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STATE OF NEW JERSEY
SeENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION No. 28 (1956)

A CoNCURRENT RESOLUTION requesting the Commission on State Tax Poliey to make

a special study of the impact upon the State tax program of certain problems
related to taxation of real property.

WHEREAS, Recent developments relating to the taxation of real property in respect
to the assesshient thereof according to its value have again called attention to

the imperative necessity for a re-examination of the state of the law upon this
subject; and

WaEREAS, Large numbers of the citizens and taxpayers of the State are deeply
concerned over the potential requirement that assessments of real property be
substantially raised in many taxing districts; and

WHEereas, Concern exists as to whether assessment of all real property throughout

the State at full true value may create a redistribution of the tax burden not
readily foreseen; and

WHEREAS, Many citizens and taxpayers have petitioned the Legislature to give
consideration to the need for a revision of the statutory law in respect to the
assessment of real property according to the standard cf true value; and

WHEREAS, Such subject cannot properly be dealt with except in reference to the
general State tax program, in order to prevent a disruption of said program
by dealing with only one phase of it; and

WHaEREaAS, It is advisable for the Legislature to have before it a specifie report
from the State Tax Policy Commission upon this subject before any legislative
action; now, therefore,

B 1T RESOLVED by the Senate of the State of New Jersey (the General dssem-
bly concurring) :

1. The Commission on State Tax Policy is hereby requested to undertake a
special study of the impact of enforced assessment of real property at 100 per cent
of its true value upon tax rates, the taxation of personal property, municipal and
school debt limits, State aid formulas, special taxes based upon real property -assess-
ments, existing exemptions and general tax revenue requirements of counties and
munieipalities.

9. The commission shall report specially to the Governor and the Legislature
its findings and recommendations for temporary, transitional and permanent
changes, if any, in the entire State tax structure which the results of its study
dictate to be desirable or necessary for equitable distribution of the total imposition
of State and local taxes.

3. The commission shall make its report not later than the first week in Decem-
ber, 1957, and may make such interim reports prior thereto as its study shall dictate.

Adopted December 27, 1956.
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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

February 21, 1958.

- His Excellency Governor Robert B. Meyner and the

Honorable Members of the Senate and General Assembly:

The Commission is pleased to transmit its Ninth Report, sub-
titled The General Property Tax in 1958: Toward a Balanced Tax
Structure. This report is intended to fulfill the requirements of

® Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 28, adopted December 27, 1956.

A summary of the highlights of the report appears on seven of

' the pages which follow. It offers a choice of two broad policies:
- First, a solution of property tax problems—without new taxes;
- second, a solution of these problems plus some shift in taxes from
- property to a non-property base, with provision for meeting the
= revenue needs of the State Government—with a new tax.

This Commission has long opposed the adoption of new taxes

¢ without placing the property tax in order. The present report con-
¢ tinues this policy, and offers a new tax recommendation as part
* of a comprehensive package which will not only provide additional

revenue but will also solve long standing and emergent problems

“of property tax reform. Additional statements by Mr. Alexander
" and Senator Dumont and a Minority Statement by Mr. Mosch, fol-
low.

Legislative bills to carry out the recommendations of the report

are in preparation. The Commission stands ready, as always, to
' eonsult with the Governor and the Legislature on such further
' matters as may develop in the course of your consideration of the
- report.

Respectfully submitted,

Jorx F. Suy, Chairman

W. Pavrn Stiuman, Vice-Chavrman
James KErNEY, JR.

Wayxe Dumont, Jr.

ArcHIBALD S. ALEXANDER

Joax K. Tooraw

x1
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ADDITIONAL STATEMENT

by WAYNE DuMONT, JR.

The two principal problems referred in 1956 by the New Jersey
Legislature to the State Tax Policy Commission and which are the
subject of this report are most difficult and complex. Inescapably
interwoven with municipal assessment and taxation of real and
It the Com issiom had onlv b red th “ 1 i personal property is the second question of where to find more

pusston nad only been aske € question posed bY@ revenue to meet the steadily rising costs of State and local gov-
ernmcent directly reflected in the requests of the citizens of New
- Jersey for more State and local services.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENT

by ARCHIBALD S. ALEXANDER

Section 1 of Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 28 (1956), relating
to problems associated with 100% assessment, Alternative 1 pro-

posed by the Commisston would be a valid choice. But as we were It is an unfortunate paradox that the procedures and percent-

. ages applied by municipal assessors and governing bodies through-
. out New Jersey to assessment of real and personal property differ
* 50 much that grave doubts must be raised as to whether any
" mandatory uniform State-wide ratios can operate effectively and
F fairly, even though the very motive and reason for uniformity is
L fair play to everyone. Certainly the present law which has been
interpreted to mean that all real property shall be assessed at
100% of true value has over the years been observed principally
in the breach and has proven to be neither practicable nor work-
P able. Yet unless this law is soon repealed or a time extension
granted, the decision of the New Jersey Supreme Court requiring
full value assessing of both real and personal property will take
effect on January 1, 1959.

also requested by Section 2 of the Resolution to answer a second
question, concerned with the ‘‘equitable distribution of the total
imposition of State and local taxes,”” and we are aware of the
increasing financial needs of the State and local governments for
education, water, highways, institutions, ete., I consider that Alter-
native 1 is insufficient for this and other reasons, but that Alterna-

tive 2 offers a valid program.

ARrcHIBALD S. ALEXANDER.

While the 40% recommendation contained herein would seem to
' be much more realistic than 100% assessing, any percentage when
applied uniformly could require substantial tax readjustments in
. some areas of our State. A special problem is apparent in Hudson
' County due to a pending possible reduction in railroad taxes under
' the decision of our Supreme Court in the Lackawanna case. This
| matter is not part of the Commission’s present assignment, but it

x1i X111
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is apparent in the data for the county which appear in the report
and should be recognized as part of any transition to a new stand

ard of assessments. It may well be that the State should compen-
sate municipalities adversely affected by the railroad sitnation inf§
order to avoid an undue shift in the tax burden to home owners,

whose tax load is already a heavy one.

Now in respect to more revenue, it seems to me the time has long

since arrived when a substantial portion of at least the future—if
not also the present—burden of property owners in New Jersey
should be shifted to a more broad-based form of State tax, a por-
tion of which at least would be distributed to the municipalities
to replace any existing local property levies which in turn would
be eliminated. One proposal for such a tax is made in this report,
which points out that there are others which are opposed by both
major political parties.

Neither State nor local financial problems can be solved for Jong

by an increase in the State gasoline tax. This expedient has been

proved in the past to be only a temporary panacea and not a long-
range answer to the rising costs of State and local government.

Recommendations of study commissions, such as the ones con-
tained in this report, can only become law if and when implemented
by action of the Legislature and the Governor. In order that these

and all other proposals may be better understood and fairly con- &

sidered, T respectfully, but strongly, urge the Legislature to con-
duct exhaustive public hearings in 1958 in a further effort to find
solutions to the perplexing problems so thoroughly set forth in
this report.

‘Wavne DumonT, Jr.

xiv
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MINORITY STATEMENT

by Leo J. MoscH

February 10, 1958.
Honorable John F. Sly, Chairman,
Commission on State Tax Policy,
Princeton, New Jersey.

Dear Dr. Svuy:

It is with deep regret that I must advise you that T cannot join
the other members of the Commission in signing the letter of

. transmittal of the Ninth Report of The Commission on State Tax

Policy to the Governor and the members of the Legislature. To do
s0 might well imply that I concur and endorse all of the conclusions
and recommendations therein contained, which is not the fact.

May I say at this juncture that I have greatly enjoyed the
opportunity of working in association with a group of men who

- exemplify the highest standards of integrity and selfless dedication

to the public interest and the experience has been an unforgettable
one. I thank you and my other colleagues most warmly for the

' many courtesies which have been extended to me.

Briefly may I set forth some pertinent comments which will
explain my position:

I completely agree that the taxation of household goods
as property be abolished.

I concur in The Commission’s recommendation that a
uniform statewide assessment ratio for real estate should be
established at 40% of the full valuation.

It is my considered opinion that substantial relief can be
afforded to the State’s taxpayers and the immediate assess-
ment problems can be solved without new taxes.

It has been proved time and again that once a new tax is enacted
it continues on forevermore, and if anything, tends to increase.

XV
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It is of the utmost importance to the fiscal health of the State’s
economy that industry be encouraged to come into our State with
the knowledge that they can do so without the recurrent hazard of
imminent imposition of new taxes.

A corporate net income tax is no more nor less than an added
tax upon individual citizens of New Jersey. This is most concisely
set forth in a reference before this Commission at a public hearing
on December 14, 1949, wherein John Beckley of Newsweek is quoted
as follows:

“It must be recognized that business organizations, by
their very nature, are merely tax collectors, not taxpayers.
The cardinal rule of every business—the purpose of any
profit-making organization—is to earn a fair return on the
money invested. To survive, it must pay its cost and have
a fair profit left over. And taxes are just another item of
cost. If income taxes take half of a corporation’s profits,
then it must set its prices high enough to earn twice as much
before taxes in order to have the same return.”’

Taxes are increasingly becoming unbearable. On an overall basis
we are fast approaching the point of confiscation. This tax fever
must be stopped somewhere if we are to maintain a competitive
position. Moreover, one must always keep a watehful eye on the
vicious effects of inflation, which in recent days has been an ever-
present danger, superimposed upon the tax impact.

There is an wmoculation to counter-act tax fever. It is house-
keeping—business methods resulting in economy-efficiency. Much
more can be done in this area than has been done. An effective,
hard-working ‘‘Little Hoover Commission’’ undoubtedly could
produce marked savings, thereby substantially alleviating tax
demands and obviating any thought of new taxes. I am not satisfied
that what can be done in this direction has even been partially
accomplished.

It is a matter of common knowledge that business all over the
world is reducing costs and projecting and fostering economy so
as not to price itself out of the market, and it is incumbent on New
Jersey to do likewise. To put it another way, taxpayers need taz
relief, not new taxes. :

XVi

‘““Alternative 1°’is sound and realistic. It responds to the State’s

current problems and grants a measure of desired relief. A net

reduction of $7.4 million on residential tax assessments would be
achieved.

““ Alternative 2’’ envisions exemption of business inventories and

- provides for a replacement tax in the form of an alternative busi-

ness net income tax, applicable to both corporation and unincor-
porated business. Notwithstanding my hereinabove expressed
opposition to this alternative, may I say, additionally, and more
specifically, that in my judgment this projected tax imposition is
impractical. It creates another layer of taxes upon an existing
one; additional tax returns will be required to be filed; no basic
exemptions to small business are provided for, thereby indicating
increased administrative payrolls. Certainly, it would seem to me
that the pattern for such a tax would have to be substantially
revised, in any event, before it could be considered. Present State
experience indicates that it has been virtually impossible to police

- unincorporated businesses, and there is no reason to believe that it
- would be otherwise with respect to the administration of a net

income tax.

In the interest of brevity only, this minority statement is con-

. cluded. It is important, therefore, that there be no implications

to the effect that I may be ‘“for’’ or ‘‘against’’ any specific items
dealt with in the Report, but not commented upon herein.

Very truly yours,

Lro J. MoscE.
LJM :mt

Vil
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CHART A

STATE OF NEW JERSEY
SOURCES OF LOCAL TAX REVENUES UNDER ALTERNATIVE TAX PLANS

1957
100% 40%-40%~10% 40% = 40%
Actual Assessment Assessment Replacement 3
Business Taxes: $ 276,400 $ 305,606 $ 282,225 $ 301,830
(Real Estate
Personal Property
Net Income)
Residential Taxes: $ 322,135 $ 300,818 $ 321,741 $ 304,527
(Real Estate
Personal Property
Less Veterans’
Exemption )
Farm Taxes: Total $11,605 $11.695 $12,251 $11,391
Vacant Land: $20,915 $20,904 $22.032 $20.711
Class Il RR Property $14.513 36,342 57,319 $7,109
Total Taxes $ 645,568 $ 645,568 $ 645,568 $ 645,568

1. Household personal property exempt, veterans’ exemptions $1,000.

2. Household personal property exempt, veterans’ exemptions $500.
Business inventories 10%.

3. Household personal property and business inventories exempt, vet-
erans’ exemptions $500. $51 million business income tax replacement.

xviil
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HIGHLIGHTS OF THE REPORT
THE FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

Tax OuTLOOK

Property taxes have more than doubled in amount in the rela-
tively short space of ten years, and their increase has accounted
for more than two-thirds of the total increase in State and local

- taxes over the past decade.

- State Surpluses Disappearing

Accumulated surpluses are practically used up and continued

expenditures at the present level will require additional tax

gupport. If foreseeable new expenditures are undertaken, the
fiscal situation will be even more acute. Such projections are
subject to changes, but there is no denying that New Jersey has

- little reserve left to draw upon.

“No New Taxes” Effect
The policy of no new taxes has succeeded only in part. Its success

. has been limited largely to the legislative halls. Its effect may well

have been to commit New Jersey to the support of its governmental
services primarily from the property tax to the point of no return.

- A reform of the method of taxing personal property used in busi-

ness could improve the attraction of this State for industrial loca-

. tion and employment.

1009, ASSESSMENTS

1 Effect Variable

The effect of 100 per cent assessments cannot be generalized for
the State as a whole, nor even for an entire county and especially

- not for an entire class of property. The separately determined

increases are very much modified in their meaning when any such
increase is compared with other increases or the aggregate effect

- of them all. The results on real estate must be still further qualified

by the addition of 100 per cent assessments for personal property

which could cause an entirely different result.

Shift to Personal Property
The Commission concludes that 100 per cent assessment of real

- and personal property would result in reductions in the burden on

residential property. Such a reduction would be attributable, in

xix
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the great majority of taxing districts, to a shift of the tax burden
to business personal property which is now taxable but is not taxed
or taxed relatively lightly as compared with real estate. To avoid
such a shift a change in the law will be required by which personal
property will be treated differently from real estate.

Shifts Within Classes

A new legal standard woulid not of itself be responsible for a shift
in the local tax burden. This shift results from the correction of
disproportionate assessments and is required under the present
law. It could be achieved in part by any aggrieved taxpayer under
the decisions of the Baldwin, Gibralter and Lackawanna cases with-
out the Switz case. The shift among taxpayers within the same
class could be as great, if not greater, than the shift between classes.

CLASSIFICATION

Shifts By Class of Property

It would not be possible to select an assessment ratio for each
class of property to be applied uniformly throughout the State, and
at the same time avoid major transfers of the tax burden among
classes.

Shifts By Class of Municipality

Any purpose of avoiding substantial shifts in the tax burden
which may be expected under uniform treatment, cannot be accom-
plished by allowing each district to select its own average assess-
ment ratio nor by allowing it to select both its own average ratio
and its own assessment ratio for each class of property. Any such
compound classification would be classification run wild.

Tax LimiTs

Limitations Undesirable

Tax limitations would cause as many problems as they might
cure, and they would be ineffectual as a restraint on local expendi-
tures regardless of the standard of value adopted for local property
tax purposes.

HoMESTEAD EXEMPTIONS

Exemption Not a Solution
The homestead tax exemption would not be a desirable modifica-
tion of the general property tax at this time.

XX
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RECOMMENDATIONS

A majority of the Commission concludes that the Legislature
may choose between either of two Alternative recommendations:

Alternative 1

General Description (40 per cent-40 per cent-10 per cent)
Real estate assessment at 40 per cent of its full value.
Business machinery and equipment at 40 per cent of its value.
Business inventories at 10 per cent of its value.
Household personalty exempt.
Veterans’ exemptions unchanged ($500).

Specific Standards
Real estate—40 per cent measured from current market values.
Farm personal property—
Farm inventories, crops and livestock, 10 per cent market or book
value.
Farm machinery—40 per cent depreciated cost.
Business personal property—
Business inventories—10 per cent book value.
Other business personalty—40 per cent book value.

Assessment Administration
Business personal property—
State assessed for certification to municipalities.
All other property locally assessed.

Alternative 2

An alternative plan complying with Section 2 of the Legislative
Resolution (S. C. R. No. 28, Dec. 27, 1956) and which Commis-
sioners Alexander and Dumont believe is the only alternative, may
be summarized as follows:

Item Tax in 1957
Exempt from Property Tazation
Business inventories including farm crops and
produce held for sale ......... ... .. ... aaL $31.0 million

Household personal property .................... 15.5 million

Total $46.5 million
Other Property (real and personal)
Uniform assessment at 40 per cent of full value—
with provision that full value of business personalty

may be presumed to be book value subject to review.

xxi
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Replacement Taz
Business net income tax—applicable to corporations
and unincorporated business—with present Cor-
poration Franchise Tax as a deduction (corporation
pays greater of two taxes).
Revised Franchise Tax with 3 per cent income
alternative ... ... i

Present Franchise Tax ........................ 26 million
Increased corporation tax .................... .. $42 million
Unincorporated business tax (3 per cent) ........ 9 million

Total additional tax $51 million

State Revenues

Business income tax rates can be increased to provide
additional State revenue—approximately $22 mil-
lion for each 1 per cent of tax rate.

EFFECTS OF THE RECOMMENDATIONS

TAXABLE VALUES
Real Estate Assessed Values

Assessed at 40% of true value, the real estate tax base (1957)
would increase from $6.9 billion to $9.7 billion.

Business and Farm Machinery and Equipment Assessed Values

Assessed at 40% of cost less depreciation, the taxable values of

machinery and equipment would increase from $0.4 billion to $1.7
billion.

Business and Farm Inventories

Alternative 1—Assessed at 10% of book or market value, the
taxable value of inventories would decline slightly from $0.39 bil-
lion to $0.33 billion.

Alternatiwe 2—Inventories would be dropped out of the tax base.

Tax RATES

The Average tax rate for 1957 would be reduced from $8.30 per
$100 net valuation taxable to—$5.59 per $100 under Alternative 1

(40%, 40%, 10% assessment), $5.28 per $100 under Alternative 2
(40%, 40%, Replacement).

xx1i
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Tax LeEvy (See Chart A)

Residential Taxes

Alternatives 1 and 2 will have different effects upon the various

classes of property due to differences in the amount of tax ab-
sorbed by business.

Effect upon each class of property in each municipality
shown in Appendix Tables.

Alternative 1—would reduce residential taxes by $0.4 million—

from $322.1 million to $321.7 million.

The net result of an $8.1 million increase for residential
real estate, a $15.5 million reduction due to exemption of
household personal property, less a $7 million reduction in
the tax value of veterans’ exemptions.

Alternative 2—would reduce residential taxes by $17.7 million—
from $322.1 million to $304.4 million.

The net result of a $9.6 million reduction for residential
real estate, a $15.5 million reduction due to exemptlon of
personal property, less a $7.5 million reduction in the tax
value of veterans’ exemptions.

Business Taxes

 Alternative I—would increase 1957 business taxes by $5.8 million
—from $276.4 million to $282.2 million.

The net result of a $47.5 million reduction for business
real estate and a $53.4 million increase for business personal

property.

Alternative 2—would increase 1957 business taxes by $25.4 mil-
lion—from $276.4 million to $301.8 million.

The net result of a $53.7 million reduction for business
real estate, an increase of $28.1 for business personal prop-
erty and a new $51 million business income tax.

- Farm Taxes

Alternative 1—would increase 1957 farm property taxes by $0.6
million—from $11.6 million to $12.3 million.

Includes a $0.6 million increase for farm real estate and
small increase for farm personal property.
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Alter:native 2—would reduce farm taxes by $0.2 million—from
$11.6 million to $11.4 million.

Inclqdes a $0.1 million reduction for real estate and a
$0.1 million reduction for personal property.

Vacant Land

_A_ltemative I—would increase taxes upon vacant land by $1.
million—from $20.9 million to $22.0 million.

Alternative 2—would reduce vacant land taxes by $0.2 million.

Class I Railroad Property

Assuming railroad property is presently assessed at full value
the Lackawama decision would reduce local railroad taxes by ap-
proximately $7 million from the $14.5 million levied in 1957, and
neither Alternative 1 nor 2 would deal with this problem.

DISTRIBUTION OF REPLACEMENT REVENUE
Alternative 2—Amount

The yield of a 3 per cent net business income tax, less the amount
of the corporate net worth tax, would be distributed annually to
the municipalities, as a replacement for the exemption of business
inventories and household goods under Alternative 2. Kach mu-
nicipality would receive a share of the distribution equal to the
ratio of its own property tax levy to the total property tax levy
of the preceding year. Any tax rate above 3 per cent on business
net income would be retained by the State.

