)

: In 1932 the comp051te net def1c1t was $12 mllllon.- In other words, the _{fﬁ‘i'zﬂ'”

‘fcurrent income p1cture is flve tlmes worse than 1t was 1n tne depth of the

depression. Our finan01al condltlon 1s not only crltlcal \1t 1s alarmlng.

Of partlcular 1nterest to New Jersey 1s the condltlon of the major -

”,'suburban passenger lines.: Thelr system results the past two years were'lf»f~

o 1960 \:;; v;jv-.;;}ﬁﬁVf‘f 1961

R Jersey Central . _1$ h 3 mlllion deflcit“iig'$ 7.1 mllllon def101t ilf,"

\

'J:Erle-Lackawenna 'f $20.0 milllon deflélt'ﬁf:

»j’Pennsylvanla SRR 7.8 mllllon defl‘ t1 $]3 5 mllllon net o
' SO - income - -

{-l(b) Working Capltal (See Appendix "B"):;.]ii‘*
-

‘fs'{ilAnother method of testing the flnanclal condlt'on of an 1ndustry L

. S R, \ S
1s to measure 1ts "cash" position.‘1j~;:”., s

l
At the end of world War II New Jersey ﬁallroads had oomp081te workef[’i;7;%"

i
I
1

*f“:f 1ng cap1ta1 of $362 mllllon- By December 31 195 ;ﬁiﬁ had droPPed‘t° $42

'1bmillion. At the end of 1960 it was reduced to $25 milllon and on‘June 30

‘fifl961 the "cash" positlon had plummeted to a working capitalldef1c1t of :’(”v
:,.{?jfaﬁzsss m:.llion. o T

N In 15 years there has been a $h28 mlllionféhﬁiﬁkaééhinﬁﬁbrking
",camxmﬂe’};*' DT T Sl e R

We w1sh to point out that during the mest recent years every effort

= _has been made to llquidate real property and other investments 1n order to 3':l =

H‘fralee cash. - For example, Lackawanna in 1959 was iorced to Sell an 1nveStm9nt

'-'that paid annual d1v1dends of %L 200 OOO. Lehlgh Valley in 1960 sold "Black

{ ......

;vTomv explos1on claim rlghts for ﬁl OOO OOO.A Nevertheless, on June 30 1961

Jboth Er1e~Lackawanna and Lehlgh Valley (ao we]l aa all but two smaller roads),-f;

,had work1ng C&pJCIl doflc1ts, ‘ ‘”j lSal :f'

1
|
. RS
b
\
{
i
r

ﬂ.$26 5 milllon def101tﬁe::

;f.,Penn-Readlng & ff"$ 6. 5 mlllion deflcit;;;x’e 6.y milllon déflClta», Sl

G Lo




< The realltles of the 31tuatJon are set forth 1n Appendix "C", whlch

compares the amount of worklng capital avallable on June 30 1961 w1th Rallroad-,V”

Taxes due on December lst 1961._ T | T = oG
Lehigh Valley was unable to pay the full amount of taxes assessed.iy‘i;p:ii
A b' It pa1d only $l 098 h59. on total taxes due of $l 523 052., even though R
SUbJect to p0331ble penalty 1nterest at 127 (R S. 5h-29A—53) on the unpaid

e

balance of $h2h,593.

(c) Emplovees and Payrolls (See Appendlx nIn)" L

. Another 1nd1cation of the financial plight of the railroads, and:one ’x;;fif
that dlrectly 1nfluences the general economy of New Jersey, comes from employa'ﬂv’ )
ment and paerIl statistics. Wf‘* Qf'f R th:ni*fa':?vf :ff.flfvjﬁfi} |

, 'fi In l9h6 these 10 railroads employed hO OOO persons w1th1n New Jersey yip;f
’vand paid them total compensatlon of $110 mlllionoi BY 1960 this number had beentxﬁﬁi;
cut to. 21 000 although payrolls had gone up to $123 mlllion. ?l {. S T T

(d) Federal Loans‘

As a result of these deflcits 1n\earn1ngs and 1n.working capital

several of our rallroads have been forced to appLy under the Transportation ii

Act of 1958 for loan guarantees by the United States., Guarantees have been 5;¥_Eff‘
- granted totalllng 333 723 000. as followSo f?; ' SR AT

Railroad v?.fl‘- Date Approvedil';‘f_f :Amountﬁ

Lehigh Valley O Nov. 27,1959 $5 923, bbb; R
- :v_-'},Dec.": 7,290 5 000,000, S
.__'API‘,';','2'é',ffi961f:,V"'."_': 2 5oo ooo.,'f""' |
 wewm,98 500,00,
CSusquenams  Apr. 20,190 300,000,
Erie-Lackawanna :f'd June 8 l961iitﬁ;h%;lp15 000 OOOffff?ye::Vﬁu“” 43
S In addition Jersey Central obtained a $15 OOO 000 loan in late ,:':ifi

1961 of whlch more than $5% mlllion was allocated to replenish worklng capital;l




| | ‘rﬁeple,
( ”‘;?'lII | CAUSDS Of THIS CRISIS | o

_ . It 1s clear from the fact that recent deficits far exceed those 1n

i:/l932 and 1937 that the financial condition of New Jersey railroads 1s not |

rslmerely a phase of the general bu81ness slump in the 1960-1961 period.v The :'vfffgéf;,m5~"

‘_.trends indicate something far more fundamental and serious.‘.f

:a&;i7”;*

Two basic causes are (1) government policies which have afforded

‘ ‘promction and direct and 1ndirect subsidization of other mode’ ofvtransporta-~'

'3ff tion and (2) excess1ve regulation of the railroad-industry asucompared to other
- , S o o
7lsegments of transportation. However, one of the major causes 1

.'condition of the New Jersey railroads, which 1s not found in non-metropolitan :;?ﬂfe

f’areas, is the heavy deficits sustained 1n rendering passenger serv1ce, particus L

. th Appendix nAn shows the reeult of BYStem’Tide passenger eervice.f?ﬁfffeifl
In the last year of World War II there was a: composite net railway op?:ating

'.income of $85 million,'

ut 1n 19)9 and 1960 the results are approximate 'gff:j'*-"

losses of $100 million. -

e Passenger serv1ce can no 1onger be subsidized by freight Shlppers or »”lpi,;p,‘p,w
' ’::railroad stockholders. Freight earnings are not that large. '!
| The second annual report Of the Di psion of Railroad Transportu 1on, ST

New Jersey State Highway'Department entitled "Will we Emerge?" discusses ;j:” o

Comparison of combined freight
. ,1 : SRR
3net railway operating 1ncome and passenger serviceJdeficits for the fbur major L e

e

_this problem at some 1ength at pages 18—21:‘h

'u,'railroads under contract to New-Jersey to pmov1de essential passenger service

'ere graphically illustrated in chart form.u In 1960 the combined passenger [7'f S

deficit exceeded freight net income.



bulk of its paasenger servmce is in New Jsrsey and the bulk of that service

- is suburban or commuter service.r

The accounting system prescribed by the Interstate.vConmerce Coms‘fvﬂ%
mlssion does not segregate passenger losses by State borders. However, the‘hsir
Divi81on of Rallroad Transportation employed certified public“accountants o
to adopt a ba31s for determinlng the New Jersey passenger deflcit of rallroads
under contract (Report supra, page 42) | N _ o

we set forth below those def1c1ts for the calendar year 1960 comparedj, .

with taxes paid in the same year°

,Railroad ' . N. J. Passenger Defic1t {,- , N. J.vTaxes Paid, -"‘

Jersey Central s 95 83,405 169,
| Erie-Lackawanna o o a 051,360, N : " - h,857,682. ,'
N d. & Ner.oo | % BT 423,
. Pen,n'sylvania | | | 7 ‘483 000, . | 5 502 621. "
‘Reading o _am 818.»”' I 561 149, e
o Totan sns 833,77, " - $14,337,6h4._

, We have not prepared a detailed study to compare the above NeW'Jersey.
passenger deflcits with the total amounts of taxes paid on property used in

the rendltlon of passenger service (Class II real property and Class III "

: tangible personal property). We belleve the 1nconsistency of taxing passenger.

facllities in the light of State efforts to preserve the serv1ce is apparent.v t

18



III. RELATIONSHIP CF TAXES PAID TO EARNINGS

| For the year 1960 ~every railroad (save Lehigh & Hudson and Read:mg)f?_
| ‘paid more in New Jersey taxes than xstem net mcomee This 81tuation resulted :

in a combined total 1960 tax payment of $18.l million compared w:Lth a combined-»v '

total system deficit of $39.9 million. See Appendix "D" In 1961 the only

exceptions were Lehigh and Hudson and New J ersey and New York.

o - The railroad industry haS pald to the State of New Jersevon property"": |
‘m railroad use (both Class I tax for local benefit and Class I and III taxes_; |
'reta;med by the State) $257 million during the period from 19l+6 through 1960. | -
ert during this same period their aggregate net income allocated to New Jersey:”" |

is a deficit of $32 million. In other words, New Jersey tax payments have .

- exceeded New J ersey earnings by almost $300 000 OOO. _ _
| This startling fact illustrates beyond any doubt, the imbalance o

: between the earning power of the :Lndustry and the taxes it has borneo

The detailed figures are set forth in Appendix "E" which demonstrates

- that for each of these railroads R with the sole excsption oi‘ Lehigh & I-Iudson,

' aggregate tax pay'ments exceed allocated net incomeg Lehigh & Hudson is like- '

o wise the only railroad which did not operate passenger service during the
period. | - , = _ | .
As the note on Appendix "E" indicates s net income has been allocated

. to New Jersey by the same track~mile forrmﬂ.a used for assessment of franchise

tax under the Railroad Tax Law of l9h8. (The basis for that tax is an alloca— e

'tion of net railway operating income. There is nlo provision there :t‘or an ”

allowance of any of the fixed eharges applicable to railroad property used
'in New J erse:)r or for the inclusion of non—operati‘ng income., We ha.ve provided
’ﬁfor both in this study by usingr net income from S[chedule 300 of the Form A.

'Annual Report required by the Interstate Commerce Commission). '

1w
‘ . o



: There has been some misconception that allocation of income to
New Jersey (or comparison of taxes) on a track-mile basis does not reflect the’fgi
density of trackage on the Hudson River waterfront. This is not true. As ]

distinguished from road-miles, track miles 1nclude 51x classes of track as setgf

5]

forth in Schedule hll of the Form A report. These classes are~ (e) main ratff .
Y track (f) second main track (g) all other main track (h) pa331ng tracks, |
| ,(1) switching tracks and (j) yard tracks. In other words, every foot of track;fuglpj
~in Hudson County termlnal yards is 1ncluded in the total track—mlles, so that
if track density in Hudson County 18 20 times that of a right—of«way in the
"midwest the net 1ncome allocated to New Jersey is 11kewise 20 times greater._l

we wish to emphasize that for four of our railroads—-~Jersey Central lt,_

N.J. & N.Y., Susquehanna and Penn~Reading-—-aggregate taxes paid New'Jersey

exceeded aggregate gystem net income._ If Lackawanna had not merged with Erie E

on October l7 1960 there would be a fifth 1n this category. Finally Lehigh

| Valley is in the same condition for all practical purposes, comparing aggregateff_~f[

* o ,SYStem net income of $27 mlllion with aggregate tax payments of $2A million.
v ,‘Conclu31on_-fg ' i v TR : o

‘ "‘1f The foreg01ng comparison of taxes paid in New Jersey to net income
of these railroads shOWS"Zlb p o , .b , r‘v . . |
(1) aggregate tax payments for the period 1946 - 1960 exceeded Tf;"
[ aggregate allocated net inoome by almost $300 000, ooo.oo e T
: (2) aggregate tax payments for the period exmeeded gyg_gm net it'h
income of four railroads (and almost 8o for two others), i |
(3) 1960 and 1961 tax payments exceeded system net income of

- o all the msjor railroads,v.

Y ' which necessarily demonstrates the ultimate fact that the burden of New

Jersey railroad taxes is one which exceeds their economic capacity to pay.v_v

2.q’- P
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| IV SFJ’ HELP EFFORTS T“ ?FDUCL TAXES
After World War II rallroad management took varlous steps to solve‘ 5
-{the magor problems fa01ng them° One measure was to reduce trackage. ThlS 3,'

:nhad the dual objectlve of cuttlng both operatlng costs and taxes.‘ Another ;v;ejjp"gffl%fﬁ

e

“?7dual purpose step was the dlsposal of property. ThlS llquldatlon helped

p?tthe acute worklng oapltal 31tuat10n, and 1n New Jersey has been the only

"v%f;practlcal method for combatlng our tax problem.,ii::’l*

we believe 1n New Jersey 1t has been prlmarlly for the purpose of :

j ireducing taxes that our rallroads have taken 1200 mlles of track out of service o

ni§31nce 1946 and dlsposed of over l 500 acres of Class II land (property assessed

lfiby the State as 1n rallroad use) | o »n » i‘ v d. -
l' | we tthk 1t 1mportant to set forth the extent of this contractlon 1p1'
ihgbecause the p01nt has been made that the total rallroad tax burden (taxes :

':,f.retained by the State and taxes for the beneflt of munlclpalltles) hasv

:w7¥rrema1ned relatlvely constant s1nce 1938. Thls 1s substantlally true as may

’::.Lfbe seen from the table on' page 50 of the Annual Report of tne D1v1510n of

“ff;Taxatlon for the year 1960.1 There are two ba31c reasons why rallroad taxes f

“*7T'fhave remained at thls level. Flrst because the- Rallroad Tax Law of 19&8

;ffwas de81gned to produce about the same amount of revenue as’ was collected

.,-;i under former law, although the Comm1351on on State Tax Pollcy recOgnlzed thas ‘.

;l;a tax at that”hevel mlght be exce351ve (Fllnk the Economy of New Jersey, 19)8

7”_;:?P. h7l) The second reason is the dlsp031tion of railroad property.

(a) Appendnx "F" shows that at the end of l9h5 our rallroads

1

f}operated 5 382 miles of track in New Jersey-»-at the end of 1960 only 5 039...“
"aThls is a lh% reductlon in track lees. ;u R ‘-" | ; i ;
(b) Appendlx "G" shows 10 247 acres of Class 11 land owned. by the

vjrailroads in 19&6 8 716 acres in l961-—-a decrease of 15%0 :



In addltlon, our rallroads 51nce World War II ‘have abandoned
about 750 acres of locally assessed waterfront 1ands in Hudson County, simply
because they could'notvafford’to_hold them in_the:face of'the‘tax¢burdeno
These propertieeﬂdid‘not bfing in1any cash, They were‘either abandoned

outright or sold for‘nbminel'consideration;of’$l.00.

V. THE RISING COST OF TAXES PAID TO MUNICIPALITIES.v

.As prev1ously dlscussed although our railroads have dlsposed of non-
essentlal propertles and have materlally reduced trackage in an effort to em-
ploy self-help, the total tax blll has not been reduced. |

| Certaln Hudson County munlcipalltles have completelyllgnored this
contractlon of property whlle stressing that our total tax burden has not '
-risen in the postwar perlod. :

| What these munlclpalities have not mentioned’is thedfaot thet railfoad

tax payments for the benefit of nunicipalitiee‘havebmore‘then doubled. 1
Municipalities received §7.3 million in 1946, $14.8 million in 1959, $15.4
million in 1960 and will get $15.6 million in 1961, The ta.xee imposed for
local municipal budgets continue to inofease, despite'our abandonments.

The details are set'forth in Appendix ﬂHﬁ,
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VI, RAIIROADS ARE"mPoRTANT 'l‘O*THE ECONOMY OFNEW JE,’RS,EI'._ o

_ The 1mportance of rallroads for the mass. transportation of people isvi:
generally accepted., The April, 1960 report of the Dlvislon of Rallroad Trans-iife‘p

vportation entitled "New Jersey's Rail Transportatlon Problew' stated (at paged*} EA

i

. "The railroads are providlng a serv1ce that auatains a way of

;life to whlch more than 100 OOO of our citlzens and thelr immedlate

'dependents are commltted and on whom many thousands mere are ind1~ e

frectly dependent. The consequences to our economw would be serious

Vr'eland should be of concern to all —_— commuters and non-commuters |
'}drallke ef should these cltizens find it necessary to move out of

'our State, or even should the State flnd 1t necessary to attempt

'to accommodate them on the haghways during peak perlods -— whlch f.»v
.1‘*:it obviously could not do. Economlc studies recount that our
R ‘rall commuters generate a buying power of over $3 bllllon a year,

'{mnch of which would be 1ost if any substantlal number of commutere .

l

- and thelr famlliee were obllged to move to another State."

we “18h to streas here the importance of rallroads to the industrial'* o

" ldevelopment and general economlc growth of New Jersey. As the-New'Jereey,.
qpfstate Chamber of Commerce expreesed it in a November 7, 1960 bulletin to
” fmembers-: | ' ? ' o
"The State Chamber of Commerce looks upon the rallroad'e present
situation with great concern becauee New Jersey's 1ndustry and busi- “
1

- ness are heavily dependent upon gpod rail servicee and because the

o availability of this eervice in the past has been one of our state'e

\.:
S R
i
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prime attractions for neW’industry. We are also concerned because
further discohtinuance of rail service will serve to place added
burdensvupon our alreédy crowded highway system. It would force
heavy public expenditures for additional road facilities which, at
best would only partially relieve the urban congestion that will
‘ result.- Every citizen is thus affected."
| Héfe are some specific items. we.employv21,000vpeoplevin New Jersey
and put into circulation a payroll of $123 million, Our purchases within the
State have averaged about $2/4 million annually. We trénsport about 11,000,000
tons of freight originating%here and 31,000,000 tons of freight which terminates
in New Jersey (See Appendix "I%)., v
We think it evident that railroads are important to thé economy of
New Jersey and that a tax policy and program which allowé them to surfive’v'

. is essential.
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VII. A PROGiAM FOR RELIEF
We believe the foregoing discus51on has established these general
c conclus1ons-‘ | | ‘
o (l) The economic condition of the railroad industry 1S such that
‘there is maJor 1mbalance between 1ts earning. capacity and tax payments in
New Jersey, ,.j o ‘ | o
| - (2) Measured by production of 1ncome and ability to pay, the |

" valuation of railroad properties 1s now excessxve'

J(f’ : (3) The goal must be to establish a tax policy that recognizes the

,low earning capacity of railroad properties and the railroads ability to pay, .

' and such tax policy must also give con31deration to the contribution of -
‘i}vprivately built and self~supporting railroads to;the transportation system
iuand;economic~welfarepof New: Jersey.~ I |

| j’We noW>present a practical four point program forﬂrelief.'

1. Effectuate obgective administrative policies. |
(a) Value railroad properties with consideration to their actual
suse}and earning capacity---not based on their proepective value in some other
'f:use. Obsolete railroad structures should not be valued on a reproduction cost
e:vbasis, for they would not be reproduced in present size or deSign. B
i (b) Revalue and reduce waterfront land assessments.

(c) Require the Director, Division of | Taxation to apply the pr1n01p1e

';_of the Kents case 1n establishing the initial valuations of railroad property;_

4

':,lHe has taken the p081tion ‘that reduction to the "common level" or “average

‘7'ratio" prevailing in a taxing district may only occur on review hearings after~

o proof of true value has been submitted. (See Annual Report of the Div151on

"'3fof Taxation, 1961, page 25) He should be required to make a proper assessment"

~in the first instance-—-not to await: adversary proceedings between a railroad »L

' and a taxing district.
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2. Ellmlnate Class I and ClassIII taxes on rallroad rlghts-ofuway
andrrolllng stock. ”;' | i | |
: The ellmlnatlon of these taxes w1ll not affect mun1c1pal revenues -
since Class I and III taxes are retalned by the State. In 1961 these taxes 7
for all rallroads (not merely members of thlS Assoclatlon) were $2 393 774.96 :
which is less than 1/2 of l% of the total 1962-1963 budget of almost $500.-;;
~ million. | | s
.ConneCticut, inVessence;.provided, but tccﬁlate,’such-relief fcr :
vthe New Haven.»l | . o | . o R
’ t'r3.. Exempt passenger faCllltleS from taxatlon, for they do not
) prcduce a proflt but are malntalned only to prov1de a publlc serv1ce. |
(a) Certain passenger track and rolllng stock wlll be exempt underv"
- -the elaminatlon of Class T and III taxes, but other track w111 not be--for o
| example, passenger storage yards. | o
(b) Passenger statlons are 1nc.uded 1n Class II assessments for the:
benefit of local mun1c1pa11t1es. They are sp601flcally excluded from the |
deflnltlon of "maln stem" ‘ ’
b Reduce the remainlng burden of Class II taxes by prov1d1ng for |
State assessment (as now) but at a flxed rate rather ‘than at local rates, y1th
compan;on leglslatlcnfproy;d;ng’for payments out ofrtheigeneral»treasury-to‘
municipalities'in-lieu of'ClassllI'prcperty taxes presentlybreceiued,bor scmevt_
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(a) Desigﬁ.the general rate to. produce ﬁotal revenues}of $7.5 million
(in 19&6 the railroads paid $7,3 million for local municipalities), which would
save all railroads a total of about $8, million.

(b) in Neﬁ York State, for eéample, legislation ﬁas enacted in 1959
designed to provide railroads with a $15 million tax reduction over a three year
period, with'grants~in~aid to local municipalities of half the amount
by which their re§enues were decreaseds

(c) Attorney General's Opinion of July 1, 1959 to Assemblyman

Beadleston concludes that such legislation will be}constitutional.

CONCLUSION |
Prompt action to provide tax relief will be a major step forward
~and will encourage cooperation by the railroads in ﬁorking with the State
and other publié authorities to solve our overall transportation problem

i

in New'Jerséy.

\ ' Respectfully submitted, .

Augustus Nasmith 7
Vice Chairman and General Counsel
Associated Railroads of New Jersey
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Jersey Central _‘

Erie
Lackawanna

~Erie-Lackawanna
| Lehigh:§.Hﬁdson‘
‘.‘:Lehigh‘Vallej :
L deN. Y.
dew Ycrk-Cehtrél" 

Susquehanna

Pennsylvania

i:Penn-Readihg‘_  o

Reading Co.

($1,840,187) (8 740,186)  (§ 2,855,987)

( 5,684,887)

(- 3,142,997) .
(" 4,334,883)

( 2,542,447)

1946

1,393,004

36,216

181,593
( 3,933,043)

(309,128)
( 18,256,400)

CONeA

13,573,536

_?‘ 25,537:

4,228,789

- T5,429,230
260,404

e '258;476)
f(lo,mq,_zé'_s) |
e 642;55é)_
(8,530,317)
- (2,605,485)
L5991

- NeA. Not available; operated by Erie.

© Combined Total  (§12,014,697)  ($13,834,063)

| SYSTEM NET INCOME OF (DEFICIT)

1959

( 10,019,7790) -
| ) " 1012,974,
( 2,402,114)
S e2,806)

8,402,968

( 588,354)

(0 6,275,32m)

v15847’575'

(% 4,603,706)

 Appendix "A®

e
($ 4,292,037)

- (19,995,614)

95,147
( 3,240,185)

0 9,2m)

1,098,253
(0 402,514)
( 7,819,112) |

( 6,454,146)

1,154,904

($39,924,507)

1961

($?7;093,028) '17

[ 26,488,759)

127,068

(8,320,87)

35,718

(12,509,008)
(39,2800

3,515,586

( 6,357,770)

( 6,2 57,113)

($63,781,913)



: ’,E Susquehanna ;;ﬁ‘i ‘(

B
N
oo

| ::.ﬂ RESULTS OF SYSTEM PASSENGER OPERATIONS*

N 2[31[45 .

'Jersey Central

Lackawanna:

4 6, 171 187)‘ 

‘Brie é 14,075,169) ;
o 606 382)f"

»;bErle-Lackawanna“: 5,681 ,551)

7vpLehlgh & Hudson§:47v;, CNe

_jLehlgh Valley (0

S REATS A R 2 A

:New York Central

F:vPenn5Ylvan1a
Pemeading (15,4

e

_ Mo - NO'paSSenger service"‘

B N .j- Not available

* Computed in accordance w1th I1.C.Co e:}’f ‘

w Uniform System of. Accounts.

':( ) Denotes deficlt.rAHJ :

681,837)

o, TIL76

839,055)

on
(Cnemen

131[59

($63@;ww

--:i“’» 255,206)

?;( 24,837, 794)-fe;71
: ('i 629 981) 7:5“
o 37,613, on9)
e_;c‘( 3 079 81#) "
b

380 809)}f‘

E Appendix "A-lﬂ

(8 5,688,9T)

(IR

No“‘ »

« 1;'710',487) o
1(l_ cf80,675): f
(17,756,172)
O soue)
( 30,877,600)
: (:'2;é89,264). |
( c5,968,734} ,c  

o (996,798,883)

. 1.
o
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Lehigh Vaney
NoJe & N. Y.

 Penn-Reading

Jersey Central

‘Erie

- Lackawarma
Erle-Lackawanna =

© Lehigh & Hudson :
L nszonsa.‘ |
(1,898,099
| 141,450,639

_ _1.,‘31;'5,037_' |
5_156,239;920 o
-  '( 2,633,406)
| Lh.63.957
362,383)‘,565,_.

New York Central

Susquehanna

Pennsylvanig

‘Read:mg -

Comb:med Total
NQTE:

WORKING CAPITAL #* .'ﬁl.**"

2[31[h§

‘2_2,63‘3,»286' |
.2:,258,' 818 -

31,992,104

846,820

( | .215,565._)‘ (
14,748,840
CC ee9sTs) (O

€ 5,983 2u)
i 2,521,&02
1,502,6,

2[ §lz 22 : 2[;31[6
6 5251, 515

3 645, 695
10,908,659 Q)

h,682 654 o

. facuyﬂa. vf,f;'}

206,502

Th55h35 3' T, G
406, 609
3 586,292

161 798)

| 2,128,615
( 3, 030 683)

',43'1;503 »

Figures in parenthesis ( ) are deficits, o
- # Includes materials and supplies and debt. due .
{ wa.'bhn.n one year. ' v

I

- (1) Includes sale of Nickel Plate stock in 1959
" for $20,000,000. )

(2) Includes sale of Black ’I‘om e:cplosion claims - |
for 81, OOO OOO. o . .

30 SRy

AL, |
.348 m(z) 4 1,832,720) o
(O 19.498)
(33,576,704) o
( 465,175)

E (-22;997.138'){,_5 &
(301298

12,198,535
278,168)

. 25,54_0,895:

(TETE)

629 ,889 N

(66,477,407



| iavnAPPeqﬁix nQn : o

WORKING CAPITAL COMPARBD WITH
- TAXES DUE ON DECEMBER 1 1961

Total Taxbsbbue

Wbrkihg-Capitai [,;(-L 12/1/61 (State

”’Jersey Central

}'Erie-Lackawanna l,

VLehigh & Hudson

‘ ';iLehlgh Valley Q’};
fiN. J. &N. Y.v

v:LNew York Central ,'"’”

 fSusquehanna

.wPenns&lianié ,fv

Penn-Reading

Re&dmg .

Total: o

_6/30/6%

. 3:‘» "2'0'6'?542»
S 4,219 m)*"" |
| 629 - -
‘:( 1,892,720) o
;”57.(“»' 159,u98)’;7' g
S ()
» ¢__‘( | 465,175)’: _
C(moonue)
CCseme
O w6

' iand Class II)

,,[j$3,322 54ho36 B -
‘v‘bl4,837,8ph_7l;:: ‘_;_ _ o
B ; E{fjégié?.ﬁoi‘:¥:é:; ?‘_
8 ‘ '1;§235952;985.>_v

S 16'5‘:*5 02
_ 1 816 521 40‘ e )
s 156, 105. PR
1? 5 580 525 65;f‘ E
320 186. 19
278 19, ?9

| v§::3}217,vﬂv$33',296.-15f B



" COMPARISON OF 1940 TAXBS ﬁ |

~Jersey 'Cehtrai" -
‘Erie‘—Laék'aWénna L

' Lehlgh and Hudsonn el

Leha.gh Valley
CNed. &N, Y.»_

-_?New York Central‘.

' .Susquehanna

“ Permsylvania '
-Pe.ﬁnv-ﬁ.e.a_c.lin‘g |  ' fe

| Reading

Combined Total -

( ) Denotes deficit.