Class II Railroad Property Problem

A reduction in Class IT Railroad property taxes is shown by the
data, but is not caused by the recommendations. To offset the
effect of such reduction, in municipalities having a large propor-
tion of their tax rolls in Class IT Railroad property, particularly
in Hudson County, some distribution of additional State revenues
would be required.

Effect

The net effect of the distribution formula on a county basis will
be for business taxpayers as a group (excluding railroads) to pro
vide at least as large a part of the local tax needs as at present.
In state total and in the great majority of municipalities, on the
basis of 1957 data, there would be a definite shift in the tax burden
from residential property to business taxpayers.

XX1V
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NINTH REPORT OF THE
COMMISSION ON STATE TAX POLICY
CHAPTER 1
THE QUESTIONS BEFORE THE STATE
A Decade of Change

This report marks the end of a significant decade in the evolu-
tion of the New Jersey tax system. At the Constitutional

- Convention of 1947, much attention was given to the basic qualities

of State and local taxation then apparent. While many ideas were

- explored, the Convention finally resolved upon a new tax clause
- which was intended to reconcile the various economic and political

viewpoints affecting the local property tax. The new clause, which
left the general property tax as the foundation of the county and
municipal revenue system, read as follows:

Article VIII, Sec. I, Para. 1: “Property shall be assessed for
taxation under general laws and by uniform rules. All real property
assessed and taxed locally or by the State for allotment and payment
to taxing districts shall be assessed according to the same standard of
value; and such real property shall be taxed at the general tax rate
of the taxing district in which the property is situated, for the use
of such taxing district.”

The changes thus made in the language of the Constitution of
1844 (as amended in 1875) were few in number but significant in
effect, as follows:

(1) The assessment of real property was released of the old require-
ment of valuation “according to its true value”—this left the standard
of valuation to the Legislature. .

(2) Taxation of real property for local purposes was, however,
limited by a new requirement that all such property shall be assessed
according to the same standard of value and taxed at the general tax
rate of the taxing distriet in which it is situated—this ended the
possibility of classification of real property for local tax purposes, and
spelled the doom of the 1941 Railroad Tax Law (under which all
property used for railroad purposes was assessed and taxed at the flat
rate of $3.00 per $100 upon its true value, as compared with the varying
and generally higher tax rates prevailing in local taxing districts).

1
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(3) The taxation of personal property, for either State or local
purposes, was released of the former requirement of assessment accord-

ing to its true value—this left this type of property clearly capable of |8

classification by the Legislature for taxation.

(4) All property taxes, on real and personal property for State
or local use, remained subject to the old requirement of general laws
and uniform rules, but non-property taxes remained free of any State
constitutional limitations.

When the State Government was reconstituted and the new tax
clause took effect in 1948, there were many who had high hopes
for a change in the revenue system and especially in the administra-
tion of the local property tax.
escape from the rigidity of true value as the standard of taxation;
others anticipated the growth of a ‘‘balanced tax structure.”
Many of the tax ideas of that time went well beyond constitutional
requirements.

In its Fifth Report, entitled Taxation and Public Policy in New
Jersey (1950), this Commission set forth some seven projects from
which it suggested that the Legislature could accomplish a com-
plete revision of the State and local tax system, or any lesser
objective within any one of the projects. An inventory of what

has happened to each project speaks clearly as to the taxp

environment of the past decade:

Project 1-—to improve the administration of the general property

tax—great progress but much remains to be done.
Project 2—to balance the State budget without the use of highway
funds—progress in reverse, with a new dependence upon
highway funds to finance State aid for schools.
Project 3—to remove inequalities from specially taxed groups—Iittle
progress and no current effort in this direction.

Project 4—to remove the hazards of “tax lightning” from the fleld

of business personalty—the situation has grown worse
rather than better, as was predicted by the Commaission.
Project 5—to provide increased central financing for local govern-
ments—substantial progress through provision of ad-
ditional State aid for schools, but without recourse to new
tax bases.
Project 6—to place local governments in a position to finance them-
selves from bases other than property—no supnort at the
State level and little inclination at the local level.
Project 7—to relieve the property tax upon real estate—instead of
one-third relief, as suggested, the property tax has almost
doubled since 1950 and maintained its position as the
source of about two-thirds of all State and local tax
support.
2
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Except for the adoption of the Railroad Tax Act of 1948, in

" response to a memorial from the Constitutional Convention, and
" a new cigarette tax adopted in 1948, the State and local revenue
-~ system would have remained substantially unchanged over the
" past decade were it not for a series of decisions of the State
. Supreme Court. These decisions finally brought an end to a century
- of inequity in the law of the property tax.
" and the scope of the political and fiscal questions they have raised,

Their significance,

can be appreciated only in light of the history of tax policy in New

. Jersey.

Over the decade 1947 through 1957, State and local taxes raised

Per Cent
Ttem 1857 1947 Change

i millions
For State purposes ........... $279.2 $112.6 +14§
For local purposes ............ 730.1 340.1 +115
Total «vovviiiiiii $1,009.3 $452.7 +123
Property tax alone ............ $648.3 $310.8 -+109

(Includes State Railroad Tax.)

Certain significant observations may be made from this con-

. densed comparison:

Total taxes for State and local purposes have increased 123
per cent and now amount to more than $1 billion.

The rate of tax increase has been greater for State purpose
taxes (1489 ) than for local purpose taxes (115%).

Taxes for State purposes have represented less than 1/3 of
the total tax inerease and the larger amount of taxes for local
purposes has accounted for more than 2/3 of the increase over
the past decade.

Property taxes have borne the brunt of the local purpose
increase, having more than doubled in the relatively short space
of ten years.

The trend in the State fiscal picture alone is equally simple and
equally discouraging. The State Government has withdrawn
entirely from the general property tax and derives most of 1its
support from an assortment of excise taxes. This is what is meant
by the often repeated observation that an individual in New Jersey
pays no taxes for support of the State Government unless he drives
an automobile, smokes, bets on the horses, drinks or dies. The
State has not only managed to finance its own costs from this

3
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assortment of taxpayers, plus corporate levies, but it has also
found it possible to share an increasing amount of revenues with
its counties, municipalities, and school districts. State appropria-
tions for the fiscal year 1957-1958 include $151 million of State
aid for the support of local governments.

New Jersey State appropriations are expected to exceed
revenues by $14.3 million during the fiscal year ended June 30,
1958. Table 1.1 shows that this condition of an unbalanced State
budget has occurred in five of the six years since 1953. Further-
more, inclusion of non-budgeted revenues and expenditures
changes the picture of deficit financing very little.

With the single exception of 1955, State General Treasury Fund
expenditures have exceeded revenues during each year since 1953,
Dedicated fund expenditures have exceeded revenues every year
since 1954. The over-all picture of all funds is clearly one of in-

creasing revenues more than offset by greater increases in
expenditures.

This shortage of State revenues has been made up by drawing
upon surpluses accumulated from prior years. Table 1.1 shows
that the General Treasury free surplus was reduced from $52 mil-
lion in 1955 to $25.9 million on June 30, 1957. It is expected to be
further reduced to approximately $5.5 million by June 30, 1958.

Accumulated surpluses are practically used up and continued
expenditures at the present level will require additional tax
support. If foreseeable new expenditures are undertaken, the
fiscal situation will be even more acute. Such projections are

subject to changes, but there is no denying that New Jersey has
little reserve left to draw upon.

1858
$318.1
332.4
$14.3

$11.6 EFs’

6.1 Ls®

$5.56
$127.0
134.4
-—$7.4
$588.8

1957
$306.5
323.7
$17.2
$410.5
412.2
$1.7
$43.6
25.9
$69.6
$123.0
129.4
—$6.4
$596.2

$531.

539.
$8.0
$665.8

1956
$278.8
299.1
$20.4
$342.9
365.9
$23.0
$31.7
39.6
$71.2
$111.6
124.7
$13.0
$602.6
$448.8
484.8
$36.0
$673.9

1955
$262.9
2474
+$15.5
$334.7
308.1
+$26.6
$42.3
52.0
$94.2
$111.3
146.0
—$34.7
$615.6
$439.1
4471
$8.0
$709.9

1954
$220.2
221.6
— 314
$291.2
293.1
$1.9
$32.3
35.4
$67.6
$109.5
1124
$2.8
$650.3
$397.6
402.3
$4.7
$717.9

1953

$205.2
216.7
$269.4
276.5
$7.1
$35.5
34.0
$69.5
$140.6
66.8
$653.3
$407.6
340.9
$722.8

TABLE 1.1
NEW JERSEY STATE REVENUES, EXPENDITURES AND BALANCES
1953-1958
(amounts in millions of dollars)
—$11.6
+$73.8
+$66.7

N. J. State Division of Budget and Accounting.

Balances ....... ..
1 EF'S, HEstimated Free Surplus.

Dedicated Fund Balance ............ ... ... .. ....
Total—All Funds (Excludes Transfers)
2 L,S, Less Supplemental.

Total Balance and Surplus .......................

Dedicated Funds—
Excess (+) or Deficit (—) ...oovvviiiniiiiiiiii ..

Revenues and eredits ...t
BExpenditures ......... ... . i

Tixcess (+) or Defieit (—) oo,

Revenues, transfers and eredits ............o0vvuei....
Expenditures and transfers ..........................

Appropriation balance and reserves ...................
Free surplus ....oooiiiiiiiiii i

Excess (+) or Deficit (—) «vvvvrnniinie i

Revenues, transfers and credits .................... ...
General Treasury Surplus—

Bxcess (+) or Defleit (—) «..ooieiin i,
General Treasury Fund (Includes Non-budgeted Items)—
Expenditures and transfers .

Revenues Budgeted ............. .. .. ... oL,
Appropriations ........ e

Budget—
Source:
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CHART B
TRENDS INSTATE AND LOCAL TAXES
1931 — 1956
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Local governments could continue to meet their rising costs for
schools and other purposes out of the property tax, and the State
could readily meet its own costs from the revenues it now has
available by simply reducing the amount of State aid that it pays
to local governments. '

It is unrealistic to assume that property taxes can be reduced,
or even held at or mear their present level, or that State ex-
penditures may be maintained at their present level, without some
form of new or increased nonproperty taxes. New Jersey has
long been proud of the taxes it does not have; but the price it must
pay for such pride is a continuing burden on real and personal
property for the support of local governments within the State.

6
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CHART C
TRENDS IN STATE AND LOCAL TAXES
1931 — 1956
TOTAL NEW JERSEY
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The question remains: Do the people of New Jersey wish to pay
this price of freedom from new non-property taxes?
The problems of this State are both like and unlike those of

other states. On a national basis, the tax requirements of state
government have been rising steadily over the past quarter of a

. century. As shown in Chart B, there has been a large shift from

property taxes to non-property taxes in meeting these require-

" ments. In this State, however, more than one-half of the increase

in total tax requirements has been met from property taxes.

The theme of “‘no new taxes’ has long dominated the fiscal
environment of this State. Itisnot easy to reconcile the attraction
of this theme with the annual increases in tax burdens throughout
the State. Over the past quarter of a century, as shown in Chart C,

| New Jersey, like other states, has been meeting its rising costs
- of government out of rising tax requirements—very little of which

have been met from ‘‘new taxes’’.

Between 1931 and 1957, New Jersey State and local tax revenues
increased $719.7 million. As shown below, property taxes provided

7
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$412.5 million (57.3 per cent) of this increase. Non-property taxes
existing in 1931 provided $197.4 million (27.4 per cent) of the in-
crease and ‘‘new taxes’’ adopted since 1931 provided $109.8 mil-
lion (15.3 per cent). Although property taxes covered more than
half of the total tax increase, they declined in relative importance
from 80 per cent of all tax revenue in 1931 to 64 per cent of the
total in 1957.

Property Other “New’’ Total
Year Taxes! Taxes Taxes Taxes
in millions

1931 .o $235.8 $53.8 e $289.6
1941 .o 273.4 82.7 $9.8 365.9
1951 .o 397.8 152.4 67.1 617.3
1956 . 582.9 236.6 95.7 9152
1957 648.3 251.2 109.8 1,009.3
26 year Inerease ................... 412.5 197.4 109.8 719.7

Per Cent Distribution of Increase .. .. 57.3 27.4 15.3 100.0
1 Includes Railroad Taxes for State use.

The Commission would emphasize this:

The policy of no new taxes has succeeded only in part. Its
success has been limited largely to the legislative halls. Its
effect may well have been to commit New Jersey to the sup-
port of its governmental services primarily from the property
tax to the point of no return.

In its Fifth Report (1950) the Commission noted an environment
which had made broad-scale tax reform impossible:

The State of New Jersey is completely lacking in a long range
fiscal policy. Over the past fifteen years its financing has been on the
basis of sheer expediency. Neither taxpayer, State administrator,
municipal or county official nor school supervisor has known from year
to year what his financial responsibilities would be and each session of
the Legislature has created the greatest apprehension among tax pay-
ing and tax spending units alike.

Not only is there no clearly defined fiscal policy, there is likewise
no basic fiscal philosophy. “Ability to pay” that has guided the tax
policy of both federal government and some of the leading industrial
states has almost no place in the tax thinking or tax practices of New
Jersey. In place of this, ownership of property—among the most
regressive of all tax bases—has been the unformulated standard of
equity throughout the State. Its application accounts for 66 per
cent of all State and local taxes and 92 per cent of all local taxes.
Aside from a few heavily taxed special groups—banks, insurance
companies, utilities and railroads—and a small medley of taxes based
upon “benefits” or excises, there is no tax base of significance to the
taxpayer except the property tax. This has led to a mass of inequities
that are almost unbelievable as the basis for the support of public
services in a modern industrial State.

8

_equality in property tax assessments.
campaign was conducted in an environment established by the
 following tax planks in the two major party platforms:

‘plex industrial State.
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Under the political conditions then existing, the Commission

found it necessary in its Fifth Report to confine itself to ‘‘an

over-all analysis of the existing tax situation within the State and
the implications of suggested changes that may guide future think-
ing on the subject—(and a) hope that, after a period of considera-

tion and discussion of the material, bases may be laid for some of

the adjustments so essential to the equitable treatment of tax-

| payers in a great industrial State.”’

After seven years of consideration and discussion and State-
wide political campaigns complete with ‘‘no new tax’’ platforms,
the major accomplishment has been progress toward greater
The 1957 Gubernatorial

Republican
“We are against a personal income tax.
“We are against a general sales tax.
“We are against a 100 per cent assessment of real property.”

Democratic

“We are against and will continue to oppose the imposition of any
general sales tax and personal income tax. The Democratic Party
will continue its opposition to unfair, discriminatory taxation. Further-
more there should be no basic change in the tax structure without
a public referendum.”

During the course of the campaign, it became apparent that New

- Jersey is no more ready to consider seriously major tax changes
' in 1958 than it was in 1950. Once again the Commission is in the

position of operating under a resolution which it can fulfill only

in a limited way.

Both political parties have again placed themselves in the
position of being unable to act upon any recommendation involving
the adoption of ‘‘general sales or personal income taxes.”” For all
practical purposes, therefore, New Jersey remains dedicated to
the goal of disproving the widely held belief that property taxes
are more easily replaced than repaired. The implication is that

'any recommendation capable of legislative action must be largely

confined to finding a way to make the property tax work in a com-
However, even this objective is limited
to what can be accomplished without full value (100 per cent)

‘assessments which have been written off by both political parties.

Whatever tax equity is to be accomplished must, therefore, be
9
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within the framework of the property tax and such non-property
taxes as remain.

There is one important exception. Vagaries of personal
property assessments have been so compounded by tax growth
as to render the position of this important class of property
untenable. Recognition that assessment of personal property in
general—and business inventories in particular—at any uniform
ratio applicable to real estate offers the prospect of doing serious
harm to New Jersey’s business position and has created an en-
vironment in which alternative tax methods seem attractive enough
to challenge the ‘‘no new tax’’ tradition.

Evolution of the ‘‘no new tax’’ slogan has been such as to leave
some doubt that it still includes business income taxes. The 1957
political campaign was notably silent concerning this tax. One
Bill (A. 278) before the 1957 Legislature session would impose
a 7 per cent net income tax upon corporations. Reporting in June,
1957, the New Jersey Commission to Study Laws Affecting
Industrial Development recommended that the present corporation
franchise tax:!

. ultimately be eliminated and replaced by a franchise tax
measured by net income; and that this franchise tax measured by
net income be made applicable to all business whether incorporated
or not.

The same Commission also expressed concern about personal
property taxes and recommended that: 2

. the tax on tangible personal property (including houschold
goods) be abolished. In lieu thereof, it is recommended that there
be adopted at the State level a retail sales and use tax, part of the
proceeds of which would be distributed to the municipalities.

ProrErTY TaAx DEVELOPMENT

The subject of property taxation did not receive fermal
legislative attention after 1947 until the adoption of the Haines
resolution in 1952 (J. R. No. 8) which called upon this Commission
to undertake a special study ‘‘concerning the problem of equaliza-
tion throughout the State of assessments upon real and personal
property.”” That resolution resulted in the preparation and pub-
lication of the Commission’s Sixth Report, subtitled The General
Property Tax wm New Jersey: A Century of Inequities (1953).

1 State of New Jersey, Commission to Study Laws Affecting Industrial Development.
Report. (Trenton, N. J.: June, 1957), p. 25.

2 Ibid. p. 14.
10

This report opened its address to the Governor and the Legislature
with a frank statement of its meaning:

“This study of the general property tax touches upon the most
sensitive issues of State and local government. It was undertaken
because of a long-held belief that property valuations and assessments
were marred by the grossest inequities. The study demonstrates and
confirms this belief; and justifies the conclusion that the people of
New Jersey must adopt drastic and comprehensive measures, if they
wish to eliminate the discriminatory practices which mark the ad-
ministration of the largest single tax in the State.”

At that time, the Commission reiterated its previous warning
that the removal of ‘‘tax lightning’’ upon personal property was
a first order of business (see the Second and Fifth Reports) and
renewed its previous recommendations that the taxation of nouse-
hold goods and personal effects be abolished and that business
inventories and machinery and equipment be separately classified
for taxation. It proposed that the general property tax be
‘improved as follows:

“First, the ecstablishment of workable assessment districts—the
county unit;

“Second, the installation of professionally qualified assessors on a
full-time employment basis;

“Third, revision of the property tax law to require assessments on
a biennial basis and according to an objective formula; and

“Fourth, new standards and methods of taxpayer compliance to
make the assessment process a cooperative effort between the assessor
and the taxpayer.”

. The Commission renews these recommendations of the Swrth
Report for administrative improvement of the general property
tax. These specific proposals may take on new meaning, however,
in light of the adoption, upon the Commission’s recommendation,
of the landmark piece of legislation, known as the State Equaliza-
tion Law, Chapter 86 of the Laws of 1954. That statute provides
for the annual promulgation of a table of equalized valuations for
each taxing district to be made by the State director of the division
of taxation and to be used as the basis of apportionment of State
‘aid for schools. This legislation, as administered by the State
Local Property Tax Bureau, has created a new environment for
local property taxation.

11
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Tur JupiciaL Decisions issue. The decisions in these cases have achieved the effect of the

The judicial history of the tax clause of the Constitution since legislative remedy the Commission had proposed.

1947 has resulted in the major tax development of the past ten
years. I’rior to 1947 the constitutional requirement that real and
personal property be assessed ‘‘according to its true value”
presented two major obstacles to changes in the system of property
taxation; first, it was deemed to be a bar to the classification of
property for tax purposes (except for some form of in-lieu tax,
such as the bank stock tax or possibly the net worth tax on
corporations), and it was also a bar to judicial relief from dis-
criminatory assessment where the taxpayer suffering from
discrimination was not assessed in excess of the constitutional
standard of true value. TUnder the old true value clause, the
courts had taken the position that it was the constitutional duty
of the assessor to value property according to its true value, and
that it was beyond the power of either the courts or the Legislature
to establish a remedy for a taxpayer who had been assessed at
any valuation below true value, whatever may have been the dis-
criminatory effect of such assessment as compared with the
general level in the community.! It was this rule that permitted
the gross diseriminations which the Commaission described as ‘‘a
century of inequities’’ in its Sixth Report. The effect of the rule was
so severe that the United States Supreme Court held it to be a viola-
tion of the due process clause of the Federal Constitution where
discrimination could be shown to have been substantial and
willful.?

With the adoption of the new tax clause, the courts were no
longer bound by the constitutional requirement of true value but
were instead mandated to achieve equality of treatment ‘‘according
to the same standard of value.”” While the Constitution had thus
been changed so as to remove the bar to equality of treatment, the
statutes had nevertheless remained unchanged with respect to
true value as the standard of assessment. Accordingly, the Com-
mission recommended in its Sizth Report (at page 159) that the
statutes be amended so as to provide-relief from diseriminatery
assessment even though the complainant’s property might not
have been assessed at more than its true value. While this recom-
mendation was pending, the courts found themselves presented
with a series of cases, beginning in 1952, which raised the same

The decisions of the courts, culminating in Switz v. Middletown
Township, 23 N. J. 580 (1956), will be permanently significant be-
cause they deal with equality of treatment in the distribution of the
tax burden among separate taxpayers, rather than ¢‘equalization’
of the total tax rolls among taxing districts. The cases establish
these two principles:

First—Equality of treatment under the tax law is guaranteed
to every taxpayer by State and Federal Constitutions—whatever
the standard—and where a choice must be made between such
equality and enforcement of the legal standard, the courts will
apply the rule of equality.

. Second—The legal standard of assessment will be enforced by
the courts at the suit of any taxpayer, and so long as the standard
is set by statute at 100 per cent of the valuation, the courts will
mandate that standard. ‘

The Middletown Township case is technically limited to that
township and only to real estate, but the opinions of the Supreme
Court in the case leave no doubt that the same principle is
applicable throughout the State and to both real and personal
property. The mandate of the Court, states the majority opinion,
“shall not apply to the tax years 1957 and 1958 ...” In effect, this
allows the present administrative practices, which follow diverse
and informal policies of fractional assessment, to continue
unaffected by the court’s mandate until January 1, 1959. After
that date it would be technically necessary to institute separate
actions against the various assessors other than the Middletown
Township assessor, but an assessor who did not follow the
principle of that case would be inviting so much confusion for his
community that it is unlikely that such separate actions would
be required.

When the Court mandated 100 per cent assessments, the average
ratio of assessed to true value in the taxing districts of the State
was 29.10 per cent. One district was as low as 8.31 per cent and
one as high as 77.61 per cent. Within these average ratios for
the various districts, separate taxpayers were being assessed far
above and far below the average. It was to the latter that the
litigation was directed, and inequalities were so great among
taxpayers in the same class, as well as among classes, that only a
complete reassessment could correct the situation. The over-all
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1 Royal Manufacturing Co. v. Board of Equalization, 76 N. J. L. 402 (1908), affirmed
78 N. J. L. 337 (1909).
2 Hillsboro Township v. Cromwell, 326 U. S. 620, 66 Sup. Ct., 445, 90 L. Ed. 298 (1946).
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- sequently, when the Committee on Arrangement and Form
submitted the final draft of the article on taxation of finance, there
' was a change in the phraseology of the tax clause which was

implications of the Court’s decision may be seen from the change
it would have wrought were it effective for 1957:

100 Per Cent
State Totals e llions of dollars. - explained on the floor of the Convention by Mr. Milton and Mr.
Real Estate Valuations .................. 6,935 24,214 Reed, in response to a question by Mr. Lightner, as an effort to
Personal Property Valuations ............ 1,118 8,762 avold the p()SSlblhty raised by Mr. Cavicchia and later by Mr.
A oo Taw @R 3 2 .. N .
Average Tax Rafe ........oooovvenenn $8.30 $2.00 Clapp, that the language originally phrased might be interpreted

to give the taxing districts autonomy in the fixing of their own
- standards of value. (Proceedings, pp. 833-841.)

A re-examination of the question almost ten years later by this
Commussion, and such organizations as the New Jersey Taxpayers’
Association and the Board of Kditors of the New Jersey Law
' Journal, as well as the great predominance of the public press
as expressed in editorial comment, continued to favor a uniform
- state-wide standard of assessments, and therefore opposed the
amendment. It is significant, however, that even the sponsors
of the amendment were proposing the retention of a uniform
standard within each taxing district. At the polls, it was defeated

by an overwhelming popular vote.

VorErs’ AcTION

While the Meddletown Township case was pending in court, and
in anticipation of the decision actually rendered, efforts were made
in the Legislature to modify the statutory standard, or failing in
that, to adopt a constitutional amendment which would allow each
taxing district to establish its own standard. Such an amendment
was actually adopted by the Legislature in the form of A. C. R. 3§,
of 1956. This resolution to amend the Constitution read as follows:

Art. VIII, Sec. I, paragraph 1 of the Constitution (1947) is
amended to read as follows:

“Property shall be assessed for taxation under general laws and by
uniform rules. All real property assessed and taxed locally or by the
State for allotment and payment to taxing districts shall be assessed
according to the same standard of value; and such real property shal
be taxed at the general tax rate of the taxing district in which the
property is situated, for the use of such taxing district. The
Legislature may authorize the governing body of any municipality
constituting a taxing disirict to establish a proportion of the standard
of value at which such real property situate therein shall be assessed,
and such proportion shall be uniformly applied to all such real properly
within the tazing district.”

ProsrLeM PresexTeEp To THE CoMMISSION

After the Supreme Court decided the Middletown Township
' case, the Legislature once again turned to the subject of property
tax assessment. The very mandate of the Court suggested a
' breathing spell for the development and adoption of such a modifi-
cation of the statutes as might better fit the legislative sense of
sound policy. There were many proposals made and some more or
less formally advanced, including the calling of a ‘‘tax conven-
tion,”” which had been urged for a number of years in the past as
a way toward the solution of the State’s tax problems. The im-
mediate motivation of legislative thinking appeared to be heavy
pressure to do something to avert the consequence of the Court’s
decree that all property must. under the statutes as they exist, be
valued at its true value for tax purposes. Beneath the immediate
motivation, however, was the deeply held conviction of many
- persons in and out of the Legislature that this ‘‘emergency”’
should be the occasion for an even more fundamental review and
revision of the State and local tax system.

On December 27, 1956, the Legislature adopted and filed Senate
Concurrent Resolution No. 28, entitled ‘A Concurrent Resolution
- requesting the Commission on State Tax Policy to make a special
study of the impact upon the State tax program of certain prob-

15

The resolution was hotly but earnestly debated throughout the
State prior to its submission to the people at the general election
November, 1956. Many students of taxation opposed it as a step
backward. This view could be sustained by the history of the tax
clause in the Constitutional Convention. When it came to vote
on the tax clause, known as Amendment No. 16 in the Convention,
one of the delegates (Mr. Cavicchia) raised the question as to
whether the amendment would require a uniform state-wide
standard of value as fixed by the Legislature or whether it would
permit varying standards of value among the taxing distriets.
(Proceedings, Volume 1, page 782.) One of the delegates who had
been instrumental in working out the tax clause compromise
Senator Van Alstyne, responded that it was intended that the
standard should be general throughout the State (Ibid.). Sub
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lems related to taxation of real property.”” The resolution ex-
pressly set forth the legislative requirement as follows:

“Be it resolved by the Senate of the State of New Jersey (the
General Assembly concurring) :

“1. The Commission on State Tax Policy is hereby requested to
undertake a special study of the impact of enforced assessment of real
property at 100 per cent of its true value upon tax rates, the taxation
of personal property, municipal and school debt limits, State aid
formulas, special taxes based upon real property assessments, existing
exemptions and general tax revenue requirements of counties and
municipalities.

“2. The Commission shall report specially to the Governor and the
Legislature its findings and recommendations for temporary,
transitional and permanent changes, if any, in the entire State tfax
structure which the results of its study dictate to be desirable or neces-
sary for equitable distribution of the total imposition of State and
local taxes.”

SUMMARY OF THE BACKGROUND

This report thus comes as the result of a decade of experience
under the new Constitution, and of at least a quarter of a century
of efforts to make do with our existing tax structure. Financial
pressures have meanwhile arisen on all sides to strain and test
the State and local tax systems. The judicial mandate for equality
of treatment under the law, however necessary and desirable, has
added a period of radical re-adjustment in the misplaced tax
burdens of the past, among property taxpavers. These udjust
ments are even more onerous when they come at a time of rising
tax rates and demands for more governmental funds. Finally, the
tools of adjustment must be found within narrow political
boundaries which have resisted a decade of heavy pressures for
change. It was all of this and more that the Legislature referred
to this Commission when it adopted S. C. R. No. 28, quoted above.

Before attempting to answer the deep-seated questions posed by
the concurrent resolution, the Commission has deemed it necessary
and desirable to answer several subsidiary questions: Who pays
the present tax levies? How does the tax burden on homeowners
and business in New Jersey compare with that in other states!
How does it compare as between these two groups of taxpayers
within this State? What would be the actual effect of 100 per cent
assessments if uniformly applied? Would any limitations or
restraints on local taxing power be required? What would bhe the
next logical step toward ultimately achieving the goals of a soundly
balanced and equitable tax system?

16
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CHAPTER 11
THE STATE AND LOCAL TAX IMPACT

The ultimate expression of State tax policy is the way the cost

' of State and local government is spread over the resources of the
- State.
- without coming quickly to the effect of the policy known as ““mno

Little can be said about the tax system of New Jersey

new taxes.”” This has been a New Jersey slogan for at least

- twenty years. Although New Jersey has not avoided ‘‘new *axes”’
- completely, it has remained largely a property tax State for more
than a quarter of a century, when other states were reaching out

for other tax sources. (See Charts C and B.)

The State has been free from corporate and individual income
taxes and from consumers’ sales taxes and general business taxes
measured by gross receipts which have found their way into the
The effect has been twofold: First,
New Jersey relies mainly on the property tax to meet its revenue

- needs for local government and on selective sales and excise taxes

for state government; second, this Commission has said on other

- occasions, an individual who does not drive an automobile, smoke,
| drink, gamble or die, pays no tax whatsoever for the support
- of State Government.
. property tax (except for a minor yield of the State property tax

The State has entirely retired from the
on the main stem of railroads) and has been left to these special
excises for the entire support of State Government.

The system may be illustrated by reference to the yield of major
tax revenues of recent calendar years, as follows:

Increase Per Cent
1955 1956 Dollars Increase
in millions of dollars
State purposes ...... $240.2 $274.8 $34.6 1449,
Local purposes ...... 587.1 637.2 50.2 8.6
State Total ...... $827.3 $912.0 $84.8 10.3%

In its broadest view the present fiscal system produced these
results in 1956. Local taxes represented about 70 per cent of all
State and local taxes. The local property tax alone produced
63.6 per cent of all taxes paid in New Jersey, exclusive of federal
taxes, and represented 90 per cent of all taxes for local purposes

- (Table 2.1).
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TABLE 2.1
NEW JERSEY STATE AND LOCAL TAXES—CALENDAR YEARS 1955 AND 1956

Per Cent Distribution
Tax Increase

1956 1956 Increase 1956 1956 Over 1955
Taxes for Local Purposes—

Property (including Railroad) ............ $533,934,313 $579,836,692 $45,902,379 63.579, 54.119,
Public ULHEY wvvvrnnnnrreneeeeeennnnnns. 47,742,676 51,845,270 4,102,594 5.68 4.84
Bank Stoek ...t 2,635,930 2,696,524 160,594 0.30 0.19
Sales Tax (Atlantic City) ................. 1,546,985 1,584,672 37,687 0.17 0.04
Financial Business ...........coooviiinn.. 643,294 657,489 14,195 0.07 0.02
Inheritance (5% to counties) .............. 599,245 617,593 18,348 0.07 0.02
Poll Taxes ...ovvrniiiniiieiiia ., 35,599 30,764 —4,835 cee —0.01

Total Local Taxes ........ccovviivvinn, $587,038,042 $637,269,004 $50,230,962 69.87% 59.219%

2 Taxes for State Purposes—

Gasoline ........coiiiiiiinn i, $67,196,301 $70,306,966 $3,110,665 7.71% 3.67%
Motor Vehicles and Drivers ............... 57,835,230 70,672,972 12,837,742* 7.75 15.13
Corporations and Insurance ............... 36,160,382 38,551,572 2,391,190 4.23 2.82
Cigarettes ........oiiiiiiiiiineiinnn, 19,951,500 30,622,402 10,670,9022 3.36 12.58
Alcoholic Beverages ...................... 18,274,435 19,672,222 1,397,787 2.16 1.65
Pari-Mutuel ........ ... .. .. 22,821,873 23,797,966 976,093 2.61 115
Death Taxes (excluding 5% county)........ 13,716,359 16,759,919 3,043,560 1.84 3.59
Railroad (State only) .................... 4,152,468 4,320,074 167,606 0.47 0.20
Outdoor Advertising® ........... ... .. ... 89,524 88,439 —1,085 0.01
Boxing and Wrestling .................... 16,213 20,243 4,030 e

Total State Taxes .............ccon.n.. $240,214,285 $274,812,775 $34,598,490 30.139% 40.799

Total State and Local Taxes ........... $827,252,327 $912,081,779 $84,829,452 100.00% 100.009%,

1 Change in licensing year.
2 Change in tax rate.
8 Approximately $20,000 of advertising taxes paid to municipalities by State.
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In addition to being the major tax source in New Jersey, the
property tax is the one tax which varies directly with local budgets.
Tax rates are determined each year at levels required to support
that part of the budgets not covered by other foreseeable revenues.
This is in sharp contrast with other tax measures which apply at
fixed rates until such time as they are changed by legislation.

In brief:

The revenue system of the State is heavily dependent upon
a tax base—property—which is broad in its impact and rela:
tively stable in its yield. The burden of rising costs of govern-
ment must bear more heavily upon property for lack of such
major non-property taxes as general sales and income taxes.
The relative ability of local government to furnish govern-
mental services, moreover, is peculiarly affected by the distri-
bution of taxable property as compared with the distribution
of population.

CoMPARATIVE Tax BUurpEN

New Jersey is one of only three states which have neither an
income tax, a general sales tax nor a gross receipts tax. The other
two are Nebraska and Texas. This is about all that these three
states have in common. Nebraska is a rural state with 10 times
the area and one-fourth the population of New Jersey. Its largest
city, Omaha, has a population of 251,000. Texas, the largest state,
has only one and a half times the population of New Jersey.
It collected $195 million from severance taxes on oil and
gas during the year ended June 30, 1957; representing 30 per
cent of all Texas State tax collections and a little more than half
of all severance taxes collected by all states. In contrast to Texas,
New Jersey and Nebraska find their escape from sales taxes and
income taxes in the property tax. In 1956 (Table 2.2), property
taxes represented 71 per cent of all state and local tax collections
in Nebraska, 64 per cent of the total in New Jersey, and approxi-
mately 44 per cent of all state and local taxes in Texas.

Sales taxes and income taxes together supplied 24.95 per cent
of all state and local tax revenues in the 45 states using one or
both of them.

20
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TABLE 2.2
COMPARATIVE SOURCE OF STATE AND LOCAL TAXES,
FISCAL YEARS ENDED IN 1956

New 45 Other
Tax Category Jersey Nebraska Texas States
- General Sales and Gross Receipts .. .....  ..... ... 14.879%
Income Taxes ..........ooovviee Lol Lol L. 10.08
Property Taxes ................. 63.96% 71.28% 44.63% 43.64
Motor fuels, Vehicles and Drivers .. 13.98 18.02 21.13 15.45
Selective Sales and Receipts exeept
Motor Fuel ................... 15.27 5.32 12.64 8.71
Other Taxes and Licenses ......... 6.79 5.38 21.60 7.25
Total Taxes ............... 100.009%  100.009, 100.009%  100.009
Taxes Per Capita*—
State ........ ..o $47.79 $52.99 $69.82 $82.47
Local .......covviiviiniiao... 121.14 91.87 60.22 77.50
Total ......c.ovviviina.. $168.93 $144.86 $130.04 $159.97

* Based upon estimated population excluding Armed Forces, July, 1956.

8ource: U. S. Census, Summary of Governmental Finances and State sources.

This is somewhat more than the 20.32 per cent dif-

- ference in emphasis upon property taxes as between New Jersey
- (63.96 per cent) and 45 sales and income tax states (43.64 per cent)

and less than the 27.64 per cent difference as between Nebraska
(71.28 per cent) and the 45 states.

Contrary to the general assumption, taxes upon motor fuel,

. motor vehicles and drivers represent a smaller portion of all State
- and local taxes in New Jersey (13.98 per cent) than the average

for 45 sales and income tax states (15.45 per cent). Nebraska and

. Texas look to these taxes for about 18 per cent and 21 per cent of

their total respectively.

Selective sales taxes upon such things as cigarettes, alcoholic
beverages, utilities and pari-mutuel racing represent more than
15 per cent of all State and local taxes in New Jersey as compared
with an average of less than 9 per cent in 45 sales and income tax
states. Texas looks to these taxes for 12.6 per cent of all taxes
and Nebraska for 5.3 per cent.

New Jersey and Nebraska each depend less upon the remaining
taxes and licenses than the average sales and income tax state.
Because these miscellaneous taxes include severance taxes, Texas
derives almost 22 per cent of its total state and local taxes from
sources averaging about 7 per cent of the totals in 45 sales and
income tax states.
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Percentage distributions have the effect of causing unlike
amounts of tax to appear the same. This can be overcome by com-
parisons based upon tax collections per capita of population.

In 1956, New Jersey taxes averaged $168.93 per capita as
compared with $159.97 in the 45 sales and income tax states,
$144.86 in Nebraska and $130.04 in Texas.

Emphasis upon property taxes causes New Jersey and Nebraska
to place greatest tax collecting responsibility upon local govern-
ments. New Jersey stands out in this respect with its $168.93 per
capita total tax bill divided as between $47.79 State and $121.14
local. Local taxes are thus 2.5 times as much as State taxes.

Nebraska State taxes ($52.99) are about $5 per capita higher
than New Jersey. However, Nebraska local taxes ($91.87) are $29
per capita lower than New Jersey and the combined state and
local tax is $24 per capita lower in Nebraska than in New Jersey.
Unlike New Jersey, Nebraska has a state property tax as well as
a local one.

Texas State taxes ($69.82) are about $22 per capita higher than
New Jersey. But Texas local taxes ($60.22) are about half the
per capita amount in New Jersey. The combined total in Texas
is almost $39 per capita lower than New Jersey. In 45 sales and
income tax states the $159.97 per capita tax bill is divided as be-
tween $82.47 state and $77.50 local.

The Commission concludes:

New Jersey counts among its assets a low per capita State tax
and a freedom from general sales and income taxes. Attractive
as these assets are, however, they are no assurance against high
or burdensome taxes to support essential services of both
state and local governments.

This is shown by a comparison of total general revenues for
all state and local governments among the various states both
per capita and as a percentage of individual income payments
received in the state. The latest available data for such a com-
posite picture are for 1953, as shown in Chart D, from which it
may be generalized that—
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COMPARATIVE BURDEN OF GENERAL REVENUES, BY STATES,
PER CAPITA AND IN RELATION TO INCOME PAYMENTS, 1953

CHART D

Per Capita State & Local
General Revenue from Own Sources

1953
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New York
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Washington
Minnesota
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Mass,
Oregon
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Michigan
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New Jersey
S. Dakota
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Connecticut
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Dist, Col,
Vermont
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Maine
Ohio
Maryland
Texas
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R. Island
S. Carolina
Missouri
Georgia
N. Carolina
Virginia
Tennessee
W. Virginia
Alabama
Mississippi
Kentucky
Arkansas
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In 1953 New Jersey ranked 20th in the burden of total State
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Individual B—$20,000 annual income

a. Residence in city or suburban township.

Bethlehem
Township,

New Yorks3
$18.68
16.50
2.00
16.00

b. Place of work within city.
c. Family—wife and two young school age children; wife nob
employed.

d. Automobiles (2) (1955 Ford, 7,000 miles annually; 1957 Buick,
10,000 miles annually) wife drives.

Susquehanna
Township,
Pennsylvania2
$23.35
10.00
2.00

e. Husband and wife together smoke 600 packs of cigarettes.

15.00
5.34
20.00

£. Owns comfortable 8- or 9-room home in fashionable section.

Township,
New Jerseyl
$18.68

,————1In Suburban Townships————
Lawrence

In addition to comparability of taxpayers, the three cities are
much alike. Each is the capital city of its state. Albany and
Trenton are comparable in size, and Harrisburg is only slightly
smaller. Each has substantial industry and is surrounded by
suburban townships.

Table 2.4 shows that Individual A with $5,000 annual income
would pay taxes and water charges of $495.34 in Trenton, New
Jersey, as compared with $397.85 in Harrisburg, Pennsylvania and
$339.72 in Albany, New York. The same general picture applies
in the suburbs as well as in the three cities. Table 2.4 also shows
that Individual A would pay $427.93 in Lawrence Township, New
Jersey, as compared with $351.66 in Susquehanna Township,
Pennsylvania, and $286.17 in Bethlehem Township, New York.