T NET LNCOME

“”1?60'{

830576043
 "°']'4 857 682.O°>:;:7‘
‘ v-ao 983.cs¢j{“

° 1'~',f1 7?9 741 6oif,;' . i
L woe 514)f_;f;7ff¥~f

17/’307 67‘ o |
< 7 819-112)j.lﬁ'.?g?:i*

 5,592,920.65:f,fQ,*_}

7333 §49.27 o
—-5.141A§a22' R
19 lBh 139 l6“g'j._ﬁn

' System Net -
. Income

“”(1: h 127 037).2».':_" B
S ;9,995,6;4) 5 :.

1 ,)15 513. 1sf1;%ff ;  #(fi3'éaos1855f

1o, A22 7a’j;€i " RO 203)’j

31_[1 038,253 AN

(6,454 146)]?;”:“* .

 11ﬂumfﬂ

(¢ 339,759, 507)2'




S e Appendix "E -
COMPARISON OF N. J. STATE TAKES PAID AND NET INCOME = »
i b “Tarongh 1960 | :

"*‘Aggregaté*;f*#*!fe.iSystem .. Allocated = ..
o daxes oo ';*Nﬁ&.leegma. DN NettIncome* S

f@Jersé&5Cehirél

15( 6 981 089) :‘ 3( a 856 378)f?;:'t*;iyﬁj‘;“

swa9m0 .,
50,1 *f:f* 115 837 061’ ;&;\ 15 523,98n ; 1;ﬁ}: ?,,

FEfEErie-Lackawannav: ﬁg"i

'_-"f‘vaehigh &Hudson a, 70 241 5

"ayg(ﬁékmaaw)?;¢.
;;(» 3, 913 691)g3
:_'308 125,526 18 Clo
s, 130 a72f;5‘ ;f{ 72, 556,&50);, | ;(72 556,h50}?},?;j?}i' ‘ B
ff‘jf_; 08,00 120,566,889 TBEs

‘ No Jo & Nc Ye 9m0

‘%ﬂff;iNew York Centralgv} f:a YR

v‘i?{Susquehanna

:J$€ jk:,8O 060 04311”

L tast 560,56 e mmm L

'w>”f* Allocated in the proportion that track m;les ,?f”‘ f}¢5;~ : }} 5
(311 types of track) within New Jersey bears e
to total eystem track miles.; IR T

f; i( ) Denotes defzcit. A




- Jersey Central

 Erie
Lackawanna -

Erie-Lackawanna -

 Lehigh -&:_ Hudson

,Léhigthailay -’

NOJ &N'YQ

‘ New York Central '

: Susquehanna L
“v,Pennaylvaniav v_
‘ .Penn-Readmg

Reading

- Totals: -

AL TRACK MIIES IN NEW JERSEY
LB/ 1281/s9

,12235)6 : .nj._; . ,1077,12' *v-
502,04 n‘:  L L9268

691.32 540,92

1193.36 . 1033.60

:f'96;h9  ’f‘  : ) 187.36.
50977 e A08;81
4230 sLO7

180.28° . 14k.36

CoBh8 9T
W28 L7555

17,95 552,12

202,04 . 182,02

| 5831.80 L 5206.75
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©1014.06
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Cuos.te
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s 132.36  .
B 186 6h,‘

- 1387 27

"_522.16n‘ 

180098
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Appendix It

NUMBER AND COMPENSATION
OF
. EMPLOYEES IN NEW JERSEY .
(Excluding REA)

Employeés o - .’Compensation
1946 . R 40,481  $109,507,230.88
1959 LR 22,762 . 126,262,290.48
1960 o a,2m . 122,917,012.40

TONS OF REVENUE FREICHT (1)

Originated in N. J. ~~  Terminated in N. J.
1946 S 17,183,034 54,674,942
1950 - 15,844,923 37,686,436
1959 | o 10,837,700 | 30,605,200 N

‘ ~* PURCHASES WITHIN NEW JERSEY (2)-
1947 - 1956 average ) Ll $2L, 043,000
Sources: (1) Interstate Commsrce Commission,
Bureau of Transport Tconomlcs and Statistics L
(Not available after 1950: 1959 flpures are baoed on
an authorigzed sampling; 1960 not yst avallable)

(2) Flink, The Fconomy of New Jersey, p‘ L69; no studies
avallable for later years.
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Statement of Mr. Harry W Wblksteln

on behalf of the New Jersey State Coun011

~of Industrlal and Laber Organlzatlons,"

dated Aprll 27 1962 vas flled w1th the

‘Comm1381on. -
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i 1180 RAYMOND BOULEVARD. = ¢ NEWARK 2 NEW Jnnsnv '

" PHONE. MARKET 3-1441

Reosm 4500

' STAT%HT BEFORE - TEZE o e
S‘I‘ATI: TM{ POLICY COMMISSION OF NEW JERSEY
: by Harry W. Wolkstein = .. ‘
: Tax sPecialist and Certified public Accauntant
. on April 37, 1963
The ex@ﬁus of private indnstry from the state of New
Jeraey. as evidenced over the past ten years, will continue in
3 larger nunbers in the futur@@ unlasa,@urigtate Government de-
termines prompily to aevalop m'iéaiiaticiimdawtrial"develapment
'vprogram that will serve aucceaafully to comh&t tha increaaiagly
"aggresaive and illicit competition for auch im&ustry by ourxr
neighborning states and 8outhern atates.3

1 aubmit respactfully that your CGmmisaien must giva

:cateful conaideration to the following basic and urg@nt ec@nmmie"

] problems. and solva them properly by way oﬁ our eightwpoint
»progxam, if we are to attract new induatries to our State and
;ito retain existing 1ndustri@m, thus imprgving the econemy,@f our
'stata as well as our taxing structure: |

1. whe persanal praparty tax on invantori&a with ita
threat of tax 1ightning has served to frightea many pﬂtentiallyv
new 1ndustr1es away from our Stat@. Chapter 51 Laws of 1960,

if it in reaurrected. wxll ﬂrive many maxgxnal Jersey compaules

_ _ |
>;“0ut of buain&ss. I A y
I

2. There is an urgent need for a tax convention to be

 held at an early date, a tax convention that will be “non-
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Statement of Mr. Harry W. Wolkstein,

on behalf of the New Jersey State Council
of Industrial and Labor Organizationms,
dated April 27, 1962, és filed with the

Commission,
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1180 RAYMOND BOULEVARD . NEWARK 2 New JERSBY

_ ... PHONE. MARKET 31_441 g
Rezom 4500 ' ' ) .

.&P ST&TﬁMhMT BE?GRE THE o
STATE TAX POLICY' COMMISSION OF NEW' JER&EY
: by Harry W. Wolkstein
‘fax Specialist and Certified public hcaountant
on Apxi& 27, &963
- The exodus éf priwmﬁa_induﬂﬁrygfxom the State of Hew
Jersey, as e#id@ncad over the past ten.y%ara,vwill continue in
: laxgﬁr'numbaxa:iﬁ the futuxe, &nlmaa mumi$£mte_eov$rnmént de -
termines prbmptly to ﬁevmlap a %mali&tie?induﬁtrial development
'program that will serve succ@asfully to cmmhat the increasingly
aggressive and illieit cumpetition fox auch imﬂustty by our
naighborning Stataa and Southern atat@s,.

X aubmit raspactfnlly that your Commission must give
careful considarutiou to the following h&ﬁic and urgent ecenomic
problems, and aolva them properly by way¢o£ our @ightwp@;nt
prcgram, if we are to attract new indﬂ&tfiaﬁ to our St&ta and
to retain existing industries, thuw impr@ving the @c@nmmy of our

| Btata as well as our taxing structures i
1. The personal property tax on inventories with its
'threat of tax lightning has served to frighten many p@L@nti&lly
 new industries away from our State. chaptar 51 Laws of 1960,
vif it is r&aurteaﬁad;-will ﬂrive}many marbinal Jersey conpanles
auk of buﬁiness. S ? v
2. There is an urg@nt need for‘a tax convention to be

held at an aarly date, a tax convention that will bhe "non-
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political" and one that will he composed of delegates duly

elected by our state~wide trade associationa, business organ~

‘izations, civia organizatians and labor 0rganizations, so that

they will equitably represent a true cross~section of our

State 8 citizens. wdth the mandate that thay suhmit recommend~

_ atiana.aw to»quarnizing the»outmoded topsy~turvy tax atructuxe"

of New Jér#§y., I.aan visualize no cther‘pradtical'solu%ioh of

our State's present tax structure coﬂfusion. particulérly'in

- view of our State Legislatures' fefusdi td face squarely up to
thia prablem. deﬁpite the nine camprehenaive reaearch rmports

.that have been praaented by the state Tax Pulicy commisaicn,

over the pant 15 yeamw
3. It is in umbenh upon our Governox and State
Legialatura to alosa existing loopholea in the adminiatratian ‘

of our»tax‘egemption laws, At preaent, roughly 23% of the

_ratahles in-New'JerSey are wang exampted from prcperty taxatian:‘

and a good portion of thiﬂ tax exemption privilege is baing abused

‘as witnaaa the many phony public war@hausea that exiat. as a

result of which our municipal govmrum@nts have been losing aboutﬂ
$20 million peraanalty tax xavenuem annually., | |
| 4. out state bapartment of COnaervatién and Eeanomic
DeveloPment muﬁt give prompt &nd aerioum atuﬂy to the following
program, if we in New. Jersay are to compate muccassfully with
other States for new induatrym |
a. The multiplicity af ragulamiuns and inmpectiona
ox facing industries in our Jersey communities are
~wery annoying to business executives, and costly

~to their companies. They whould be etandardized |
" throughout oux State.

Lo -



~be  This department muat develop a pract;cal program
' of educating each cemmunity 8 residents as to -
both the benefits and xequirements of private
industry, thereby creating an atmosphere- that
- is friendly towara private induatry.a ! .

Ce As a result of a numbﬂr of latters that I personally
: ‘have sent to various State governmental officials
over the past 12 months, I have learned that it
~is a fact that not one department in Trenton has
maintained statistics as to the number of industries
that have migrated from New Jersey in each of the
past ten years., I call upon the Commissioner of
- Conservation and Economic Devwlopment to develop
" and maintain these statistics from this date on,
as well as the reasons for each plant 8 migration
‘from our State. ' e ,

de Tha really acute problem 133\ How to. coumbat - the -
- inroads of the increasingly aggressive and illicit
-~ competition from other statea for industry, many.
- of these States resarting to ”give«awaya of plants”?
The outgoing State Administration has failed to.
$ackle this economic’ problem. I call upon
. Governor Hughes to seek an early conference of The
" Council of State Governments with the objective of
developing a proper code of ethics among all of
our Btate governments in their competition for
new industry, and calling a halt to the existing
interatate warfare. | v | ,
e. " our state must develop a program for attaining a -
' political climate, tax climate and labor climate
that will be frienﬂly to industry.,~ .

} fé; Availabla atatiatics 1nform ua that Naw Jeraey has f‘
1loat 78, 000 joba over the paat uix«year period, dempite tha faat
that nationwide payrolla have increased 23% ovar that sam& perio&
R Governor Hughea muat enlimt the coop@ratian of 0ur f"t
Legislatora in Washington toward obtaining a more equitable shar®' 
;of the mil#tary and non-military contracts]for aur Jeraey con~ *f’“

'jiﬁractOrs thén they have réceiééd in recent yea:a.

S . B



B. I&fiﬁﬂrecomméhded'that"¢6Vefﬁb£ §§§hé§ §fé§sﬁté
for new federal leglalation that will place minimum Btandards
as a floor undar the SQuthern States unemployment aompensatian -
: pragram. Ceruin statas iu the Sauth have purposely kept their
unemployment Qompansatiun henefit levels very low in ordor to
attract new industries to their shores. R |

7. If ve axe to improve.the econémy‘9f pnf'sté£eg

"~ then Govérnor Hughes must how determihe'tb‘suﬁefﬁisé and
control in a cantinuing manner the basic policies of the Port
Authprity as well as the baaic pmliciea of tha 140~o&d intra~
‘atate-public authorities in New aera@y. In view of tha expansion
of these Authorities within New Jersey in recant yaars. I
:espectfully auggeat that he appoint a new departmental head
whose responaibility it will he to assist him in auch cantinuing
supervision and control. | | ‘, | |

8. Our State Government's annual budget has increased
from 6168 million in 1950 to $431 million in 1961, thus indicatinq
 that our State costs have more»than doubled. It b@hoovem Governor
Hughes to abandon our past. stata Admlnistration & policy of
adoPting new apending commitments without regaxu to exiating
_commitments or available tax revenues. |

I respectfully call upon Governor Hughes to appoint a ;
little Hoover Commission whose responsibility it will be to
v’~aqa1yze the cperat;ons ‘and organization of the @g@cutivo bgan#h' 

of oux stgté.eévernment with the dbjéative of cutting down on

L2



Lhose uneasssential employe»as who are inclucmra a.n our &taw . N
_government s 26 000 szmplnyee atafﬁa.' Ii:. is llkwisa &sa@ntia]. .
thai: our State Government el;immate all othex umxecemsary wastes : N
and expenditur«aa befor«a it meeka to unpﬁaa fie&vier tax burdena o ‘
'upon our citizena. - o | o | R |

' Respectfully submitted, = -

- ﬂnrry W.’ WQlkntein. President

' i
'1.‘.
|.
|

e e




Statement submitted to Commission by
Mr, John E. Dwyer, Superintendent. of

‘ Elizabeth.Schools°
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URBAN SCHCCIL PROBLEMS

1. Increase of School Costs in Large City School Districts

In'recentfyears'there«has been a marked increase in pupil
enrsllmént, pdpil’bosts,\ﬁnd variety of services offered. State
aid has not kept pace with the increaséd costs of the additional
program, resulting in additional financial burdens being placed

on the local property owners.

2. Replacement of Cbsoclescent School Buildings

The average age of school buildiﬁgs in our communities is
approximately f£ifty years. Since replacement of these buildings
will place a very heavyxburdén'on the local taxpayers, it is
obvious that adﬁitiohal'state aid is negesséry.to'implement
this program if it is to be accomplished within a reasonable
period of time in the futvurea |

The upgrading and expansion of physical facilities in
existingvbuildings of a lesser age, in%ordef to meet present-
~day curriculum demands, also imposes heavy renoVétion costse.,

To provide financial constfuetien benefits for the so-
called rapidly growing districts and‘té fall to do as much for
older city districts would seem unfair; since the problem facer
by both is basically of the same naturgo”

3. Repairvand Maintenance of Buildings

City districts spend a.pfoportioﬂately larger portion of
their budgets for repair and maintenance of buildings. The age
of buildings, the wage rate paid union scale maintenance per-
sonnel, and a higher incidence of vandalism are reasons for
this fact.

L5
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.h; Prov1d1ng an Instructlenal Program te meet the Needs ef a

POPU]-athn (N g i S Ly i

' a; Speclal Educatlon

In 1961, on ‘a state level there were 992 educable and traln—
,able classes and 176 classes for the physmcally handlcapped The
SlX schocl dlstrlcts presentlng thls report conduct approxxmately
:50 per cent ef all classes of fhls type ln the state° |
In the area of the mentally retarded the number to be cared
forrls relatlvely larger than all other types of exceptlonal
_;chlldren° - We are told that statlstlcally approx1mately 2 5. per
cent of the schoel populatlon would fall ln this category°
.Actually in large cltles thls flgure w1ll be hlgher ‘because the
so-called educable retarded whc make up 85 per cent of the f;"
retarded populatlon, seem to be thls way because of cultural ‘v
1def1c1enc1es assoclated w1th the llmlted soclal and economlc
- rescurces of thelr home env1ronments.v Thls low socla-economlcl
type famlly is found 1n 81gn1flcant numbers dn c1ty dlStrlCtSo“
Spec1al classes Whlch therefore must be. prov1ded in such_‘
‘large numbers are very costly because;: |
| (l) They are llmlted in s:.ze° ~l
(2) It is generally net possmble to have classes fer each
year of chronologlcal age, as with normal pupils, these_]
~children. are ‘grouped 1nte classes which vary froem two
. to three years in age. This very often necessitates
assigning pupils to classes at some distance from their
nelghborhced school w1th the consequent need for costly

transportatlon0 oW

, Larger scheol dlstrlcts have proportlonately larger numbers’i
of all other types of handlcapped chlldren for Wbom proper pro-“

v181ons must be made,_,f/

”b; Ba31c Program of Studles
In all ba31c lnstructlonal areas c1ty school dlstrlcts mustdi



provide curricula which relate'to,the‘éxtremelyfwide range of
abilities and interests possessed by the school population to
be served,

5, 18:14-1, Section b,--Admission of Pupils

Of greatest significance is the number of children admitted
into city publié-schools under this section. Since 19509'sevéfal
thousand known cases in our respective districts have been
processed. The numbers continue to.grow each year, Most of
these children have one or both parentg living either elsewhere
in New Jersey or in other states.

Iﬁdeed,‘city districts always feel first and in greatest
quantity any migration of peoples who leave their former homes
because of social, economic, and/or political reasons., The
significant numbers of hon=English,speaking pupils among the new
arrivals p@sé a definite instructional problem.

Df¢ Conant“s latest book, "Slums qnd Suburbs,™ is certainly
testimonial to the financial needs of c1ty school dlstflccso

6.  Urban Redevelopment

The vast scope of urban redevelmeent'has added to the
complexity of city school planning. Among the problems to be
faced in this area are: | >

a, -Prov1d1ng educational accommodatlons for hlgh density

' low=cost housing progects@ This often necessitates

new school construction or the bulldlng of additions
to existing structures,

b. Taxes derlved from low-cost hou81ng progects do not
eompensate for the educatlonal and municipal services
‘they require, : : .

c. Servicing of student populations dislocated by urban

'~ renewal projects is often difficult, .

L7



GENERAL CGNSIEERATIONS.LARGE GITIE3 ARE FACED WITH

Heterogeneity of population,

.Mobility.of populatiah,

a, Movement of student ?opﬁlation‘within fhe _
district | |
b. Migraficn of pupils into the school district
Increase in the number of culturally and educationally
deprived students who have come into the city. |
Because of the complexity and the'number of problems

teachers face in a large city school system, it is

‘necessary}for city boards of education to be able to

offer greater financial benefits to attract good people
to their systems. This financial problem cannot and
should not be borne basically by the citizens and

property owners of the community alone.
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Statisticai data appended to the Statement
of William J. Gaffney, for the New Jersey

| Highway Users Conference.
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New Jersey Highway User
Tax Receipts

Compared with

Highway

Expenditures

User Taxes

Total Highway

DIVERSION

- Millions
- of Dollars

4 200

g fffjlﬁs |
| ~||""' ; ";11*"1‘:"4 155
A 0

| 75

Highway
Expenditures

S 50

'51 '52 '53 '54 '55

156

125

57 58 59 160 61 62

. Source: Budget Messages of Governor of New Jersey, 1953-1962
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Disposition of

New Jersey
Highway User Taxes
1951-19562

__  $641 MILLION‘ |
l B For Non-Road |
FOR ROADS \ & -1'1(41 2 percent)f .

(58.8 PERCENT)

TOTAL $1,558,000,000

Source: Budget Messages of Governor of New Jersey, 1953-1962
51
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New - Jer sey I—’wghway Users (,onference
143 'F__‘.ast State ut., Trenton 8, N, J

v : NEW JER‘SE‘Y HIGHWAY USER TAX RECEIPTS e
LO'\/IPARED WITH EXPENDITURES FOR HIGHWAY PURPOSES
1951 -»1962

' Highway
,"Expe_n_dituxfe'sv

. Highway
_User Taxes

Year Ended"

June 30 »‘ ’Divef'Sifdn" .

78,532,557

1951 .

19521 o
1953
";95u'
1955

. 1956 .
| 1957

‘ 1958[.

| 1959
1960
1961 (1)

1962 kz);

132,500,885

'Tég;uﬁz;ezle
116,509,568
123,32#,234}
;132,u9£,343;"

159,805,326
169,126,204
178,636,223

200,500,000 . -_1

’E$i'48,29o£6§g_;f
1"75 260?347e-'
81, 186 761,
esh 107, “50,;:
e,59,527,125"
'1;.‘33,’@',49,451 ke
H>6ﬁ;928;581 |
:{68’1i5i?97 |
”f831629;192 .
'73,633.155"
03,4760

01,501,198

$ 30,242,493
7,925,835

6,165,648

10,034,771
’v,5a,98254u3H,;'

40,274,783

| ”1J63,565,762‘

o 54,382;688j

76,176,131
95,493,039

85.059,u91

, 98 998 802

';pqtal L $641 301, 289

©$1,558,410,152  $917,108,863

..Sio\irce Indwidual Budget Meesagesﬂ of Governor of New: Jersey, v

: for the years 1953 1962.

(1) Actual rece1pts and adJusted appropmations. ; ;

(R) Estlmated receipts mclude increased gasoline tax and
B expendxtures r'eflect amount budgeted., :

'M'ar'ch .1962» ,‘ SIRIERY i
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New Jersey Highway Users Conference
143 East State St., Trenton 8, N. J.

NEW JERSEY HIGHWAY USER TAX RECEIPTS
COMPARED WITH EXPENDITURES FOR HIGHWAY
PURPOSES, FISCAL YFARS 1951-1962

B ghvay 151 o 1953 g5k 1955 195 - 1957 98 199 1960

Receipts: ) 1961 (10) 1962 (12)
m"ﬂ:icizx (1) $36,695,946 $39,655,182  $41,098,246 $hk, 426,251 $63,257,03% ©  $69,432,317 $70,697,558 $70,156,838 $92,467,526 $98,488,013 $100,199,760  $123,000,000
Fees. (2) 41,836,611 43,531,000 46,254,163 50,015,970 55,252,534 53,886,917 61,796,785 62,344,047 67,337,800 70,638,191 78,436,463 *. 77,500,000
Total $78,532,557 483,186,182  $87,352,b09  $h,Mh2,221  $118,500,568  $123,324,23%  $132,45%,343 $132,500,835  $159,805,326  $169,126,206  $178,636,223  $200,500,000
Highway
Expendi tures
Administretion & - ) : ) ' :
Rt wolmen wmenss wpamon  spmmee s wanio st e BoE UME CIRESLRE
giebv;siz:viage (5) 2,592,333 2,60k,738 2,604,333 2,601,933 v 2,597,900 2 736,875 2,888, 2, 870,090» 2,86%,458 2,371,638 2,885,933 2’ 872,130
Motor Vehicles (6) 3,139,595 3,930,107 4,438, k22 4,921,151 5,119,536 6,362,185 7,251,023 7,402,009 8,523,602 8,396,023 8,236,213 8,429,950
el BEE LER Ipe  fmm dpk dmm oiE GG vpe oiR IR gdE
Total $48,290, 06k $75,26_o;3k7 $81,186,761 $3k,407,450 v $59,527,125 $83,049,451 $64,928,581 $68,118,797 $63,629,192 $73,633,165 $ 93,576,732 - $101,501,198
Indicated Diversion  $30,242,493 $ 7,925,835 $ 6,165,643 $10,034,77L $58,982, 143 $40,274,783 $67,565,762 $64,382,088 $76,176,134 $95,493,039 $ 85,059,401 $ 98,998,302
S.cv\u:ce: Budget Messages of Governor of New Jersey, 1953-1962 .
(1) Represents net proceeds from motor fuel tex as reported in Exhibit "B," Schedule I.
(2) Represents proceeds from motor vehicle registration fees as reported iﬁ Exhibit "B," Schedule I; does not include income from either inspection fees or
fees fram security responsibility as both are presumed to be self-supportm;;.
(3) Represents general expend.itures of State Hiéhway Department as noted in Genera.l State Purposes sec‘tian of budéet. ) :
W Pepresents tota.l amount expended by State Highway Department es noted in "Ssate Capital Expenddtures Bu.dget", section of budget. »
(5) Represents interest and principal on highway improvement bonds au’chorized under 1930 bond-act. Reported as Inter and non-departmental items in budgets 1953-1954, end as State Highway Department
expenditure in budgets for 1955-1962.
(6) Represents general e@enﬁtms of Division of Motor vehiclés, Department of Law and Safety, as. noted in "General Purposes", section of budget. ‘
(7) nepresents expenditures of State Highway Department as noted in "State Aids to Counties, Municipalities and School Districts",section of budget.
(3) Represents general expenditures of Division of State Police, Dgpé.rtment of law and Public Safety as . noted "General State Purposes", section of budget.
(9) TIncludes $1,266,755 for repair due to. flood damage. ‘ ' -

(10) Yotor fuel tax revenue , actual as reported by Motor Fuels Tax Bureau, Dinsion of Taxetion; motor vehicle fees as reported.by Motor Vehicle Bureau, _expenditures reflact adjusted approprj.s.tians.

(11) Budzet listed $7 million transfer to commuter railroads as non-Federal Aid construction; -data has been adjusted to reflect Tnis diversion.

(12) Receipts adjusted to reflect 1¢ increase in motor fuel tax rate; expenditures represent requested appropriations.

12 Year
Totel

$' 849,579,6TL

%,530,&31
$1,553,510,152

$ 188,911,302
347,172,474
32,991,826
76,699,816
200,751,658

81, 78"

$ 917,108,863

$ 641,301,289



- New Jersey Highway Users Cenfere'hE:e
143 E. State Street, Trenton 8, N, J.

NEW JERSEY

: Estxmated Diverswn of I-hghway User: Taxes to
‘ Non-nghway FPurposes for Fiscal Year Ending June 30 1963

A5 Indlcated by Governor‘s Budget Message Dated February 19, 195”1 L

H.ighwayv Receipts

Motor Fuel Tax (1)
Motor Vehlcle Fees (1)

TOTAL

‘lighway. Exﬁendit_u_res

Admlmstratlon & Mamtenance (2)
Construction (3) '
Debt Service (4)

Division of Motor Vehlcles (5)
Motor Fuel Tax Bureau (6)

Local Aid (7).

State Police (8)

TOTAL
Indicated Gross Diversion

Indicated Net Diversion (9)

1963

$12),500,000
81,474,762

$205,974,762

$ 21,631,070

40,600,330

2,880,678
8,920,716

622,500

16,615,701
7,858,884

$ 99 129 879

$106,euug883

$ 89,470,373

Source: "Budget Message of. Governor of New Jersey, for.

year endmg June 30, 1963.

‘(1) Fage 8B.
() Page 351.
(3) Page 599.

(4) Sum of interest charges on page 352 and bond redemptlon on |

page 605.
(5) Page 55. ,
(6) Estimated at 3% of net collections,
(7) Page 539. ‘ ' ’
(8) Page 39.

(9) After allowance for transfer of 1¢ gasoline tax to schools.



NFW JER‘%EY

fo)( RLVENUES BY SOURCE

(In Thousands)

Rallroad Taxes - Mam Stem
and Franc}use

Transfer- Inhemtance Tax

V1scellaneous Corporatmn Tax -

Net Worth

_liscellaneous Corporatxon Tax -

Net Income

-Domestic foe Insurance
oorporatlon Tax

Forelgn Insurance Corporatxon
Tax L

Alcohol'ic T’:‘;everage Tax
Cigarette Tax
E;‘ari.’-‘-Muitu.‘ell Racmg :""I“ax- '
: MotorFuelsTax e

Motor Vehicle E‘ee,s.'_

Emergencyﬂ.Transportation Tax

: Miscellaneous- Ta_xes |
TOTAL

- Highway User Taxes as Per
Cent of Total

Sources

i Flscal Years -

JA ~

Actual

1961

i*Emtnnatedf
1962

E st’imat‘éd'
1963

$ 2 635
'*24 676

| ]33,390

26,338 :Ta

t\723

16,623

22,193

47,669

25,338

100,211

7k, 268

- $374,891

55

$ 2,700

21,000

3,000

- 26,400
600

117,000

61,000

25,200

123,000
12,000

659

32,500
600

19,000

63 ooobf

25 2007]5‘

81,475
6,000

425,059,

$unz, 601
Caem

Budp'et Message of Governor Rlchard J Hughes for
the Fiscal Year Endlng June’ 30, 1963 . :

o

Méh:OOU:i.f

12&.500jf17f*”



COMMENTS FROM NEWvJERSEY’uTAl HIQHWAY DbyARTMLNT'
' : ' "HIGHWA.YC g5l mw"

"Fundamentally, dﬂy H1ﬁhway-D<pePLant 's con%trﬁction
prqgram,in,the‘maih‘depends onvthn 'maplc JhtPPQlCnL’ - monej
~ In New Jersey, unlike hOSt othef'State s, the nghway Depertment 5
‘h&o been dependent uolely upon inadcqudte allotment - as exprebued__
in the annual leglelatlve AppFOpPldtion ‘Bills. Such 'hdnd to-.
mouth! ,finanoing has not only prevented the'Depertment from con-
s#rumting‘badlyfneeded.highwey féCilifies, but has also UJVP]«I’
hampered 148 1ong—bahge planning'pregrém;.. (Pdge‘))

) L »

"We understand thét twenty seven btates of the Union
dedicate all Motor Vehicle revenues to highw&y operatlon dnd con-x
struction. Some elght or more other btdLLS have bond iosues sup~
ported by Motor\Vehicle revenues, 80 we have thlrty five or moxe-
states adequately financad With uuff101ent funds not only to maLch
Federal funds as @hey become<ava11able, but to oontract for high-
way construction'well in advance of the availability'ef'such funds.
New Jefsey cannot start,its‘prOgram when Federalefundsupecome .r
“available under preva11ing practiées’but must wait until'the‘Lege'
Julatjve Budgct Committee de10fmince the amount of the allotment
"~ for hjghway“‘ If-might alqo be of lntel 25t to notu that when Lhew
Highwaj Depaltmcnt aosumcd Mduu Pranuit reopon51bjlitLes and f.v
was necoesary to expend approx1mately $6 000, OOO 10 plevent a
’Dhut~down of'commuter p@uuCHgﬁrvSLPVICC and still another
$1 000,000 for gx ado CIO“bin vin the.bamden area, the‘Legisla—:
ture met these.needs'by taking these amouni%rfrom the alfeady

inadequate State Hiphway Department budget." (Page 6)
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C '.-"Report appeﬂded to the Statement of the

27,fNew Jersey Junlorﬂchamber of Gommerce, ?;;;,_1 »

T T State Taxes Commlttee 35xf’~'§ﬁff
; New Jersey Junlor Chamber of commercey

- January 12, 1962




@

FORWARD:

, Increa51ng expenditures, need for economy, bond 1ssues, r181ng ,
property taxes, ‘taxation of bu31ness, more’ schools- and highways, vanlshed
surplus, higher gas taxes, broad based. taxes, state aid! - Anyone familiar -

- with state fiscal- ptoblems recognizes thése . words as. clarlon cries from

various 1nterested groups: in New Jersey.;u‘

What are the problems? . Are we facing a "crisis"? What solutions are.