New York3
$18.68
16.50
2.00
16.00

Harrisburg,
Pennsylvania2
$23.35
10.00

2.00

5.34

New Jersey!l
$18.68
15.00
20.00

,———————1In Capitol Cities
Trenton,

The often repeated observation that New Jersey has ‘‘low”
State taxes and ‘‘high’’ local taxes holds true for this ordinary
taxpayer. His State taxes total $59.02 in New Jersey as compared
with $75.28 in New York with its income tax and $90.35 in Pennsylk
vania with its sales tax. The example taxpayer pays gasoline and
cigarette taxes and automobile and drivers’ licenses in all three
states. These are all the State taxes he pays in New Jersey.

As would be expected from the New Jersey tax structure, the
local property tax payments are the major components. Property
taxes total $417.76 in Trenton, as compared with $268 in Harris
burg and $229.44 in Albany. The Trenton property tax includes
$7.46 of taxes upon household personal property which is not
taxable in New York or Pennsylvania.

TAXES PAYABLE BY FAMILY MAN WITH $5,000 INCOME IN NEW JERSEY, PENNSYLVANIA AND NEW YORK
1957

Gasoline Tax .....vviiiniinin i,
Automobile License ......................
Driver’s License ............coiiunnninn..

State Taxes—

26

13.15

22.10

$75.28

$197.74

$210.89

$286.17

$94.54*

$191.63

This computation assumes the maximum $5,000

20.00
35.00
$90.35
$160.00
30.00
2.60
33.71
35.00
$261.31
$351.66
no
exemption
$351.66

$59.02
$267.72
16.52
98.17
56.50
$368.91
$427.93
$41.80
$386.13

9910
$75.28
$229.44
35.00
$264.44
$339.79
$167.71%
$172.01

2.60

20.00
35.00
$90.35
$268.00
25.00
11.90
$307.50
$397.85
no
exemption
$397.85

$59.02
$410.30
7.46
18.56
$436.32
$495.34
$37.30
$458.04

Total State and Loecal for Veteran ......
* Veterans’ exemption in New York only if property purchased from pension.

Total State and Local ................
deduction.

Total State Tax .............ccoon ..
Total Local Tax or Charge ............
Veterans’ Exemption Reduces Property Tax

Local Taxes or Charges
2 Prepared by Robert Hibbard, Pennsylvania State Chamber of Commerce.

3 Prepared by John J. Joyce, Empire State Chamber of Commerce,

1 Prepared by Henry J. Frank, Princeton Surveys.

Water Tax or Charges ....................
Sewer Charge .........covviiiiinnn. ...
(and Total Tax) by «....vvvvivennnnann..

Income Tax «.vvvrrineerien e
Real Estate ...,
Personal Property ...........c.c..coo...
Per Capita Tax ..........cooiiiiiian .,
Occupation Tax ........cooviviinennnn...

Cigarette Tax .........c0ieniniinennnn..
Sales Tax «ovvveiinin it

[\
-3
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Under a permissive local tax act, Harrishurg City and school
district collect per capita taxes totaling $12.50 for each adult, or
$25 for Indwidual 4 and his wife. The county (Dauphin) alse
collects an occupation tax totaling $2.60 for the example taxpayer
and his wife. No such local non-property taxes apply in either
Trenton or Albany.

Albany collects a $35 water tax. Water charges have been im
cluded within the Trenton and Harrisburg total for purposes o
comparison. The Trenton water charge of $18.56 is higher than
the $11.90 in Harrisburg, but lower than the $35 water tax i
Albany.

rom p.roceeds of veterans’ pension, bonus, or insurance. The
exemption does not apply to school taxes. Tt is doubtful that the
example individual would qualify. If he did qualify for the full
ount, however, his Albany taxes would be reduced by $167.71
and the total state and local taxes would become $172.01. Pennsyl-
vania allows no veteran’s exemption.

Comparisons such as this do not show the “‘over-all’’ bills for
the three states. They do show the heavy impact of New Jersey
taxes upon a hypothetical ‘‘small homeowner’’ in one of the im-

ortant cities and its suburbs. This is an unavoidable result of
heavy reliance upon local property taxes.

Tgble 2.5 shows a similar comparison for more prosperous
Individual B, who pays less taxes in New Jersey than in New
York, but more than in Pennsylvania. Taxes and water charges
!otal $1,267.21 in Trenton, New Jersey as compared with $1,330.50
m Albany, New York and $990.35 in Harrisburg, Pennsylvania.
In the suburbs this prosperous family would pay taxes and charges
to-taling $981.63 in Lawrence Township, New J ersey as compared
with $1,§67 in Loudonville, New York and $848.21 in Susquehanna
Towns_hlp, Pennsylvania. No effort has been made to measure
the drinking or betting habits of the example taxpayer or the tax
costs associated with them. :

Local property taxes are the major taxes in New Jersey sub
urbs as well as in the cities. Individual A would pay propert
taxes totaling $284.24 in Lawrence Township, New Jersey, a
compared with $160 in Susquehanna Township, Pennsylvanii
and $197.74 in Bethlehem Township, New York. Lawrenc
Township taxes include $16.52 of taxes upon household per
sonal property which is not taxable in New York and Pennsyt

vania.

Under the Pennsylvania permissive local tax act, Susquehann
Township, its school district and county (Dauphin) collect per
capita and occupations taxes totaling $32.60 from the example
taxpayer and his wife. The combined total of these local nom
property taxes and the local property taxes is lower than the
property taxes alone in both Bethlehem Township, New York and
Lawrence Township, New Jersey.

Water charges in Lawrence and Susquehanna have been in
cluded for purposes of comparison with Bethlehem where water
is paid for by tax. Lawrence Township and Susquehanna Town
ship sewer charges are also included because they represent a
substantial cost not charged in Bethlehem Township.

These comparisons are for non-veterans. The $500 veterans
exemption in New Jersey reduces the property tax bill fof
Trenton veterans by $37.30 causing the total for the example tarff
payer to become $458.04. The Trenton veteran pays more Stats
and local taxes than do non-veterans in Harrisburg and Albany.
The Lawrence Township veteran tax bill is reduced by $41.4
by the exemption and he pays $386.13 which is more than non
veterans pay in Susquehanna and Bethlehem.

New York allows veterans’ exemption up to $5,000 from county
and municipal taxes, provided the taxable property was purchase

28

State taxes payable by this prosperous family in New Jer:
Eotal $127.34, or slightly more thfn 14 the $24f2 State tz;lx ls)?l)l'
in Pennsylvania and 14 the $729.10 State tax bill in Albany, or
$704.30 in Loudonville, New York. State taxes differ among
towns in New York because local property taxes are deductible
from income subject to the State income tax.

New Jersey emphasizes local taxes. Local taxes and charges
total $1,139.87 in Trenton, New Jersey or 52 per cent more
than the $748.35 in Harrisburg, Pennsylvania, and almost
double the $601.40 in Albany, New York. In the suburbs, local
taxes and charges total $854.29 in Lawrence Township, New
Jersey, or 4, more than $606.21 in Susquehanna Township,
Pennsylvania, but about 1, less than $962.70 in Loudonville,
New York.

These comparisons must be considered against the impression
.that Albany is a low tax city in New York and that Loudonville
18 an expensive suburb. Pennsylvania local taxes including
amusement taxes, per capita taxes and occupations taxes, levied
under permissive local taxing authority, for the example family
amount to $37.60 in Harrisburg and $42.60 in Susquehanna
Township.

29



i X TABLE 2.5
TAXES PAYABLE BY FAMILY MAN WITH $20,000 IN(i(gsl\’;E IN NEW JERSEY, PENNSYLVANIA AND NEW YORK

~———1In Suburban Townships————

Susquehanna, Loudonville,

Lawrence
Township,

Albany,
New Yorks

Harrisburg,

~In Capitol Cities— ————

Trenton,
New Jerseyl

Pennsylvania? New York3

New Jerseyl

Pennsylvania2

State Taxes—

$52.00
37.75
22.00
24.00

2.00

$65.00
20.00
30.00
125.00

5.34

$52.00
40.00
30.00

2.00

$52.00
37.75
24.00

2.00

$65.00
20.00
30.00

5.34

$52.00
40.00
30.00

Drivers License® ..o,
Cigarette Tax .....ovvvriinneennneennnnns

Gasoline TaxX ....vviiiii i iiiinennn
Automobile License .........c.ovvuuinn...

Sales Tax .ottt it i e e

588.55

613.35

Income Tax .ooviriiiiii it i ineiennn

$729.10 $127.34 $242.00 $704.30

$242.00

$127.34

Total State Tax ........covivneinn...

Local Taxes or Charges

You are viewing an archived copy from the

$483.21 $920.70

$668.80
41.80

$566.49

$693.25

$1,074.24
37.30

Personal Property ............... ... ... ..

Real Estate ...,

10.00

10.00

Amusement Tax .............. 0.,

w
(@]

30.00

25.00

Per Capita Tax .......ccoviiieinevnnnnnn,

2.60
35.00

2.60

Occupation Tax ............cceiuiinnn...

100.70

Sewer Charge .........cvivieiiinenunnn..

49,00

45.40

42.99

35.00

17.50

28.33

Water Tax or Charge ....................

$748.35 $601.4¢ $854.29 $606.21 $962.70

$1,139.87

Total Local Taxes or Charges ..........

$990.35  $1,330.50 $981.63 $848.21  $1,667.00
no no

$1,267.21

Total State and Liocal ................
Veterans’ Exemptions Reduces Property Tax

exemption $170.40% $41.80  exemption $250.65*

$37.30

(and Total Tax) by ...,

$848.21  $1,416.35

$939.83
This computation assumes the maximum $5,000

$990.35  $1,160.10

$1,229.91

State and Local for Veteran .................

* Veterans’ exemption in New York only if property purchased from pension.

deduction.

Jersey State Library

The example family pays property taxes totaling $1,111.54 in
Trenton as compared with $693.25 in Harrisburg and $566.40 in
Albany. In the suburbs property taxes total $710.60 in Lawrence
‘Township as compared with $483.31 in Susquehanna Township and
$920.70 in Loudonville. New Jersey property taxes include $37.30
of personal property taxes in Trenton and $41.80 in Lawrence
Township.

] Water charges total $28.33 in Trenton as compared with $17.50
in Harrisburg and $35 in Albany. Water and sewer charges
amount to $143.69 in Lawrence Township as compared with $80.40
gSusquehanna Township. Loudonville imposes a $42 water

arge.

. At this income level, New York stands apart from New Jersey
and Pennsylvania because of its graduated personal income tax.
State income taxes represent 46 per cent of the example tax-

payer’s state and local tax bill in Albany and 35 per cent in
oudonville, '

 The Commission concludes:

It is significant that New York taxes were found substantially
lower than both Pennsylvania and New Jersey for the example
taxpayer with $5,000 annual income. This comparison shows
New York taxes higher than both Pennsylvania and New Jersey
for the example taxpayer with $20,000 annual income, which

is to be expected in a State with a graduated personal income
tax.

New Jersey, with its major dependence upon property taxes,
eollects more from both taxpayers than does Pennsylvania, where
& general sales tax applies. Comparisons of this kind are
yulnerable to the vagaries of personal expenditures and local
assessments. Hspecially in the higher income groups with their
greater freedom of choice, the position of individual taxpayers
I8 in no way uniform even when they live in the same townr. The
comparisons do show the different impact of unlike tax structures

Ipon specific taxpayers under conditions as nearly the same as
possible.

Hmpire State Chamber of Commaeroe.

ComPARATIVE TAxES ForR MANUFACTURING CORPORATIONS
A recent study prepared by the Pennsylvania Economy League
for the Pittsburgh Regional Industrial Development Corporation
shows estimated State and local taxes payable by three rep-
resentative manufacturing corporations in 185 municipalities
within the industrial states. Tables 2.6 and 2.7 show balance
sheets and income statements for the three corporations selected
to represent distinet types of corporate structures as follows :
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2 Prepared by Robert Hibbard, Pennsylvania State Chamber of Commerce.

1 Prepared by Henry J. Frank, Princeton Surveys.

» Prepared by John J. Joyoae,
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TABLE 2.6
BALANCE SHEETS

THREE HYPOTHETICAL MANUFACTURING CORPORATIONS
Corporation Corporation Corporation
A i o
Current Assets—
Cash «..ooiviiii i $1,160,000 $930,000  $1,330,000
U. S. Government Securities .......... 750,000 860,000 310,000
Investments in Other Corporations .... — ...... 860,000 ...
Accounts Receivable ................. 1,560,000 1,265,000 1,860,000
Inventories:
Finished Products ................. 860,000 1,000,000
Work in Process ..........oooooun.. 220,000 260,000
Raw Materials ............ ... ... 230,000 1,730,000
Total Current Assets ........... $4,780,000  $6,905,000
Plant Property and Equipment—
Land ... $150,000 $52,500
Buildings and Improvements .......... 2,430,000 835,000
Machinery, Equipment and Fixtures ... 2,600,000 2,197,500
Total Plant Property & Equipment  $5,180,000  $3,085,000
Prepaid Expenses—
Prepaid Insurance ................... 40,000 10,000
Total Assets .................. $10,000,000 $10,000,000 $10,000,000
Current Liabilities—
Notes Payable ............. ...t $20,000 $20,000
Accounts Payable ................... 710,000 1,600,000
Miscellaneous ........c.ooeuiiinene. .. 60,000
Accrued State and Local Taxes ........ 500,000 230,000
Accrued Federal Taxes ............... 1,000,000 770,000
Total Current Liabilities ....... $2,230,000  $2,680,000
Notes Payable Maturing After 1 Year .... 130,000 500,000
Capital and Surplus—
Capital Stock .......... ... ... ... .... $7,350,000  $6,640,000
Surplus . ..vii 290,000 180,000
Total Shareholders’ Equity ..... $7,640,000  $6,820,000
Total Tiabilities and Surplus .... $10,000,000 $10,000,000 $10,000,0H

Source:
vania.
Processed (Pittsburgh, Pa.: Nov., 1957), p. 11.
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Pennsylvania Economy League, Inc., Western Division, Pittsburgh, Pennsyh

The Relative Tax Cost to Manufacturing Industry: 1957 Revision

Jersey State Library

TABLE 2.7
INCOME STATEMENTS

THREE HYPOTHETICAL MANUFACTURING CORPORATIONS

Corporation Corporation Corporation
: . A B oo
. Sales and Revenues—
Gross Sales ..ooveiiiiiiiiiiiii $13,910,000 $17,120,000 $14,610,000
Dividends .......oviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiis iiiia 7,000  .......
Interest on U. S. Seecurities ........... 22,500 25,000 9,300
Other Income ............ccovvunnnn. 47,500 95,000 290,700
Total vvvvviieiiains e $13,980,000 $17,310,000 $14,910,000
- Cost and Expenses—
Cost of Goods Sold ...........ooott $6,430,000  $9,160,000  $6,410,000
Salaries and Wages .................. 4,080,000 5,130,000 5,180,000
Provision for Depreciation ............ 450,000 270,000 240,000
Taxes—=State and Loeal .............. 500,000 230,000 300,060
Other Expenses ...........covveeeinnn 495,000 906,000 879,00u
Total «ovviee i $11,955,000 $15,696,000 $13,009,500
" Income Before Federal Taxes ........... 2,025,000 1,614,000 1,900,500
Federal Normal and Surtax ............. 1,000,000 770,000 1,000,000
Net Tnecome ....vvuuveveennnn.. $1,025,000 $844,000 $900,500

Bource:
vania.
Processed (Pittsburgh, Pa.: Nov., 1957), p. 12.

Pennsylvania Economy League, Inc., Western Division, Pittsburgh, Pennsyl-
The Relative Tax Cost to Manufacturing Industry:

1957 Revision.

Corporation A with a low level of inventories, a high level of fixed
assets and a high income return on sales and net worth.

Corporation B with inventories approximately equal to fixed assets
and a low net income relative to sales and net worth.

Corporation C with a high level of inventories, a lower level of
fixed assets and income comparable to Corporation A.

The 185 municipalities included 14 in New Jersey, 52 in Pennsyl-

' vania, two in Delaware, 12 in Illinois, 16 in Indiana, four in Mary-

land, 11 in Michigan, 15 in New York, 45 in Ohio and 14 in West
Virginia. These municipalities were selected on the basis of their
suitability as industrial locations competitive with those in the

Pittsburgh area.

Table 2.8 shows the wide range of State and local taxes found
among selected municipalities within each of the 10 states.
Median state and local taxes in the 14 New Jersey municipalities
and their comparison with other states, as made by the Pennsyl-

vania study, appear as follows:
33
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TABLE 2.8
THREE HYPOTHETICAL CORPORATIONS
HIGHEST, MEDIAN, AND LOWEST COMBINED TAXES WITHIN SELECTED MUNICIPALITIES IN TEN STATES

Corporation A——

—_— _— — Corporation B———— ———Corporation C——
State Highest Median Lowest Highest Median Lowest Highest Median Lowest
Pennsylvania ........... $194,182 $169,235 $154,539  $127,682 $119,164 $113,976 $156,216 $145,179 $138,456
Delaware! ............. 61,168 46,088 31,008 25,408 20,220 15,033 30,462 23,740 17,019
TIHDOIS v, 135,926 112,675 91,015 130,187 108,424 88,149 126,757 105261 85,237
Indiana ............... 363,855 184,393 143,805 357,768 194,846 157,380 346,647 190,102 147,732
& Maryland .............. 278,076 295,673 169,353 264,674 211,764 149922 275,048 231,910 170,630
Michigan .............. 307,767 248,591 146,295 326,147 247,108 150,342 315,225 242,288 148,238
New Jersey ............ 240,875 128,932 78,814 196,723 109,533 35,496 199,090 108,710 41,560
New York ............. 203,683 191,479 154,267 124,550 116,731 101,600 148,653 142,336 123,647
Ohio .................. 141,343 107,500 54,033 138,130 103,836 51,938 138,197 105,510 53,868
West Virginia .......... 152,475 116,111 94,923 158,358 126,400 102,828 153453 119,974 97,719

1 The Delaware data were prepared prior to the adoption of a 5% corporate net income tax, effective January 1, 1958, in
that state.

Source: Pennsylvania Economy League, Inc.,, Western Division, Pittsburgh, Pa. The Relative Tax Cost to Manufacturing Indus-
try: 1957 Revision. Processed (Pittsburgh, Pa.: Nov., 1957), p. 61.
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TABLE 2.9
RANKING OF 14 NEW JERSEY MUNICIPALITIES AMONG 185 MUNICIPALITIES IN 10 STATES IN RELATION TO
TOTAL TAXES PAID BY THREE HYPOTHETICAL CORPORATIONS
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,————Corporation A - — Corporation B \ p Corporation C————
Total Total Total

—Local Taxes— State and Rank —Local Taxes—— State and Rank ~——Local Taxes—— State and Rank

Real Personal Local Among Real Personal Local Among Real Personal Local Among
New Jersey Municipality Estate Property Taxes 185 Estate Property Taxes 185 Estate Property Taxes 185
Newark ........c.ovvnnn. $118,261  $107,333  $240,875 10 $40,681  $142,401  $196,723 20 $52,713 $133,136 $199,090 18
Bayonne .............0..n 129,015 31,065 175,361 45 44,380 41,215 99,236 161 57,707 38,533 109,281 137
Burlington Twp. ......... 38,745 89,852 143,878 101 13,328 119,209 146,178 36 17,270 111,453 141,964 88
& Florence TWDP. ....cevnenn 35,678 92,745 143,704 103 12,273 123,048 148,962 35 15,903 115,042 144,186 73
N Dover TOWR ...oeovvnenne 49,612 75,150 140,043 105 17,066 99,704 130,411 42 22,114 93,217 128,572 108
New Brunswick .......... 61,413 63,221 139,915 107 21,126 83,877 118,644 90 27,374 78,420 119,035 119
Rahway .....coovviivunenns 64,579 59,823 139,683 108 22,215 79,369 115,225 120 28,785 74,205 116,231 124
Logan TWD. «vevvervennnns 41,201 61,700 118,182 126 14,173 81,859 109,673 135 18,365 76,533 108,139 138
Raritan TWp. ............ 37,320 62,496 115,097 134 12,838 82,915 109,394 136 16,635 77,520 107,396 141
N. Brunswick Twp. ...... 35,402 57,321 108,004 149 12,178 76,049 101,868 154 15,780 71,101 100,122 159
Pennsauken Twp. ........ 40,335 43,323 98,939 163 13,875 57,478 84,994 177 17,979 53,738 84,958 17
HEdison TWp. ............. 33,317 45,571 94,169 170 11,461 60,460 85,562 175 14,851 56,627 84,619 178
Edgewater ............... 31,415 38,318 85,014 179 10,807 50,838 75,286 180 14,003 47,530 74,774 181
Freehold Twp. ........... 63,633  ..... 78,814 181 21,855  ..... 35,496 183 28,319  ..... 41,560 183

Source: Pennsylvania Economy League, Inc., Western Division, Pittsburgh, Pa.
1957 Revision. Processed (Pittsburgh, Pa.: Nov., 1957), pp. 34-48.

The Relative Tax Cost to Manufacturing Industry:
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Corporation A—New Jersey $15,281 as compared with $131,151 in
Pennsylvania and $5,595 in Delaware.

Corporation B—New Jersey $13,641 as compared with $106,000 in
Pennsylvania and $6,291 in Delaware.

Corporation C—New Jersey $13,241 as compared with $128,121 in
Pennsylvania and $5,691 in Delaware.

CuapPTER II1

EFFECT OF 1009, ASSESSMENTS

Taxation of property ad valorem has long posed three basic

The position of Delaware would be modified as a result of its adoption problems in New Jersey, as well as in other states:

of a 5 per cent corporate net income taz, effective January 1, 1958, as

noted on page 34. (1) The selection of a standard of value.

(2) The development of practical methods of achieving that
standard on a mass assessment basis.

(3) The use of processes to test and assure equality of treatment
of taxpayers similarly situated.

Although Pennsylvania shows the highest State taxes of any
of the 10 states, it also shows the lowest average local taxes for
all three of the example corporations. In terms of average State
and local taxes it stands in fifth place for Corporations A and B

nd in fourth place for C ti .
and in fourth place for Corporation C The legal standard for assessment of property values has been

marked by a unanimity among the states looking toward some
form of current market value. State constitutional provisions
dealing with the subject refer to value, full cash value, according
to value in money, fair market value, true value, but all of them
denote a similar concept of market value. The great majority
of states establish a tax base at 100 per cent of the value so
‘determined.

The Commisston is aware of the dangers of drawing sharp con-
clusions from such hypothetical tax comparisons, however care-
fully they may be prepared. However, results of the Pennsyl-
vania Study substantiate these observations of the Commission:

Personal property is the determining factor in New Jersey’s
competitive tax position. The favorableness of many New Jer-
sey locations is a result of successful negotiation of this badly
administered tax. As New Jersey moves toward equalized as.
sessments for personal property and real estate alike, it must
be aware that in doing so it will shift taxes from real estate to
business personal property and in some measure harm any
competitive position based upon unofficial favoritism for such
property. A reform of the method of taxing personal prop-
erty used in business could improve the attraction of this state
for industrial location and employment.

The states also generally provide for general laws and uniform
rules for property taxation. Stated in various ways, these require-
ments apply the principle that the valuation of taxable property
and the amount of tax assessed shall be determined in such manner
that like properties are treated alike. Under this rule, which
appears in the New Jersey State Constitution, the apportionment
of the cost of government to each taxpayer should be in direct
proportion to the value of his property.

This rule of proportional assessment of property taxes is deeply
embedded in our public policy of taxation. The key problem in
local property tax administration is to achieve reasonable equity
in determining values under the standard fixed by law. Despite
mtensive effort, thought and expervmentation, no satisfactory sub-
stitute for the rule of proportional taxation of real estate has
been evolved in this State or elsewhere.

Tt was this problem to which the Court addressed itself in the
Switz case. The standard fixed by law then, as now, was plain—
that is, ‘‘true value.”” That the taxpayer was aggrieved by a

38 39
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discriminatory assessment, but below true value, was also plain.
The issue was framed directly:
“May a taxpayer of a taxing district require its assessor to perform

his constitutional and statutory duty to assess all taxable real estate in
the district uniformly and at true value?”

In its now famous decision, the State Supreme Court answered
in the affirmative—recognizing that the same principle applies to
real and personal property—but put off the effect of its mandate
until January 1, 1959.!

ExpansioNn oF Tax Base

Real Property

The first and most apparent implication of full value assess-
ment is a large increase in total taxable values. For 1957, the
full (100 per cent) value of taxable real estate is estimated at
$24.2 billion, 249 per cent more than its assessed value. The state-
wide increase distributed among major classes of real estate is
as follows:

~——Real Property———
Assessed Full (100%) Per Cent
Valuation Value Increase
in millions of dollars
Residential .......coviniiinant. $3,858.2 $15,468.2 301
Commercial and Industrial ....... 2,561.3 6,726.0 163
Vacant Land .......... ..ot 239.8 1,155.3 382
Farm ....coveeeiininnennnnenens 103.5 692.8 569
Class IT Railroad ........co.vne. 172.0 172.0 ...
Total cvvvveieee e $6,934.8 $24,214.3 249

Potential increases in taxable values would be in no way uniform
throughout the State. For example, Table 3.1 shows that the
increases in assessed valuations of real estate (except railroad
property)—and this does not mean increases in tax—would range
from 80 per cent in Hudson County to 643 per cent in Ocean
County, while the State total would amount to an average of 255
per cent increase in assessed valuation. ‘Within many of the
counties the variations among municipalities would be just as
great.

The effect on classes of property would also vary considerably
within the several counties, as well as within the State at large.
The largest percentage increases would occur on farm property,
and thus might be expected to produce the greatest decreases in
tax rates.

1 Switz vs. Township of Middletown, 23 N. J. 580, 130 A. 24 15.
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TABLE 8.1
REAL ESTATE—ASSESSED VALUES AND FULL VALUES
1957
(amounts in millions of dollars)?
d Valu
Commercial
Industrial

NEW JERSEY COUNTIES

Farm
Property

A

Property

Residential

Vacant
Land

County

W Jersey State Library

$703
3,863
581
1,204
431
337
3,472
481
1,484
258
1,022
1,699
1,278
1,304
670
1,528
242
645
245
2,387
208

$276
809
122
282
104
82
1,250
145
752
55
291
492
246
263
81
440
104
131
34
730
36

$21
16
72
16
8
46
3
48
1
72
44
50
76
35
25
6
36
50
32
3
32

$356
2,865
364
851
287
192
2,129
269
685
123
638
1,063
878
921
475
1,003
96
405
162
1,572
131

$50
172
24
55
32
17
89
19
46
8
49
95
78
85
88
78
6
58
17
82
10

858
98
326
77
66
1,447
92
823
42
374
379
245
236
90
528
46
101
40
701
46

$147

$83
227
23
93
19
19
634
30
540
10
117
140
58
51
13
192
18
22
7
254
11

5
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$6,726  $24,042

$693

$1,155 $15,468

$104  $2,561 $6,763

$3,858

$240
Unpublished data from Department of the Treasury, Division of Taxation, Local Property Tax Bureau

State Total .........
1 Excluding Second-Class Railroad Property.

2 Items may not add to total because of rounding.

a Total assessed value only $367,900.

Source:
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Bergen
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424

80
513
173
348
422
453
643
189
430
537
522
241
350

331%
256
426
202

|

8879,
482
880
658
552
478
310
.569
276
577
386
620
595
464
803
632
471
580
583
387
498

566%
379

467

288

461

429

173

415 .
17—
495

169

389

448

459

636

215

365

533

545

266

356

4819
473
640
377
492
701
159
632
738
349
543
393
509
788
364
394
668
448
376
657

Ocean

Passaice

Salem

Somerset . ..viiii e e
S 111> S
Union ..

Warren ...t e

Monmouth
MoOTTIS © ittt it et

Gloucester

Hudson

Hunterdon .
Mercer ....ovoiiii i e
Middlesex ....ivviiniiiiie i

Cumberland - .
BssexX i

Cape May ...ovviiiiiiiieiiniinnennnn.

Burlington .
Camden ......c.vviiiniiiniiieennns

42

3019% 5699, 163% 255%,

3829,

State Total ....... ..ot

1 Excluding Second-Class Railroad Property.

w Jersey State Library

As between Residential property and Commercial and Industrial
property, the increases could be grouped as follows:

Substantially similar—Burlington,
Hunterdon, Mercer, Morris, Somerset.

Residential increases substantially greater—Atlantic, Bergen,
Camden, Cumberland, Essex, Hudson, Middlesex, Monmouth,
Ocean, Passaic, Sussex, Union, Warren.

Commercial and Industrial increases substantially greater—
Salem.

These increases m assessed valuations at 100 per cent bear this
mportant qualification:

Cape May, Gloucester,

Increases in assessments do not determine the amount of tax
in any one municipality or for any one taxpayer; as to the
municipality, the tax levy is the result of multiplying the assess-
ment times the rate, and to finance any given budget higher
assessments will result in lower rates; as to the individual tax-
payer, an increase in his assessment under a given budget will
result in a higher tax only if his increase is greater than the
average increase in the community.

A guide to the relative degree of change in the tax base as
among the various counties may be found in the percentage of
each class of property as compared with the State total for that
class, before and after 100 per cent valuation. For example, as
shown in Table 3.2, Atlantic County had 2.14 per cent of the total
real estate assessment in the State as actually assessed for 1957, as
compared with 2.90 per cent it would have had at 100 per cent.
Similarly, Bergen County had 12.41 per cent of the State total
assessed as compared with 15.96 per cent it would have had at
100 per cent value; Hudson County had 13.77 per cent actual and
would have dropped to 6.67 per cent; Middlesex had 5.56 per cent
and would have risen to 7.04 per cent; Somerset had 1.47 per cent
and would have risen to 2.67 per cent.

The Commissivn concludes:

The effect of 100 per cent assessments cannot be generalized
for the State as a whole, nor even for an entire county and
especially not for an entire class of property. The separately
determined increases are very much modified in their meaning
when any such increase is compared with other increases or
the aggregate effect of them all. The results on real estate must
be still further qualified by the addition of 100 per cent assess-
ments for personal property which could, as shown below,
cause an entirely different result.

43

Unpublished data from Department of the Treasury, Division of Taxation, IL.ocal Property Tax Bureau.
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Personal Property

The effect of 100 per cent assessment on personal property may
produce an even greater relative increase in valuations than in the
case of real property. Any estimate of this effect must be sub-
stantially less accurate than for real property. The reasons are
technical, but they rest on the essential difference in what is known
about each class of property. In the case of real property, the
existence of the tax base is readily ascertained from the assessment
rolls and it is only the value of that base which must be estimated
In the case of personal property, assessments do not disclose the
total quantity of property in existence and it therefore becomes
necessary to estimate both the quantity and its value. Persona
property which was assessed in New Jersey for the year 1957 as
compared to the estimated 100 per cent valuation of all taxable
personal property (whether or not assessed) may be summarized
as follows for the State as a whole:

,———Personal Property——

Assessed Estimated Per Cent
Valuation Full Value Increase
in thousand of dollars

Household Goods ........covviiuiven.n. $280,065 $1,214,563 334
Farm Livestock and Farm Machinery ..... 11,262 71,169 532
Business Inventories .................. 387,298 3,291,043 750
Other Business Tangibles .............. 440,221 4,185,002 850
Total Business Tangibles ................ 827,519 7,476,045 803
Total Tangibles .............ovii.tn $1,118,846 $8,761,777 683

As thus estimated, the assessed valuation of all personal prop-
erty would increase from $1.1 billion to $8.8 billion, or 683 per
cent. Business personal property alone, that is inventories of raw
materials, work in process, semi-finished goods, finished goods
and stock-in-trade, together with business machinery and equip-
ment, would have increased, under the same assumption, from
$827.5 million to $7.5 billion, or 803.4 per cent.

There are substantial variations in these effects among the
various counties, which may be noted in Table 3.3. The results
would be extreme in all cases.
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Commercial Total
and Class IT Real
Railroad Estate

Full Valu

Residential Farm
Property Property Industrial

Vacant
Land

Total
Real
Estate

=
=
2 3
> 2
<
E =2
R
® zZ D =3
BO=g PE
= E
285 = e
Fe S|y .
< w0 'S-S
>5 qE’gs
~alEER
R
mf-ﬂ P
& £
w Es
7)) 4 28
< '

Residential
Property

Vacant
Land

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF CLASSES OF TAXABLE REAL ESTATE BY COUNTIES

County

2.90
15.96

42
1.54

4.10
12.03

2.99
2.36
10.43

2.30

18.52

4.32
14.85

2.03 3.25 42 2.14
2.72 8.87 154 1241
7.12
2.05
112
7.66

1.39
15.50

3.58
12.50

Atlantie
Bergen

2.40
4.99
1.78
1.39

14.40

.08
2.05
10
.09
8.35

1.81
4.20
1.55
1.21

18.59

2.32
1.09
6.62

2.35
5.50
1.86
1.25
13.77

2.05
4.72
2.81
1.45
7.66
1.68
3.96

141
4.75
1.10
.95
21.08

.08
2.05
10
.09
8.35

.90
3.66
.76

73
24.74

1.66
5.68
1.33
94
20.19

.87

1.33
14.26

477
2.29

Cumberland .........

. Bssex
o

Burlington ..........

Camden
Cape May

45
6.88

.73
6.89

1.99
6.67
1.07
4.23
7.04
5.28
5.39
2.77
6.52
1.00

.06

76.24

2.16
11.18

174
443

1.33
13.77

1.35 117 .06
21.10 76.24

6.58

1.10
12.03

267

1.01

9.58
86

.09
1.71
3.83

41

43

0

.88

.03

.38

.03

2.81

.82
4.33
7.32
3.65
3.91
1.20
6.54
1.55
1.95

51

10.86

.20
10.41
6.40
7.19
11.03
4.98
3.66
91
5.23
7.21
4.63

.80
412
6.87
5.68
5.95
3.07
6.49

.62
2.62
1.05

10.17

.69
4.23
8.19
6.75
7.35
7.59
6.76

.50
5.05
1.46
7.10

83

.61
5.44
5.56
3.54
341
1.30
7.64

.66
1.47

.57

10.18

.09
1.71
3.83

A1

43

10

.88

.03

.38

.03
2.81

.38
457
5.48
2.25
1.98

.50
7.50

.68

.88

.25
9.92

43

.35
10.29
8.82
6.69
10.62
5.91
2.71
.83
6.13
7.10
4.53

.54
6.14
5.64
4.15
4.27
1.68
8.25

.54
1.66

.65

11.12
74

40
4.54
6.14
6.60
5.81
4.12
7.02

48
317
1.28
7.18

53

Gloucester

Hudson

Hunterdon ..........
Mercer

Middlesex +.vvvvennn.
Monmouth

Morris

Ocean

Passaie .............
Salem

Somerset

Sussex

Union

53 .37

36
4.65

.84

.68

.37

.50
5.20

‘Warren

100.00

100.00

100.00 100.00

100.00

100.00

100.00 100.00

100.00

100.00 100.00 100.00

State Total .....

Unpublished data from Department of the Treasury, Division of Taxation, Local Property Tax Bureau.

Source:
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TABLE 3.3
PERSONAL PROPERTY IN NEW JERSEY
ASSESSED VALUE AND ESTIMATED FULL VALUE
1957

(amounts in thousands of dollars)

Full Valu

"Ho ‘A d yalne— Household Business Other Total Total )
County Ha\;izl;old Farm Irﬁrﬁ?&i’is B?x;lilx?;ss B?l:git:elss Taiggglles Goods Farm Inventories Business Business Tangibles
i 846 $10,627  $16,588 $38,990  $1,031 5,396  $65,903  $71,349  $111,370
gtlantlc """""" i?,'%i? %8% 31$ng§ gg,gsg $71,212 115,304 210187 1,016 324,054 411,452 735508 946,709
wington 7,795 860  3.666 6,458 10,124 18,779 44240 6,304 52,519 92,518 145,037 195,671
]3:33;%1 o 16,927 155 15436 18,679 34,115 51,197 65,712 855 127991 160,822 288,813 353,333
Cape Ma. 4,491 69 541  2.68¢ 3,225 7185 25,190 196 6,275 31,141 37,416 62,
B Camberland 6,953 658 3,343 42056 7,548 15,159 36760 3,109 34,600 37,377 71978 111,856
@ Hasex ool 55,232 97  99.538 102,288 201,826 257,155 151,031 243 691.219 720,013 1,412,132 1,563,406
Gloncester ... 7136 652 4249 3,837 8,086 15,874 36,786 3,770 65,474 so118 124302 igg,;gg
FTUASON wonvrvnenrns ernes 76 80596 64,430 145026 145102 ... 351 520578 608,025 1132604 1,132,000
Hunterdon 3193 1,466 1,895 2,873 4,768 9,427 18,986 9,706 15,306 23,207 38,513 67,205
Mercer ...... L 15205 754  23.539 25,288 48,827 64,786 40951 3844 164191 241,836 406,027 450,82
Middlesex ... 14,565 312 27720 23,433 51,162 66,039 71188  1.829 304422 215049 519,471 592,%8%
Monmouth 15357 1,123 3,036 8778 11,814 28204 84,193 7,640 42,262 101,011 143,273 232, Bg
MOXTIS - venvrnnnnenn 14,718 26 6447 12,504 18,951 34,005 82,202 2,499 88,271 183,864 272,135 356, 62
OCEAN «vvvnnrvnnnnn 8430 352 801 4004 4,895 13,676 61,983 3,676 7,966 40,739 48705 114,304
PasSaiC .overrnens 15,633 77 30,185 30,183 60,368 76,078 49,253 301 282,002 313,985 596,077 %2'42
Salem .eovviiiiienn 2870 1,059 2,500 14,258 16,759 20,188 11,007 6,022 32,139 183,260 215,408 229,81;
Somerset .......... 7,396 555 4443 8207 12,650 20,601 46,839 3,807 62,034 116,239 179,173 819
SUSSEX  «envrrrnnnins 2,689 1,080 1,300 807 2,107 5.876 17,337 17,634 8,823 5,482 14,305 39, 6&
Union ...veeeevennne 28,229 19 43,774 53,586 97,360 125,608 103,440 80 431,297 529,849 961,146 1,064,
Warren ............ 4006 1,159 1871 4199 6,070 11,235 18,259 7,166 19,233 43,152 62,385 87,810
State Total ..... $280,065 $11,262 $387,208 $440,221 $827,519 $1,118,846  $1,214,563 $71,160 $3,201,043 $4,185,002 $7,476,045 38,761,777

-———-————————M

TABLE 3.3—Continued
PERSONAL PROPERTY IN NEW JERSEY
FULL VALUE AS PER CENT INCREASE OVER ASSESSED VALUE

1957
- Per Cent Increase
Household Business Other Total Total
County Goods Farm Inventories Business Business Tangibles
Atlantic ...t i i i e 566.27 845.87 590.91 569.85 571.39 571.39
BeIZeN ....uiiiittiinreneettnnraceasannssanes 378.93 395.61 924.58 939.44 932.84 721.05
Burlington 467.54 643.49 1,332.60 1,332.61 1,332.61 941.97
Camden ........oviiiiiinreiveannanasnnans 288.21 451.61 729.17 760.98 746.59 594.14
Cape May .... . 460.90 184.06 1,059.89 1,060.25 1,060.19 706.71
1N Cumberland .. . 428.82 372.49 935.00 788.87 853.60 637.89
=~ BSSeX ottt ittt i e eie e 173.45 150.52 594.43 604.79 599.68 507.96
Gloucester 415.50 478.22 1,440.93 1,440.73 1,440.84 940.37
HudsSon .....oiiiiiiiiiiiiniiniieerinennnsenses  aunaen 361.84 550.87 843.70 680.97 680.80
Hunterdon 494.61 562.07 707.70 707.76 707.74 612.90
MErCer ittt e i e e, 169.33 409.81 597.53 856.33 731.56 595.86
Middlesex 388.76 486.22 997.85 817.72 915.35 797.18
Monmouth 448.24 580.32 1,292.03 1,050.73 1,112.74 730.94
MOYIiS vviviiiiinen s . 458.65 486.62 1,269.18 1,370.44 1,335.99 946.65
[0 2cT=: 5 o 635.27 944.32 894.51 895.09 894.99 736.24
Passaic .......oiiiiiiiiiiii ittt 215.06 290.91 834.54 940.27 887.41 748.64
1S E 0 1= o' A 364.43 468.65 1,185.56 1,185.38 1,185.33 1,051.36
Somerset ... e e e rieeas 533.30 585.95 1,316.48 1,316.34 1,316.39 1,015.57
SUSSEX sttt ettt 544.74 606.85 578.69 579.31 578.93 568.41
Union ... i e e 266.43 321.05 885.28 888.78 887.21 747.61
Warren ... i e, 355.79 518.29 927.95 927.67 927.76 681.58

State Total .............coiiiiiiiinn, ves 333.67 531.94 749.74 850.66 803.43 683.11
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ArrrEMETIC OF REVALUATION TABLE 3.4

Before turning to the effect of 100 per cent assessments on the ARITHMETIC OF PROPERTY REVALUATION
actual tax bill, it may be helpful to identify the elements which
result in tax apportionment of more or less of the tax burden to

the individual taxpayer. There is nothing in property revaluation

Property Property Property Property
A B Cc D

Before Revaluation— Total

1. Assessed Value ...... $2,000 $3,000 $5,000  $10,000  $20,000
at 100 per cent of true value or at any other percentage to cause @ 2. Tax at $9 Rate ...... 180 270 450 900 1,800
total taxes to increase or decrease. Property tax totals are de-f 3 Assessment Ratio ... 13.3% 20%  333%  66.7% av.33.3%

termined by expenditures of counties, municipalities and school @Revaluation at 33.3%—

districts. If property taxes are increased, it will be because the & g- f‘[‘is&%s;s;:dR Value ...... $5,228 $5,ggg $5,208 $5,200 $2(1),g88
: . Tax ate ......... 5 50"
budgets of one or all of these local governments increase. 6. Tax Change (5.2) ...  +270 1180 none —450 Done
Asse_ssed values of taxable property are only the ‘basis for @ Revaluation at 1009 —
spreading the local tax among taxpayers. Expressed in dollars@ 7. Assessed Value ...... $15,000 $15,000 $15,000 $15,000 $60,000
per $100 of net valuation taxable, the tax rate is nothing moref 8 Tax at $3 Rate ...... 450 450 450 450 1,800
9. Tax Change (8-2) .... +270 +180 none —450 none

than the percentage which the amount to be raised by taxation
bears to taxable values. An $8.30 average tax rate for 1957, thus
means that an amount equal to 8.3 per cent of taxable values is
required to supply local tax revenues as budgeted or appropriated

If each of the four properties has a ‘“true value’’ of $15,000, the
average assessment ratio for the municipality becomes 3314 per
cent—meaning that the assessed valuation ($20,000) is one-third
of the ‘“true value’ ($60,000). Within this average, the assess-
ment ratio for individual properties ranges between 13.3 per cent
for Property A to 66.7 per cent for Property D.