- possible? practical?’ probable? ' Jaycees -should be interested since the

questions and their answers. involve ‘the welfare ‘of each individual, each

‘family, and each community..

-The following report indicates the reauits of a’thorougb.study of
the state fiscal situation and proposes specific action. It should

'receive careful consideration by every member.



INTRODUCTION:

At its summer plénning session in July. 1961, the New Jersey Junior Chamber of
Commtrce approved as a state project the active investigation :of the fiscal prob-
lems facing the State of New Jersey with the ultimate aim of taklng effectlve
action to help solve some of the most pre331ng -problems.

)

As a result of this action a 19 man committee,which subsequently met mounthly,
was organized to study the problems and prepare a report. . -The meémbers of this
committee are listed in Appendix I. The committee embarked on an intensive inter-
view & study program to determine the position of various government officials,
legislative leaders, business organizations, and civic and special interest groups
on the problems facing New Jersey and to.evaluate their opinions.

The initial emphasis was placed on determining the needs for present expen=-
ditures and on investigating the need for additional expenditures. Then the
existing state tax structure was analyzed to determine its adequacy to meet the
expenditure needs. Finally the necessity for new taxes was explored. A list of
those formally interviewed is given in Appendix I1I.

‘This report completes the first phase of the committee's activity, the detail
investigation. The second phasec has already started with preparations for the
~ presentation of a resolution at the February Assembly meeting (DSA) recommending
a stand on State fiscal policy for the New Jersey Jaycees.

If the resolution passes the committee will undertake an intensive drive to
secure passage of the appropriate legislation in the State Legislature.

‘ MAJOR CHARACTERISTICS OF THE
' NEW JERSEY FISCAL SITUATION:

1. A discussion of state fiscal situation must consider both expenditures
and taxes on both state and local levels of government. The New Jersey State .
Budget for 1962, (totaling 467 million dollars) requires 425 million dollars in
taxes. In addition local governments (including counties) which receive part of
the local property tax mow raise close to 1 billion dollars. Consequently,
approximately 70% of our total state and local taxes currently are being raised
on_the local level. !

2. Ninety percent of local tax money is derived from taxes on real estate
and personal property (88% and 127 respectively). TFifty-six percent is from taxes
levied on residences and land, 42% on commercial and industrial property, and 2%
on farms. As a result, the property tax provides approximately two thirds of all
state and local taxes levied in New Jersey.

{



Wh11e New Jersey ranks third highest in: Lhe nation on the bas1s of property -
taxes per capita, it ranks 14th from .the. ‘top. on the overall basis of state and
-~ local taxes. On the basis of combined state and local taxes per 1000 dollars of
personal income, New Jersey ranks 40th from the. top . (1959) Considering state -
‘taxes per capita New Jersey ranks 50th (1960) T 2 ‘

3. New Jersey expenditures have exceeded its 1ncome for ‘the last six years.
A surplus of 52 million dollars in. 1956 has dw1ndled to. essentlally noth1ng. ‘New.
Jersey S Constltutlon requires a balanced budget..- : S

4. Informed oplnlon, such as that of the New Jersey Taxpayers Associat1on,
seems to agree that New Jersey runs a reasonably efficient state government and
- that major.economies yielding mu1t1 mllllon dollar savings can not be made without
reducing important serv1ces. : :

5. Much critical state financing has been achieved through a series of bond
issues for water, colleges, green acres, institutions and agencies, etc. One
hundred mlllion dollars was approved on the November 1961 ballot alone.: '

6. New Jersey and Nebraska are the only two’states that do_not levy a state
general sales tax or an income tax. Twenty-two states levy both.

7. State budget monies are ralsed throuth a series of selectlve sales taxes
on cigarettes, gasoline and alcoholic beverages, and through corporate taxes and
license fees; etc. Appendix III gives'a typical breakdown Qt the state budget.

' For'example} In ‘the 1962 budget 22% of the revenues were raised from taxes,
on motor fuel, 17% from motor vehicle registrations, 17% from corporation taxes,
and 21% from taxes on cigarettes, alcoholic beverages and racing.

8.‘ State and local expendltures have 1ncreased rapidly in the ten yearsb
between 1950 and 1960. State expendltures are up 1524.v State and 1ocal expendi-
tures comblned have rlsen 136%. : s

These‘inCreases have been the result of a 25% increase in population; a 19%
decrease in the purchasing power of the dollar; increasing economic activity with
its accompanying demands for highways, water, etc.; and demands for greater
services, partlcularly schools : :

9. State.budeets will 1ncrease”beLWeen 20 and 30 million- dollars'eachvyearav
as_a result of lepdislation already on the books covering pensions salaries, and
state aid to local. mun1c1pallties. This is without any additlonal serv10es.

N

)

The surplus which has balanced the. budget in recent years 1s 5one.s The com- .
muter tax levied under the 1962 budget may or may not prov1de revenue dependlng
upon court tests of its lcgality and the cooperation of New York State in: ‘turning
over -the approprlate monies. Important demands for educatlon, hlghways, 1nsti-
tutions and agencies, etc. are. still to be faced

60
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© 10.. Both major'political;parties have dropped)the "no new taxes' planks 5-_
. in their platforms. Both candidates: for Governor in the 1961 election avoided a -
_ pledbe against a new broad based tax.<3 s b

E
|
|_/-

.

o While assessment of property w1ll ‘not be a major concern of this report, the R,
' following pomnts seem important to round out this outline of the present situation._;”;n_

1.3 The assessment of proper;y, lonb a .source of major inequities, has'ﬂf
. reached a turning point in recent years; largely as a result of the tax. clause
l.pwording in- the 1948. constitution ‘followed by court cases culminating in the

_Qv_Middletown TOWnShlp dec151on in 1956. " Essentially the courts. have said that. the
. constitution requires’ ‘that all "property shall be assessed for taxation under
' -general laws-.and by uniform rules' and that it must be assessed "according ‘to the‘t

same standard of value'" and that as long assLatutes’on the books cite 100% of e
valuation as ‘the legal’ standard for assessment, ‘the’ courts w1ll enforce this v.fi o
standard TR ) - . e ket

,ﬁ“y.ni

. The state legislature has been wrestling with the problem of assessments ever;

““since the 1956 decision Assessing by the . ‘same standard of - value upsets. many- long
standing d1v181ons of ‘tax burden between . groups -of taxpayers such as owners of '

residential property and owners of bu31nesses, and also between indiv1duals or-

businesses w1thin groups.

|

Recent legislation is approaching a solution but the real effects can only bel'
measured after the laws are implemented. Many changes which are creating the d;-

'*greatest outcry are merely removing substantial historic 1nequ1t1es
S s : o

2, Assessment of property has long been a haphazard affair in: New Jersey, _
‘,often performed by inadequately trained and unqualified personnel. Periodic over-_”'
»Tall reviews of assessments have been the exception 1ather than the rule.

MAJOR PROBLEMS FACING NEW JER’SE;Y: o

:.f=Education in Local School Districts~- B .'

v - The financing of education by local school. districts has been a maJor reason
- _for the rapid rise in'local’ taxes since the late forties.a The - problem is by mo
_meéans solved.. A school enrollment of 1,054, 000 in 1961 will rise 14%. to -
1,203,000 by 1965, This growth by itself will require in-the order" of 6000 more

fl classrooms and 6000 new teachers in addition to the\48 700 already employed.

New Jersey seems to. face substantial problems 1n providing a fine educational
_'system. In 1950 ‘the state had 2000 of its 35,100 teachers (6%) operating with
- sub-~ standard certificates., Now we have ‘close to 6500 ina total of 48,800 teachers
“(13%).” In’ 1960 55,000 of our 1,015,000 students (5%) were on part time se351ons .

‘and 49 000 were housed in classrooms cons1deied sub standard
_ T v s l v
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: In 1960, 500 million dollars was spent on schools 1n New Jersey, (400 million

‘was collected by local. governments and 100 million was collected at a state level
and distributed to. local governments by formulas wrltten into ”state aid". legisla-

“tion). = The cost of providing schools . is rising . approximately 40 million dollars
or, 84 per year and dt.dis estimated to reach 700 milllon eollars by 1966

Proposed bills before the 1eaislature will increase the state contribution or
"state aid" to local education by 100 million dollars. Even with such expanded
"state aid", property taxes for schools w111 have to rise 25% by 1965.- Without
it they will rise. 50%. : . N : st RSP

Since school taxes decount for about one half of local property taxes, it can
be seen that neglecting any other reasons for increased local ‘taxes, we can foresee
property taxes rising in the’ order of 12% with expanded ‘state school aid. and 25%
without it. The problem for the next ten years is even . larger. , -

Of course, increased "state -aid" requires higher state taxes. However, this
does not necessarily mean that the 1ndividual property owner will pdy the same
total dollars in any case. It is possible to distribute the tax burden in a -
’differentmanner depending upon ‘the type of taxation used by the state, 's0- that: the
same total dollars do not come from the same- people. '

, Why are school costs Boinb up? Largely because of an increased birth rate in'
the fifties, the influx of new residents in the state, 1nflation hibher salaries
for teachers, and greater emphasis on SUbJECtS which requ1re more expen81ve fac111-u'
ties such as courses in ‘science. o - . :

Higher Education——.

The 1957 report of. the State Department of Education indicated that Rutgers -
Unlversity should double its enrollment by 1965. 'The' College’ Bond Issueallotted o
29 million dollars to the University to achieve thls ‘goal which was 12 million
dollars short of the amount the University felt was necessary to do the job. This .
money is needed now if we wish to provide reasonable opportunities for higher
“education within the state. Many of the students in the top third of their high
school classes: whose counterparts .gain admission today, will: not find facilities
to accommodate them in the near- future.'f — A v

» The State University now has an enrollment of 9400 undergraduates and 18, 000
part time students. Operating requirements for 1962 63 have: 1n1t1ated a request
»for 22 million dollars in state funds, up6 million from 1961 62 : :

, Substantial discussions of a Junior Collebe probram orbanized on a county or
rehional basis, are now taking place.; auch a propram would require substantial




‘ HiQHWayS--ijtjif

- Anyone driv1ng in the crowded metropolitan areas of our: state should be

‘;,familiar with:the pressing need for new hlghways.‘ Dwight Palmer, Commissioner of -

- Highways, has -stated the need: for 60 million dollars in ‘additional annual budget."
~allotments to meet needs to 1975. Others have estimated the needs as closer to. . -
100 million dollars per year. E S : -

The 1960 state budget allots approximately 40 million dollars for capital

:-,‘5purposes on a state level, 17 million for 'state’ aid" to- country and local road.

. departments, and approximately 20 million for theioperatlonlof the State Highway.

- Department. Total state expenditures for road purpdses;;including police protec-. - o

tion, approach 90 million dollars.

: Highway users pay -over: 180 million dollars in license and gasoline taxes. )
j}The excess is actually a fairly broad based tax. 1ev1ed for general state purposes;:

, County expenditures for roads have increased tremendously in recent years.

_Increases in the order of 300 to 400% are not. uncommon. . For’ example Bergen- .

County spent 50,000 dollars in 1947 and 200, 000 in 1961. However,-"state aid" to

counties has remaiued essentially constant for many years. . L
o , - , R

1 Z'.

New Jersey now. experiences a traffic volume Sﬁ times the national average.

"Vf{Projections by the State Highway. Department 1nd1cate ‘that vehicle miles of’ travelv

_»inll double by 1975. - Present registrations of 2, 24 mlllion w1ll approach 3 68
~-million:.by 1975., The problems w1ll 1nten51fy fo :

fR%il'TransportatioﬁQAf'

: The demlse of commuter ra11 transportation in New Jersey would add millions
of dollars ‘to the State Hip hway budget. - Rail . ‘transportation has been forced to
r,the wall, and railroads need help. In- the long run it will be cheaper to prov1de,'

_Vit than: to build highways to replace them T ;,
, : , e

_ The present state budbet includes 6 million dollars to subsidize railroads
'The income from the commuter 1ncome tax is to:be used for commuter transportation

lInstitutionsiand:Agencies-as *r jrf 1*7fdi R i::b

The 40 million dollar bond issue passed on the 1961 ballot is. approximately

one half of an 81 million’ dollar long range’ program estimated as necessary by the -~

Department -of Institutions and Agencies. New Jersey, which ranks 3rd to 6th in .
‘per capita personal income 'in the country, . spends only about the national- average
in per capita operating costs for mental. hospitalsland is below the national R
, average in institutions for the mentally deficient :

e



Io 1958 NeWiJersey was second lowest in the number of vocational rehabilita-
tions per 100, 000 population, even though it is generally accepted that these
people return more in tax dollars thanm it costs to provide the rehabilitation.

Capital Costs=-=

In recent years a series of bond issues have been used to finance many state
programs. However, this has been at the cost of substantial interest payments in
the future., For example, the 60 million dollar Green Acres bond issue will result
in an additional 40 million dollars in interest charges., Debt service now amounts
to approximately 13,5 million dollars in a 467 million dollar budget,

Essentially New:Jersey has been asking the public to plan, by a series of
"Yes and No'" votes, long range capital programs that are often vitally needed.
Rather than such a haphazard approach, there is a critical need for more and better
long range planning on a state level and the allocation of specific sums in each
yearly budget to meet the most pressing needs,

Studies have indicated that annual appropriations in the order of 20-25
million dollars will eliminate the need for most bond issues and will provide a
much more economical method of meeting important needs,

'EXISTING TAXES IN NEW JERSEY:

1. As noted previously, the property tax provides two'thirds of all state
and local tax revenues collected in New Jersey. This 'tax has been rising rapidly
and bears more heavily on some citizens than others, B '

J

There are many arguments agalnst allowing such dominance for the property tax,
For instance; housing is not necessarily indicative of income level and the ability
to pay and it is also not a true measure of the demands placed on the community,
particularly in terms of schools, Also, the multiple family home resident pays
smaller taxes, the apartment dweller even less, The property tax is hard on
retired citizens and an increase can often make the difference in their affording
their own home, '

Property taxes often work against slum rehabilitation, since improvements can
result in a greater increase in taxes than in rents received, The tax is unequal
" in various communities and the man with a low income pays a higher proportion of
his income in property taxes than his more fortunate neighbor. The property tax is
often not based on what a man owns but on what he owes in his mortgage.

-Without changes in current tax structures we can expect that the total property
tax bill will increase in the order of 65 million dollars per year or about 7% per
year, There is no tax on invested worth other than real estate,
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b
‘ 2. ‘The motor vehicle and fuel taxes now “amount | to 47% of the state budget.
: Increases do not seem equitable. . Rates on cigarettes, beverages, etc. are already
as high or higher than other comparable states and increases. will probably prov1de”
dlminishing returns.- ' RS RS %_

I

3 Corporation taxes are already high when. local property taxes are. added tof'
fthe 1- 3/44 corporation net- ‘income. tax and corporate franchise tax, Higher rates '
will risk losing 1ndustry to other states 1n a highlp competitive market,

|
: . : ; s 1 : .
. " 4, The commuter income ‘Eax ‘may or may not y1e1d income to the state,  Courts
will have to rule on its constltutionality and New York State will have to. agree
to retain its rec1procity agreements for this selectlve income tax. The latter E
will require a reversal of recent leglslation 1n New Yorkmstate.': :

An analy31s of. the total tax plcture lndlcates that itfmay bevpossible to
»:.raise sufficient monies for -another year or two w1thcutinew'soUrcesiof;reVenue”v,
. ,but the\handwrlting is on. the wall S £ : o L

NEw SOURCES OF REVENUF:ifv PR AT SR Ay

~

1. Additlonal sources of local revenue could be developed such as . sales taxes,'
head taxes, and occupation taxes, They would have the advantage of keeping the
raising of revenues on a local basis but would certainly complicate the overall
: picture.ﬂ' . R U L T e e ] e e L

' ,,2; A state conducted lottery could add substantial revenue but it would
probably be difficult to pass; would probably take money.- from those. least’ able to
" pay, “and: in all 11kellh00d would increase law enforcement problems._ Legalized
gambling could also* prov1de addit10nal revenue but would be ‘subject to attack on'.
‘ other than fiscal grounds. o T e

3. Turnplke surpluses could be used for general state purposes. These sur=
kpluses from tolls are now belng used to pay off the turnpike bonds earlier and move.
forward the date that the road w111 be turned over to the state as- a free facllity.

i

|-

_ A referendum to dedicate these monies to tranqurtation purposes ‘was defeated -

‘in 1959, Two thirds of the bondholders would have to agree to the change and their C

,'approval is by no means a Sure thing. [ S -
: v . v : . SR

by Extendlng the racing season ‘can- increase rewenues by a few million dollars,

but in a budget 'close to 500 million dollars this would not provide a major impact,

,The extension of the. season might not be consxdered desirable by many groups._; :

: 5.. A new broad based tax, either a- retall saled tax or a- personal 1ncome tax, l, :
" would provide sufficient revenues to make a major impact on the state fiscal
situation,  Either tax could produce in the order of 1200 million dollars which

would makeva maJor 1mpact on & state budget approxrmatlng 500 mlllion dollars. o

s

b



The 1200 million dollar yield assumes a sales tax of 3% or “an income ‘tax with _
rates ranging from 1% on the first 1000 dollars of taxable income to 6% on taxable
income over 9000 dollars. The latter. tax would allow deductions -and exemptions
~similar to those allowed for the federal incomc tax, : : L

_ v Either tax would spread the tax load and reduce the percentage dominance of the ‘

' property tax . in the: overall state and local tax picture, . Part or all of the money ... -
.raised could be fed back to local communities in the form of "state aid". (The.
return of funds - collected by the. state to the local community with the community
,contiolling the details of the expenditures.) S ‘

Either type of tax could help reduce property taxes and/or the growth in.
: property taxes but neither could ‘be counted on to-stop all increases in local ,
‘_property taxes. The total effect of a broad based levy on local . property taxes w111,.]
depend upon the funds allotted to "state aids' and to a considerable degree upon . -
the success with which municipalities’ maintain current expenditure levels.. _The
tendency to gold plate the City Hall would\have to be fought: vigorously. ;”Q;-

' The Income Tax==

The personal income tax with progressive rates,'similar to those used 1n New

- York, would have certain- advantages and disadvantages. One advantage would be-a ..
possible recapture of the income taxes now paid: to New York by New Jersey residents ey
under reciprocity privileges, (Current ‘legal and political action on this subject NS
will determine whether this is actually possible), Allowing ‘for the revenues B
remitted to New York. for the New Jersey earnings of New York, residents, this would
mean that 30 to 40 million dollars of the ‘total 200 million would merely be a

’ shifting of taxes between units of government.;w

. - The commuter tax, which is” currently the center of. much discussion, attempts to
provide this shift of revenue from New York. Until a final settlement is reached,

it will not be known whether either the commuter tax or & general personal 1nc0me

- tax in New Jersey would actually produce any shift of revenue.'v,.' :

“In'anerent the problems of the commuter to New York w111 have to be cons1dered
in- the enactment of a New Jersey income tax, If New York . retains its rec1proc1ty
" privileges the New Jersey commuter would not have to pay any substantial increase
in taxes since he will. essentially be- paying his income tax: to his home state rather ,

- than the state within which he works. e

o Since a state. income tax: can be - deducted from Ftderal income taxes,‘an addi-
'tional 30 to 35 million dollars would essentially shift from the Federal government
to New Jersey. - , PR o S : -

i«

A flat rate income tax is also possible on a statewide basis but would run into'
substantial opposition from groups favoring the "ability to pay“ principle.:f,a L

‘ft;"ss :



- The income tax is efficient, inexpensive to administer and allows individual
latitude with deductions for medlcal expenses and other personal disasters. How-
ever, the heavy impact of the Federal government in this field has made it unpopular,

The Sales Tax--v

The retail sales tax, exemptlng food prescription medicines, etc. is a
possible method of flnan01ng on a state lcvel Arguments against a sales tax on
the basis that it hits hardest at those with the lowest incomes are countered by
exemptions of those items which constitute the major portion of low income group
expenditures., Consequently, the impact of the sales tax can be made close to that
of the income tax up to 10,000 dollars per year income. Actually any broad based
tax must raiseits major revenue in the 5 to 10,000 dollar per year bracket since
the great bulk or number of the taxpayers fall in ths category.

The New Jersey sales tax would not be deductible from New York State income
taxes but could be deducted on Federal income tax returns, While the sales tax is
somewhat more expensive to. administer fhan an income tax and is a substantial

‘nuisance to retailers, it will capture substantial revenues from out of state
travelers and vacationers. No tax return is required from the individual and the
sales tax has the advantage that everyone pays some . tax, no matter how small,

The sales tax will increase the cost of doing business for some concerns by
increasing the cost of their raw materials or supplies. This impact will depend
upon the items used in the business and upon those items included in the tax. The

' sales tax rate will determine the effect on LeLall sales for bualncsseu in commu~
nities adjacent to other states, . o

However, the major point to be made is that elther of these two taxes, income
or sales, will raise enough funds to. make a significant 1mpact on . the state flscal
151tuatlon. :

6. A business net income tax has been proposed by many as an additional source
of revenue, This tax would apply to both corporations and unincorporated businesses,
It has usually been proposed as a substitute for the taxation of business inven=
tories and houschold'peraonal property. - - ' ‘

~ The impact of such a tax should be carefully adjusted to make sure that New
Jersey business would not be placed in‘a poor competitive position with respect to
business in other states, The tax proposed by the Commission on State Tax Policy
in 1958, plus certain adjustments in the corporate franchise tax, would raise in
the order of 50 to 60 million dollars.  This could offset a loss of the same order
of dollars in taxes on business 1nventor1es and household personal plopurty, whlch
could then be eliminated. ' :

The impositidn of a business net income tax without the offsetting elimination - J
of the tax on business inventories would impose a severe hardship on business.,
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~ HOW_CAN THE STATE FISCAL PROBLEMS BE SOLVED?

Where Do We Spemd?

The control of expenditures is the key to reasonable taxes.- Available revenue 7
is always spent and ‘the. cut off valve 13 on the expendi ure side. . St T

It may be possible toforeseelarge problems and needs for services on a:sta e
level;. “but who makes the deCLSions as to which need should be met first? Whi'h”
need should receive ‘the’ greatest go} o 1east allocation of funds’ How is the neﬂ‘, ke
sary unbiased 1nformation to be obLained? o : E P

R

Dec1d1ng what we- want may best be. accomplished by a long 1ook taken by rep-5
resentatives of  broad segments of the public, not Just interested agenc1es -and .
groups. . In one area, higher educatlon, an independent commission of leading B
c1tizens has been proposed. Similar commissions could be app01nted in other: areasr
These might: be somewhat ‘divorced from partlsan politics and pressure groups, if:
properly selected. Not being attached to agenc1es involved,: their recommendations
- might bear more. weight - and receive more attention than pleadings by’ interested

parties, : : gt

The. commisSion system suogested does not usurp any prerogatives of the -
Legislature which must make the “final decisrons. Commissions have been used'in the o
past in New Jersey for investigations which have: brought . broad segments of the : .
population into. the decision making process from 1oca1 charter commissions to the N
' recent state report on 1nstitutions and” agencles.; G o ey e e e

App01ntments to commissions on hlghways, water, education and welfare, to name’
a few of the major areas, could be made by the Governor ‘and could include legislators
of both parties as well as representatives of. the ' general“ public. ‘ :

Two major problems remain. What should ‘take priority and how much should be _
spent, The priority decisions might be. made by a commission of the several: commis= ‘
sions as currently members of the Governor's cabinet form a group for consideration F
of - the state's capital construction priorities. ‘ » , '

How much aid should be recommended by the commission’ Each might have certain .
ground rules when it is named. For ‘example, the ‘commission. might. be directed to ol
‘detail a minimum program, a desired level and an- optimum program. “If the’ commission'
is properly‘velected it will include representatives of all segments ‘of the popu-:a;,,
lation and thus w111 surcly have economy advocates.” ; ‘ I

Finally, the decision. wrll be made by the Legislature as it is NOW,: But the" o
. big difference will be the presentation of factual data secured by the public rep-~"f'
resentatives) which should be . divorced from partisan interest. - : A ,
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" . New proposed. services: -and their: accompanying taxes should be- evaluated in terms
that indicate whether they .can be prov1ded only. by government, more efficiently by
Povernment 1ess cxpen51vely by government, or more. practlcally by government._-‘:

_What are the characteristics of .a good tax? The method and rate of taxatlon
should take into account factors such as the following : :

‘,l Fairness : - S v :

: a, Ability to pay--conSLderation of income: and assets of taxpayers and of
thelr special reSpon51b111t1es, such as big families, retlred status, chronlc 1ll-
ness, etc, ' LT O
. b. What people pay in relatlon to benefits_recelved.