It does not follow, however, that property revaluation will affec
all taxpayers in the same way. While revaluation will neither
increase nor decrease total taxes, it can cause some redistribution
of the total among taxpayers. Properties which have been
assessed at lower than average percentages of their ‘‘true value”
will find their taxes increased after revaluation. Properties which
have been assessed higher than average percentages of their ‘‘true
value’’ will find their taxes reduced after revaluation.

By revaluing all properties, at the average level of 3315 per
eent, the example municipality would cause each of the four prop-
erties to be assessed at $5,000. With no change in total taxable
values or tax rates for the municipality, Properties A and B would
receive increased taxes because they were formerly assessed below
the average. Property D would have its taxes reduced because
it was formerly assessed higher than the average. Assessed at
the average for all properties, Property C experiences no change
in taxes.

Revaluation, when done correctly, thus offers the promise of
equality of tax treatment for all properties. The only change from
past practice is the change resulting from a correction of existing
inequalities. Contrary to much of the current thinking, this change
will be the same whether the revaluation is accomplished at 100 per

Suppose the example municipality revalued all properties at 100
cent of ‘‘true value’’ or at any other percentage.

per cent of their ‘‘true value’’ instead of at the average of 3314
per cent. The assessed value for each of the four properties would
become $15,000 and the total tax base would increase from $20,000
to $60,000. To raise the same $1,800 tax, the municipality could
drop its tax rate from $9 per $100 to $3 per $100. The tax effect
upon each of the four properties would be exactly the same as with
revaluation at 3375 per cent.

Consider, for example, Table 3.4. For purposes of illustration,
it has been assumed that a municipality has a tax base of four
properties with an aggregate assessed valuation of $20,000. This
municipality has a tax rate of $9 per $100 to raise taxes totaling
$1,800. The $1,800 tax is spread among four properties in amounts
ranging from $180 for one assessed at $2,000 to $900 for one

assessed at $10,000. Whatever other consideration may be involved, tax apportion-

ment among taxpayers is not a basis for choosing between re-
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valuation at 100 per cent of ‘‘true value’’ and revaluation at any
other level less than 100 per cent of ‘‘true value.’’ This is some-
thing that is not generally understood in New Jersey at this time.

Tax increases or decreases for individual taxpayers will result
from revaluation because such changes are necessary to corred
past inequities. Any increases in the total amount of taxes which
may occur simultaneously with revaluation may occur with or
without revaluation and they should in no way be attributed to it

These generalizations become specific when tested against the
experience of Princeton Township (Mercer County) which went
all the way in its reassessment program and levied taxes for 1951
upon the full value of all real estate. It is the only municipality
which in 1957 used 100 per cent assessments of all real estate as
a tax base.

Total property taxes in Princeton Township increased 28 per
cent in 1957 over 1956. Rapid population growth and price changes
have pushed the Township taxes upward each year since 1943 and
there is nothing unusual about 1957 in this trend. To attribute the
increase to reassessment only begs the issue.

The Princeton Township tax rate dropped from $7.48 per $100

in 1956 to $1.95 per $100 in 1957. This was the two-way result]

of increased taxes (from $1.1 million to $1.4 million) and a greater
increase in taxable values (from $14.1 million to $69.6 million).
Here is a demonstration that tax rates will decline as a result
of large increases in tax ratables.

Even with an over-all increase of 28 per cent in total taxes, more
than 400 Princeton Township real estate parcels had lower taxes
in 1957 than they had in 1956. These are the properties which
have full value assessments for 1957 less than 3.8 times their
assessed value for 1956 (an increase of 283 per cent). A property
that had its taxable value increased to three times its former
assessment realized a tax saving as a result of equalization ac
complished with full value reassessment. KEqualization resulting
from reassessment is no respecter of size or class of property.
Table 3.5 shows example tax changes for selected Princeton Town-
ship properties. Tax increases and tax savings for properties of
all sizes may be noted. The residential property assessments and
taxes were selected to show extremes. The greatest number of
properties fall within a range of modest tax changes between 1956
and 1957 when 100 per cent assessment was first put into effect.
Princeton Township was not assessed differently from other munic
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ipalities prior to its 1957 reassessment at full value. Adjustments

due to appeals may bring some changes, but the general picture

will remain.

TABLE 3.5

; EXAMPLE PRINCETON TOWNSHIP RESIDENTIAL ASSESSMENTS AND

TAXES BEFORE (1956) AND AFTER (1957) 100% REASSESSMENT

. ———1956 (Before)———

1957 (After) ,———Per Cent Change——

- Valuation Tax (at 7.48) Valuation Tax (at 1,95) Valuation Tax
$1,800 $134.64 $20,600 $401.70 +1,044¢, 198%
1,850 138.38 6,300 122.85 + 241 — ‘11
2,400 179.52 5,900 115.05 + 146 — :36
2,800 209.44 7,600 148.20 -+ 171 — 29
2,800 209.44 33,000 643.50 +1,079 +207
4,000 299.20 10,800 210.60 -+ 170 — 39
4,000 299.20 28,100 547.95 —+ 602 + 83
7,450 557.26 16,100 313.95 + 116 — 44
7,400 553.52 54,600 1,065.00 + 6?8 + 92
12,500 935.00 81,500 1,589.25 + 552 + 70
13,000 972.40 38,900 758.55 + 199 — 22
21,300 1,593.24 103,000 2,008.50 + 384 + 26

34,800 2,603.04 100,400 1,957.80 + 189 — 2
10,200 762.96 39,100 762.45 + 283 R
1,750 130.90 6,700 130.65 + 283

SEIFr IN THE TAX BURDEN

The principal effect of any uniform standard of value, bp it at
100 per cent, or any fraction of full value, as compgred Wlth.the
present lack of uniformity and gross inequities within the various
taxing districts, would be to redistribute the tax burden to correct
any present variation in individual assessments from the legal

standard. In this respect, there would be no difference in the

effect of applying the present law and practice acc'ording to uni-
form rule within each taxing district and of applying any newly
defined standard.

Tt is common knowledge, at least among assessors, that the ratio
of assessed valuations to full valuations varies considerably as
among classes of property within the same district. If this were
not so, the adoption of a new uniform standard would pose no
question as to any shift in the burden of taxation as among classes
of property.

A full view of the potential shift in the distributio_n of the tax
burden is presented in the pages which follow, including the com-
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Nzt RepistriBUTION OF THE Tax BUrpEN WITH 100 PER CENT
AssESSMENTS OoF REAL AND PErsoNaL ProPERTY
(Household Personalty Exempt)

The full impact of the Supreme Court’s mandate, were it to take
effect under the present taxing statutes without change, would
have some results which have not been foreseen in the early dis-
cussions of the problem. In order to determine these effects, the
Commission’s staff has calculated the estimated full valuation for
each of the taxing districts in the State. To make this calculation
realistic, two assumptions were made: First, that household
personal property would be exempt because it would be impractical
to attempt to assess it at 100 per cent; and, second, that the
present veterans’ property tax exemption would be increased to
the equivalent of $1,000 in assessed valuation so as to reflect its
application to increased assessed values.

On_this basis, the total amount of property tax raised in 1957,
that is $645,568,000, would be redistributed among the various
classes of taxable property as follows for the State as a whole:

100 Per Cent
Actual Assessment Change

amounts in thousands of dollars

Class of Property

Business Property—

Real Estate .....cooeviviiniiina... $208,790 $144,054 —$64,736
Personal Property ................. 67,610 161,552 93,942
Total Business .........covvunn. $276,400 $305,606 $29,206
Residential Property—
Real Estate ................ooua.. $322,867 $307,835 —$15,032
Personal Property ................. 15,538 ... —15,538
Total Residential ............... $338,405 $307,835 —$30,570
Farm Property—
Real Estate ....................... $10,444 10,765
Personal Property ................. 12160 ? 1;133 $—3§;
Total Farm ................... $11,605 $11,898 $293
Vacant Land ............... ... $20,915 $20,904 —
Class IT Railroad .................... 14,513 6,342 _3,%}
Gross Tax «ovvivnnn i, $661,838 $652,586 —$9.259
Less Veterans’ Exemptions .......... 16j270 7;018 $9:2§5,
Net Tax Levied ................ $645,568 $645,568 ...,

w Jersey State Library

From a State-wide viewpoint, the shifts in tax burden that would

be caused by 100 per cent assessments of all classes of property
would include the following:

The average State tax rate would decline from $8.30 to $2.05
per 100 of assessed valuation.

All classes of real estate, except farm real estate would realize
a tax decrease (and farm real estate would experience a
$321,000 increase over the $10,444,000 actually levied on this
class of property).

Commercial and industrial real estate would realize a tax
decrease of $64,736,000 but this would be more than offset by
a tax increase on personal property used in business amounting
to $93,942,000.

The principal net effect would be to transfer some
$30,570,000 from residential real estate and household goods
to commercial and industrial personal property.

Veterans’ exemptions would become worth $9,252,000 less
in tax credit because of the lower tax rate being applied to the
increased exemption.

The effect among the 21 counties, as shown in Table 3.7, follows
a similar general trend but illustrates some variations. For
example :

In every county except Atlantic and Hudson Counties, residential
property would have a lesser tax burden in county total.

In Atlantic and Hudson Counties, there would be a shift from
business real estate to business personal property, similar to the State
in general, but the aggregate of commercial and industrial tax burdens
would be reduced about 7 per cent in Atlantic County and about 8 per
cent in Hudson County.

In all the counties, without exception, there would be drastic reduc-
tion in the average tax rate, ranging from a minimum of 465 points
in Mercer County to a maximum of 1,030 points in Sussex County.

The effect of the shift in tax burden among major municipalities
in each county is shown in Table 3.8. While the general State-
wide pattern is again evident, there are significant variations
among the individual cities.

Atlantic City and Jersey City show a shift to residential property
increasing by 20 per cent or more the burden borne by that class of
property.

Bayonne, Hoboken, Union City and Lakewood also indicate some
shift of the burden to residential property, but mot proportionally as
great as the above cities.
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PROPERTY TAX REDISTRIBUTION IN 21 NEW JERSEY COUNTIES—1957
FULL VALUE OF REAL AND PERSONAL PROPERTY—HOUSEHOLD GOODS EXEMPT

(amounts in thousands of dollars)

I

£q pesneo o( pNOM TOIGM USPING XB} 9y} JO

IQLIISTP oY} UL S}IIYS [ejuajod oY) Juoqe pres oq uweo ofyy

“fyredoad reuoszed pue yeer ‘Terjusprses wo £ae] jussexd oy Jo

aow 10 jwao rad (T 03 Teunbe

TOIJONPAI B 9ABY PnOM

&

jradoxd {erjuopisas Jo uweping oy} ul

£

Sinqsdiiyg pue umojsLIofy NIBJ AIngsy

PUB[BUTA  ‘UoqezI[f] ‘UOSIsjeq ‘OTRSSB ‘SIBMAN ‘U0 ‘UOIULL],

‘10yFutAIy

‘POYWIOOTT ‘UsPUIE) SE SOII0 UINS ‘SIIIUN0D IS0 Y} UT

(1) Actual tax assessed. (2) Tax with full value assessment, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $1,000.

Class II  Vacant ~ Commercial and Industrial — Resi- Farm Vet. Net Tax

COUNTY Railroad Land Real Personal Total dential Property Exempt. Tax Rate
Atlantic:

1. Actual .......oovviviiin, $73 $1,118 $8,149 $1,183 $9,332 $7,368 $326 $658 $17,559 11.17%

2. Full ... 19 998 6,934 1,721 8,655 7,750 343 206 17,559 2.29

3. Tax Increase or Decrease.. —54 —120 —1,215 +538 —677 +-382 +17 —452 ... —8.88
Bergen:

1. Actual ...t 179 2,464 17,376 5,578 22,954 54,439 252 2,642 77,646 8.35

2. Full ..o iiei 39 2,724 12,915 11,857 24,773 50,900 275 1,064 77,646 1.71

3. Tax Increase or Decrease.. —140 -+260 —4,461 46,279 +1,719 —3,539 +22 —1,578  ...... —6.64
Burlington:

1. Actual 13 346 2,262 1,038 3,300 7,222 876 649 11,108 10.37

2. Full Lo 2 358 1,765 2,240 4,005 5,933 1,008 198 11,108 1.54

3. Tax Increase or Decrease.. —11 +12 —497 -+1,202 -+705 —1,289 +132 —451 ..., —8.83
Camden:

1. Actual .......ceviiiiiinnnnn 264 972 7,205 2,649 9,854 18,779 237 1,190 28,916 8.30

2. Full i 81 1,018 5,633 6,077 11,610 16,461 275 529 28,916 1.97

3. Tax Increase or Decrease.. —183 +46 —1,672 +3,428 +1,756 —2,318 +38 —661  ...... —6.33
Cape May:

1. Actual ..., 16 484 1,694 298 1,992 5,067 117 168 7,507 9.07

2.Full ... 3 525 1,649 603 2,253 4,685 98 57 7,507 1.61

3. Tax Increase or Decrease.. —13 +41 —45 ~4-305 +261 —382 —19 111 ... —17.46
Cumberland:

1. Actual ... 14 189 1,755 678 2,433 3,707 744 239 6,848 9.01

2. Full ... 3 269 1,440 1,215 2,655 3,298 714 91 6,848 1.68

3. Tax Increase or Decrease.. —11 -+80 —315 +537 +222 —409 —30 —148 ... —17.33
Essex:

1. Actual ...oooiiiiiiiiiiiieas 1,257 2,514 52,400 17,015 69,415 61,133 55 1,496 132,877 7.90

2. Full ..t 439 2,261 35,449 40,736 76,185 54,970 59 1,038 132,877 2.73

3. Tax Increase or Decrease.. —818 —253 —16,951 423,721 +6,770 —6,163 +4 —458 ..., —5.17
Gloucester:

1. Actual 9 306 2,033 630 2,664 5,229 670 431 8,447 8.41

2. FUll v 2 328 1,501 1,626 3,216 4,312 734 144 8,447 1.40

3. Tax Increase or Decrease.. —7 +22 —442 +996 +-552 —917 —+64 —287 ..., —7.01
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TABL
PROPERTY TAX REDISTRIBUTION IN 21 NEW JERSEY COUNTIES—1957
FULL VALUE OF REAL AND PERSONAL PROPERTY—HOUSEHOLD GOODS EXEMPT

(amounts in thousands of dollars)

(1) Actual tax assessed. (2) Tax with full value assessment, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $1,000.

Class II  Vacant ~ Commercial and Industrial — Resi- Farm Vet. Net Tax
COUNTY Railroad Land Real Personal Total dential Property Exempt. Tax Rate
Hudson:

1. Actual ...oiiiiiiiiees 11,061 2,351 44,913 11,570 56,483 20,772 29 623 90,073 8.25

b 1 01 ) T O R 5,367 1,430 25,993 34,665 60,658 23,128 24 534 90,073 3.30

3. Tax Increase or Decrease.. —5,694 —921 —18,920  -+23,095 44,175 +2,356 —5 —89 ... —4.95

Hunterdon:

1. Actual cooviiiii e 13 94 814 386 1,199 2,150 1,218 143 4,531 9.24

2. FUull ciiiiiiiii i 3 126 755 550 1,305 1,931 1,214 48 4,531 1.49

3. Tax Increase or Decrease.. —10 +-32 —59 +164 4108 —219 —4 —95 ... —7.75

Mercer:

1. Actual 213 543 8,544 3,582 12,126 15,419 iy 645 28,433 6.66
()] 2, FUIl ceeeeriiiineees 72 809 5,827 8,534 14,361 12,741 792 342 28,433 2.01
® 3. Tax Increase or Decrease.. —141 +266 —2,717 +4,952 +2,235 —2,678 +15 —303  ...... —4.65

Middlesex:

1. Actual ...ooiiviiiiiiiiiein 624 1,242 11,901 4,392 16,293 19,893 629 1,571 37,110 8.64

2. FUll i 121 1,507 7,959 9,154 17,113 18,216 737 583 37,110 1.69

3. Tax Increase or Decrease.. —b503 +265 —3,942 44,762 +820 —1,677 +108 —988  ...... —6.95

Monmouth:

1. Actual ... 73 1,855 6,148 1,450 7,598 20,278 1,792 1,461 30,134 11.64

2. FUll .ottt 16 1,558 5,216 3,297 8,514 18,785 1,728 467 30,134 2.12

3. Tax Increase or Decrease.. —57 —297 —932 +1,847 +916 —1,493 —64 —994¢  ...... —9.52

Morris: .

1. Actual ... 7 1,360 5,091 1,986 7,077 18,416 594 988 26,536 10.34

2. Full ..o iieierieeee 12 1,406 4,314 4,396 8,710 16,103 614 309 26,536 1.70

3. Tax Increase or Decrease. . —65 +46 —T77 +2,410 +1,633 —2,313 +20 —679 ... —8.64

Ocean:

1. Actual 15 1,156 1,591 619 2,209 7,846 421 468 11,180 11.53

2. FUll L. it 2 1,313 1,321 814 2,136 7,392 457 120 11,180 1.56

3. Tax Increase or Decrea.se. . —13 +157 —270 +195 —173 —454 +36 —348  ...... —9.97

Passaic:

1. Actual ....ovviiiiiiiineees 106 1,184 13,004 4,228 17,232 21,839 64 667 39,759 6.75

2, FUIl vrevereennrocanssnscans 33 1,354 8,610 11,677 20,287 18,328 108 351 39,759 1.89

3. Tax Increase or Decrease.. —173 +170 —4,394 +7,449 +3,055 —3,511 +44 L1 1 R R —4.86

TABLE 3.7—Continued

PROPERTY TAX REDISTRIBUTION IN 21 NEW JERSEY COUNTIES—1957
FULL VALUE OF REAL AND PERSONAL PROPERTY—HOUSEHOLD GOODS EXEMPT

(amounts in thousands of dollars)

1 .
(1) Actual tax assessed. (2) Tax with full value assessment, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $1,000.

Cla.ss 11 Vacant Commercial and Industrial Resi-
COUNTY Railroad Land r-ilea.l Personal 1Iﬂ‘lof:alﬂ denstlial Pfozr;'lty Ezgr%pt. g:: g:.:e
Salem:
LoActual oo 4 90 1,196 1,084 2,281 1,861 617 125 4,728 7.47
S en Thoreadeor Decredsel. 3 _i8 o tem  ras g R s M _Gd
o 47 —83 ... —6.44
@ LActal o 68 861 2,289 1,320 3,618 7,451 813 495 12,316 10.70
S Tax noreaseor Decrease.. —38 128 4ts 41501  gmm  —tow 45 s % 5%
T . —1,060 +5  —353 ... —9.20
2R T e e Lom  m w0 Mmoo uB
3. Tax Increase or Decrea.s‘é' . —7 —57 62 ’ ’ et ¥ 5,2 PR
o — 49 = _ —
B + 13 39 10 —126 ... —10.30
1. ACtUal «oovoeeennnnn., 3m 1,300 18,702 7,133 2
...... , , : 5,835 33,511 45 1,252
g. Full Lo S 104 1,408 12,678 16,584  29.261 29,524 45 "623 gg’gg I‘éﬁ
. ncrease or Decrease.. —267 +198 —6,024 -+9,451 +3,426 —3,987 629 ! .
S Tax s . —629 ... —5.64
2 e R v 8%  1us 118 o s m i in
3. Tax Increase or Decr'éa':;é: —41 +29 —283 ! ' e o fos 4715 Tet
(. Tax Inc Y623 1340 396 —34 103 ...... —7.01
1. Actual oovererenennns. $14,513  $20,915  $208,790  $67,610
..... \ ) , : $276,400  $338,405  $11,605  $16,270
20 Full oo 6,242 20,004 144054 161,552 305,606  307.835  11.898 ¥ 7,018 $2§§;§% g:gg

3. Tax Increase or Decrease.. —8,171 —11 —64,736 493,942 429,206 —30,570 +293 —9,252 e —6.25
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TABLE 3.8
PROPERTY TAX REDISTRIBUTION—1957 WITH FULL VALUE OF REAL
AND PERSONAL PROPERTY IN LARGER NEW JERSEY MUNICIPALITIES

(amounts in thousands of dollars)
(1) Actual tax assessed. (2) Tax with full value assessment, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $1,000.

Class II  Vacant ~ Commercial and Industrial — Resi- Farm Vet. Net Tax

COUNTY—CITY Railroad Land Real Personal Total dential Property Exempt. Tax Rate
Atlantic:

Atlantic City

1. Actual .. .oiviniiiiiiiiinene 356 $197 $6,708 $598 $7,306 $1,345 R $82 $8,822 9.15%

2. Full it iiieeeee, 16 237 5,679 1,164 6,844 1,774 e 48 8,822 2,711

3. Tax Increase or Decrease.. —40 +40 —1,029 +-566 —462 +429 RN —34 ... —6.44
Camden:

Camden

1. Actual 253 214 4,287 1,679 5,967 5,172 202 11,404 7.46

2. Full i 79 178 2,791 4,203 6,993 4,279 ce 125 11,404 2.32

3. Tax Increase or Decrease.. —I174 —36 —1,496 42,524 +1,026 —893 R —77 . —5.14
Essex:

Bloomfield

1. Actual .. ..iiiiiiiiiiaiee 19 46 1,868 584 2,453 3,731 3 130 6,122 6.73

2. Full .....viiviieinninnes ves 6 106 1,410 1,234 2,644 3,446 3 84 6,122 2.17

3. Tax Increase or Decrease.. —13 +60 —458 +650 +191 —285 S —46 ... —4.56

East Orange

1. Actual .....vvviiiiiiiiianns 217 86 4,476 610 5,086 4,197 . 125 9,260 7.27

2, Full coviiiiiiiiiiiiiiianas 7 (3 3,585 2,118 5,703 3,673 - 98 9,260 2.85

3. Tax Increase or Decrease.. —10 —10 —891 +1,508 +617 —624 R —27 ... —4.42

Irvington

1. Actual .....coviviiiiieinans 28 26 2,840 790 3,629 3,692 R 111 7,265 8.58

2. Full ooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiaeaas 9 18 1,897 2,119 4,016 3,292 e 70 7,265 2.69

3. Tax Increase or Decrease.. —19 —8 —943 +1,329 +387 —400 e —41 ... —5.89
Hudson:

Bayonne

1. Actual ... 105 189 6,495 1,529 8,024 2,857 B 85 11,089 7.94

2. Full ...oiiiiiiiiiiei e 40 82 3,162 4,778 7,940 3,093 65 11,089 3.02

3. Tax Increase or Decrease.. —65 —107 —3,333 +3,249 —84 +236 RPN —20 ... —4.92

Hoboken

1. Actual 681 145 4,586 904 5,490 798 o 21 7,093 8.86

2, Full ... iiiiiiiiiiiiiaieee 342 87 2,454 3,335 5,790 895 R 21 7,093 4.45

3. Tax Increase or Decrease.. —339 —58 —2,132 +2,431 +300 +97 e e e —4.41

Jersey City

1. Actual ..ovvviiiiiiiniennaes 8,195 1,182 18,940 5,325 24,265 9,027 e 277 42,391 8.67

2. Full ....iiiiiiiiaiiiinee 4,030 743 11,586 15,449 27,035 10,856 i i 273 42,391 _:32

3. Tax Increase or Decrease.. —4,165 —439 —7,354 +10,124 +2,770 +1,829 sae i o o il

TABLE 3.8— Continued

PROPERTY TAX REDISTRIBUTION—I1957 WITH FULL VALUE OF REAL
AND PERSONAL PROPERTY IN LARGER NEW JERSEY MUNICIPALITIES
(amounts in thousands of dollars)

(1) Actual tax assessed. (2) Tax with full value assessment, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $1,000.

Class II  Vacant Commercial and Industrial Resi- T .
COUNTY—CITY Railroad Land rieal Personal Tota? de?lstlia.l Pr?pl::ty EZeertlpt. g:; g:te
Union City
1. Actual ......coviiiiiiiiian, 2 56 4,093 73 4,866 1,930
3 » ) e 52 6,801 9.82
2. Full o iie 1 38 2,619 2,251 4,870 1,939 e 48 6,801 4.49
3. Tax Increase or Decrease..  —1 18 1474 41478 +4 +9 . 4 : —5.33
e . =4 e .
Trenton
1. Actual .......ovvviiiiiinnen 157 58 5,735 2,241 7,976 6,685
N , y y RN 223 14, .
2. Full ..iiiiiiiiiiiiiiennann 59 120 3,461 5,294 8,755 5,888 RN 169 14 ggg ; gg
3. Tax Increase or Decrease..  —98 162 2274 43,053 +779 —797 o 5 ! 464
Passaie: o .
Clifton
1. Actual ...oivniiniiiiiiin..s '8 168 2,550 519 3,070 5,149
, N y e 143 8,251 .62
2, Full ..t i 2 207 1,635 2,359 3,994 4,125 Cea 76 8,251 i gO
3. Tax Increase or Decrease.. —6 +39 —915 +1,840 +924 —1,024 R —67 ; —4.12
Bssex: T Tmoommm e .
Newark
1. Actual ........0iiiiiiinnnn 1,131 1,206 34,388 12,667 47,054 15,588
) , » ) , s B 361
2. Full oo 395 811 21,167 28,778 49,946 13,719 R 252 gi'g}g gig
3. Tax Increase or Decrease.. — 736 —395 —13221 16111 2,892  —1.869 o —109 ! 581
Passale: T ‘
Passaic
1. Actual ...t 27 38 3,276 1,650 4,926 2,063
, ) ) , e 50
2FUL o ) 43 1,986 3,460 5,447 1,534 26 ;'(c))gi oo
. e.. — —1,2 , — — ! :
it I -+ 90 +1,810 +521 529 e 24 ... —5.51
1. Actual ..........ooiin 62 169 5,594 1,545 7,139 6,566
3 ’ , s e 12
2 FWL oo 21 206 3,601 4671 8,271 5,398 o 8 g 5o
3. Tax Increase or Decrease.. —41 +37 —1,993 -+3,126 +1,132 —1,168 R —39 ! —4.54
Union: T e .
Elizabeth
1. Actual ........... ... ..l 235 234 5,105 1,518 6,624 5,153
3 , s y e 142 12,104 7.
2.Full oo 68 203 3,102 4,729 7,831 4,084 e 82 12,104 2 gg
3. Tax Increase or Decrease.. —167 —31 —2,003 +3,211 +1,207 —1,069 e —60 ; ———5.66
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TABLE 3.8—Continued

PROPERTY TAX REDISTRIBUTION—1957 WITH FULL VALUE OF REAL
AND PERSONAL PROPERTY IN LARGER NEW JERSEY MUNICIPALITIES

(amounts in thousands of dollars)
(1) Actual tax assessed. (2) Tax with full value assessment, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $1,000.

Class II  Vacant ~ Commercial and Industrial — Resi- Farm Vet. Net Tax

COUNTY—CITY Railroad Land Real Personal Total dential Property Exempt. Tax Rate
Bergen:

Teaneck

1. Actual .....ovviiiiiiieinan, 6 140 844 262 1,106 4,375 . 158 5,469 9.29

2. Full ..ot 1 131 606 576 1,182 4,223 AN 68 5,469 1.99

3. Tax Increase or Decrease. . —5 —9 —238 +314 +76 —152 e —90  ...... —17.30
Burlington:

Florence

1. Actual ...ovviiiiiiiiiinenan 1 16 364 155 519 323 25 41 843 11.86

2. Full ..o a 24 187 340 527 291 14 12 843 1.82

3. Tax Increase or Decrease.. —.9 +8 —177 +185 +8 —32 —11 —29 ... —10.04
Cape May:

Wildwood Cit

1. Actual ... y ................ 5 25 720 86 805 377 e 14 1,198 8.87

2. Full ...t 1 52 620 194 814 337 e 6 1.198 1.73

3. Tax Increase or Decrease.. —4 +27 —100 +108 +9 —40 el —8 ... —7.14
Cumberland:

Vineland

1. Actual .......coiiiiiieienn, 3 7 623 252 874 1,489 304 100 2,647 10.34

2. Full oottt 4 111 536 534 1,069 1,221 274 28 2,647 1.48

3. Tax Increase or Decrease.. —2.6 +34 —87 +282 +195 —268 —30 —72 .. —38.86
Gloucester:

Greenwich .

1. Actual ......covviiiiiiiin, 4 2 709 112 821 78 4 7 899 5.01

2. Full ....iiiiiiiiiiiniinnnnas a 3 573 261 834 61 4 2 899 0.76

3. Tax Increase or Decrease.. —.3 +1 —136 +149 +13 —17 A —5 ... —4.25
Hunterdon:

Flemington

1. Actual .........ccoivunnnnnn RY 3 119 47 166 196 3 7 362 9.00

2. Full ...oiviiiviiiiiiiines 2 5 116 2 188 169 3 3 362 1.72

3. Tax Increase or Decrease.. —q +2 -3 +25 +22 —27 R —4 .. —T7.28
Middlesex:

Perth Amboy

1. Actual ................t 121 40 2,743 933 3,677 1,946 . 60 5,725 9.02

2. Full ........i0ivveveenanans 30 30 1,502 2,424 3,925 1,769 —_ 29 5,725 2.21

3. Tax Increase or Decrease.. —o1 —10 —1,241 -+1,491 +248 —177 S ' e 0 Ty e e —8.81

TABLE 38.8—Continued
PROPERTY TAX REDISTRIBUTION—I1957 WITH FULL VALUE OF REAL
AND PERSONAL PROPERTY IN LARGER NEW JERSEY MUNICIPALITIES
(amounts in thousands of dollars)

(1) Actual tax assessed. (2) Tax with full value assessment, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $1,000.

Class II  Vacant ~ Commercial and Industrial — Resi- Farm Vet. Net Tax

COUNTY—CITY Railroad Land Real Personal Total dential Property Exempt. Tax Rate
Monmouth:

Asbury Park

1. Actual ...... ..., 12 65 1,382 241 1,623 708 . 17 2,391 8.80

2. Full ..iiiiiiii i 3 44 812 958 1,770 583 8 2,391 2.10

3. Tax Increase or Decrease.. —9 —21 —570 +717 +147 —125 e —9 ... —6.70
Morris:

Morristown

1. Actual ......coiviiiiiiian 11 29 979 221 1,200 878 27 2,092 7.91

2. Full ..iviiiiiiiiiiiiinnaas 2 29 723 583 1,305 767 RN 12 2,092 1.78

3. Tax Increase or Decrease.. —9 e —256 +362 +105 —111 R —15 ... —6.13
Ocean:

Lakewood

1. Actual 1 100 571 152 723 676 58 73 1,485 16.50

2. Full coiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiienas 2 97 324 216 540 782 87 21 1,485 2.36

3. Tax Increase or Decrease.. —.8 —3 —247 +-64 —183 +106 +29 —52 ... —14.14
Salem:

Lower Penns Neck

1. Actual c..oiveiiiiiiiiiine, .07 23 685 767 1,451 222 9 21 1,684 5.78

2. Full c.iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiianes .01 11 493 1,054 1,647 126 4 4 1,684 0.62

3. Tax Increase or Decrease.. —.06 —12 —192 +287 +96 —96 —5 17 ... —5.16
Somerset:

Soemerville

1. Actual ....ivvviiiiiiininnaes 14 14 424 132 556 657 R 37 1,204 10.22

2. Full ..ot 2 16 270 330 600 598 e 13 1,204 1.80

3. Tax Increase or Decrease.. —12 +2 —154 +198 444 —59 een —24 ..., —8.42
Sussex:

Newton

1. Actual .....ovviiiiiiiiiee, . 1 7 160 82 242 412 3 22 644 12.75

2. Full ..ot 2 10 124 115 240 400 3 9 644 2.64

3. Tax Increase or Decrease.. —.8 +3 —36 +33 —2 —12 e —13 ... —10.11
Warren:

Phillipsburg

1. Actual ......oviiiiiinnennns 44 23 404 207 611 797 1 45 1,431 8.41

2.Full ... 11 11 218 514 732 699 1 22 1,431 2.03

3. Tax Increase or Decrease.. —33 —12 —186 +307 +121 —98 e —23 ..., —6.38




You are viewing an archived copy from th

Jersey State Library

CHAPTER IV

CONTROLS AND RESTRAINTS

The source of local taxing power as well as State taxing power,
has long been recognized as stemming from the sovereign authority
vested in State Legislatures. ‘“Home rule’’ has never been an
element of the taxing power. In New Jersey, as in other states,
the power to tax is looked upon as a power which may be exercised
solely and exclusively by the State Legislature, or under authority
delegated by legislation to popularly elected local representatives
for local purposes. The legislative power is limited only by State
and federal constitutional requirements.

It has already been noted that the New Jersey Constitution con-
tains a single tax clause which, except for the requirement of
general laws and uniform rules, imposes restrictions only on
property taxes levied for local purposes, and imposes no restric-
tions whatsoever on non-property taxes for State or local purposes.
It is well established that under the requirement of general laws
and uniform rules, property may be classified for purposes of
taxation on such basis as may be germane to the taxing purpose.
In order to avoid classification of real property assessed for local
purposes, the State Constitution goes on to require that all such
property shall be assessed according to the same standard of value
and at the general tax rate of the taxing district in which the
property is situated, for the use of such taxing distriet. (Art. VIII,
Sec. I, par. 1.)

Except for these important but limited controls and restraints
on the discretion of the Legislature, the New Jersey Constitution
leaves the matter of tax policy exclusively to legislation. In the
absence of the delegation of taxing power by the Legislature, local
government would have no power to tax. The delegation of such
power has long been the tradition, and legislative standards of
procedure have been a necessary part of the definition of the power
granted by such a delegation.

The general purpose of statutory provisions regulating the
manner of exercise of local taxing power, and controlling the levy,
assessment, and collection of local taxes, has been essentially to
provide a uniform and systematic use of taxes under authority of
the State and to assure the taxpayer of due process of law.
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With the advent of the Supreme Court mandate that the
statutory law of the State means what it says, that it says assess-
ments shall be at 100 per cent of true value, and that assessors
shall be required to follow the statute until it is changed, the
subject of legislative controls and restraints on the taxing power
has assumed a new dimension. It is of major importance to recog-
nize that the Switz case deals with 100 per cent asscssments but
actually gains its lasting importance from its requirement that all
taxpayers must be treated alike under any standard to which they
are subject. The legislative resolution directing the present study
stated in its preamble the ‘‘public concern that assessment of real
property throughout the State at full true value might create a re-
distribution of the tax burden not readily foreseen.”” The dafa
presented in the previous chapters of this report amply justify the
popular feeling that the achievement of equality of treatment called
for by the court decisions would result in a substantial shifting
of existing tax burdens—but this would occur wunder equd
treatment with or without 100 per cent assessments. The
Commission has interpreted its directive, nevertheless, to require
that it consider possible ways of softening the effect of such a shift
or at least of narrowing its range.

STANDARDS OF VALUE AND THEIR KNFORCEMENT

The State Constitution, as already noted, requires property as-
sessed for local purposes to be assessed according to the ‘‘same
standard of value.”” Much has been made of efforts to define
standard of value. For practical purposes, it is sufficient to recog-
nize that values are ordinarily identified by such labels and con-
cepts as market or sales value, income value, replacement value,
and often a single concept will be a combination of the others. The
important part of the Constitution is not the denotation of standard
of value, but rather that there is a requirement that the ‘‘same”
standard be used as to all real property taxed for local purposes.
In this State, ‘‘true value’’ has long been the standard; until 1947
by constitutional provision and before and since that date by
statutory provision. The statutes in turn amplify the true value
standard as meaning that price at which property would exchange
between a willing seller and a willing buyer.

All states including the three states that have tried classification
of real estate establish the standard of assessment in such terms as
““true value,”” ‘“‘true cash value,”” ‘‘fair value’” or ‘‘full value.”
The standard is sometimes stated in the form of a fraction of these
standards.
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The selection of a standard should turn on two requirements:
First, it should represent a fair basis of proportionate allocation
of the burden of taxation among the various taxpayers; and second,
The property tax cannot
fairly be criticized because it is not an income tax. Similarly a
standard of value is not open to criticism because it is not measured

by income as such. Any standard which is intended to reflect

market price, however, will to a substantial degree represent a
capitalization of the income of the property. .
The second characteristic, administrative feasibility, is difficult

L to achieve under any system of taxing values, as distinguished from

quantities or amounts of things. The conventional way of
determining value is to leave it to the exercise of the informed

judgment of the assessor based upon certain general rules. This

is essentially the present way in which assessors function. It isa
method which does not have the same precision as the addition
and subtraction process which marks the calculation of excise tax
bases. Efforts to give it a mathematical quality include the use of
reproduction costs less depreciation, capitalized income and similar
formula methods of determining value.

The Commission recommends:
That the basic standard of true value now prescribed by

statute be retained, and that it be applied at such fraction of
full valuation as is proposed elsewhere in this report.

Jupicial. ENFORCEMENT

In the experience of New Jersey, as well as other states, a com-
mon factor stands out. The legal standard of assessment has been
firm, but the administrative practice has long been uncertain and
variable in its effect. Despite this gap between the law in the books
and the law in practice, our courts have until recently failed to
provide an adequate remedy to correct a discriminatory assess-
ment, where the aggrieved taxpayer was assessed at less than true
value or other legal standard.

In the past, the courts would correct intentional diserimination
as a violation of the guarantees of equal protection of the laws
and due process under the Federal Constitution, but would not
interfere where there was only a case of inadequate administration
to achieve complete equality of treatment, or where there was
equality but at a level below the legal standard (see Hillsboro
Township case). The new development of the law, as indicated by
decisions in Connecticut as well as New Jersey, has been to pro-
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vide a taxpayer with a judicial remedy not only to compel equality
of treatment, but to enforce that equality at the legal level of as-
sessment. The two elements: (1) the standard of value established
by law; and (2) the equality of treatment of taxpayers under
whatever standard may prevail, must be clearly distinguished in
the problem before the Commaission.

In New Jersey the courts have since 1954 established the
principle that where there is a choice to be made between equal

ity of treatment and compliance with a legal standard, the ad-

ministrative officer will be required to give effect to equality,
even at a lower level of valuation than prescribed by law
(Baldwin, Gilbraltar, and Lackawanna cases).

The decision in Swite v. Middletown Township adds a further
remedy by recognizing the right of a taxpayer to compel the ad-
ministrative officer to tfollow the legal standard as to all taxpayers
in the district as well as to provide the individual taxpayer with
equality of treatment. The direct effect of applying the present

standard of 100 per cent valuations must be distinguished from the |

direct effect of revaluation under the present law or under any
other legal standard. In a municipality which has already had
a revaluation under the present law—and about 150 taxing distriets
have either completed or have such revaluations in progress—the
Middletown Township principle could merely require multiplying
each individual assessment by a common factor to achieve 100 per
cent valuation. There need be no shift in the tax burden under
such a process. In municipalities where inequalities have not been
corrected, equality of treatment at any standard, 100 per cent or
otherwise, would require a revaluation (see Commission’s Suzth
Report, pp. 55, 75 for sample co-efficients of dispersion).