2, RaLSLng Money -

~.a.  Raising- enough money ; T - ]
_ b, Flexibility so the “amount - raised can ‘be 1ncreased or decreased eas11y
‘when requ1rements change.' L R : -

3 Cost and Ease of,CollectiOn&—pOSSible.coordination‘with,federal.or'other -

REE ‘ : S R I R : s .
by Credits to Avoid Double Taxation--certain types of taxes are deductible
- from amounts requlred by other government taxing authorities.” : :

5, ‘Tax. Visibility--citlzens should be kept aware of taxes that they are paying 1‘
so they ‘can evaluate whether the serv1ces rendered merit the amount of tax being
pald ; . . : L L 3

CONCLUSIONSﬁI

It ‘is the belief of this committee ‘that New Jersey does face a substantial
fiscal crisis and that effective action,‘leading to mnew legislation, is: required
now, The committee endorses the following. conclusxons.w RS :

‘New Jersey is running a sound f1nancla1 ship. Empha31s on: economy must never
cease, but it must be recognized that . substantlal monies, ‘that ‘will make a signif=~
icant impact on the state and local fiscal picture, can not be reallzed through more'
efficient operation.,/ S e :

. Sound leglslation must always recognize the financial cost or impact of ‘a
‘specific bill, Full cost information- should be available and should be part. of

e public knowledge before a bill is enacted., Endorsement of Assembly Bill 642 (1961 -

session) by the New Jersey Jaycees was important and should be restated. Fiscal
.‘fnotes should be attached to all proposed 1egislation.
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: " The prlnclple of meeting needs at the lowest level of government where they cany;g
 be efflclently served is Vit l,to sound government, but it must ‘be recognized that '
~many problems’ transcend munic pal and countyboundariesand can be better served at
‘a hlgher 1eve1 of government.ﬁ.fh o L : ‘ : - S

, New Jersey 1s bas1ca11y a wealthy state, advantageously located ‘with many
iindustrles and with citizens who earn good salaries.
. prove its economy it 1is necessary to prov1de more’ hlghway better education, im=o
"~ proved rail transportatlon, a good ‘tax’ ‘climate. for business, and to ‘improve: health ¥
~and welfare programs. Business ‘must” be able to meet’ competition from other states '-f,
’ to. help prov1de better JObS and greater prosperity fo_.lts employees.and-* R 20

‘Many major needs must be met on. a state. levelr Substant1al funds are - requlred
’&and they can not be adequately raised by existing taxes, For 1nstance,~addit10nal
."state aid'" (state collected ‘funds returned to munlclpalltles) is needed to help
~1ocal school districts maintaln necessary standards while malntaining a falr and
’_equltable local ‘tax load ' : :

L » Independent comm1351ons of 1ead1ng c1tizens and legislators, representlng
“various points of v1ew, should be app01nted to investigate ‘the requ1rements and needsbf
- in major areas ‘'such as hlghways, educatlon and welfare. Their reports should be
~coordinated and . presented to the Governor, ‘to the. Legislature, and to the public
providing ‘a sound b681S for the dlscussion and eventual passage of appropriate
1eg1slat10n.' o : l ’ : ; :

|
!

| ‘
k Taxes: w111 rise in New Jersey as a response to: expendxtuxe needs. A policy

of "no new state’ taxes" mercly means that additional revenues will, of necessity,
be: ralsed largely from-the property ta*. This tax is already too hlgh in relation -
"to servxces provided property owners. and is already 1mp051ng severe penalties on
various groups of citizens, It is v1tally important that its 1mpact be stabilized.
State taxes .on gasollne 'c1garettes and alcoholic beverages are. about at thelr_
lmax1mum equltable levels.j¢[ e LA lﬁ~ ! : :
|

Recurrent bond issues are an expen51ve method of financing capital needs. . Long R

" range capltal planning, ‘coupled with annual ‘capital- appropriatlons, can reduce or
even posslbly ellmlnate the need for statew1de bond lssues. : :

A careful examinatlon -0f “the New qersey tax structure indicates the need for ’
reform in terms of the equityand the impatt of ex1st1ng taxes and also indicates
the need for more revenues to prov1de necessary services and to ‘move our state
»:forward in terms of an expanding economy, : the cducatlon of our c1tizens and the
5 provislons for those less £ortunatt1y sltuated ’ - ‘ i :

A properly constructed broad basec tathan'helpfsolVe}both‘offthese problems.'
‘ It should be enacted SEL LT e L e T e
. : ST

nd wages,. To expand and" im-;,¥7~’351
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NEW‘JERSEY JUNIOR_CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

MEMBERS OF THE STATE TAXES COMMITTEE

Harold N, Scherer, Jr., Chairman = Plainfield

Edwin Abramson
Jack P. Cady

William F. Faherty, Jr.

Joseph Farrell
Michael Feldman
John Fitzpatrick

~ William Flemming .

Gerald Goldman

Marvin Greenberg

Lowell Harwood
Maxwell Lazarus
Brock Lewis

‘Jack Lieberman
Robert Lockwood
Neal Monda
Leonard F. Newton

&pberc E, Watson

- Rpbert Wells
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APPENDIX I1

NEW JERSEY JUNIOR CHAMBER OF. COMMERCE

: STATE TAXES COMMITTEE _
INDIVIDUALS AND GROUPS INTERVIEWED K

'State Senators=
- Henry Haines, Burlington County
W. Steelman Mathis, Ocean. County s
William Ozzard, Somerset County. '
'Wayne Dumont, Warren County ’

State Assemblymen-
William T, Heirlng, ‘Ocean County
William Musto, Hudson County

Government Officials-

Mason Gross, -President, Rutgers Unlversity

James A, Arnold, Jr., Chlef ‘Tax Research and. Statistics, Dlvisionl
of Taxation, State Treasurer s Department '

John Kilpatrick, Assistant CommlsSLOner of Education '

Joseph Barber, Deputy Commissioner of Conservation and Economlc
Development :

Charles Whrlden, Ocean County Superintendent of Schools

Organizations-
New Jersey Taxpayers Association
New Jersey State Chamber of Commerce
New Jersey Education Association ‘
Highway Information Assocxation of New Jersey
New Jersey Citizens Highway Committee

Ind1v1duals~
Morris Beck, Rutgers Unlversity
Edward McGee, Teacher E
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th JERSEY JUNIOR“CHAMBER OF
- STATE TAXES COMMITTE

. MAJOR REF’E‘R;EN“C‘ESI'-{;‘EZOR, FINAL 'REPORT -

'VReports of:. the Commlssion_on State Tax Polxcy, N1ne reports 1n the periodii
~from 1946 to 1958 e S SRR . -

v;New Jersey Taxpayers Assocration
"Spending and Taxes", October 1961 o

‘ “Controlllng New Jersey s Capltal Costs March 1960 i P i
“"Financial Statistics of New Jersey Local Government" September 1960<'“
"New Taxation for New Jersey June 1959 AT :

“ Commlttee for School Support :
"Puplls, Schools and Taxes -

Newark Assoclation of Commerce and Industry .
"v~7"Newark Commerce”, January 1961 March 1961;.,

| League of Women Voters of New Jersey : o e e e e
N "New Jersey Taxes, Facts and Conc1u81ons NQVémbef"1959”vfyvai”

‘ ,"Newark News ‘ . . o RIS L . L ! . A
' "That Broad Tax Base Reprlnts of a serles of articles by the heads el
- of New. Jersey organlzatlons on the need for tax changes;.. - : =

"“New Jersey Mun1c1pa11t1es ' November 1961 B SRR
New Jersey Property Tax Ain. 1961 by James A Arnold Jr,TTf.iarﬁb,r;fQ“fFT'

‘ L‘New Jersey Education Associatlon ".fd‘*' S ; e
A’"BaSLC Statlstical Data of New Jersey School Dlstricts ‘July‘1961'ff




, NEW JERSEY JUNIOR CHAMBER OF COMMERCE -
GENERAL ASSEMBLY MEETING SOMERVILLE NEW JERSEY B

'fj5WHEREASL ;The future welfare and progress of the State of . New Jersey depends in
large measure on the actlve 1nterest of 1ts c1tlzens. - ~

’:WHEREAS ‘ The oplnlons of lay groups w1thout spec1a1 1nterests or” spec1a1 con-".

i cerns are v1ta11y 1mportant to. the dlSCUSSlon of local and stateWLde 1ssues.‘

{WHEREAS The New Jersey Junlor Chamber of Commerce, through its State Taxes
’W"Commlttee,‘has undertaken a careful lnvestlgatlon of the flscal problems of
the state. o » o ; T ; . ;

"iI e changes in tax legislatlon are enacted taxes w111 contlnue to rlse,

.- as they have in the’ past, to provide the existing level of services citizens

.i;rrequlre from government"serv1ceo An: the fields of. educatxon, hlghways, and
“»?prov131on for the mentally 111 and the handlcapped ST -

»,gi;On a 1oca1 level the property tax” w111 contlnue to rlse, particu-'
”o7_1ar1y to flnance schools, maklng -an- unfalr 51tuat10n even, worse.

o 4f0n a: state level, critlcal needs w1ll contlnue to force f1nanc1ng
_5k;through bond issues at the cost of substantlal lnterest charges,«
' 3rather than "pay as. you go" expendltures.»¢.~ L SR

l@Tru' tax rcform through a broad based tax‘bco,lected by the state,ijﬁiff
“prim ‘lygspent 1oca11y, and prlmarlly tied to: reduc1ng the burden of
thefprope tyitax, is vital to solvrng New Jersey s f1nanc1a1 problems..-"

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED That the New Jersey Junlor Chamber of Commerce w111
undertake?a statewrde prograny through its 1oca1 chapters, to bulld publlc
: n'falr and sound state and Tocal. taxatlon.- 7

’]'

2 New: Jersey financial: 51tuat10n, 1nc1ud1ng ‘alternative broad based taxes,.

’for‘assembl actlon.;

"T'771f

':Thatwt‘e New Jersey Jaycee State Taxes Committee will cdntinue‘to:lnveStigate‘j

and will: bring the results of 1ts study to. a future Jaycee state meeting :57

w

»



Exhibits submitted by Mr. John E. Duetsch
on behalf of the League of Suburban-

Municipalities of Essex County.
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‘RESOLUTIO'N": ’

ffBE IT RESOLVED by the duly authorlzed representatives of fhe munlci-yi;i;,.’

"j 'palitles in the County of Essex whose names appear below, that sald municipall- i

n the\iownehip of

’;December, 1959.»;

. a:;;inRQﬁ¢H~OF.SDRTH‘éAL§ g1J§.;Vf' £

|| omoUGH OF wEST CALDNELL -

|l BorovGH OF CEDAR GROVE - BOROUGH OF VERONA




; ‘w1th a municipality for the payment to the latter of an armual sum or sums in

AN ACT concernmg taxation and amending

section Sh 3-17 of the Revised Statutes._ﬁ

Be it enacted by the Senate and. General Assembly of the State of
New J ersey » ‘ '

1. Section 5lyz3-17 vofv,the'vR:evised"» Stat,ut‘es"_is ‘amended.'t_o ‘read as
| 'folloWs' | | » o
51;.3 17 Each county board oi‘ taxation shall annually ascerta:x.n: : {
» :and determine, according to its best knowledge and 1nformation, the generalll:'»r_
ratio or percentage of full value at which the real property of each ta:ang,
vfdistrict 1s assessed. It-shall prepare an equalization table showing the '
V :‘"'jassessed valuation oi’ the real property in. each district the ratio or per— )
‘ centage P if any, by which the assessed valuation should be mcreased or de- '
icreased in. order to correspond to true value y and the true value of the real )

-property within the district as determined by it. For the purpose only of

[ p‘repar:i.nfrl such equalization table 2 the board shall include and take int
: acoount '

(a) all income produc:mgL blic housing propert'ies within a

taxing district with respect to which such taxing district receives a payment

or payments :m 11eu of taxes 2 or as a service charge for municipal services |

supplied to such publio housmg projects 2 under and pursuant to any of the

br'provisions of Title 15, Sub—title 2, of the Rev1sed Statutesl and

(b) all properby owned by the Port of New York Authority with b

[ ‘respect to which said Port of New York Authority has entered into an agreement -

11eu of taxes, pursuant to the provisions of section 32:1~1hh et squ 2 of the

.Revised Statutes. - ‘ o : ]
‘ A copy of the tabLe shall be mailed to the -assessor of each district, 1 |

and be posted at the courthouse s at least one week before the hearings prov:.ded‘:

: for in sect:u.on 5h23-18 of this title., ’ ' |
2. This act. shali take effect immediately.
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INTRODUCTCRY STATEMENT

Public housing proaects authorized by fhe various chapters of Title

'15, Subtitle 2, of the Revised Statuxes are specifically exempt from taxatlon,
.. except that payments are permltted t0 be made: to the municipalities in which
they are located in lleu of taxes or as a service charge for munlcnpal ser-
vices supplied to such projects,- Similarly,vR.S. 32:1~1hh, et seq., specifi-
cally'provideéithat to the end that municipalities may_not'suffer un@ue 1oss
of,taxes‘by'réason of the acquisitign and oﬁnership'of'property by the ?ort
of New York Autﬁority, the Authority and such municipalities are authdrized
~ to enter info agfeemeh£s f6r.tha payment, ﬁf’a’fair-and'reasonableféuﬁ or sums'
- annually in coﬁnebtibn withbany marihe or iniahd tefmingl propérty'owned by
the‘Authority)‘notfin excess of the>sﬁm_1ast“paid as taxes upon’sﬁchipropérty
vpriof to the'time of its gcquisition by the‘Authqrity, such sums to be de~
. voted by the muﬁicipalityxto purposeé fo which.taxes may‘be applied, Such

exempt properties are ndt‘inéluded'in'the téble of aggrégétes used by county
boérés in preparing their'equalization tables, with the‘result that, to the
v'exteht of sﬁch omisﬁion, municipalities whiéh db not have such projects with-
in thelr borders are required to pay a proportlonaie share ‘of the county tax :
burden which might otherw1se be allocated to such exempt properties, The pur-
pose of thls b111 is to requlre county boards of taxatlon, only for the pur-
pose of preparing their equalization tables, +0 1nclude such exempt properties

as part of a taxing district?s table of'aggregates.
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TOWNSHIP OF LIVINGSTON
Livingston, Essex County,
New Jersey

January 27, 1958

Essex County Board of Taxation
Hall of Records,

Room 201, '

Newark, New Jersey '

Gentlemen:

I am appearing here today to present the Township of Livingston's
views in regard to the recently released Preliminary Equalization Table for
the current fiscal year, A letter from your offices, dated January 17, 1958,
outlined the proposed equalization table, Subsequent to the receipt of your
notice, our Township has carefully reviewed the total implications of the
Projected Aggregate True Values, This review, included conferences with your
secretary and the senior field representative for the Local Property Tax Bureau,
In addition, we have prepared an analysis of the facts of Essex County taxes,
that should prove interesting to the members of your board and 'the other muni-
clpalltles in Essex County,

y

Our conferences with & member of your staff and the State field repre-
sentative disclosed that the ratio of assessed to true value is based on a two
year average of sales ratios, The facts of these statistics seem to be accurate
and clear, but the results do not represent a system of equity in County taxa-
tion., The ratios prepared by the Local Property Tax Bureau were initially de-
signed for school-aid purposes. It must be noted that two factors are considered
in the formula for state-aid to schools, namely, the number of students and the
relative wealth of the community, It is my considered opinion that state-aid
for schools and county taxes are not similar. Separate formulas for the equali-
zation of county costs should be developed and used. We are not qualified to ' -
discuss school - aid formulas, but we do wish to discuss the distribution of
Essex County taxes,

In preparation for this meeting, we have preparéd a table, which includes
the name of each city or town in Essex County, the population of each community,
the assessed values of each municipality for 1957 and 1958 with the increase or
decrease noted, the ratios of Assessed to True Value for 1957 and 1958 and the-
increase or decrease, the Aggregate True Values for 1957 and 1958 with the in- -
crease or decrease noted, the amount of County taxes for 1957 and 1958 (estimated)
with the increase or decrease noted, -and the percentage of increase in estimated
County taxes; for each commmity, This table discloses the following interesting
facts: :

1, Livingston had the largest single increase in ratables for 1958,
+  totalling $4,220,180.00,

2, The average decrease in the ratio of assessed to true value for all,
but one community was two and a half points., The decrease in Livingston!s
ratio was 6,08 points, It is extremely difficult to understand how the
ratio of our commmity could suffer a ten percent loss in one year, Our
ratio is bound to decrease, but the extent of the decrease should be more.
closely related to the average for other cities and towns in this cownty.

3. The Aggregate True Value for Livingston in 1958 reflects an increase

: of $18,535,887. It must be remembered that our ratables increased by
more than four million, so the true value should reflect a maximum eight
and a half million dollar increase, - The above increase in Aggregate True
Value is the largest single increase in our county. The same table dis-
closes that the City of Newark is to be granted a $109,26L,196 decrease
in Aggregate True Values, In addition, the Aggregate True Values are re-
duced by $3,091,930 for the City of East Orange and $637,03l for the City
of Orange, 'I‘hese facts result in a substantial shift of the County tax
burden, ‘ -
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Essex County board of Taxation ) ‘ . January 27, 1958

i, Estimated county taxes for 1958, based on a rate of 71.5 cents per
one hundred dollars of valuation, discloses varying tax increases for all
cities and towns, except the City of Newark, In the case of the largest city
in our county, we find that Newark will pay an estimated $159,541,00 less in
county taxes in this fiscal year, The percentage increases range from a 6,1
percent in the case of the City of East Orange to an increase of 28,72 percent
for North Caldwell and 27.8 percent for Livingston, This wide range in the
county tax increases and the one decreéase, indicates a decided fajlure in the
present formula for equalization of county. taxes, In our case, the increase in |
comnty taxes will absorb practically all of the anticipated new revenues from
our new ratables, In addition, our total county tax will exceed $825,000,00,
Our municipal budget for 1958 is $1,21L,317,00 -~ a mere $400,000 more than the
above tax bill, This county tax bill will be for a commmity of 21,000 persons,
This is a staggering tax load for the support of county government, Other smal-
ler Essex County communities are faced with similar major increases,

5. The per capita county tax for 1958 ranges from $18,65 in the City of
Orange and $18,73 in the City of Newark to a high of $87.73 in Essex Fells,
Livingston!s per capita figure is $39.52.

One of the recent reports of the State Tax Policy Commission stated that
the purpose of a tax equalization table is to equalize the heavy burden of
county taxes required to operate the county government, The final equalization
table for the County of Essex should fairly distribute the burden of county
taxes, Our Township could never agree to a projection of County taxes, whereby
we pay one-tenth the amount of taxes paid by the City of Newark with a popula-

- tion of LL0,000 persons - twenty times larger than Livingston, In addition,

we could not accept the projection that our aggregate true values are one-tenth
the aggregate true values of Newark., Our Township has no major commercial prop-
erties or no major industrigl areas, similar to those located in Newark and

the larger cities of Essex County. Your records will indicate that .our assessed
values consist of seventy-seven percent of residential properties (single family
homes) and ten percent vacant land, The remaining thirteen percent is commer=-
cial and light industrial ratables,

A careful review of the prepared table of facts indicates that the majority
of the municipalities that completed a revaluation program are burdened with the
larger percentage increases in county taxes in 1958, It does not seem fair or
equitable that those of us, who cooperated in the completion of a revaluation
program should be saddled with the lion's share of the county tax increase, The
cities and towns that have moved slow on a reappraisal of property are now the
beneficiaries in this equalization table,

_ Gentlemen, the Township of Livmgs’t,on is most dissatisfied with the Pre-—
liminary Equalization Table for the current year., We believe that Livingston
and other smaller communities in our county are being asked to assume an unfair
burden in county taxes, We ask that you carefully review the full implications
of your proposed equalization table, before a finaltable.is adopted, An analysis -
of the facts presented will be submitted to assist you in your review,

It seems clear that the whole method of assessing county taxes needs to
be carefully reviewed, May T suggest that your Board study the problem with'’
the Local Property Tax Bureaul I recommend some consideration be given to
equalizing county taxes on the basis of two factors, namely, population and the
relative wealth of a community, This procedure would be fair to all concerned,
and T believe a workable formula can be devised for this' approach. If State
legislation is needed, this Board should exercise leadership in this direction,
. May I point out that the state-aid formula for schools considers two factors,
namely, the number of school children and the relative wealth of a community?
The levying of county taxes must be approached on a realistic and equitable
basis, This is not the case, at the present time, .

In conclusion, I would like to point out that Livingston is the fastest
growing community in Essex County., This growbth has presented many severe finan-
cial problems. This year, our school system experienced a greater increase of
students, than any other system in the county. Our other needs have grown in a
direct proportion, We cannot begin to keep pace with these needs, if county
taxes continually claim all our new revenues, Real Estate taxes in our community
and comparable municipalities in Essex County have reached the confiscatory level,
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Essex County Board of Taxation » Janvary 27, 1958
We look to each of you for equity, fairness, and leadership, as you prepare to
legislate the equalization table for 1958,

Respectfully submitted

Andrew C, Axtell
Mayor
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' TOWNSHIP OF LIVINGSTON
-. Livingstonh, New Jersey:

 January 21, 1989
Essex _’County-: Board of’;.['.axation,"_‘ .
Hall of Records, ”
Room 201, . . :
Newark,' New Jdersey - R
Gentlemen. . » ‘ »
‘ ‘ The conmmities of West Essex appear here today to continue and repeat
-‘its proteet agan.nst the present me'chod of equalizing 1ocal assessed values
for the purpose of distributing County taxes. You will recall that our
' b_':'communities have been greatly concerned about the conti.nuing shift of an - unfai_r
. and unjust County tax burden i‘or a period of’ years. : . -
’ 'l'his past year, our group of oommunities heve been alert to this prob-
_vle'm'. We have conferred wi’rh Dr. Joh.n F Sly, Chairman of the State Tax Policy
Comiesmn H we have reviewed the problem with the Looal Property Tax Bureau,
,'we have discussed the problem at joint meetings; a.nd we have observed, with more
than paseing :mterest s the decisions and judgments of your hcnorable board. 'J.’
' say the 1ease 5. We are concerned because we see no visue,l prooi’ of progress in the
i . direction of correcting an existing :mequity. : .
In preparation i‘or this moming's conference with your board,, we have o
) _:prepared a table ' that pro,jects “the’ impact of the new equallzation ’c.able, ‘
»wh:.oh your board will no doubt promulgate. An examination of this tahle will
isclose ‘the following mfonnation - the name’ and population of eaoh cormnunity
in Essex Gounty, the assessed values of each mun101pality for 1958 and 1959
with the increase or decrease noted, the ratio of assessed Lo True Value: for
_1958 and. 1959 and the increase or decrease, the Aggregate True Value for 1958 and
" .'.’.1959 w:Lth the :anrease or decrease ncted, the amount of County taxes for 1958 and
‘1959 (estimated on predicted .715 tax rate) with the :mcrease or decrease noted, ‘
the percentage tax increase for each community, and the per cap:.ta County tax '
if”or each uty or to,wn,’ The prepared table w111 :Lndicate the i‘ollowing interesting =
 factst I . ‘ |
b‘l.‘, 'l'he ro.tables for all ccmnmnities oi' Essex County inoreased except
: the City of Newark, where a decrease of: $316 700 was recorded. R
! ,7 2, The Aggregate True Values for 1959 :md:.cate increases for all com-
mtmitles. It is mteresting to note, however, that the pro;]ected true

‘values mdicate i'hat the values of all the taxable property in the City
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: Essex County Board of .Taxat::.on L January 21, 1959 o

o of Newark is only nine" t:’unes greater t.han the taxable properby in

o fv_thinkmg on this important-problem.

It was our understanding that the_ revalua-

't.ion programs for all nnm:.c:.palitles: wo"'

tax year. An emm:.nation of the recorcl 5. however, indicates that

ﬁ'rs ider a program. It does not: seem equitable or fair that a porbion of our

.'ignore your requests, : The result appears to be a higher_sli




o total appraisals were higher or 1ower than the present appraisals.' It should

Essex County Board of Taxation January 21 5 1959

Efforts to obtain mfomation on the revaluation program of Newark have
}not proved i‘ruitful. Every conceivable answer is speculated. ) It seems to e
that your honorable board should make every efi‘ort to determme the findings of

: the Jacobs survey, and adv:.se us S accordingly. We should know whether the

[g.

.also be known what the s:.ncere intention of . the City of Newark may be regarding

' the application of the revaluation programo It is our content:.on that you '

. should inmediately proceed to obtain the answers to these quest:.ons. 0

; In the ‘past, year s each’ and every one of us followed the Mutual Benefit case

with ‘great mterest. It is to be regre’ct ed that a private citizen and candidat

'i‘or public office had to bri_ng this case to the attentlon of the Newark officials

) and the county board Several glaring1 problems became apparent in this case. - ‘
First of all 3 it appears that your board sanctions the occupancy of a building, .v s

) prior to October 1, 1959, w1thou:t an added assessment. All of us follow the law

pertaining to added assessments on bui.ldmgs occupied, prior to the first of

Oct.ober in any tax year.‘ No added assessment was made on the Mutual Benef:.t
: building in 1957. Secondly, your board daid apply an extra assessment of $1,588,000
| on the Mutual Benefit building, “but ycu later reduced this assessment by $500 000, -
" We did note a wiee mnority vote of one i.n this case, If~ the news releases ‘are :
correct s it does’ not appear that ‘the’ true value of this structure has been applied | o

‘ to our equalization table, .’

, 'l'he recent drop in the’ assessed values of the City’ of Newark disclosed

B that reductions totalling more than nine million dollars: have been granted by
_ your Board It does not." appear reasorllable that this total of reductions can be

. _b ; justified in an inflated economy.‘ Al]l. too oi‘ten s We' have i‘ound that your Board
has been’ over anxious to grant reductions in assessments , despite the strong
prortests of our 1oca1 assessors. Many so-called real estate experts in our

| county are now operating on- the theor;‘r that an appeal to. the County will result*
in some reduction, regardless of the merits in the case. This is a theory that .
can only be exploded by a firmer position by your honorable Board. The

|

E judgment of the 1oca1 asaessors shouldz certainly deserve more consideration h

3

_than the record indicates. ' = i ; _

‘ Within the near future 5 we hope\' to submit 1egislation to. 'the ‘State,
which will provide for the inclusion of an appraised value for public housing
in the Equalization 'l'.'able of our counties. We feel that public housing units :
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Essex County Board of Taxation January 21, 1959

should share-a fair portion of the County tai costs, We sincerely hope that
we may anticipate your complete cooperation and support in this effort. We'b
- count on you for leadership in this matter, ‘

~ It should be bointed out. that the ‘pevople we représent are greatly annoyed
and distﬁrbed with the present distribution of Coimf;y taxeé. Tt appears to each
of us that your Bbard should%exercisg responsiﬁility. and ieadersﬁip in finding < -
a new formula for distributirig'_ these taxes, The law would cerbainiy permit the |
use of an equitable formula, We cannot begin to argue and disprove a hiéhly
statistical formula of sales ratios It is our contention thaf a careful aﬁalysis
of tﬁe results_ will clearly indicate that the present formula does not _pi‘ovi:de
a good base for the distribution of County taxes, Taxation mst be fair? if it
is to be ‘just, and we should_not 5 for one minuf.e, accept a statistical formula,
as the final answer in County taxation.

In conclusion, I wiéh to clearly state that our position is firm and

we will not rest, until positive steps are taken to rectify an injustice., We
may be branded with names, such as Jefferson Davis ,‘ but names will not deter us
from our course, We will continue to talk and shout about,‘icvou.nty taxes and their
distribution, until we obté.in Justice and satisfaction. You cannot take this
problenm, lightly, '

Respectfully submitted,

“Pavid W, Dowd  Arthur N, Skeels
Mayor Councilman
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' January 22nd, 1960

! Essex County Board of Taxatlon 3
Hall of Records,
Room 201, :
Newark, New Jersey

‘ Gentlemen :

" The Township of Livingston appears here today to cont:.nue and ‘repeat it
protest against the present nethod of equalizing local assessed values for the’
- purpose of distributing County taxes, -You'will recall that our community and )
‘our neighboring commmities in West Essex have expressed great concern over the .-
continumg and unfair shift in the County Tax burden in the last six years.

- In preparation for ‘this morning's conference with your Board, we have pre-
pared a tablé that projects the impact of the new equalization table, which your
honorable -board will probably promulgate. ~An examination of this table, attached

hereto as Exhibit A, will disclose the following information - the name and popula- '

" tion of each community in Essex County, the assessed values of each municipality
for 1959 and 1960 with the increase. or decrease noted, the ratio of assessed to
true value for 1959 and 1960 and the increase or decrease, the aggregate true

- value for 1950 and 1960 with the increase or decrease noted, the amount of County

" Taxes ‘for 1959 (actual) and 1960 (estimated on predicted. .72 tax rate) ‘with the
increase or decrease noted, the percentage tax increase-for each community, and.
the percapita County Tax for each city or town, The prepared table will indi- -
cate the followmg interestlng facts: x E R -

“1." The ratables for all communlties in Fssex Counfy increased Some 6f the
" increases are minor, other increases are’ maJor, and others resul*b from revalua-
tion programs. . . -

h 2 The aggregate true values for 1960 indicate increases for all communi- “

-~ ties,. except a $368,801.00 decrease. for Bloomfield., It must be noted that

Bloonifield is one of the commumnities that has not completed a revaluation pro-
‘gram, It is interesting to note, however, that the projected true values indi- -
cate that the total values of the City of Newark are merely eight times greater
©  than the taxable property. in the Township of Livingston, or five times greater

- than the taxable property in'the Township of Millburn, This is a 'fact that is
most’ difficult to accept, - We have né major commercial or industrial propert.ies

o »comparable to the many. valuable Newark properbies.

3¢ ’[‘he estimated County taxes for 1960, based on a tax rate of 72 cent
per hundred dollars of valuation , discloses varying tax increases for the
communities of Essex Gount.y. .The communities that completed revaluation programs
‘continue to be faced with thé largést percentage iricrease in.County taxes, . Please .
note the percentage. increases. for Caldwell Townshlp (15.77 percent), East Orange
(16.09 percent), Livingston (14.L5 percent), Nutley (11.69 percent), and West
Caldwell (1kh.33 percent). County government, in 1960 will continue to impose an
increasing financial burden on our good people. The County tax bill for Living-
ston in 1960 will be an estimated $1,056,893.00. Does this tax burden appear to
be feasonable for a community of 22' 000 personS‘living in a residentialarea? i

I Y Per capita County tiax costs for 1960 range from a low of $20,60 for the
© City of Orange, to $22,01 for the City of Newark, as compared to $L8,04 for
Liv:mgston. Please note that the per capita County tax for smaller residential

areas are two, three, and four times more than that of the larger cities and towns.

This differential does not, appear reasonable, even ‘though we expect to share a
porblon of the economic ‘and social problens of our 1argest city.

o ’Phe tax lists for 1960 filed wifh your honorable body 1ndicates tha‘h two
municipalities continue to drag fheir ‘feet in completing a revaluation program,

I refer specifically to the Town of Bloomfield and the City of Newark, For more
‘than three years, we have been assured that the revaluation programs would be
completed in time for the succeeding tax year, Each year, new excuses and reasons
are cited by ‘rhe above 'communities for the failure to complete and file revalua-
tion programs. It does not seem fair nor equ:.ta‘ple that the great majority of
our Essex County commum‘cles should cooperate. in.this program, while others will
- consistently ignore your requests. The resilt: for the cooperative communi’c.1es
) appears to .be a higher shce of County Tax paymeni's. - '
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To date, the status of the Newark revaluation:program appears to.be a real,
mystery. Each of us have heard a great deal of speculation concerning this
_project. It seems to me that your honorable body should take whatever steps
may be necessary to obtain the results of the Newark program, and advise us,
accordingly. We should definitely know the  sincere intentions of the City of
Newark relative to the application. of the revaluation program. 'The answer should
be an irrevocable -commitment. A report from your Board to each municipality in
Essex County on this matter would certainly be a fair and forward step on our
cooperative: efforts. May T -suggest that the report be released within thirty
days? ‘

In addition to the above comments, I would suggest intensified efforts by
your Board to obtain legislation to permit the inclusion of a value for income -
producing public housing or Port of New York Authority properties in the Annual
Tax Equalization Table, It seems fair and reasonable that tax exempt property,
which produces income for a municipality, should be included in the County's
equalization table for the purpose of distributing County taxes, With the in-

creasing growth of the scope and use of public authorities to accomplish private . - -

and public objectives, it seems reasonable that .a portion of this municipal
revenue (payments in lieu of taxes) be used to underwrite the costs of 'County
government.. While many of our Lssex County municipalities are working hard on
this problem, we need the unqualified support of this honorable body.

In conclusion, I w1sh to relterate our repeated statement that we are most
willing to shoulder our fair share of the County tax burden for the development
and operation of Essex County. The present County tax distribution, however,
is at confiscatory levels for our residential communities. We will continue to
be alert and vigilant in this obvious 1nequity'1n dlstrlbutlug the taxes for
the operatlon of Essex County.‘ :

William H, Clark
Mayor
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o oo 0w January 25, 1961

,Essex County'loard of Taxation ,
Hall of Records

.~ Room 201 :

- Newark, New Jersey

,Gentlemens :
S The Township of Livingeton appears here today to continue and repeat _
4ts. pretest against your present method of equalizing local assessed values
for the purpose of. distributing County taxea. This will be the fourth con-
" secutive year that we ‘have appeared. before this Board to express our objec-
tions to your methods ‘and procedures, It is with great regret that we note
no progress in our efforts to impress you with our confiscatory County tax
‘levels, From the outset, we wish to make it perfectly clear that our com-
~ munity stands responsible for a fair share of the social and economic prob-
~ ‘lems of other Essex County municipalities. It must be understood, however,
zthat we cannot continue to bear.the present tax burden without impairing o
‘the development and growth of our community., Our ‘people cennot continue to-
take the tax 1evels you impose. . R PR ;

After five yeare ‘or more of waiting, it is interesting to note that the
Town of lloomfield and the City of Newark have: finally complied with the re-
“valuation order of ‘your Board, The preliminary equalization table released
by your Board indicates that the assesszed valuations for Bloomfield have in-
creased by $42,439,600,00, while the assessed valuations for Newark have in-
creased by $l9,795 800,00,  Normally, these increases would be a source of
_encouragement.  An analysis of the preliminary: equalization table, however,
discloses further shifts in the burden of County taxes. The example of our
Township's County Tax burden for this tax year will serve to illustrate the
plight of most, if not. all, of the suburban communities, Our County Tax in-
crease for 1961 will be an estimated $206, 794.18 - this increase does not.
include a required addition of $22,477.00 for the required Reserve For Un-
collected Taxes to cover this increaee. In other words, we must raise a
~total of $229,271.18 in new tax moniee for County purposes, Our percentage
‘increase in County taxes will be tuenty percent - it is our understanding
that the County budget has increaeed by ten to twelve percent,. Our percent-
- age increase serves to point up the 'shift of taxee'that your equalization
' methode are coneiatently responeible for.v .

- To deecribe thie problem in. another way, let us briefly 1ook atoLiv- L
~ingston's 1961 tax problem, Our increase in assessed values total $L,286,550, 00.
 On the basis of a projected 1961 tax rate of $6.L5, we will realize $276 182,48
‘",in new tax moniee., !our diutribution of the County Tax burden will immediately
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‘take $229,271.18 for County purposes. This leaves the meager balance of

" $L7,211. 30 to meet the balance of our total community needs. These" needs in-'
clude our schools, our. roads, our public safety services, our sewers, and all - -
other local services that are necessary for a rapidly growing community, Can .
this board not recognize. the seriousness of this tax problem for Livingston v»g'7_:;
~and many other Essex County communities? : L , NSST T

: Today, we musf again refer to the assessed values for. the City of Newark
v Last Fall, the Director of Finance for ‘the largesr city in Essex- County indi-
cated the increase in ratables for 1961 would be thirty—nine million dollars. -
A recent. newspaper release and the preliminary. equalization table indicates a
nineteen million dollar increase. It :would be interesting t.0. know how twenty-~‘”

million dollars of- the projected increase has vanished. We are concerned about!f5t‘

this factor because of the simple fact that - twenty-six cents of our tax dollar.jg
is for County taxes, while twelve and one half cents of Newafk's tax ‘dollar. is '
necessary for the same purpose. This disparity is of the greatest concem. If
each of you obgectively analyze the, equalization- table, you willlogically con=
clude that the total .true value of all taxable properfy in the City of Newark-

1s only eight times greater than the similar values in Liv1ngston.v This conclupilfl‘

sion would be yours, despife the fact that we have no major commercial or indus-‘h
trial. developments. We do, however, have nearly 6,000 single family homes. We

cite these relative facts, so that we might somehow, and in some way, impress St

‘your Board w1th the severlty'of fhis problem.;huq,t,v

This protest of fhe prellminary'equalizafion table has been unanimously
authorized by the members of our. governing body. We feel certain ‘that, our:
plight is typical of many other communities in. Essex County, and. particularly o
- West Eassex. This protest. cerfainly speaks for these other  municipalities, Our -

heavily mortgaged home-owners cannot. continue to carry the- confiscatory level offj':,
County taxes, which in 1961 will amount, . to nearly. $220.00 per home, -You need to -
lend us your hand and your help to relieve us from this tax burden, Our alert-.

ness and vigilance will continue unabated until an outrageous ineqoity*in taxa-f"av
‘tion is corrected _ ‘ »

?-‘RespectfulinSubmitted,‘e_f

John E Duetsch
: Mayor
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. Hall of Records -
;Room 2/]

_'Eaaex County . Boaru oi‘ '.!‘axat‘ﬂ.tmt

iNewark 2, New Jerscy i, :

: _Attentiox-u r. 1acly'n Goldma.n, President.
,‘-i‘jGentlemem & | : [

R Within mcent weeks, we have noticed with great 1ntereat
“the sale of the Rayriond Commerce Building, located at 1172-82

* Raymond Boulevard, tc a New York real estate investment firm.,
S=0f particular interest wes the news release which indicated that

- the city of Newark owns the land occupied by this building. The

‘news article indicated that the city receives an annual rental o
- .of $95,000,00 per year for the land,  Would you please advise me
’ '«’conceming the authorizing leg:l.alntion to permit this arrangement?

" We would be particularly interested in kmowing vhether or not the

,_*'-'authorizing legislation permita the exclusion of a true velue of
~ this land from the equalization table for our county. Any inform- -
~ation you ean- fomrd to us in regard to this matter will greatly
... assist us: 1n our continuing otudy of the distr:lbut!m of County
- ,tcxea. ' , ‘ _
Iour cooporation in thin r‘natter un be grut].y lpmciatod.

‘ Sinbeﬁly y_onru ,

' ’_";B‘.obertfﬂ. Harp - :
- Township Manager.
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Gmup Sells
lw su*apu*
: Raymond - Gomm'c‘l:cei

in Package Realty
Transaction

e o s ]
The  35-story Raxmond(nm;
“merre Building at 117282 Ray-
“mond Blvd. has been sold lo the
" Jurman-Wolfson Co., New York’
_real estate ‘investment [irm, as.
‘part ‘of a package dedl m»ol\m"'
"%15.8 nullion. )

The deal also m(rluclcrl ‘“,'“
“office buildings in Clucago and,
can edible oil refinery in Demson
"Texas, .

;f Sellers were he Consolulam'l.
2iDearborn Corp. of Chicago and,
fiik subsidiary, . the I‘aymond ;

*’Commerce “orp.

In acquiring the Newmk slw
« scraper, Furman-Wolfson gets a -
“ibuilding- due to revert .to city
“ownership in the year 2003 The
?cily owns the land involved. !
i Lease Terms o

Under a lease arrangement!
with Newark, full city property;
taxes are levied on the building.:
Fhe city does not tax the land,’
;wemn'- instead $95.0000 a vear
irental. It will become . $11)0()l)

c;a year in 1973 - .

i Starting in 1978, the charge for-
‘the land will. become 5 per cent
of the appraised value of the
land, plus taxes as if the land
were privalely owned.

The lease for the land was sup- .
posed to expire in 1978 but a 2.
year extension was authorized lv
City Council in 1955.

. The Raymond-Commerce Build-
‘Ing, second largest office buxldmg
iin Newark, has 295,000 squ.ne feet”
of aentable space.
- Other Properties

The buyer,. Furman-Wolfson,
owns several buildings in Chicago.
Its acquisitions there in the cur- ’
rent deal are the 22-story Jackson- i
Franklin Building and the former|
Socony-Mobile Building. The re-|:
Jfinery plant in Texas is under|
Ilease to Safeway Stores, Inc.

L. J. Sheridan Mand Co. ‘of Chi-
icago was.broker in the deal, with|
Moms Furman of New York rep:
resenting the buyvers and Earl
Ross o{ Chicago the sellers.
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sté in Cztys @@@é& ‘
Is Lowest in. Cmmiy

Costs of Government

Municlpallb'
Newark
Belleville .
Bloomfield
Caldwell Berough
Caldwell Township
Cedar Grove:
East Orange

. Essex Fells
Glen Ridge

. Irvington

; Livingston

. Maplewood
Millburn

© Montclair

* North Caldwell

i Nutley

« Orange
Roscland
Nouth Orange
Veponag
Wt alduell
RO ange

1958
$88,220.368
5,002,449
8,437,611
1,374,260
749.101
1,625.764
11,846,47.
746,297
1 700 $42

H:I 24
4.732,101

5,235,872

91...!.]50
13,927

3,780,237
2,282,625

,126,323
7.522.341

1962

$105,00.502

6,501,038
10,575,431
1,941,310
1,320,578
2772898
15,605,755

11,386,795
1,215,316
35,854,742
6,470,631

912,024
4.853.843

3,207,592

2,429,220
10,360,620

Increase !

19.10% !

27.66
25.34
41.26
.29
70.56
374
10.94
30.73
21.52
55.53
31.69
4.2
24.67
88.73
28.46
2431
64.06
28.40
40.52
70.31
.73

Less Than 20%;
in5 Years

Newark has had a lower per-
icentage of increase in total costs
of government over the last five
vears than any of the 21 other|
Amumclpautles in Essex County,
iaccording to an analysis issued
,vesterdav by City Clerk Harry S.
i Reichenstein.

The report, prepared annually
‘by Reichenstein, showed that New-
-ark spent $88,220.368 for all gov-
‘ernmental costs in 1858 and 8105,
l070.502 this year—an overall .in-
icrease of 19.1 per cent durlng
(he five-year period:
¢ The figures for the 21 olho
. municipalities range from - the

I
|
i
'

next Jowest, 21.52 per cent for
‘Irvingion, to a mgh of 88.73 p(‘ll
,cent for North Caldwell.
[ The report was compiled by
‘Raymond D. Howell, chief ac-
ycountant in the city clerk’s of-
fice. Howell is a certified public
accountant and a registered muni-
cipal . accountant. :
“Splendid Balance Sheet”
“On  a comparative - basis.":
Reichenstein said, “‘the .city ofi
Newark has a splendid balance:
shv(-l that is a credit to its gov-|
‘errment and a proof of Steady’
“and continuing progress in form-
l-and function.” .
~ Even the 191 per cent flg-
- ure for Newark. Reichenstain
‘(lmsl:_xr«l. does not rveflect prop-'
~erly the fact that the cily has
:ito pay for many governmental.
|functions and services. such as a}
I municipal hospital, which most;
‘|of the other communities do not:
“'have.

“Dollars and Cents
1 The comparison was based on
y'the actual dollars-and-cents cost!
- of government,. Reichenstein ex|
::plained, because that is the only
“accurate barometer,
Tax rates cannol be used. he:
added. because of differences m'
- ‘tax ratables and assessment ra-.
‘Itios. He pointed out, for exam-
‘iple, that some municipalities had.
x!re»aluauon programs, which pro-:
.duced drops in the tax rales,
’Iwhl!e the amount of money | rmsed
‘Iby taxation increased.
| “The. analysis also gives a com-|
‘parative breakdown on expendi-
tures for municipal government
itself, school purposes and county
tax cmrdhuuom
Newark’s increase In’ general

municipal appropriations gver the|: .

‘five-year period was' 1552 per|
.cent, fourth-lowest in the county.
'The other communities ranged'
ifrom a Iow of 10.8 per cent for’

Nutley to a high of of 5.9
for West Caldwell, »98 Wi ode
- Reichenstein *sgid that “much
:‘ “flewark s increuse in the- gen.
Appropriations oate, i8]
iattributable to'the moderfu“::uonl
of worktng hours ‘for our police,
re and: heulth departments and
gl»nml pérodnnel wosking con-

95

8chool Costs |

On school tax costs, the report
shows that Newark's five-year in-
cresse of 31.87 per cent is the
third-lowest in Easex County. The
range is from 17.19 per cemt for
Orange and 20.39 per cent for
Irvington to highs of 04.84 per

rcent for Cedar Grove snd 03,5 per

cent for Roaeland.
The county tax cosl figures show|

[that Newark and Bloomfield, nach
‘with 39.30 per cent increansy since

1088, have had the lowdst n
wson. Relchonsiedn addes -
“The couty tax wbadule proves

U el Aol Dt o

e gngle Secapest shae o e
Coniiycost-ol govermnemt ($L.-

(670,912 this vear out of a tual

of $35,843,013), it has been th.m,ed'

the-lowest percentage of increase| .
of ‘any of the other' Essex mu.|

nlclpall“os "o
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COMMISSIONERS

ESSEX COUNTY BOARD OF TAXATION

’ HALL OF. RECORDS ROOM 201
NIWA_RKZ N. J.

FRANCIS A, BYRNE, PnnlDzNT

MAX DRiILL
JoskPH L. MAGRINO
MAURICE SCHAPIRA

MACLYN S. GOLDMAN -

June 5 1961

Mr, Robert H, Harp _
Township Manager .-
Municipal Building e
Livingston, New Jersey

Dear Mr, . Harp*

| "JOSEPH BOLIMINE
S SECREYARY o

Your letter or May 17th has been reoeived and was
_ discuased by the Board ‘ _ _ T

Again, the matter which you sot forth in your

letter is one governed by Statutory Enactments

(Skth-2.3 and Shl-2,12).

Howover, the Board has requested an opinion from
the Attorney General on these sections, and as
soon as they are received, we wi dvise you,
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Esssx COUNTY BOARD oF TAXATION S
= HALL OF Rsconos ROOM 201 o
S N:w;mxz N J. .‘ R

o Joum sounm:
- ucnn/uw :

COMMII‘IONERS

FnAncu A. BYRNE PRmID:NT o ) . o Lo R . ] K R S
Jos:pHL MAGRINO * ="~ T : I FSARERN 7 . Sl S L T o
MAURICE BCHAPIRA - S .
MACLYN 8. GQLbM’AN G e

September 6, 1961

.[Mr. Robert H. Harp
Township Manager
‘Municipal Bullding S
*Livingston, New Jersey '

- :Dear Mr Harp° "
R hnclosed is a copy oi the Opinion we

'-treceived from the Attorney General, together with a

'”ﬁfcopy of the 1etter that the Board has transmitted

’l_.to the Director or Revenue of the City of Newark..-!vfjef‘fﬂfif.
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C L No° 3‘6_5. .
: FORMAL OPINION 1961 - No,‘25 : SoEne s

" The Essex County Board of Taxatlon has asked our oplnlon as to the taxa—
bility of land owned by a munlclpallty and leased by the munlclpallty to a ...
non-exempt person, corporation or other entlty,, In the. example glven land: of -
considerable value has been leased on a- long-term basis to a business corpora= .. .
tion. A building, constructed on the land, 1s used for bus1ness purposes under
‘the control and management of the lessee. s ; -

~ Jamouneau v. ‘Division of Tax Appeals 2 N. J 325 (1949) dealt w1th land:
owned by the Clty of Newark and leased to the C-0-Two. Fire Equipment Company,
On this site was erected a bulldlng by ‘and at the cost of ‘the: tenant,; C=0. Two,
Fire Equipment Company., The' building was actlvely used by the tenant for its
‘own commercial purposes. The Newark Tax Assessor's list showed an assessment
of the personal property on ‘the premises agalnst the: tenant and showed an assess-
ment value of the land at $42,900 and of the bulldlng at $250,000. Although
the land and bu11d1ng were assessed they were ¢arried in the name of the Clty v
‘of Newark as ‘owner and were not taxed The lease between the:City  of Newark and
the tenant was made in. 1941 at an annual rental of $5,000 for a term of. 50 years
and gave the tenant an option ‘to. purchase the’ c1ty s fee at any tlme durlng the
term for a flxed conslderatlon° L g :

The Supreme ‘Court held ‘that the use of the property was excluslvely prlvate
and commercial and that-there was no present ‘public use nor ‘any prospect of a.
future public use within the terms of the lease, although the lease’ provided
,that the building erected on ‘the premises would become a part of the freehold
estate of the landlord. The court held that such a provision was: not.a conclu=- .
.sive barrier agalnst taxation, The lease ‘also provided. that the City would pay:
‘taxes upon the 1mprovements to be erected by the tenant. The court held that .
‘the undertaking by the City to pay taxes did not give the bulldlng a tax exempt
;status, nor did it relieve the Assessor from the duty to make an. assessment for -
the purpose of taxatlon, : : B AT

The court clearly held in 2 N J, at 332 that both the 1and and the bulld-.ﬂ;
1ngs were taxable since they were- not ‘used for publlc purposes" w1th1n the mean=-
.ing of the tax exemption provided.in R.S. 54:4-3,3, 'The court held ‘that public
‘use as well as public ownershlp were redquired as condltlons of ‘exemption from. . .

taxation and that '"the receipt of rentals from a: prlvate lessee does not trans=\
form a prlvate use into a public use.™ 2 N J. at 333 . S

Jamouneau v, Local Governmerit" Board "6 N.J. 281 (1951) dealt with real '
property leased by the City of Newark to a non-exempt: owner for a term of 50 S
years commencing January 1, 1929, ‘The lessee was required to construct a flre~ S
proof building on the premises and to keep the building in good repair.- The .
lease further provided that the bulldlng should be deemed to be attached . :
the freehold and the land and bulldlng would both be surrendered to the. lessor at
the expiration or other termination of the léase. The lessee agreed to pay a -
fixed rent for the land’ plus ‘as additional rent, all taxes 'upon the buildings: .
and 1mprovements upon sald property", ‘but not - "Taxes on the ground." 6 N.,J. at 285
The bulldlng in questlon is located at Commerce ‘Street. and Raymond . Boulevard in.
the City of Newark. The Raymond-Commerce Corporation was the successor in 1n=7
terest ‘to the orlglnal lessee and was the lessee at the time of . the Jamouneau case,

The Jamouneau case arose out of an effort by the Raymond-Commerce Corporatlon
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C L No 365

,,toipurchase the land and cancel the lease. The actual transfer was prevented _
“by the court on the ground that the City would not receive a fair: conslderatlon
1n-the transaction for the property sold and the rights surrendered., Howevefr, . .
- in the decision the court passed upon’ the questlon of: llablllty for the payment
<of_taxes "on the land as- dlstlngulshed from: bulldlngs and 1mprovements "6 N, J.-;u~.
‘at 291, The court noted that: '"The land is not in publlc use and therefore is'" - -
-taxable *kkk In 6 N.J, at 291 the court sald as follows.l R v A

"A questlon is ralsed about llablllty for the payment of taxes on the -
 land as dlstlngulshed from buildings and improvements. . We construe.
‘the lease to mean that during the term thereof the’ lessee. shall not
- . be:called: upon ‘to pay the land tax,_ The land is not in publlc use ..
~-and therefore is taxable, Jamouneau v, Division of Tax Appeals., J;v
- 20N, J, 325 (1949), but the obllgatlon upon ‘the munlclpal owner . =
-Qﬂgto pay -the land tax out of its land rental is not unreasonable, -
~‘is not an excess1ve part of the receipts from the use of the land
f_and, in our opinion, is not an unlawful incident., It is not, as
a2 ;_,appellant appears to contend, a grant of tax exemptlon. “It is a
o retention of the tax: obllgatlon as a burden on the owner to be met -
"7 from the annual rent charges and is not within the appllcatlon of
- Whipple v, Teaneck Township, 135 N.J.L. 345 (S. & A,1946), There
'1s nothing novel -about the. obllgatlon of a mun1c1pallty to pay taxes
‘ on property owned by it and not devoted to & publlc use. Newark v,
' Township of Clinton, 49 N.J.L. 370 (Sup.Ct, '1887); City of Perth ..
. . Amboy v, Barker, 74 N.J.L. 127 Sup. Ct. 1906); EsseX Co, Park Com-
- mission v, State Board, 129 NlJ L. 336 (Sup. Ct, 1943) - To the ex=
- tent that a yearly tax on’ the. 1and ‘would result in & reduced net "
.- income from rental, 1t lessens the worth of the lease as’. an. asset
. to the clty ¥ okokn . ! : : : : :

oo “Where ‘such ‘a lease prov1des‘that the munlclpallty w1ll pay taxes lev1ed
'r.upon land and buildings, the levying of municipal ‘taxes which are then pald T
-out of. rentals from the property does not alter the net: return to the city onﬁ
the lease. . However, by taxing the'land ‘and. bulldlngs, the: assessments become

- part of the - aggregate of ‘assessments of the munlclpallty for the’ purpose of
-allocatlng county taxes.- See Passaic v, Passaic County Board of Taxation, = - .
31 N, J, 413 (1960),  Thus, it would be unfair. to other. municipalities sharlng :
the county tax burden not to assess ‘municipally owned ‘land whlch becomes v :
taxable when leased and used for prlvate purposes,, : . . =

S You also have ‘asked- whether the prov1slons of L. 1949 Co 177 N J S. A

-1 X 4-2 3 et seg. -are appllcable to/ the leases under dlscuss:.on° The act in
‘question provides- for the taxing of leasehold estates and appurtenances as the
_property of the lessee of real estate when the real estate is exempt from taxa-
tion and is leased to a non= exemptlentlty "the leaslng of which does not make
the real estate taxable * * *N,J.S.A. 54z be 2,3, An example of a lease within .
the purview of this section is a lease of land owned by the Federal: Government

-~ which'is tax- ‘exempt - ‘the leas1ng of which to'a nonuexempt entlty for: nonepubllc e

_ ‘purposes nevettheless ‘does not: make the land, as| such, taxable.  In such a case,
“the leasehold estate of the nonmexempt entlty would be taxable and would be R
"assessed as real estate" N J 8. A 54 42, 3. y = e S

’ L 1949, Co 177 ls not appllcable to land owned by a mnnlclpallty and leased |

to a non-exempt entity, The: 1eas1ng in that case, as stated above, does make the
‘land taxable, "The act is otherwise made: lnappllcable by’ the- express prOVleon in
N.J.S.A. 5# 42, 12(2).v Thls sectlon spec1flcally excludes from the appllcatlon




" of the act leasehold estates of persons 1ea81ng real property owned by any
munlclpallty.b S : .

. - Under the. circumstances we adv1se you that land owned by a munlclpalltyi
whlch is leased to a non-tax-exempt entity and not used for public purposes. P
should be assessed and taxed regardless of the prov151ons in the lease which

determine whether the taxes are to be pald by the munlclpal lessor or by the?-
tenant.: . o : .




ESSEX COUNTY BOARD OF TAXATION
HALL OF RECORDS ROOM 201 B N
A‘NEWARKZ N J

COMMISSIONERS -0 e T T JOBEPH SOLIMINE

anctsA BYRNE Pnasunsm S 'S8ECRETARY
1AX DRILL : : :

OSEPH L. MAGRINO
1AURICE SCHAPIRA

|ACL4YNS ?L)I. DMANV,‘ ' L s v sgptamMr 6‘1961 . F _‘ -

e ")u‘eotor of- Revenue
.. Division of Aasos mnts
. City Hall . e _
'-_'.(,Howo.rk 2. n‘ow Jersey . )

| Hy dear Direotorx

e T em enoloeing herowj.th a oopy ‘of Fomal Opinion 1961 -
- No, 25 by the Attorney General involving the tmbility
‘of land owned by a munieipality and leased by the e
~© municipality to a. non-oxompb poraon, corporation or ,
' ;otbar cntity.‘ LT T , , '

- In view of tho opinion. thw &aard mggeata thnt arrango- .
~ ments be taken to include the verious parcels of land-

-~ affected by this opinion on the Tax Rolls in such a way

" that they will be reflected at least in ths Table of '

ST ,Equalized Vuluauions ror t.he county or Esaox ror t.he

| ,Vcsry truly y?um,”

- |Joseph &)lmim. socrotary L
vEsuox county Bonrd or 'rmuon

RN 10 R



Statistical data annexed to Statement
of the New Jersey Citizens Highway

Committee,
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" Cal:l.fornia. C

In 19116 Ca.l:lfomia 8 mubor-mel tax waa three centn per ga.llon a.nd :

B passenger car regiatmtion tee m $3 00. , A 19h6 higmmy needs and finance

atudy shawed needs or an a,ooo m:lle Sta.te hishway aystem or $1 5 bi].l:lon.
' In 19137 the motor fuel tax rate was boost'ed to 1!- 5 centa per ge.llon and '

registraticn tees increaaed aubstantia.uy A second needs study in 1950
| I.’revealed needa of a 11,300 mileu Sbnte syatem to be $3 O billion.f In 1950,

| the motor-mel tax was still h 5 cents per gallon but passenger ca.r regis- .

i ,f vtration feea were $6 per vghicle,, o e , :  _ T

| : By 1952, a.nother needs study of 8 12,100 mne State freeway syatem
shoved total needs of 3. h billion. In 1953 the morbor-mel ‘tax. r@te vas
o kraised to aix cents per m,lon but fegiutration*tees remained unchanged.v__

o | In 1959 another evalna.tion of the St;ate highway needs reaulted ini | |
a needs astimate of a 1.2, SO-mile :l‘reway aystem totaling $1o 5 bi].lion ; )

: ', 'and other Sbate h.i@we.y needa of $0 9 biuion.

o In 1959 the motor-mel to.x remained at six cents per gallon (one o

cent more Ior diesal fuel) but regiatration fees for passenger cars were_

$8 per year. o

| By successive increases 1n the higmmy uaer-ta.x rates, the State has d

| w'been able to kee'p abmast of tho 1ncreased dmnand for highw facilities. e :

. v’,Alao, by use of toll bridge revemue bond issuesl, severa.l mJor crossings )
L Vof the Bay in the San Fra.ncisco«-toaklmd complex have been conatmcted. SN

w o



o Epecia.l aress:

| lowm Migwmy Neels - J960-980

~ Towa's present road and strest systems by level of goverment

Primnry roe.d

. Secondary roa&

- Fam to market
Local secondury

'rotal aecondary

o State H:lghvey Camission
county Boards of Bupervisors B

'!atal rura.l

- if.Incorporated cities and townl. DR ST T
Primary mad extenzions (Btate hi@mm cmissmn

e L - City or town councua)

Btraeta e e City or tmm councila

'notal incorporated. ‘ : : :

(State park road
Inmtitutional mad)

s Grand total

Boa:ﬂ or cmuion m

VThe need.s raporl;edA are bascd on the tollowing systm reemendations T
.  1 Sta.te primary road syctem should. be limited by legislation to
| »'A'a,hoo niles, mml and urban R B
Y Esta'blishment ot a 2,000»1:113 rrem;y syntem vithin the Sta.te

s prim«uar romi aysten, :l.noluding 1nterstate, althcugh 500 mi].es e.re

: not pmposed for conpletion by 1980 =

3 Grant the cqmission mn. reaponsibility for pmuy roads’in

: mmicipalities. ; j;' »_ f.'«".if-‘i E e

u Dinposit:l.on or 1,900 nuea or ,exieung Bto.te pj’ ary

o ‘PI‘OVM& llainlr 1oca1 servic.e. ,1_-‘ A

| 1ou




re te‘ ” campe.re as t‘ollcrws-

 catonap ponios

10~year o




‘, '.Road and street expenditures 1n 1959 wer° as follawa. |

Sta.te ’$llo million» O et TR

CMmietpal 0 9milben .
County AR U .88 million e
 Total ‘f 'f"'i'T'y,".:“'$2ho million’;‘;ff*»*’

‘ v‘v.ﬁfRelated to revenues, needs for the 20-year period nmou.nt to about |
_$250 minion (including municipﬂ.l debt service) v‘hile 1960 revenues amounted R
- Vto $220 million and estmated 1961-1980 average revenues of $258 million -
: if the preaent cax structure ia nat chs.nged. , i'ae average a.nmxal deficit
' »iwill be about $22 million.w;. {7"” f_ e : L o
| Several a.‘l.ternatives m available 1n 'bala.ncing mquimen’cs against
mnds'.' Umr and property tax rates can be mised, long tem borrowing
ca.n be utilized; proposed. pmgrams ce.n be cur‘bailed- or sme cmbination
7mmummmmm ,,:  .,-   S
| ' ‘I'he engineerlng atudy recamendad that State higxwaya be divided 1nto

two clansiﬁ.cationv‘ Prima.ry mds e.nd Loca.l sewice roadsa: (lhe twenty year, |

".;ueeas of these combined syﬂtems were: reported to total more than $2. 3 billion.-'*

jRevenuea frm Federal aid, two cents of ga.soline ta.x, a.nd ha percent of all

' "ather uaer revenues ’ a.re expeebed to produce only about $2 2 billion 1n the

1961.1980 period, 1eav1ng a net deﬁcit of $111& million, or $) 7 million s

' ;;iper year. . If the B‘bate highway system in Iowa 15 to be supported from

i j highway uaer taxea and Fedoral w.id, 1t becomes o‘wious that scme ad,justment

vli" required in the present use tax s.llocution fomula. f
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‘me &ngimermg Mmdy mcwmends that the county mda be divrxd.ed

' 1nto thme clamiﬁcatiomm county tmnk, Qmut:? f%ﬂm‘a amd cgunty lﬁm

;_]'mc totu.l tnmnty yaar mwﬂn of thene ayabemd wre rerporwd to b@ %M& m:l.lion,

L 1 469!0 million,, ami %]9 millim, mapeetiv&ly,d i‘esr & 0mbimd tmm.l cf $P,l‘5"{

R "{.million- v Rewxmam frv:m aounty pmerw tmwﬂ fm“ ram purjrmma at curmn‘h

o mtes iy a,nd a caﬁtim&tion oi’ ‘mm 50 percent ,,a.ll cafian of bhe Rmui Uzw il'

:."{ : l“und to the amxx‘l‘aieﬂ y aah 'bm mtpecmd w pm&uw unly $ 'LDO million in faim

v-,naxt 'bvenrby yeam, le:avm@; a total d@fiait of ‘E&"ﬂ' mil:l.ion. '!“he coun'bies .f}i-f S

h&lf aa much m aﬁdimanal' mwzme ms the ﬂtate ~if

s

jfi"then, wil.l meﬁ atxm

o _}jthe_.,pm_mnt user allocation fommla is mtaimdl'

All Btmetg in urban umau, exeept the extcsmiom oif‘ Stm’ce higmmys 3 f .
have beem mf‘em& t,o ns &1ty nmd twu utmp’ts, *tm“b Mmtorom there has
‘ :‘. beem no ﬂtatutory clawsiﬁ cation 01' them The engimerimg ntuély mcmmmnﬁs

A.f',‘bhat ‘hherse stme‘bs ’tm divwetl into t:em mgsific&tiom. - Cit.y arberim. fmct

:""‘f"City access. : Th& twenty y&ar nwdxs of thexae strwta ma mporbeed 'c.o h«a .

about $1 1 hillion, mcclusive ot’ an emimabed Ma millwn mquired t.o p&y

o _.}the inwrest on. stmg&; dﬂ“% already innurmd. | Rwanuw frm urbaua pmgwrty

R dsficitn cm the ’mnim af t;he pmwnt dia: iributiou of his umrtaxrevanum 7 ?-

i
a
.,,j.\_. .
|
|
1
i
5
\




| v"'jg_for tha shmng of user revemms»,among the govemmental Jurisdictiona w

R l,:_tions. Hov nmch of thismhm ahuuld be mocated to each of the two levela

: gram vhich a.ffects every individual':' ‘very businese, and»every 1ndustry in

Hhile a continuation of the current level ot higmay uaer ta.'xatio ., B £ T

: ,vill pmvide aufﬁciem; reveme to nuppnrti'th Sbate syatm

o _will not hecome avauable to the State without an e.d,justment of the fomn.la

the Sbate requima an additiona,l $111&"m11110n over the twenty yea :program

'period it will ha.w to retain 55 parcent of all of the uner .mposts it 1eviea

' ?:lea.ving only ks pement to be ahured with the eounty a.nd. municipu.l Jurisdic-

'of govement, to each of the five road and stmet systans, and to each of

| tha mm than a thmaa.nd un.tts of mrmnent 1n Im requirea cwparisons -

.*"jlof needs, benetits, nnd tmvel., B o I A |
o 'L'nere is no popular method of misina revanuea to finance the operationa_f--__,m:"_';_
"'i'-of goverment and no conmnient way of ma.king up the deficit to meet highvay

'y,:_needs. 'mera “ no untapped Naerrvoir Of public monies availe.ble for BPendins:b o

'there is no pat fomla for pmviding each level of govemment vith all of

the mnds n needs Local and specisl interes'bs cannot be substituted for . iR

‘ 'the general public 1nterest 1n the impleman‘cation of a road and street pro- o

Perhnpa tha most presuing pmblenn facing Iama. B legislators 15 the ’
’equit.a‘ule distribution of mmr :m.ndu amang t.he neveral govermnenta.l Juris- : :" E

dietione which aham ths responsibility fur Iowa s axtensive network of

| xhimg' roads, and "tmet"’ T.inis Wllfl&/ has intmduced needB, travel,., S




“and beneﬁt factors to guidﬂ tlm Genem.l. Aasembly 1n making detamina,tiom -‘"

, ‘which h:lstorical]y vere dﬂpendent upon uustm, pmsaure groupa, a;nd. -

convenience. o

; | “An equal]y d.irficult pmblem f.o solve is l:hat oi‘ pmviding i‘zmdn

to overccme the dafieit between higlnmy needs and pmjected ravenues li

it is the Jud@ent ot the Legisl.ature tha.t the genera.l public responaﬁbility

i for the extensive system of 1oca.1 rural roads 15 not being met, the smoport
- of county roadn from Stabe general mnda mquires‘ 1ncreases in geberal f\md
brevennes. If the dﬂﬁcit 13 dztemined to be an a‘mtting pmperty responsi-
| bility, the elimination of the agrimxltuml reanIs on gasoline taxes would

"‘provide a rewomble nev source of road mvenueé.: 'meae refunds, which

' uccrue primarily to the dimct beneﬁciaries of loca.l mml rouda, \muld
average a.bout $18 million anmany durmg the 1961-1980 pmgram period |

and mpmsent about 20 percent of gross total motor-mel tax mceipts.

| Only o other States in the nntion have higher mmnd or exemption ratios.

It must also be mcog;nized. that vhile higlnmy users ‘are meeting

‘their cost reaponsibil;tty nnder the existing useq tex atructure, it is t.héy

~who will be:nefi‘tvmost fmm an adﬂqub.te 'ne'{iwdrk of-f- highuaya, and’thfey there-

fore may be mquired to m:a.ko an even amater tax effort. u,ntil the bucklog
: ‘ | v
of road daficieneien 18 overcome, 5

Other ].egialative action shuuld 1nclude thb contimmtion of the’ two
tmnporary one cent masoline ta.xas, the elimination of tamporary ullocationn;

from the Road Use 'I'ax Fund, the repeal of legislntion contrad.ictory to a :
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new Road Use Tex Fund allocation formulae, end the adoption of administrative
controls necessary to assuxre effective'uéelbf‘foaﬂ'dnd street revenues by

the State, the counties, and the municipalities.
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. Motor vehicle -

i

Michigan study .
of Highway Needs 1960-1980
Completed in 1961

o Michigan s population, vehicles, and travellg}i ﬂﬂ  o

" Population
registrations 3. 3 million

Anmual motor vehicle C :
_ travel S o 33 bil}ion :

" Bighway needs 1960-1980:
. State trunklines -
County roads -
_ City streets

" Estimated réféﬁueﬁvand”réceipté
from existing sources 1960-1980:

State highway user taxes & feeé'

' PFederal-sid allotments

‘"1  Local general funds. & taxeé '_.T

o Total -
. Lesa amount earmarked for
debt servies , R
Net recelpts available-
for highways .

7;8? nillion 122 millien

' 5.6 .‘miv.vllid_.n |

.'5;53 billion o

S

v-ﬁ,ghg million
L 884 million = -

o $1,200 million

' $9,03 million'@

933 million;

Bt Percent
»_g«increase

CosT

'_:,9153,"* L

45,25 million
' $2,127 million =

| $11,(:)1Fl million o

‘,$'8,1,oo mllion

Averagn annmal expenditures and receipts- 3

(Million dollars)v

Catch«up peribd |

5 Completion period

19114980 |

’Program expenditureslxg ‘f
. Estimated receipts =
’.1Aﬁﬂ1tional revenue needed

65
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b-‘:':hi&hway needs
g line systmn. Legislation alao conferred a_imilar expande: bonding authorit."

“,hich %5 million have been repaid.

- f-"or 1ncreaaen 1in ,_vser taxes,’ or both,

S first lO-year neecls. i

Fiscal study a.nd recommendations nc»t yet cmpleted.

In 1957 the Sta.te Highway COemiasioner 8 boncung authority va

o expanded to pemit larger borrovings for c nstructiont on the State tmnk-- e

| local unit participation, has since lc) 1, 4

'lb meet;the 1nd1cated»pmgram of ,improvements additional _.borroving

'may be required te eet‘at least the




- fallows- e

BN _;,:t'-ffthe Loast counties

L ""«-f»’these funds were pledged.. o

2

Repeml legi slation req_ !

Repaal legml pmvi

Sr.ate to ""a'sume the obligations fox‘ which

' allocatiug port:i

,ing sharing of )

B

gas tax revenues vith

b of Gountres!

» counties' share of the .




tw

9
LRevenue from reassigned current aources L 737 B 63

' Revenu@ including additional taxes- _2/ SRR 82’.% : x n.6 .-
' Surplus or deficit; v v » . -

- Table 2. -~ Annua.l a.veragas .- 20 years
R ’ (Million dollam) .

gl

\Ji
A\,
NE ©

Progrem cost _/ ':»';'; o e e
Debt serviee . oo b kT
Total cost . o = 82,9 T

e
o
F

Deficit u T ,'f - SR

\o]f L

Y ngram coat ad.justed by the highway finance st.udy starf, averages

$2.5 million less than shown in the engineering study.

g/ Increase of l-cent in the gas tax mte, dedicﬁted for Btate highways

o1



| should o.ld higmmys para.llel to the Im:e’:rte"cad;@b “ys‘beum ‘oe mtained on the

K 'modifieations. » .

a,_‘_:{'"‘faignxficance of the needa of the S‘bnte highway system,

' “under 'preaent law for State highways.  ~ S

:,;f1M1asissipp1 State HighWay-Needa RO
o wesE o

v Alternatlve programs am preaen’aed basad (a) upon cartain 'Buipulatibna.,>
;‘.of mileuge extent on the Btate higmmy systems, zmd »(b) thme dlfferent,‘- .
e catch-up periods - 10, 15 and 20 ye ars. - :_‘_:_:,v:':. o L

.-_'_.]i-»,the present deaignated Sl;ate highway system ovem"_'

f;"the hacklog ofﬁ conatmction needs be overcmne? s '___

"»:»"for deaignated existing ucn~3:hate maintained highways Juattfied? And,

»"'1:‘;.""'State highway 5ystem? Thene xsmd other considemtmns am discuased "togef.h r'i .

»with alternate pmgrams in the eventuality of the adoption ot‘ anyvof these“ RS

'l'he St.ate highway systam wam gimn 8 Mmibatzion of 8 600 milea by

:”,”"191;9 legislation.,i'&xbaequant legislatiw. actions have resultad in,the RS

'fgfadaition of about 2, ooo miles to. the ayatem Aﬂding to this reaponsibility

vare State mtes parallel to the Inters‘cate routes on nw locat-ions. . ‘I'he - o

constituted unde-r : threew

: -““.‘different proposals, is 1llustmted in the f.‘ollmring tabulation.ﬁ_ Ccsmparisons

'*,]-iare of 8 20-year cutch~up pmgmm, giving pmgmx[n w&ts and Mtimated revenues

. }‘ »

o .



[3]

>

w2
Tuble L. -- Annual aversges -- 20 years
(Million dollars)

’Jw“1kss&ﬁﬁtion R
A B G
7Programﬂco§ts,; : 01? ‘;.*;;,}“;J;~Q_ f‘f‘ 7w80.7'g . 68.9 - 61.8
‘Debt serviece , o PO b.?"; LY A h.7
Total costs ‘85.4 - 73.6 66.5
'Project revenue from present sources 61.3 - 61, 3 61.3
Indicated annual defjcib R 24,1 -12 3 =5.2

A -~ State highway system as presently assigned. System 1ength

,12,111 miles.

B ~~ Now Stateqmaintained, partislly State maintalned, stub end
and parallel State highways returned to counties and cities. GSystem

~length 8,466 miles.

C -- State highway‘system reduced, State~aid and arteriai street
systems expanded. System length 6,500 miles.i
» Recommendations to the legialature include & mileage limitaticn
of 6,500 miles on the State highway system, redesignation of the Statew
aid systemvand;a mileage limitation forlit,,and coordingtion of any
systembclassificatién with an eQu;tablg fiscal pian, smong others.

© The Highway Finance report-to the Legislative Highway'Planniﬁg‘

: Ccmmittee cites a number of background findings contributing to the :

‘financial hardships of the State higuway department. &mcng them were

observations concerning the inequity of earmarking a portion of the States

.motor-fuel tax to certain coast counties, the proeeeds of which are con-
- Blderably 1n excess of the obligations-for which'theae'funda~are\egrmarked; e

~ the low per capita recéipts and disburséments for Missiasippi'ﬁtatﬂ highways;

and failure to increase the gasoline tax in the past 12 years (the prusent

rate in effect since 1950 16 7 centﬂ per gullon)
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Report and Tables appended to Statement
of Alfred Brady, Mayor, City of Bayonne,
Hudson County, as presented to the Com-

mission by Nathan Zinader, Legal Analyst.
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_R'e‘.p o r:t,.q.f_v‘.f-"‘s'»t'uc_l_-;y. m ade: -td _v’d eterm i'n_e.:‘ Qe

the inequities in the apportionment .

of county expenses among the munici= -

. p,fé"l,i ties caus ed by :_tllh*e' exclusion of « .

Groée Recéipts Tax VValuation's (from

vColumn 11 of the "Table of Aggregates g

‘for the County" )

#***_###‘*******#ﬂ***#*****,##**v#v.

 STUDY BEGAN NOVEMBER 1959
ALFRED BRADY
Mayor. C1ty of Bayorme

WILLIAM C‘.ONNORS
Comptroller.

NATHAN ZINADER
‘Legal Analyst..
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The Clty of Ba.yonne, 7w1th> other c1t1es.

"fpeople. busmess and indus in Bayonne

.._four fa.:r share of County.expe

has been paymg an unuaually

»ﬂ_l:{high share of the Hudson County expenses for many years ' For 1959 our

‘ Th18 amount, nearly $1 00 in our tax

1“

S .»’f,Weehawken

&, West ,New York

All above c1t1es hav

: 'a.rd paat county

unty budget& i

paxd $123 000 00 more than

Eo]



t®

i)

“unfair apportionment of their county taxes,

[ pornonate share of the County expense based on the valuatzon of tbat pt0pe'

wou

B Other comm;ﬁhitie:sv»' it.roughout New Jer sey are similarly affected by the e

| f-Thc f’aié-c;g :thaf? gev.*aai- the néQ‘sit;es ar

‘of tract*On, street ra11way, gao s,nd elertrlc compames assessed unaer bhep,. o

32 of thls t1t1e (54 32 1 et aeq)

Thﬁc vah.auons so repc rtec‘ W ere 1nc1uded 1*1 the county tax base on whlch

the :m‘.‘u’ty tai:es. w'e’re .'a’Pz’goxf‘tiohed..",Under; ‘thi's 'pla'n a;ny' taxing jd»i_stric:t hawin'g

w1thm its Jumsdlctmn any uuhty pr0perty w*s requ1red to ac sumn 1ts 1,1-0-3"___' =

/,

In 1940 (R S. 54 31-45) an Act for the Taxatmn of the Gross Recelpts of

Street Rallway, Tractxon, Gas and Electnc, L1g,ht, Heat, and P0wer Corporz -"v '

tlons. etc._ was ad0pted by thn Lemalature prov1d1ng a complete sche*’ne and

, 'rnethod for the taxa.tmn of the above corporatmns and supercsded Sectlons o

54 31-1 to 54 32 '7 of the Revmed Statutes 1nc1us1ve amd Chap 8 of the Laws of
1938

Th: valuztions of the properiy owned by companies ii the, above categorics

were no longer included in the crunty tax base znd the municipalities no lavger

R

cempelled to pay as a’.'shar'-é of the eounty expe‘nSe a‘ny of the money_’i_'e'cevi'ved'

froin the Gross Receipts Tax,

The inequities created by the omission of the Gross Receipts valuations from
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. the county tax base ‘have”g'row‘n‘ from 1938,@0 the present and now involve
* valuations arriounfi?;_g to $419, million dollars,

"_They_;arijourit's'.‘rgc_eived by Hudson County municipalities from t,h"e____'G‘,rée!s :

‘f“_3-_. 

- apportioned are given in Table 2.

. Table 2.

 Taxing District =

Bfa)‘ronn.e“ g

o ""anat Newark

| Guttenberg
r:_fiHarrzaon St

‘ : Hoboken

o _Jersey C1ty

- Kea rny

 North Bergen

-~ Secaucus -

Y Ijnion Cify' L

v Weeha.wken

- _..West New York -

‘The computation of the share of county tax which a c1ty_ pays starter-with' o

Amt of Groae

Rece:.pts Tax

‘received "in
heu cf tax"

i $7138.6oz.

55133_ ?7ﬂ

9,9,

1,020,969,

se00n.

 Lo3te0.
i  2.149,105; 3¥

} 45,109;

98,284,

25,716,

76, 915.

. .$5,832,251.
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_ Rgcéiptd ',‘I‘-a.,x”_in 1959 and ‘thg_:cbv:reepondi’ng_ #élﬁétioné Q!i_\ Wthh the tax was

&

: Valﬁatzo‘n of Peréoh'al S

Prope rty on which -

E the tax is a.ppor-'
'_ t1oned '

$ 2, 133 823
80, 9417'"

| 155,127,;,'f

15,861,545,

2,3§4,2§6{ ”
29;9i2;927{ : -
33,338{435.
| 2.616,887
606,000,
1,557,668,
411 204;'

l 203 825..

$90 322 728
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' the determinaticn

1n 'Hu‘ds‘oin County Bayonne , by>wa}>r of explanat:;on; i hs‘t‘s‘an' bequahzed value
R o£$245 6987,', 66'  , nty tax for 1959 is presen
‘ “ ’ T The ratm formev_
L coﬁnty amobunt‘s to 13 1620%.» thn thxs percem»:ég‘e 1s apblzea to the tota.l |
amount of ménc.y to“bbe;alsed by t#*cé.tmn for county puﬁ;oses 1?: glvés

’_’Bayonne s share before 1t 18 rn cufxed by statutury ad‘]ustmunts
S ':'Pubhc Serv1Ce Compames in Bayonne

7‘$z47 832 689 for Bayonne.

B '-would be 12 6636%. Thcre 1s a dtfferg.nce of O 4984% betw‘ e

of Column

-Statutory adjustrnenta are then made tu determme the actual amount of money

~wh1ch tbe c1ty pays to the cc,unty

Table 3 shows how these amounts are determmed for the taxmg d1str1c~s e

by h:.s amoun o d1v1de | by‘ $1, 866,

If we 1nclude thc $2 133 823 va.lua.tmn of the personal pr0perty owned by”‘".'

'v'l‘ch the $245 698 866 defmed above, TR

- _-we get a new equahzed value m Cc{" mn 11 County Ahstract of Ra.tablea}of

Re;@cza.t"ng-" hi

o122



F é’\‘ris.e‘a'fai?tic"}s. |

) 'apphed to the extremely h1gh county ta : budoet,

i $123' 687 based on 1959 county requlrements, :

B ?;; _;‘BaYonne w111 pay abOUt $‘ 23 687 less to tne CO

The Countles of Hudson,

EBSex Union, Mer

AL _;'.:‘and Mlddlesex

T Jﬂhave;,b,e‘en» .com“plété& t'o‘ a‘at’e :ar;a are :sui;'-mméa’h"

A study has also been completed showmg the

Thzs 1s ,only a fract1on of one percent but when 1t 15

the‘ money_ tit }:;ep»rfe 's‘ en‘t’_si-iis

H; the lnequlty 13 co rrect d e

-y

unty than-» ‘”j;do,e's -‘now; .

Cer, Hunte 'don, - Camde

evewith,

cha'rigé "i-n*c-oun,ty ,tag»;alg_-,

s Column 11 The.aétual‘v,recéi'p»ts& regei.ired W'er”e

. ",a,saumed assessmenta by the apphcatmn of the 1

,‘ere:' added to thc- equa.hzed valu“'

:portlonment ca.used by consldemng both the money recelved from the Fran
—h1se Tax and Gross Rece1pts Tax to make thum“s

converted into putative ox

ocal tax rate. The assumed




u

[ ]

Y

)

“was f"ofr'r‘n‘e rlylncluded mthe County Ta.x Base R

county wherein certain communities receive such a large sum of money each

It 15 recommended that R S 54' 4- 52 shou vd,:be amended to 1nc1ude m » -

county taxes are apportmned (Columnl l,Abstract ofhata.ble

No reasonable explanatlon has been advanced that w111 excuse the S

' continua.n‘ce 'of;_'thisunfair-prac,tice.7 The personal pr0perty owned by the

Pubhc Serv1ce Ut111ty (for exa.rnple) 18 smmlar to that owned by Telephone._-_:

- Utihties,ah,‘d o.thervpriva’t’e ind!is'tifiesvw'bich 'ie ipo’loded;.;pi;’the v'cou_n.ty .tax_,

L

~apportionment base. With additions it is the same personal property that

R

' No accepted philosophy of taxation provides for a situation withina

- vear because of the :"Utilsit{iee' " pe rson"avl‘_ P"r‘l“?b? rty bemglo cated within thexr o

- «districts and not be required to bear their fair share of county expense on

“the basis of this source of revenue. -




ffTAXING DISTRICT ___Apportioned . _ 1859
'LBAYONNE ~¢v;f' 245 698 sssj,Jf‘;

‘ffHARPISON e 7
fHOBoKEN x"‘,f-_< 105,008, 1esl_;f'
’fnmmycny '
'foNORTH BEPGEN :
;?;SECA00052 ” 2
'foNIon CITY
’,»mEST NEW;goRKQJ,,f7 é7,9$137o4 §f

 EAST NEVARK
"fGUTTENBERG'b

o -:Equalized Value on "
; ~:5-which County Tax
‘ is mow nl. :.Tax Paid

fress Amt. vore

15.1620
6 414 598ﬁ 3436

_¢714 640, 4163,

Amt. Less

71 '745 88

750,650,879

":f'.226,561,526¥n .

58,314,536




" YSSEX COUNTY

L EVILLE
BLOOKE LELD

CALDWELL BORO. -

CALDWELL TWNSP.
GEDLR GROVE
EAST CRAJGE
ESSEX FELLS
¢LIN RIDGE
TRVIZGTON
LIVISGSTON. -
{*APLEWOOD

1 ILT:URN

HONTCLAIR

- WEdaRY

NORTH CALDWELL BORO
AN : -

“NUTLEY

L4UALIZED VALUE % COUNTY

 GROSS NEW E4UALIZED . _
O WHIC: COUNTY ~TAX PAID  RECEIPTS  VALUE IWCLUDI4G ° N&¥ j B ‘
TAX IS NOW ™ VALUATIONS  GRO3S RECELFTS ~ COWTY % - %

APPGRTTIONED 1959 11960 VALUATIONS TEX SOEE  LESS
158,469,443 24,0792 1,716,668 160,186,111 4.0562 ... .0230
247,573,342 6.3720 2,389,026 249,962,375 6.3205  .e.. L0234
38,356,671 .9874 603, 475 | 35,960,146 L9365 .ee.. L0009
31,623,050 .£140 199,475 31,822,525 8088 ..... L0082
59, 600, 692 1.5342 599,165 €0,195,857  1.5244  .....  .0098
275,852,556 7.1009 2,842,604 278,695,222 7.0570  cee.. L0439
23,119,344 5951 195, €75 23,315,069 5904  .....  .0047
50,191,905 - 1.2920 377,205 50,569,110 1.2805  ...i. L0115
211,446, 634 5.4430 2,330,359 215,776,993 5.4132 ..... - .0298
132,666,188 3.4150 2,110,819 134,777,007 3.4128  .....  .0022
151,322,471 5.8953 1,147,778 152,470,244 3.6608  ..... .0335
201,094,996  5.1997. 1,873,207 203,568,203 5.1623  ..... .0374
229,450, 679 5.9064 2,571,997 232,022, 675 5.8752  ..... 0312
1,308,227,337  33.6751 34,076,945  1,312,304,280  35.9895 L3132  .....
20,011,189 .7468 241,79¢ 29,252,965 7407 .....  .0061
137,875,570 3.5491 1,419,274 139,294,864  3.5272 ..., 0219

. .

KgOUNT
_LORE
PR
e
cenae
ces oo
ceees

sesoce

84,922,

esecs

%

ApJUNT
IESS
e

6,236,

11,768,

C 244,
2,223,
2, 657.

11,903,
1,274.

3,118,
8,080..

597.

=a
O4ce

[¢}]

9,

10,141. .

8,460,

1,654.

5,938,
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.ESSEX COUNTY

(continued)

ORANGE

ROSELLND BORO,

" "SOUTH ORAIGE YILLLGE
VELGCHL

WEST C.LDWELL BORO.

WAEST CRINGE

TOTLLS

COUNTY TiX APPORTIONED 4.vvevesececccncacacannesscee & 27,114,239,

EQUALIZED VALUE % COUNTY

GROSS

NE® EQUALIZED

ON WHICH COUNTY TAX PAID  RECEIPTS VALUE INCLUDING NEW % ,

TAX IS NOW v VALUATIONS  GROSS BECEIPTS COUNTY % TOUNT AMOUNT

LPPORTTONED 1959 1960 VALUATIONS TEX & EORE LESS FORE LESS

115,897,351  2.9834 2,146,043 118,043,394  2.9890  .C056 creen 1,518. ceeee

19,975,849  .5142 1,355,808 21,332, 657 5402 L0260 een 7,050. Cieds
115,374,179 2.9699 1,590,906 116,965,085 2;ééi7 eee. L0082 ceeee 2,223,
75,726,508 1.8978 694,713 74,421,021  1.8845  ..... .0132 ceees 3,606,
| 46,089,863  1.1864 519,768 6,609,631  1.1802 eue.. .0062 ceene 1,681,
226,893,676  5.8406 3,452,455 230,346,133  £.8327  a.e.. L0078 ceeen 2.142,
99.9994% $54,456,241 3,949,195, 554 100,0001% .3448% .53441%  §93,490. $93,299.

% 3,884,739,313
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_:UNION COUNTY 1960 GROSS

RECEIPTS VALUATIONS PLUS - 1959 = DATA

EQUALIZED VALUE & COUNTY

GROSS

1960.-

Py N‘W EQUALIZED
RECEIPTS‘ v

VALUATIONSE .

B GROSS RECEIPTS]f_

S YALUE -
INCLUDING

,,’v‘NEW'%§f  .
 COUNTY .
~fz MDRE % LESS

TAX -

COUNTY TAX

_KPPORTIONED - $8,481,74o;1_7

FACTOR. 555164114

AMOUNT
_LESS:

AMOUNT
MORE

126,621,204,
- 368,403,658,
2'2139a?§?ééso‘=

13 5567

| vfi 75617
g}a15.5701
"“.{1;899;f

82,816,617,
96,107,300,
o1, 550,119.”
180,103, 700.’5
330,327, 546.

"197 767, 359.J}
1,379,485,

" 3os8es
'””summrr

‘ ‘UNION TOWNSHIP
 WESTFIELD

- 6.5208

"~ .0500

4 69951[

f .4451-'_

. o2.1508 78
mi7zas 2,167,
’”3a4;34g7j’1.‘_
3,086
C1.9149
sl ety
L 346, 031;;1§.g
3,961, 307.

;]3*5112}.

11,9762
7.1702

‘363,218,

2,402,601,

. 1,210,984,

04,227,

e 756, 464,;j?
f;¢€7§,486.
1,234,983,
10,273, 080, "
286,888,
\?v j169,5a4i’

747 175..

69,468,506,3
83,256,759,
Pr%;;oaase,avv,:
378,677,638,
40,144,248,
24, 538,657;“7
::T,144 893,779,
- 48,928,187
'V»}401,192 €24,
| 52,835,645,
1;ﬁ759,561,§95;f
215,507, 630.
120, 950, 805.
84, 641,943 .
53, 179, 835,
97,112,182,
92,676,150, -

184, 065,007.

352,730,147,
198,978,343
- 1,403,712

1.4258

- 7.0670
0499 "

2.2675
2.9570
46415
15.4495 €

s
5.1461
’1“73781_3;
14, 2489 .
1. 8765‘{551
12,1184
7.6541 -
4.2957
'Ks.ooszij‘
1.8888
 3 4491

3.2015
65373
11.8174

~,55.02395 s
L0870
’;ﬁszo fi
BT L R
o120
» © 0720 : :
om0

L .0226 . .
L0185
. .0807
L0470

.0354

L0261
- .,0353
Lo

.1588
21032
50001

- 1,637,

~o= 7 3,005,
; ;_:_;.'__'2;214,
- -1- T
e 1,671

8'

,'; 2,027,
L 3,158.'
441,

"fff C 018,
6,107

‘ 'aWINFIELD TOWNSHIP
. TOTAL

e : $'2 758,195,940,

100, QQOI% @57 403, 829.. “‘2,815,599,769.

100.0001%

. T789%

.77897 3 66 064.

$ 66,065,

e e o
LT e,
e emesl
T 3986

Y 7~ N



LERCER CCTNTY ; _ ' ,
ZED VALUE 7% COUNTY  GROSS NEW ZRUALIZED ‘
5 Y QUSTY TAX PAID RECEIPTS  VALUE LICLUDING :

TAX I8 X . IN  VALUATIONS GROSS RECEIPTS # -5 AMOUNT =~ AMOUNT

APPORTIONED 1959 1980 VALTLTIONS ¥ORE ~ LESS KORE LESS
11,816,103 1.0592 165,031 11,981,134 1,052  ,.... L0030 L.... - 184,
119,016,690 10.8692 1,686,186 12C,702,376 10.5410  ..... .0282 v 1,733,

226,863,808 .. 20.3371 - 4,797,828~ - - 231,651,835 20.422C 50858 "  iv..s 5,272, a iy

18,640,488 1.4917 344,061, 16,984,543  1.4573  .0C56 . a.... 344, ...
7,647,085 L6855 64,611 7,711,668 LB7O8 ..., L0057 ..., 350,
29,352,590 3.5277 461,755 39,814,346  3.5100 e L0177 ceee. 1,088,
73,710,519 6.6077 1,043,209 74,755,828  €.5902  ueens L5 eeeee 1,075,
11,795,750 1.0575 71,443 11,866,192 10262  ..... L0112 s 686,
87,352,085 6.0384 26,908 66,187,993  3.0113  ..... 0271 e 1,665.
21,111,563 7.2712 540,702 81,652,265 7.1983  ..... 0729 ceeee 4,479,

5,857,344 . 7940 154,322 ¢,021,866°  .7983  .COL3 coens E0.  .....

5557 WINDSOR THESP. 36,257,108 3.2484 669.623 33,926,724 Z,2554 = .0070 ceeee o 430 Jee.
YREFTOS 415,107,459  37.2121 7,946,422 423,053,911 37.2958 L0837  ..... 5,143, cenee
TOTALS % 1,115,518,590  99.9997%4 13,804,208  ¢1,134,320,798 ©0.9998% .1834.% .1833% $11,269. 11,262,

COUNTY TAY APPORTIONII .......;...,..........t...,. % 6,144,655, ‘ | R .
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- HUNTERDON COUNTY

ALEXANDRIA TWNSP

BETALEHE: TWNSP
BLOOKSBURG BORO
GOLIFON. BORO
CLINTON TOWN
CLTNTON TWNSP
DELAWARE THNSP
EAST [IWELL TWNSP
FLEETHGTON BORO

, FRL&KﬂiN‘TNﬁSP

| PRENGHTOWN BORO
GLEN GAKDHER BCR
HAWPTON BORO
HIGH BRIDGE BORO
HOLLAND THNSP

" KINGWOOD THNSP.

LAMBERTVILLE CITY

NEW EQUALIZED -

130

"BJUALIZED VALUE %4 COUNTY . GROSS
ON WHICH GOUNTY T4X PAID RECEIPTS VALUE INCLUDING NEW % .
TAX IS NOW IN VALUATIONS  GROSS RECEIPTS COUNTY % . AMOUNT AMOUNT
ALPPORTIONED 1959 1960 VALUATIONS TiX - MORE  LESS iORE LESS
6,759, 668 2.2084 197,906 6,957,574 2.2676 ..., <0308  .ouse 285.A
6,220,009 2.1149 311,379 6,551?388' ©.2.,1287 L0138 ..... 127 “eeves
3,105,571 1.0559 18,922 3,124,493 1.0183 ..eeee L0376 euens 345.
3,329,800 1.1322 | 22,850 ‘ 3,352,650f 1.0927 ceeee. 40395 ..., 363,
6,250,518 . 2,1253 39,210 6,289,728 2.0299 ...eu. L0754 aennn 693,
'18,594,372 6.3225 - 255,308 18,849, 680 6.1434 ceeeee L1791 ...l 1,645,
15,404,882 5.2380" 218,517 o 15,623,399 5.0919 ...... L1461  ..... 1,342,
14,980,341 5.0936 164,150 15,144,491 4.9358 ....c. L1578 ... 1,450,
17,649,855' 6.0013 258,111 ;ﬁ,goﬁ,944 5.8365 s.eece 41648 ..., 1,514,
10, 426,501 3.5452 "114,025 10,540;529' 344353 ceaecq .1099 cases ‘1,016; 
‘5,497;061 _1.8691._ 36,522 5,533,583 1.8041 .ev.ss | .0650 cevee 597,
1,623,123 .5519 30,186 ©1,653,309 05388 ....0s  JOLBL L.l 120,
2,713;458' .9226 34,216 2,747,654 8953 uier.  WOB1L ..., 286.
9,165,429 3.1164 67,420 19,232,849 B.009L “eveowe  W1O7B  aese: 986.
20,188,096 6.5644 8,155,279 28,343,375 9.2375 2.3751  ..... 21,799 cesee
10,577,042 55964 ,v142,955 10,719,997 3.4938 . ..i. #1026 . 942,
9,820,160 3.3391 170,568 9,990,728 3,256l .aece. 20830 ... 762.
. ‘



* HUNTERDON COUNTY =~ R X R SRR ERE _
L EQﬂALIZED VALUE ;.%‘COUNTY‘ GROSS - KEW EQHALIZED ' o ,

e 'ON WHICH COUNTY  TAX PAID RECEIPTS . . VALUE INCLUDING . NEW % IR j Lo

L (continued)"»‘;_--, COUTAX IS NOW . U IN - VALUATTOWS  GROSS. RECEIPTS - COUNTY " % =~ " % e AMOUNT  AMOUNT -
AR ‘ - - _APPORTIONED _ * - 1959 _ . 1960 : VnLULTIONS {;gvmaxwi MORE LESS g MORE: "3‘ LESS

LEBANEN BORO 4,320,800 - 29,409 :’

LENANEN TWNSP '? '“55;[3”-'[ 13,044 156 4.4353 " 088,606 14 032, 852 . .: 4.5735 1382 veees 1,276, el

MILFORD. BORO uw;;m;j;;im;mwﬂ__ll 041, vgoéﬁgﬂ .7544 29, 431__”W11,071 221;_H“____3 6085___,..,.,w__m.1451,;#A4;%;,;v;___w1 ,342.

RARITAN TWNSP R ¢":_;' 52 193'356__ 10, 9462 ':.-J,496 248 5; 32 689 584 .v ".1o,e54Q ".4g., ' .2922H,-;@.,..1_.»:"2 684mjv

'=:READINGTON TWNSP S e 35 428,127 L*-»12 0465vv ":'392 718 5’55 ezo 845 : ,W-.11;5745j.:;;;$;.A.j»;5718:' v,;;_; s, 415.f

. STOCKTON TWNSP :"”_ ”ﬁl’“;f,, 1 594 o715 .4741[ 19, 335 'f; 1,413,610 L4607 xesex L0154 ..., 123.1

bTEwKSBURY vasp R 15, 352 418‘_?vv 5.2202 j‘249,916>:~ ;5,602,534___"’ 15,0850, .. Ca1852 e 1,242s

‘”fUNION TWNSP »“’~.'”[iﬂ?_ﬁf.tl{ 7, 363 167 2. 5036.'.V."103,185f 7,466,354, 2,433 “..e.e L0702 wiie. 685,

. WEST nMWELL TNSP Ll 11 655, ose;f,;, .9650 . 185,139 11,838,185 . 3.8582  i.ses . <1048 .ieee 963,

'A TOTALS PO r$294,0985959s4}i 99.9995%j5$12,729,606{i$3os,sze;575»t | 100.0004% < 2.5251% 2.5282% $23,196. $23,224.

© COUNTY TAX APPORTIONED..eiser.iosoesensnsesssesnsnses $ 918,508, =

131
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~ CLMDEN COUNTY

LUDOBON. BORO- -~

LUDOBON PLRK BRRO

' BARRINGTON BORO -
 BELLMAWR BORO
- BERLIN' BORO
BERLIN TWNSP
. BROOXLAWN BoRo 
CAMDEN" CITY
CHESILHURST BORO
CLELENTON BORO
COLLINGSWOOD -
DELAWARE TWHSP
GIBBSBORO BORO
GLOUCESTER CITY
GLOUCESTER TWNSP
HADDON TWNSP
HLDDONFIELD BORO

EQUALIZED VALUE % COUNTY

80, 676,138

_ GROSS NEW EQUALIZED :
ON WHICH COUNTY  TaX PAID RECEIPTS  VALUE INCLUDING NEW % .
ThX IS NOW CIN VALLUATIONS GROSS RECEIPTS COUNTY & % LMOUNT LHOUNT
LPPORTIONED 1959 1960 VALULTIONS . ThX 1ORE LESS 1ORE LESS
36,974,336 2,7854 632,474 . 37,606,810 2.7848 cesse 0008 coese 51,
- 1,450,757 +1092 18,166 ‘1,468,923  © .1088 cees 0004 cevee 34,
26,003,519 . 1.9590 323,387 26,326,906 1.9495 eeiee .0095 Ceeeaee 805,
31,119,141 2,344 414,177 31,533,318  2.3350 ;;.;; .0094 ssses 797,
12,027,212 ~.9061 - 261,504 12,288,716 1.9100 .0039 cevee 331, .;;Q‘
7,472,401 . .5629 110,820 7,583,221 .5615 ceve. 0014 ceves 119.
7,372,562 .5554 104,281 7,476,883 .5537 ceees .0017 ceens 144,
330,917,643 24.9296 8,176,345 339,093,988 25.1100 - .1804 ceves 15,290, ..Q.;N
914,220 .06e9 30,987 - 845,207 L0700 L0011  ..... 93. el eeam
11,914,525 8976 263,960 12,178,485 1.9018  .0042 ceeee 356, veses
'67,111,250 5.0558 737,967. 67,849,217 5.0242 evee 0316 PR - 2,678,
168,758,066 12.7133 1,919,056 170,677,122 12.6387  ..... .0746 ceses 6,323,
7,249,360 .5461 91,409 7,340,769 5436 censo .0025 ceees 212,
‘47,136,573 3.5510 811,811 147,948,184 3.5506 seve .0004 cieas 34,
542,505,124 3.2020 | 855,387 43,358,511 3.2107 .0087 R 737. cesee
71,999, 368 5.4240 859, 610 72,858,978 5.3952 ceene .0288 cecee 2,441,
. 80,028, 453 6.0269 647,685 5.9741 ceeee «0548  .ue.e 4,645,



o

f(z)
= ChMDEN COUNTY

’ (continued)

HLDDON HEIGHTS”'”

HI VHLL“ BORO

" BQUALIZED VALUE -
ON WHICE COUNTY .
S TRX TS NOW

% COUNTY -
TAX PLID

b

_GROSS

" 'RECEIPTS
- VALUATIONS -

NEW EQUALIZED
VALUE INCLUDING

GROSS.-RECEIPTS

NEW %
COUNTY -

%J(,

Lo

AMOUNT

LMOUNT

APBORTIONED‘

57 984 821 o

1959

2.8616

1960 .

20,629

711,504

VALUATIONS

' 38,696,325

1,373,205 ¢

 2.8655

J1007

MORE.

.0039 -

esessee

'LESS

.0002 "

~31L.UREL SPRINGS

© LiWNSIDE BORO ~
 LTNDENWAID BORO
‘h“GVOLIu BORO
MERCELNTVILLE -

"fmT,vuPﬁB#Im.::-"

‘04KLYN BORO =
‘PENNSﬁUK;J
PINE'HILL BORO -

| PINE ViLLEY BORO .
'RUNNESELDE BORO

- SUNMERDALE BORO
' STR.TFORD BORO

" TAVISTOCH BORO

TWVSP'

",~1 352, 666,'¢f-
6,579, 77512

| 5,234,061 -

L 1e, 603,638

j:?i,ll 479,635
'._,15,231,12§
. 16,9771430
17, 042, oso

133,147,772

;»7,676,114"“
_ 15209 628

| 24 726, 551

: 1&,595 252

13,225,933
481,218

4806 .
' i.2508
lyl474ﬁ

. 1.2790 -
. 1.2839

10,0306

ui; .0911;i
1. 8628"
'1,0997f ‘

9964 -

L0363

:5161917
3943

8648

© 184,653

267,689

179,953
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17,233,990
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7,820,461
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13,423,906
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6,460,438 -

24, 996 708

4784
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CAMDEN COUN'IY

_— ‘FQUALIZED ViLUE % COUNTY - .~ GROSS ' NEW EQUALIZED .
'continued) " e ON WHICH COUNTY . TAX .PAID' g "RECEIPTS -+ VALUE INCLUSING ~NEW % - S : .

. v o UTAX IS NOW o IN . VALULTIONS = GROSS RECEIPTS . COUNTY —~ % .- ~ & " LMOUNT - 7. [MOUNT
- APPORTIONED - " . -1959 = . . . 1960 . VALUI;’I‘,IONS . TiX - MORE  LESS - _MORE. ~ _LESS =

| VOORHEES TWNSP . - 12,603,578 *.92195;‘:’ © 7 1sgmz ‘1"»12 762,690 ' 29451 Jiies w0044 asees U BTEL
WATERFORD  THNSP 11,515,058 L8673 183,475 11,696,511 © L8661 .ase. L0012 weee. 1024

g NSLow ‘IW:'NSP Sl 21 253 956 1. Je0le | 560,896 21»,824,-852}73’."1;616'1" 0142 hii.e 1,204 Cieeas
'. V‘v:'.‘,WOODLY’\INE BORO o T, 728 357 .5822', T gTj01 . 7,825;338 1 15795 L.... w0027 eeses 0072204 -

© §1,327,400,896 - 100.0000% $23,025,657. §1,550,435,555. 100.0000% .2619% = .2619% $22,198. §$22,198.

RET

" GOUNTY T:iX APPORTIONED . Ciiieieiieraedenes § 8,475,650,




MIDDLESEX COUNTY

CLRTERET BOLO
Ch.NBULY TENSP

DUWELLEN BOHO

| E.ST BRJNSHICK THNSP .

SIGHL.ND PLiK BORO
J.:iESBUKG EORO
1:DISON THNSP
EETUCIER BORO

L ICDLESEX BOKO
UTLLTCRY BOEG

Y.ONHOE fEHSE

KEY BRUNSHICK CITY
KOLTH BAUNSWICK TWNSP
PEKTH /MEOY CITY
PISCATAHAY TWNSP

ZGULLIZED V:LUE

% COUNTY GROS3 NEM EQUALIZED :
OF WHICH COUNTY  TaX FAID  XECEIPTS  V,LUN INCLUDING = NEN ¢
WX IS NO% N VALUATIONS - GROSS AECEIPTS COUNTY
T PORTIONED 1959 1960 V.LUATIONS = TaX 1ORE
95,390,923 4,8499 750,518 © 97,241,441 £.6820 ...
14,140,970 L7115 135,906 14,276,876 6981 eaenn
50, 637,281 . 1.5440 282,359 30,969,640 - 1.4927  euean
91,627,392 4.6102 1,475,293 9%,;02,58577”7§7%87$ felees
215,583,074 10.8470 9,021,277 224,804,351  10.8258  .....
4,797,757 L2414 170,185 ‘ 4,867,942 2345 ...,
51,550,357 2.6139 504,661. - 52,455,008  2.5282  .....
7,711,327 .3880 165,389 7,876,718 3795 - vaues
71,630,494 3.6041 1,376,821 73,007,315  3.5188  .....
70,296,272 3.5369 506, 560 70,802,932  3.4125  .....
50,926,045 2.5623 809,437 51,735,482  2.4935  .....
24,711,560 1.2433 321,618 25,033,176 = 1.2065  .....
23,978,833 1.2065 283,526 24,362,359  1.1742  .....
156,856,061 7.3922 2,797,028 155,653,085  7.6950  .....
83,470,576 £.1998 1,522,417 84,992,794  4.0964  .....
168,382, 483 8.4721 1,497,974 169,882,457  8.1879  .....
84,396,177 11,402,736 85,798,913  4.1353  .....

4.2464

N
‘

R .
‘4 LMOUNT LEOUNT
" LESS  _HOKE LESS
(1679 .....  14,183.
(0234 L.... 1,977,
L0813 ..... 1,334,
1228 ..... 10,374
L0215 ... 1,816,
0068 aiiue 574,
0857  aeees 7,240.9
. | it
L0088 ... 710,
40853 i...s . 17,2086,
.1243 ..., 10,501.
L0688 ..aee 5,812,
L0358 ... 3,109,
$0323 (... - 2,729,
L1972 weens 15,659.
(1034 eene 8,735,
2842 Laee 24,009,
G111 senes

S,386..



MIDDLESEK Gomny

SQUALIZED VALUE

v (continued=2) OF W:iIICH COUNTY

% COUNTY
PaX PAID
' © VnLUATIONS

N

GrOSS
BIPTS

N

1960

NEW EQUsLIZED
V.LUE INCLUDIKG
Git0SS KECRIFTS

VLLULTIORS

NEF %
COUNTY

g
LESS

LHOUNT . ¢ LHOUNT

| PLAINSEOKO TEHHSP
S.YHEVILLE BOLO

SOUTH [HBOY SITY . 28,427,771
SOUTH BWUNSUICK TWNSP 44,018,882

S0UTH FLLINFTELD BOiO

S0UTH

HIVER BOLO © 48,027,983
SPOTSWO0D BOLO 23,439,403

%/CODBNIDCE THESP 352,155,962

1959

,7152

7.63571

' 1.4303

2.21z

@

3,9202

| 2.4165

1.1793

17.7187

256,853

" 24,153,604

&, 130,507
1,441,930
1,092,701

315, 470

488,672

)
0o

,348,810

14,173,057

© 175,939,247

36,558,278
" 5,460,812

79,007,137

< 48,343,433

23,928,165

- 330,504,772

TaX

- .5978
8.4799
1.7620
2.1911
3.8080

 2.3301
1.1533

18.3396

ceesee

8428

° 3317

20000 .
©cec e

vssoee

scvsreoe

6209

.0176

.0237
L1122
1., 0864

.02e9

e emwo

1OLE LESS

1,487,

72,199, ' aiens
28,022, .

es e 20

ceeee o T2
’ 2

%1,987,523,757 100.,0016%

COUNTY 73X APPORTIONED.. «evsivsensvecesssnnnnsonaenss @ 8,447,558,

487,252, 352 $2,074,776;109

99.9999%

1.7954% 1.7971%

#151,874. %151,816,



S T

,_;ggggg_gggggg S EQUALIZED VALUE %.connmyaw. -GROSS. . NEW'EQUALIZED =~ .- Lt : v

' - - ON WHICH COUNTY TAX PAID REGE‘PTS ‘VALUE INCLUDING - NEW % Lo PR

', TAX IS NOW CING L VALUAPIONS_' “GROSS RECEIPTS - COUNTY % X AMOUNT U AMGNT
APPORTIONED _.1959 ',; 190 VALUATIONS s TAX _ - MORE LESS _MORE =~ LESS

ALLENDALE BORO. : ' .?xj?‘f»i 22,378, aso" f',ﬂ .5259.. 514,f121*-1'j 22 692, 9ezvf:' .5260‘; .0001 4;7:( Case e
uénm~mALPINE BORO. »1 : ’-; - 15,228, 351ﬂf"1:_93579":? eT,e7 1u,295 988 .3546 - L0035 - . 43,

BERGENFIELD BORO. L 129,873 8601 3.0524 896,550 130 '7'70 419'_ o » -3.0:55[»2‘- . e L0212 - - 2,652,
BOGOTA BORO. L ‘7*7;“" f '-”37,181 256;f'5‘.j.8753; “r“;szs;ysrgf{* i 57 504’989rf-".f'3595'“ o .0085 - . 563,

GARLSTADT BORO. Vf_jif; 33,068,402 0 JT983 468,46 ”‘34.456 956 ,7982 . - L0001 =~

' GLIFFSIDE PARK BORO. BRI - W) S ¥ 577,677 e, 299 664%;'; 1-722211:1’P57',561Q4$‘:§f5;
| CLOSTER BORO. : 'jzl' 15a11v59;7451511‘f7 ”j:iv
CRESSKILL Boao.::f:,jff5  if;}5é;i32}6o3f”]“ 5'

DEMAREST Bono . 2a,680,289

DUMONT BORO 'lﬁvifjf'?_‘f‘_sz 069 ,457

EAST PATERSON Bono.,f." ,ﬂ1 1:88 272 5825‘
 Basr RU‘I‘HERFORD BORO. 42,651,986

EMERSON ‘BORO. 6,488,380

: 1‘37 ..

427,065 40,179,374 L8811 - ,0020 -

516,965 36,649,566 .8959 - L0005 - . 3
285,805 24,925,004 5778 - .0024 - ﬂrlel |

650,507 82,708,834 . 1.9171 = - 07 -

:  898 svgg'jf’a3sg 171,4611:5 -é;oée9 - .07 5

- mas, 4oef‘f

45,507,392 1,0106 = .0035 - 433 - T
'308‘098”}: 36,792,458  ,8528 - .0046 - - 575,

EDGEWAIERVBORQ,_ SRS }"':l34,711 eesﬁ“*,f;*;aiSQ “";flso 380"':“f54,892,04s;. - .8088 sA"*:abvo:ﬁ‘;';,*f‘?'f876;a
| ENGLEWOOD CITY . 156,005 339:]7‘ |3.6666 . 1,846 ,946 - 157,852,285 ~ 5.6589. - L0077 - - = 963.
 ENGLEWOOD CLIFFS BORO. *fj:' 28 897, isz L6791 sqo,oao“ o 20,197,182 = .6768 - L0023 - . 288,




.- 'EQUALIZED VALUE % COUNTY .. GROSS - NEW EQUALIZED ’
ON WHICH COUNTY TAX PAID ~RECEIPTS  VALUE INCLUDING
. PAX IS NOW . . IN ~ VALUATIONS . GROSS RECEIPTS

~ _APPORTIONED . _ 1959

. COUNTY 4 %4 * AMOUNT . AMO !
1960 VALUATIONS “~  -TAX -MORE - LESS MORE £ LEggTC.

VFAIRLAWN Boaogi
VFA,“VIEW Bono.l
FORT, LEE BORO,

.. GARFIELD Ty
. GLEN ROCK BORO.

;,HACKEHSACK CITY

»ﬁf}:HARRINGTON PARK BORO. -
. BASBROUCK HETGHTS BORO.

 EAWORTH BORO.*

“;SAJHILLSDALE BORO. -

A;HO-HO-KUS BORO.

i LEONIA~BOR0.
ﬁxILITTLE FERRY ‘BORO.

- 'LODI BORO.
’, LXNDHURST TOWNSHIP
 MARWAH' TOWNSHIP
MAYWOOD BORO.,

FRANKLIN LAKES BORO. '

40,790,758
008
103,068,476
- #é ébo,4ég
183,341,221
'.~21 819,206
68,084,635
22,713,085
49,526,440 .
34,235,058 .

- 49,179,401
25,547,914

'_’92,254,411j
89,698,106
“ 61,961,855
.60, 886,419

444607
L9587
" s.0798
5656
Wg,sgsv,‘
1.7110
. 4.3000 .2,
5128
1.6001
45338 -
‘t,13164¢,
8046
.~ 1.18558
6008
- 271682
2.1081 ¢
1.4562

1.4310

5,041,241
 aso,0m2
1,012,080
323,905
“ﬂ;;bis,sss
 }765 766
2,286,161 .

253,432
msL7eL
. 234,120’A
404,570

. 288,002

383,179
426,504
799,283

- eve,685
1,020,207

392,999

195,216,893
1{41;260,746”'
182,053,548
24,302,266
oz, 864,131’ -
73,566,255
flgsﬁszv,u
22;072;658
. 68,866,396
";;22 947, 205
. 49,951,019

34,523,060

49,562, 580
. 25,974,508

93,053,694

'}fgo,svv,vgl

62, 982,062

"61,279,418

- 4.ar87
.9564
i;'s 0509"
V.5654,*
2.3843 :

. k.7082

E319
ERT
L e802
1.4

.602:
. 2.1568
240995
1.4599
1.4204

“+0090

0023
L0189
o002
 .oogs
.ooss;x.f'
0035
0012
L0038
L0019
- .0086
.0044
~.0070

L0113
.0086 .

.0106

1,126

-

288..

© 1,176,

f726,

788,

150,

L ars.
238,

1;f2 564..'
YT

4138

826,
550, -

~ 1,414,
V1,078

1,326,

876,



" NEW BQUALIZED . - = . .

VALUE INCLUDING - g
COUNTY % - %
LESS

'GROSS -
RECEIPTS
VALUATIONS "GROSS :RECEIPTS-

' 1960

- EQUALIZED VALUE % COUNTY
- ... ON WHICH COUNTY - TAX PAID.
Voo TAX IS NOW T»* IN
' : APPORTIONED 1959

‘»3AMQUNT-" AMOUNT

‘QMIDLAND PARK BORO.::‘-ff}f{

ﬁf(ﬁMONTVALE BORO. -
‘*E:MOONACHIE Boao.i

~ NEW MILFORD BORO. -

35,447, 125?;:: 
,n2°’245,349f»'
7'9,661 594_ o

76 575 234f‘v

{_,8331

 .a7se
'l,zlzg‘
v'i;vegvf

'_302 592
261,484

179,642
1 878,288 -

VALUATIONS :v:ﬂ _TAX .

35,740,715
20,506,833
9;241,;66;. i
77,8152 1

>

.e287
::.4753 |

- .0015: ‘
L0088

02142
-7953

MORE

:;,.0044;; ;i
20005 ,
' 183,

MORE _

_LESS

5504 0

“'3-63._7

550+

"“uﬂ;ORADELL BORO, .;7'5"’

;,‘NORTH ARLINGTON BORo.@, "
NOHTHVALE BORO. IR
'*[Noawoon BORO, .

OAKLAND BORO.. {{-'57
* OLD TAPPAN BORO.

 PALISADES PARK BORO.

v;:,PARAMUS BORO.vf_ -
: mmKanEBmm.f}g
RAMSEY BORO.

| 1nmmmnno3mm.ﬁ

" RIDGEFIELD PARK TOWNSHIP

0 RIDGEWOOD TOWNSHIP
f‘nnmammzmmm

. 572 227, 975; o
11,887,980
14,895,444
. a0,m09,014
S 15,6;5;940“ B
62,076,628
vl':éé;éee,ssé;.;'
””162;624 095
28,679,820
60,172, 608
567,036 771;(¥A

65,352 843

236,135,24s,f
73,664,556

1.6975
2794 . .
3500

2;9568[2,

+3670
*Ef,i.gaéiff
1.248
 3.8221

erer
1. 4142“
.1.5755
" 1.5359
- 4.3744
17313

1,110,858
119,586
‘322;812£ _
28,161
' 704;548;
415,128
497,399
1,908,782
304, 126; :

908,577

15 385,496
530,091f‘

11,880,772

508,577

75,338,805
| 12,007,565
15,218,256
41,008,075
- 16,320,288
63,301,756
53,461, 997

164,553,777
29 183, 949
‘61,081,185

‘83,422,267
65,882,934

188,004,018

74,169,133

T 1.7000.

;J.oozs‘v
ozmes -
09505
.3783
1.4600
 1.2302
 3.8138
o .eTe5
.. 1.4158
19337
. 1.5271
7‘;4.3578ff
10192

©.0016
43582
o088
0166
0121

o 50011;‘
.o‘oé{?", A B
. 'f“{oossﬂlh
Lous -
L
0086
' ;ooé: Lf;
o022 -
. 200.
44,811

313,

338,

B & 1- SO

e el
» l)4145’\‘. - ,
e agmse.

S139

701.

s
Cers.

1,101.
2,077,
1,514,



. BERGN GOUNTY

vam VALE TOWNSHIP
ROCIELLE ‘PARK TOWNSHIP
‘ ."ROCKZ.EIG_H BORO.
-RU'IHERFORD‘ ‘BORO.

o SATDLE BROOK. TOWNSHIP -

SAJDLE RIVER BORO.

. SCUTH HACKENSACK TOWNSHIE

 TIANECK TOWNSHIP -
TENAFLY BbRo.

' TETERBORO BORO.
fﬂ"tPPER SADDLE RIVER BORO.
. WALDWICK ‘BORO.
VALLINGTON BORO.
VASHINGTON TOWNSHIP |
VESTWOOD  BORO. =

. WOODCLIFF LAKE BORO.
" WOODBRIDGE BORO.
 WYCKOFF TOWNSHIP
 ToTAL

COUNTY TAX APPORTIONED - - s $ iz, 510 035.

EQUALIZED VALUE

% COUNTY .

' GROSS

" NEW EQUALIZED

1,927, 7

" ON WHICE COUNTY ~ TAX PAID RECETPTS  VALUE INCLUDING  NEW = L T
. TAX IS NOW IN = VALUATIONS CROSS RECEIPTS COUNTY % ° £ AMOUNP  ANOUNT
_APPORTIONED 1050 1060 _ _ VALUATIONS _  _TAX _  MORE LESS ~ _MORE  _LESS
30,550,215 7180 306, 516  .—;36,855,731:" .7152 r‘,§1 ;;‘;O028"" % . 350,
52,234,057 (U575 . 237,826 . 52,471,883 L7527 = ,0048 . - © e00.
1,547,208 .0363 '_13,174';,5*/ 1,565,472 L0365 - o= o=
198,582,250  2.3169 806,291 ;99,388,541"*2 3038 - L0181 - 1,630,
61,978,284 ;' 1.4566 633,447 62,611,751>/,1.451;~. - v  .0053 ;}’ - 663,
23,145,050 - .5439 97,871 23,242,021 5388 - .0051 - g8,
13,682,396 .3215 420,532 14,102,028  .3268 L0054 - 66, =
248,399, ooz '5.8381 - 1,947,805 250,346,805 5. Bczé; = L0352 - s, 404.
106,732, 114 '"2,5685» ‘ 823,299ﬂ 107,555,413 2. 493">1",*fi» .0154 C -
30,042,902 . (7061 8,205 30,142,197 6987 " = L0074 . - Ce2e.
28,473,114 | .6692 1'235;887- 28,700,001 . .665¢° =  ,0087 = ‘463,
| 43,868,781  1.0510 385,471 44,254,252 1.0256 -  .0052 - 651,
33,779,614 - 7939 296,923 - 34,076,537  .7899. - 0040 = 5004
34,734,664 .8163 250,508 34,085,172~ .810§ - .005& = eve.

. 52,633,160 1.2370 717,936 53,351,006  1.2366 - L0004 - 50,
21,012,368 .4938 . 171,876 21,184,244  .491C - .0028 - 350,
61,877, 925 1.4543 532,554 €2,210,450  1.442C - L0123 < 1,538,
70,648,167 1.6651 573,528 71,421,695 1.6555. - .0096 - 1,201.

$ 4,254,766, 465, 100. 0004% 59, 393,113. 4,314,159,576. 99. 9995¢ __.4010% .3979% 50,168. & 49,781,



'EQUALIZED VALUE

THIS SHOWS THE EFFECT OF THE GROSS RECEIPTS -

' TAX DISTRIBUTION ON THE COUNTY

GROSS

TAX BUDGET = 1959 v « o« o ¢ o o « o o &

§ 8,481,740.

42,187,682

2,800, 383,622

. 1959 4 NEW % NEW EQUALIZED .
OF WHICH COUNTY OF OF RECEIPTS VALUE INCLUDING PERCENTAGE ANMQUNT
- TAXES ARE TAXES COUNTY 1960 GROSS RECEIPTS
A APPORTIONED PAID TAX VALUATION VALUATI ON MORE LESS  MORE LESS
" BERGEN COUNTY : T ‘ —
RIDGEFIELD . $ - 67,036,771 1.5755 1.9356  § 16,385,495 § - 83,422,266 .3601% - = $45,048, -
Balance BERGEN COUNTY 4,187,729,692 98,4245 98,0644 38,714,832 4,206,444,524 - © .3601% $45,048,
COUNTY TOTAL $ 4,254,766,463 $ 55,100,327 $  4,309,866,790 -
TAX BUDGET = 1959 4 © '« « « o ¢ « « « o $ 12,010,005,
UNION COUNTY , , , -
LINDEN $ 374,290,664 13.5701 14,3038 § 26,269,468 $ 400,560,132 J7337% - $62,230. -
Balance UNION COUNTY 2,383,905,276 ' 86,4299 = 85,6962 15,918,214 2,399,823,490 - T .7337% $62,230.
& 2,758,195,940 % 3



Exhibit submitted by Jeffrey M. Albert
on behalf of Americané for Democratic

Action,
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Dzrector, New ]ersey Busmess Researcb Proyect el

Publtshed as a pubhc serwce by o o
AMERICANS FOR DEMOCRATIC ACTION
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The State of New Jersey faces a crisis. On the one hand state and _
mumc1pal ‘'services in areas such as health,. welfare, and - correction .

are well below nationally accepted  standards. .On- the ‘other hand,

‘the combined state-municipal tax load. is. comparable to that of states
g -offermg a far hlgher grade and greater quantlty of state and mumcrpal :
- services.: S

SOME FACT S

: We are wealthy In 1958 New Jersey ranked 6th among the states S |
~in per capita personal income. S
Desp:te our wealth, we have made relatlvely low per caplta contrx- b

butions in: 1mportant areas of governmental services. We ranked 45th in

the nation in state expenditures-on welfare, 45th in state ‘expenditiires-
. in the area of higher education, 45th in ‘state aid for pubhc educatlon R

o and 48th in state expenditures on highways.

e Our state tax ‘payments per capita are ‘low. We rank 47th in - the e
~ nation. Our local tax burden is high. We rank 3rd in the nation. The.
."combined state-local expenditure burden per caplta for New Jersey ranks‘

'25th in the nat:on

SOME PROBLEMS

State prisons. As of Spring 1959 our prlsons over-all were, at’ 105% o

of capacity. Bordentown was at 118% of capacity, Trenton at. 120%; and

- Clinton at 163%. Many jobs cannot be filled because of inadequate sal-

- aries. As a'result, rehabrlltatron is almost 1mpossrble and sxmple custody ,
L 1s a maJor problem :

- State mental hospitals.. Overcrowdmg is also: typrcal of ‘otr- state.

g mental hospitals. Trenton State, Graystone, Marlboro, and Skillman all

- lost accreditation i in the Fall of 1958. In addxtlon, every county hospxtal o

mspected also lost natxonal accreditation,

_ State institutions for the retarded. The average occupancy exceeds' _
- 120% of capacity. The average walt per case in mstltutlons such as

At Vineland, the food allowance in 1958 was $. 50 pet day t'or each chxld R
_Salaries are rrdtculously low. Attendants’ salarles start at $2 400 $2 500 S

+ Other posmons have comparably low salarxes

- Publzc schools. In 1958, there were:5, 939 unﬁlled teachmg posrtlons ‘ ‘-: '._',
The estlmate for 1959 was 6 150 In 1957 53 170 students were on half-- o

-

=



sessions. In 1958, the number had mcreased to 55, 384 In 1948 the
number had been only 4,200. : T e

Vocational rebabilitation. The New Jersey' Rehabilitation Commis- _
sion handles approx1mately 17% of the cases needing -rehabilitation
services. There is a backlog of 62,000 disabled persons who are not_
being served at all. Because of low salaries, the turnover in rehabilitation
counselors has been between 85%-90% over the last three years.

Recreat;on and conservation. Since 1955, we have begun to-acquire
new parks, but we spend little "in: developmg them. In addition, beach
erosion has become so serious that it has been estimated that an 1mmed1- :
ate expenditure of $30,000,000 is needed.

 State did to publzc education, Per pup11 costs in local educatxon have
risen from $240. per pupil in 1950 to $400 in 1959. State aid per pupil
has declined slightly over the same period, from $95.47 to $93.59. As of
now, 75% of public school expenses fall on the property owner. The
$15, 000 ,000 state aid for school buildings does not help much in meeting
the $IOOOOOOOO annual bulldmg needs.

Over-all state aid. The average for all states in state aid tolocal
governments was $43.92 per-capita in 1957. In New ]ersey, it was $22.65.
The difference is made up of two factors——poorer services and higher
property taxes. : : :

Smte salaries. In every atea of state service, it is difficult to find
qualified personnel to fill po:mons Approximately 90% of our state
employees in 1957 were receiving less than $4,000 per annum. A special
Cabinet Committee on State Personnel reported that, to bring state
wages to a level comparable to those in private mdustry, $10,000,000 in-
additional appropriations would have been required in 1957-58. And
this ignores the large number of unfilled positions and needed new posi-
tions ex1stmg in most state agenaes

WHAT MUST BE DONE’

These are Just»some ‘of the facts. There are many others—equally
depressing. Summed. up, they indicate that much more money has to: be
spent on gover-nmental services if we are to""achieve' minimally accepted
levels of public services. Considering the amazmg wealth of New Jersey,
there is no excuse for continued failure to improve the quality ot' govern-
mental services.

The magnitude of the needed increase in spendmg is large but var-
iable. Were we to attempt to meet unfulfilled state needs in a single year,
additional funds of perhaps $200 million would be needed. However,
about $150 million of this would represent capital needs, and could be
stretched out over a two- or three-year period. Thus, te constitute a
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_substantial improvement in the quality and quantity of vital state serv-

ices,” approximately $100 million in additional annual approprlatlons
would seem to be the necessary minimum.

"~ " Services from local governments must also be improved. Countyv
hospitals and welfare services must be improved. Local educational sys-
tems require improvement. Traditionally, New Jersey has financed the
bulk of its needs at the local level.. While the U. S. average in 1959
showed that only 52% of combined state and local: taxes were raised at
the local level, the New Jersey proportion of state and local taxes raised
~ locally was 70%. This has resulted in New Jersey rankmg third in the
nation in per capita property taxes. '

_There are compelling reasons for us to reduce our heavy rellance
upon property taxation. In an agricultural society, the value of property
is linked with the ability-to-pay of the owner. In our state, farming is
relatively ummportant and, therefore, the link between the value of
property and the income of the owner is very weak.

- Extreme reliance upon any commodity as a basis. for taxatlon is.
destructive. The cost of the taxed commodity rises relative to the costs
of other commodities. This results either in decreased consumption of -
the taxed commodity or a deterioration in the quality of the taxed com-
modity. In the case of property, heavy property taxation increases the
costs of housing, commercial buildings, and land. For example, a prop-
erty tax of $42 per month is approximately equal to the amortization
and interest charges on a 20-year mortgage of $7,000 at current interest
rates. The effect of the higher costs of housing affects not only the prop-
erty owner, but also those who rent property since the rental charges
include property taxes. The result: either less adequate housing than-
would be the case if property taxes were lower, or the sacrifice of other
commodities in order to have decent housing.

PROPERTY TAXES AND URBAN DECAY

“The effects of this are most clearly seen in:large cities such as
Newark. Typically, these cities have higher operating costs per capita
than do smaller. municipalities. This is a result of the necessity of large
cities to have a more complex police force, fire department, education
system, etc., than do smaller towns.. In addition, large cities attract

large numbers of ‘new’ citizens and low-income groups, which create
special problems.

- When, as is the case in New Jersey, the bulk of local needs must be
ﬁnanced almost completely from property taxes,.the foundation for
urban decay has been laid. To finance needed services, the city must raise
property taxes. However, as this occurs, business firms and reasonably
well-to-do families leave the city for the suburbs and rural areas. Usually,
taxes are lower in such areas, If the taxes are the same, municipal serv-
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ices are superior. Being aware of this, the city is reluctant to raise prop-
erty taxes. As a result, the deterioration.of the quality and quantity of
urban municipal services is speeded. Schools become overcrowded and
go.on spht-sessmns Police ‘protection becomes less satisfactory. Recrea- -
tional and cultural services bécome poorer. Those who were not forced
out of the city. because of high property taxes leave in dlﬁgust as the
quality of services becomes shoddy relatlve to what is oﬁered in sub-
urban areas,

The large number of. famlhes earnmg low incomes face enormous-
difficulties in finding adequate housing at a reasonable price. The only .
new housing which can be built for the lower income groups in most |
cities must be subsidized. In Newark, for example, new unsubsidized
apartment buildings are taxed at" approx:mately 25% of gross. rental
income. Such high taxes added to high construction costs make it virtu-
ally impossible to build unsubsidized housing at a rental of less than $50
per room. In the absence of a substantial federal housmg program, new
housing is no solution to the phght of the low income family.

With the exodiis of middle--and upper-income families from the
city, and the typical post-war influx of lower-income families from
abroad, or from minority groups, the demand for better housing declines
and the demand for inexpensive housing increases. With little new
housing, the pressure falls on the existing housing stock. Landlords find
costs of operation of apartments going up, in large part due to increased
real estate taxes. They also find that they can rent small apartments at
$35 and more per room. They ‘further find that it is not necessary to
maintain the apartment buildings in decent fashion to attract tenants.

Expensive private homes find few buyers. However, low-income
families can -afford to buy these homes if more than one family is in-
volved in the purchase, or if the former one-family house can be con-
verted to a rooming house. Here, then, are most of the ingredients needed
for urban decay. The better residential areas decay as the former owners
flee to the suburbs, and the new low-income owners are forced to convert
the one-family homes into two- or more-family homes. There are few
takers for luxury apartments, and costs. are ‘so-high that the only new
private apartment housing possible must be of the Iuxury type. Existing
apartment houses becomie run-down due to poor mainténance, and the
low-income tenants pay very high rents' per room. The only people who
stay in the city are those who cannot afford to leave.

Of course, it would be foolish to blame the entire urban decay prob- "
lem on taxes. There are many other factors. However, in the case of
Newark, over-reliance on property as a basis for taxation has been an
extremely important factor. In smaller municipalities, the effects of
heavy real estate taxation are low grade municipal services, reduced
volume of improvements and maintenance on existing housing, and either
a smaller volume of new constriction or lower value of new construction.
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PERSONAI. PROPERTY TAX

The taxation of personal property is ‘perhaps the most lummous

: anachromsm in the entire galaxy of New Jersey’s fiscal anachronisms.
. In most respects, ‘it is. far. worse than real estate taxation. It may, at

" least, be assumed that those responsible for the evaluation of real estate

" “can become fairly expert in.assessment since real estate is relatively
homogeneous. However, to be an expert in personal property valuation,

_ the assessor must be an expert in valuing inventory at various stages of
completron in various industries, in valuing machinery of different types,
in valuing furniture, furmshmgs clothing, and all: of the many- other
individual “items comprising personal property. Such expertise :would

" ‘require ‘a corps of experts-which would probably cost: more than ' the

revenues raised from personal property taxation. Lackmg such experts,
. we suffer under a system of capricous personal property valuation,

‘Since about 80% of the personal property collections ($79, 600,000 '

of $99,287,000) in 1959 came from business personal property, business
firms really feel the effects of eccentricities of the personal property tax

: system A firm could be wrped-out should the assessor overevaluate '
" inventory (a cost item) and equipment by an inexpert notion of fair
* value. This is often referred to as ‘tax-lightning.’ Although no deﬁmtxvej -
' evidence exists, it has been argued that firms have kept out of New .
- Jersey because they fear an arbitrary, perhaps rumous taxation of biisi- -

ness personal property.

Taxation of residential personal property is less apt to be. rumous.'

“but more likely to be inequitable. Rather than go to the considerable
. expense of evaluating personal property in thousands of homes, some
communities simply assess flat-amount tax bills on residential property,
* identical for every household. Other municipalitites, Tecognizing the im-

possible problems posed by personal property. taxatlon do not éven - :

' _attempt to collect taxes on resrdentlal personalty _ g

NEED FOR INCREASED STATE AID

; Smce property-taxation is the only fea51ble method of rarsmg sub-
stantial sums locally, and further reliance on property taxes is obviously
undesirable, an expansion of local governmental services must be financed

by means of expanded state-aid to localities. A rough estimate of the .-
- amount of increased state-aid needed is $150,000,000; This includes the
" $95,000,000 ‘additional ‘state- aid for ‘education proposed by the New.
. Jersey Education Association, so that the foundation program of aid can .

be raised from $200 to $300 per student and the minimum can be raised
“from $50 to $75 per pupil. The remainder would consist of increased aid

- -for highways, welfare, and health. Over-all, the effects of this increase

- would still leave New 'Jersey slightly below the national average in per
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capita state-aid payments to local governments, but it would be a sub-
stantial improvement over. present conditions. :

. Thus we see that the state needs an additional $100,000, 000 to fi-
nance improved state services. The state needs an additional $150,000,000
for increased state-aid payments to municipalities, The total amount
needed is therefore $250,000,000. Where can this money. come from?

EXISTING STATE TAXES

Excise taxes. Ignoring the corporate income tax for the moment, the
most important state taxes are motor fuel (5 cents per gallon, raising
$92,500,000 in 1959), motor vehicle fees (raising $67,400,000 in 1959),
pari-mutuel taxes (raising $23 ,600,000 in 1959), cigarettes (5 cents per
pack, ralsmg $35,000,000 in 1959), and alcoholic beverages (ralsmg
$20,000,000 in 1959). There are two ob]ectlons to further increases in
these taxes.

First, these taxes are grossly meqmtable. According to a 1957 esti-
mate, gasoline taxes, motor vehicle fees, and cigarettes were relatively
twice as burdensomie on a person with an income of $5,000 as on a person
whose income was $20,000. These taxes are all regressive, hitting the
poor with a greater relative severity than the rich: This objection becomes
stronger when we consider that all taxes on individuals in New Jersey
are regressive, i.e.; fall relatively more heavxly on the poor than on the
rich.

"Second, even 1f we increased these taxes, no practical increase will
raise the needed money. Assuming that lobbyists for the gasoline dealers,
tobacco distributors, trucking interests, liquor dealers, and race track

owners became totally meﬂ?ectlve, we might be able to make the followmg
increases: B :

Motor Fuel: 1 cent per gallon, raising about $18.5 mllhon

Truck tax: ¥4 mill per gross ton mile for trucks over 8, 000 pounds,
raising $9.0 million ;

Pari-mutuel : 1% added or extend season 15 days, raising $2.0-$3.0
million ;

~ Alcoholic beverages: 10% increase, ralslng about $2.0 million;

Clgarettes 1 cent per pack, raising about $7.0 million;

Total increases assuming no decrease in consumption: $38.5-$39.5
million. : .

Corporate income tax. The other major state tax is the corporate
income tax. It is 134% of allocated net income and was instituted in
1958. Although it had been estimated that the tax would raise $31.5
‘millions in the first year, the recession brought the yield down to only
$18.3 millions. In good years, it is estimated that each 1% levied will
yield approximately $18.0 millions in revenues.
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There are two reasons for objectmg to solvmg New Jersey s needs

via an increased corporate income tax. First, New Jersey business al-

' ready pays 43% of all state and local taxes in New Jersey, as compared

 to 32% in New York and 35% in Pennsylvama We could justify an -
 incredase in corporate taxes only if we reduced other business taxes;.
particularly the vicious. personal property tax, or if we decreased the

» _busmess tax proportion by increasing the amount of taxes individuals
pay. It is unfair to ask business to pay a hlgher proportxon of the total
otax load than the present 43%.

- Second, even if we doubled the corporate mcome tax, the addxtlonal; '
-revenues would amount to only somewhere between $18.5 millions and =
_-~~$31.5 millions depending on business condxtlons Thrs is a leng. way from -

-~ the minimal needs of $250 millions, e
. Thus,i increasing existing state taxes oﬁ‘ers no solutnon Were we to SR
- make all the increases suggested as possibilities herein, the most we:could :

*raise in additional funds would be between $57 mllhons and $71 millions,

' And we probably could not achieve all of these tax increases or realize =
the: full estlmated yleld even if such increases were otherWISe ]ustlﬁable s

N EW TAXES

It seems clear that our needs can only be met’ through the 1mposrt10n

of new taxes. Though there are many new tax possibilities, there are '
only two that will raise substantial sums of money—the retall sales

tax and the personal income tax.

Sales fax. A retail sales tax. will elther not ralse the needed amount.

“of money or will be grossly unfaxr——fallmg very' heavily -.on those with
low mcomes, ‘and relatively lightly on those with high incomes. Total
retail sales in New Jersey for 1958 were $7.3 billion. If we are willing
to tax all commodities from mllk and Dread to minks and yachts, a 3.4%
sales tax would be required to rdise $250 million. If food were exempted,
-~ remaining retail sales would total $5.3 ‘billion and a. 4.7%. sales tax
~ . would be required to raise $250 million. For practical purposes, then, we
can'consider a 4% sales tax if all retail sales are taxed, and a 5% tax if
food is exempted. Of the 34 states which have general retail sales taxes,
~only Pennsylvania and Washmgton have a rate as high as 4%. No state
“has a 5% rate. There are other reasons, including costs of administration
and- the problems faced by the storekeepers who ‘would have to be the
*tax-collectors, for opposing the sales tax. However, the fact that an ade-

quate sales tax would be grossly regresswe is sufﬁcnent reason to re]ect o

this tax.

“Income tax. A mildly progressive personal ithme tax would . be
- much more acceptable. In the first place if a state income tax is pat-
terned after the federal income tax, it would have the virtue of famili-

arxty and S|mphc1ty Wlthholdmg and reportmg could be achleved 31mply‘
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by makmg carbon copies of the federal forms. Even with shght modlﬁca- )
tions in the pattern of deducl;nons -and exemptlons s:mphcxty could be
retained:

To raise approximately- $250000000 we would not need a very»’
high tax. The New ~York rates on personal income would ralse ‘the
needed amounts. ’I‘he New York rates are ' '

- Taxable Income
( after exemptions”

- deductions, etc.). T S # Rate?
©0-$ 1,000 2% .

$.1,000- 3,000 3% on income over$ 1000plus$ 20 .
3,000- 5000 '4% on income over 3,000 plus 80
5000- 7,000 5% on income over 5,000 plus 160
7,000- 9,000 " 6% on income over 7,000 plus 260
9,000- 11,000 7% on income over 9,000 plis 380
11,000- 13,000 8% on income over 11,000 plus 520
13,000- 15,000 9% on income over 13,000 plus 680
15,000 plus 0% on inco’me over 15,000 plus- 860

I we enacted an mcome tax wnth thlS rate schedule, and the federal
pattern of exemptlons and deductlons, the tax load would be distributed

as follows:
R . - u"ll o
o S Ir- - Income Tax as %
: r % of Total State = of Average
Adjusted Gross - Income Tax ~ Adjusted Gross
Income Class = Revenues Patd ) ~ Income
Less than $3, OOO _ .3 5. . - 08%
3,000-5000. . o 110% - 1.1%
5,000-7,000 . 161% . 1.4%
7,000-10,000 o 19.6% 2.0%
'10,000-15,000 14.0% - : 2.8%
y : 15,000-20,000 76% - 39%
© 20,000-25,000 C519% - T 499,
25,000-50,000 S 132% . 6.2%

. 50,000-100,000 o 6.2% o 73%
100,000-150,000 = 1.5% - - - 78%
~150,000-200,000 0.6% o 77%
200,000-500,000 ' 1.0% S 7.7%
500,000-1,000,000 : 04% - o 79%
1,000,000 and over o .03% L ,.78%' _

Column II demonstrates that such a. tax is not a soak the rich’
device. Most taxpayers fall in the $5,000- $15,000 class and pay about
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“half of the total tax. Column III is measure ¢ of the 1mpact of the tax-
~ on the average ‘taxpayer in each income class. This column shows the -
progressnve nature of the tax, with the wealthy paymg a relatlvely higher
income tax burden. The average burden of the tax is about half as heavy

for those in the $5,000-$15,000 class as: for those earnmg more than
-$25,000. The tax would be in no way confiscatory. "

“Thus, this tax is fair to all, adequate for our. needs and 51mple and_ R

familiar, which should make it relatively easy to secure compliance. In

addition, this tax solves the New York non-resident taxation problem. - '
New York state allows non-residents to credit non-New York income
taxes from the New York tax bill. Since the proposed tax is. vnrtuallyv o
identical to that of New York, New Jersey residents would pay no taxes = =
 to New York. This amounts to a recapture of $25, 000,000 to $40,000,000
. in taxes presently paid to New York: Since the federal tax laws allow
the taxpayer to deduct state taxes in calculatmg federal income taxes,
we would also recapture approximately $38,000,000 from taxes presently - .
- paid to the U. S. government, In other. words, at {least. $63 000,000 of . .
. the $750000000 in new taxes would be achxeved w1thout costmg NeW' L

CONCLUSION

» New ]ersey is'a state in crisis. To achleve a decent level of pubhc
- services, we must spend approximately $250,000,000 more per year than -
. we do presently.. About $150000000 of this. should be. in the form of -
- state-aid to local governments, and the remainder for improving and :
SR mcreasmg state services. The only realistic way to adequately and equit- -
: ably rdise these funds is through the. adoptlon of a moderately progres-
- sive: personal income tax. The tragedy is that none of these statements -
~ is new. These facts are known to almost everyone in, political life in New
Jersey. Many organizations in the state have a]ready gone on record -
favoring a broad-based tax, in most cases an mcome tax sxmllar to the. ‘

-one out]med here. These groups mclude o

:Amerlcans for Democrattc Actlon
': “}Consumers League of New ]ersey

League of Women Voters S

New ]ersey Congress of Parents and Teachers o
' -New ]ersey Education Assoc1atxon ’ ,
‘New Jersey Farm Bureau b

,b New ]ersey I*ederatlon of Women S Clubs

153

Ly

P



New Jersey Gaéqline Retailers Association and .Allied Trades "
New Jersey Grange o '
4 New Jersey School Superintendents Assocxatlon
 New Jersey State F ede;raﬁoﬁ of District Boards of Education

~ State League of Municipalities

New Jersey’s crisis will be resolved when our leaders in Trenton
at last find the one ingredient that has been lacking for so long: courage..

£y
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‘;Exhlblts submltted by Sampson G. Smlth

“_;Superlntendent Franklln Townshlp Schools
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