In the Middletown Township case itself, the evidence before the
court was as follows:

MIDDLETOWN TOWNSHIP

Sample Ratio Range Average Class Ratio
Vaecant Land .......... 124 6.04% to 80% 25.469,
Residential ............ 728 3.08 to 80 14.40
Farm ................ 5 1043 to 35.16 22.89
Other ................ 5 10.10  to 30.97 12.67

862 Weighted Average... 15459

As the court observed in its opinion, ‘‘it would have to be said
that residential property fared quite well, the average class ratio
being considerably below that found as to vacant land and farm
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land and slightly above the category denominated as ‘other’”’
(Switz v. Middletown Township, 23 N. J. 580, 603, per Weintraub,
J. concurring). Within the residential class itself, the variation

' was from 3.08 per cent to 80 per cent of true value.

It is the revaluation—mnot the 100 per cent or other uniform
standard of value—that results in a shift in the tax burden, to the
extent that existing assessments are not uniform.

A new legal standard would not of itself be responsible for
a shift in the local tax burden. This shift results from the cor-
rection of disproportionate assessments and is required under
the present law. It could be achieved in part by any aggrieved
taxpayer under the decisions of the Baldwin, Gibralter and
Lackawanna cases without the Switz case. The shift among
taxpayers within the same class could be as great, if not greater,
than the shift between classes.

Tax Rate Decline

A decline in the tax rate commensurate with the increase in the
tax base which would follow 100 per cent assessments is the other

major effect which should follow such a change. The average State

rate would have been $2.05 instead of $8.30 in 1957. It has been

- earnestly contended that such a decline in the tax rate is purely
‘theoretical in that there would be a tendency to encourage a spend-

ing spree because taxpayers are accustomed to the present higher
tax rates. To the contrary, taxpayers appear to attach significance
only to the amount of tax payable as shown on their tax bills, and
few taxpayers are able to state the tax rate of the community in
which they live.

This Commission does not concur in the view that a more
realistic tax base would produce unrealistic local budgets.
Nevertheless, the apprehension among taxpayers who associate
the phrase, increased assessments, with increased taxes, rather
than with a reduced tax rate, must be recognized as real and wide-
spread. The commitments of both political parties are equally
plain. For these reasons alone, a fractional standard of value
would be more acceptable than 100 per cent assessments. Under
such a standard, real property would be uniformly assessed at a
certain stated percentage of its full value, as prescribed by law.
This percentage cannot be selected without reference to other
matters of policy to be determined with reference to the taxation
of tangible personal property and the general subject of relief of
real estate, which are taken up in a subsequent chapter.
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The Commission concludes:
That a uniform fractional valuation of real estate would he

a satisfactory way of meeting popular resistance to 100% full
value assessment.

EquarizaTion

Outside of professional tax circles, equalization of assessment

is a much misunderstood term. It should hardly be necessary to

emphasize that equalization of assessments does not mean equaliza-
tion of taxes. The reference here is to two different types of
equalization: first, the establishment of the same assessed valuation
for properties whose economic value is the same; second, the fair
distribution among districts of their relative tax burdens in pro-
portion to the true values of their respective aggregate ratables.
In the course of the past ten years, legislative, administrative, and
judicial developments have greatly strengthened both forms of
equalization in New Jersey.

Tax equity within a property tax environment implies that each

taxpayer will contribute to the cost of government in proportion
to the value of his property. Through custom and neglect, property
assessments in New Jersey have been allowed to rest with unequal
weight, as among municipalities and as among taxable properties
within single municipalities. Restoration of tax equity therefore
requires diligent efforts towards assessment equalization to assure
that the property tax cannot be turned into a negotiated contribu-
tion, which has happened too often.

In 1954, as part of a new program of State aid for schools, the
Legislature adopted the first equalization act to provide for a
separate State-determined ratio of assessed to true value for each
taxing district in the State. Specifications for the equalization
table and procedures for its first application were legislated as
follows:

True value for the purpose of this act shall be deemed to be valuation
at current market prices or values, determined in such matter as the
director may, in his discretion, select. The director shall determine
the ratio of aggregate assessed to aggregate true valuation of real estate
of each taxing district. He may make such determination by reference
to the county equalization table whenever he is satisfied that the table
has been prepared according to accepted methods and practices and
that it properly reflects true value or a known percentage thereof for
the several taxing districts, may use the assessment ratios reported in
the Sixth Report of the Commission on State Tax Policy (Trenton,
1953) and may consider such other assessment ratio studies as may be
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available. He may make such further and different investigations of
assessment practices as he may deem mnecessary or desirable for the
establishment of the assessment ratios required by this act.

. N. J. Statutes Anno. 54:1-35.3

Renewed interest in county equalization tables soon followed.

- In 1954 four counties promulgated equalization tables, and in 1955

five additional counties did so. The Supreme Court held that
assessment ratios found in the Commussion’s Sixth Report rep-
resented a sufficiently broad sampling of assessments to warrant

its use by the Director of the Division of Taxation and its official

notice by the Division of Tax Appeals and the Passaic County

' Board of Taxation.! The Court also suggested, that in the absence

of a means of its own to determine average assessment ratios, a
county board of taxation not only could, but should, use the table
of equalized valuations developed by the Director of Taxation, for
its own purposes. In the Passaic case, Chief Justice Vanderbilt
insisted that not only must county taxes be equalized, but accord-
ing to statute they must be equalized at true value.

Instructions of Governor Robert B. Meyner to county tax board
commissioners, on December 19, 1955, concerning their statutory
duty to publish equalization tables, were well heeded, and the fol-
lowing spring all 21 counties published full value equalization
tables. In 467 of the State’s 567 taxing districts the county as-
sessment ratio for its 1956 equalization table was identical with
that appearing in the State equalization table of Oct. 1, 1955. In
the county equalization tables of 1957, 426 of the State’s munic-
ipalities had identical county and State ratios. Apportionment
of county property taxes on the basis of the full value of taxable
real estate is now standard practice in New Jersey. Similarly
equalization of school taxes in districts comprising more than one
municipality was provided for by Chapters 93, 94, 95 and 96 of the
Laws of 1956.

An important by-product of activities associated with the
preparation of annual equalization tables has been notable activity
in reassessment programs. These are the programs involving
revaluation of taxable property by local assessors, for the purpose
of bringing assessed valuations into a more uniform relationship
with actual values. The procedure is to examine each parcel of
taxable property to determine its true value and change the
assessed value accordingly.

1 City of Passaic vs. Passaic County Board of Taxation, 18 N. J. 371, 113 A. 2d
753 (May 2, 1955).
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Such revaluations have been completed in about 150 of New
Jersey’s 566 municipalities since 1950 and are in progress in some
20 or 30 others. However, with the exception of Princeton Town-
ship (Mercer County), municipalities have followed the practice
of assessing real estate at some fraction of its full or true value
The most common fractions range between 20 per cent and 40 per
cent of full values determined by revaluation. Personal property
is ordinarily not part of such programs.

Whatever the level of assessment, revaluation offers the promise
of equal tax treatment for all taxpayers within the municipality.
Property revaluation and assessment equalization mean the same
thing insofar as taxpayers within a single municipality are con-
cerned. It is thus through periodic revaluation that the objectives
of equitable distribution of the tax burden which equalization
tables seek to establish among municipalities can be extended to
the ultimate goal of equal treatment among individual property
taxpayers.

Conclusion: Where there is more than one taxpayer, there
is some need for machinery to equalize the apportionment of
the tax burden among taxpayers in proportion to their true
taxable basis. So long as the burdens of the cost of government
are allocated among taxing districts in proportion to the tax
able valuations in each district, machinery will be required to
equalize the basis of those valuations among the districts
Neither form of equalization represents a control or restraint
which might be useful in proyviding for a transition to a new
standard of value; and inter-taxpayer equalization must con:
tinue to be a major source of shifts in the tax burden under
whatever standard may be adopted.

CLASSIFICATION

The idea of a classified property tax gains its principal support
from the actual practice in many municipalities—of an informal,
somewhat irregular and presently illegal, classification of as
sessments on property roughly according to its use. The practice
varies widely and its results are uncertain but it is undeniably
present to some degree in most taxing districts. It is common ex-
perience, for example, to find that the ratios of assessed to true
value are consistently higher for some business properties, or for
income properties, than for homes; or for small houses as com-
pared with large houses. The effect of this kind of classification
has been most unequal within ‘‘classes,”” and the differences
assessment ratio between properties wm the same class are often
as great as the differences between classes (Table 4.1 below).
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TABLE 4.1
AVERAGE ASSESSMENT RATIOS ON CLASSES OF PROPERTY
NEW JERSEY COUNTIES
1957

(in per cent)

Locally-A d Real Estate—————
All Real

N Estate Business

Vacant o Second Class (Exciuding

County Land Residential Farm Industrial Total eRu;.lilroads F:rl:n)mg
Atlantic ...... 17.21 15.01 10.14 30.22 20.99 21.07 14.93
Bergen ....... 17.46 20.88 17.17 28.08 22.22 22.27 9.76
Burlington .... 13.51 17.62 10.20 19.01 16.82 16.84 6.98
' Camden ...... 20.98 25.76 13.19 33.07 27.09 27.30 11.61
| Cape May ..... 16.88 17.83 15.33 18.02 - 17.76 17.79 8.62
Cumberland ... 12.49 18.91 17.30 23.84 19.57 19.60 11.25
Essex ........ 38.61 36.57 24.38 50.68 41.69 41.93 14.19
Gloucester .... 13.67 19.40 14.95 20.62 19.10 1911 6.49
Hudson ....... 63.03 37.04 26.57 71.90 55.49 59.10 12.71
Hunterdon .... 11.94 16.82 14.77 17.81 16.31 16.35 12.38
Mercer ....... 22.27 37.13 20.59 40.25 36.59 36.77 11.94
Middlesex ..... 15.55 20.46 13.90 28.50 22.32 22.62 9.28
| Monmouth .... 20.28 18.24 14.39 23.50 19.14 19.19 8.28
Morris ........ 16.41 17.90 17.72 19.30 18.08 18.13 6.80
Ocean ........ 11.26 13.60 11.08 15.82 13.46 13.48 10.05
Passaic ....... 21.55 31.74 13.66 43.65 34.58 34.64 9.61
Salem ........ 20.22 21.52 17.50 16.81 18.86 18.88 7.78
Somerset ...... 13.01 15.79 14.71 17.01 15.70 15.79 7.06
Su§sex ........ 18.23 15.51 14.64 19.16 16.09 16.11 14.73
Union ........ 21.01 27.29 20.52 34.79 29.37 29.51 10.12
Warren ....... 13.22 21.94 16.72 30.54 22.22 22.46 9.73
State Total.. 20.75 24.95 14.94 38.08 28.13 28.64 10.81

Only three States use a general classification of both real and
personal property for assessment purposes. The most notable is
Minnesota (adopted in 1913); West Virginia and Montana also
use classification, while North Dakota adopted such a system in
1917 and abolished it in 1923. Another few states have exempted
personal property from the general property tax, that is, Dela-
ware, Pennsylvania, New York and Massachusetts. A number of
states have tried classification of personal property alone for
assessment purposes, a plan particularly well developed in Ohio.

The experience of other states is obviously meager at best, but
it is sufficient to cast doubt on the whole idea of classifying real
estate. As noted, North Dakota tried and then abandoned the
system. In Minnesota, the classification is based upon a compli-
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cated scheme of different ratios of assessed to true values for the
assessment of property depending upon its location and use. There
are at present 13 classes of property subject to varying rates of
assessment, ranging from 50 per cent of ‘‘full and true’’ value
for iron ore to 5 per cent for rural electrification transmission
lines. On top of these classifications, the State imposes per capita
expenditure limitations and mill levy tax limitations. While in
practice the ratio classifications are meant to be applied against
“full and true value,’’ it has recently been recognized in Minnesots
that the values as determined by assessors are far below market
price and that the State requires a complete reappraisal of prop-
erty subject to taxation ‘“to be made on the basis of 100 per cent of
current market value.””! As late as 1956, the Minnesota study
recognized that under that State’s policy some features of their
present classification system were justifiable, ‘‘but others do not
appear to be based on a consistent, rational principle.””? The
same report proposed various specific reductions to be made in
the classification rates for the assessment of personal property.

The West Virginia classification system is based upon a scheme
of four classes with varying tax rate limitations applied to each
class, as adopted by a tax limitation amendment to the State
Constitution in 1933. The classification depends upon whether or
not the property is located within or outside municipalities, and in
turn fixes separate limits for agricultural products and in-
tangibles, owner occupied residential properties and farms, and
real and personal property other than these two classes situated
outside of municipalities, and such property situated inside the
municipalities. It is plainly apparent from various official reports,
that the State of West Virginia has had a trying and relatively
unfavorable experience with its property classification system. In
a recent report, this experience was summarized as follows:

The problems of adjustments in the State and local tax structures,
arising from the adoption of the tax limitation amendment, have been
developed in the first report of this Commission. It is sufficient to
emphasize here that the over-all tax effect was to shift the major support
for State and local government services from property taxes to taxes
measured by sales and gross receipts. This was not only a major
program of “tax replacement,” in which activity taxes “replaced”
property taxes, but also a program in which State taxes “replaced’
local taxes.?

" 1Report of the Governor's Minnesota Tax Study Committee, 1956, p. 48.
2 Ibid., p. 44.

3 The Governor’s Commission on State and Local Finance, Tax Facts in West
Virginia; The General Property Tax and State-Local Fiscal Relations (1954), p. 5.
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- The West Virginia Commission which made this observation
ncluded as follows:?

The Commission would report as a fact what it believes to be a
matter of common knowledge that a balanced tax structure for West
Virginia requires—

(1) That general property tax be placed in a position to bear a

larger proportionate share of service costs at the local level;
and

(2) That its base (assessed valuation) be equalized as among the
taxpayers and tax jurisdictions.

There is thus nothing in the experience of other states which
ve tried property classification for tax purposes, few as there
re, which would commend it to consideration by this State. More-
over, it is quite apparent that the adoption of classification brings
with it a constant pressure upon the part of the various taxpaying
groups to seek and obtain preferred classifications.

The Commission concludes that classification of real estate,
as distinguished from personal property, has had little accep-
tance in other States and has produced nothing to commend
it to this State by the few that have tried it.

One of the principal devices that has nevertheless been sug-
gested for New Jersey—at least for the purpose of avoiding the
effects of uniform assessments—is some form of classified
property taxation. Without accepting this device as a sound basis
of taxation, the Commission has tested its feasibility and effect
for the purpose intended by its sponsors. For this purpose it is
necessary to distinguish between types of classification:

1. Classification of taxing districts to allow each to fix its own
standard of value (as in A. C. R. No. 36 of 1956) ; and

R. Classification of property on some reasonable basis related to its
use.

VARrIATIONS IN PRESENT PrAcTICE

The present condition of the assessment process is the point
of beginning to test the utility of any classification system which
might be intended to preserve that condition. A study of average
assessment ratios, that is, the ratio of assessed valuations to
estimated full valuations, by county and by class of property indi-
cates broadly the inequalities of the existing process. For
example, as shown in Table 4.1, the average assessment ratio on
a county basis (which does not show the individual variations

1Ibid., p. V.
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- A similar comparison of the larger cities in the State, as shown
Table 4.2, shows that residential property is assessed in some
ities at twice the assessment ratio that it is assessed in other
dities, for example, 42 per cent in East Orange and 21 per cent in
Atlantic City. Similarly there are large differences in the treat-
ent of commercial and industrial properties within the major
tities. The same table shows that such property may be assessed
on an average of 36 per cent in Hamilton Township but at 78 per
eent in Bayonne. It is apparent that even if property were to be
classified, any uniform rule of classification that might be applied
on a state-wide basis would require substantial changes in tax
assessments throughout the State.

. The Commission concludes—

that it would not be possible to select an assessment ratio
for each class of property to be applied uniformly throughout
the State, and at the same time avoid major transfers of the
tax burden among classes.
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among taxing districts within the county), produced assessme
ratios in 1957 which ranged from a low of 13.46 per cent in Oce
County to a high of 55.49 per cent in Hudson County, even thoug
the State-wide average was 28.13 per cent.

The differences in the over-all averages among counties a
more than duplicated in the county variations in the treatmel.l
of individual classes of property. For example, the average ratio
on vacant land was 13.67 per cent in Gloucester as compared with
63 per cent in Hudson, whereas the average assessment ratio fo
residential property was 15 per cent in Somerset as compar
with 37 per cent in Mercer County; and the assessment ratio on
commercial and industrial properties ranged from lows of 15 or I
per cent in Ocean and Salem Counties to more than 70 per ce
in Hudson County, in the low 30’s in Camden and Union Counties
and above 40 per cent in Mercer and Passaic Counties.

TABLE 4.2
AVERAGE ASSESSMENT RATIOS ON CLASSES OF PROPERTY
NEW JERSEY MUNICIPALITIES OVER 40,000 POPULATION
1957

(in per cents)

Crassiricarion BY Taxing DistricT
The principal objective of A. C. R. No. 36 of 1956 was to permit
each taxing district to select its own assessment ratio which it
would in turn be required to apply uniformly to all property within
the district. This proposal was decisively defeated at the polls at
the November 1956 referendum, and it may be assumed that the

— Tocally-Assessed Real Estate suis @Y0te Of the electorate has established the public policy of the State
Commercial Personalty 1 t f bl t tl d.t h Th
Vacant I at least for a reasonable time unti conditions may change. e
tand  Residential ¥amm Commission has nevertheless re-examined the question in light of
Newark ............... 51.92 38.50 e 56.73 49.6]‘; }23’; the requirements of the Supreme Court deCiSiOIlS.
%ﬂ;sey City «vvennnn ;g-ig ig'gg gg':?g 2‘;:21 1141 @ The proposal that each taxing district be permitted to fix its
Trenton ............... 1883 4116 ... 6266 4573 1501 fown assessment ratio without a comeurrent proposal that each
Camden ............... 37.35 3545 ceee 4779 40-25 13-3% district be allowed also to fix its separate ratios for each class of
Elizab(gth .............. Ziig iggg e ig-gé igbg 1130 gProperty, could not succeed in its purpose, in light of the research
S . . PRI . . . . . . . « .
gi;innia’n?.e ............ 87.89 3517 e 7820  57.32 1218 Rof the Commission. Even if each taxing district had been granted
CLfton «ovvovnvvnennn.. 21.67  32.80 cee. 4170 3485 12% authority to select its own over-all ratio, any uniform ratio would
Aﬂ_antzc City +oovvvnns i‘;-ig glggg ig‘gé %zig 1170 Fheve caused as much change in the distribution of local taxes
g;;:agicon. L 2332 3495 ... 4357 3931 1260 §emong classes of property and among individual taxpayers within
Union City ............ 6656 4551 ... 7147 60.48 1571 Wihe classes, whether selected by the taxing district itself or selected
Hoboken .............. S411 4481 ... 9304 8089 1363 Wy Ty et
Bloomfield ............. 14.05 3248 3248 42.66 34.98 15.26 .. e e
Montelair ............. 30.29  40.97 ce.. 4531 4173 1245 The Commaission has also tgzsted_ the possibilities, however ex-
Plainfield .............. 2961 3185 ... 4099 3487 14-25 freme, of a compounded classification, that is, a classification by
North Bergen Twp. ..... 6247 3502 ... 7039 50.59 8'43 taxing district and by class of property within taxing districts.
Perth Amboy .......... 32.61 26.29 e 44,73 34.74 9.43
Hamilton Twp. ......... 18.58 27.85 22.86 36.44 28.99 5.43 ! Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 36 of 1956 proposed to amend the New Jersey
Constitution to permit each taxing district to select its own uniform assessment ratio.
The Amendment was defeated at the general election of Nov. 6, 1956 by 941,579 votes
against it compared to 591,077 votes in its favor.
76
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Again it appears that it is impossible to avoid major shifts in
local taxes among taxpayers so long as all taxpayers within the
same class, however established, are treated alike. This is the
basic requirement of the Supreme Court decisions and the mini-
mum that common decency would sustain.

As shown in Chart K, there was not one among 22 of the larger
taxing districts in the State that could have selected a ratio for
residential property and a ratio for business property which, if
uniformly applied, could avoid substantial shifts in the tax burden
among at least one half of the taxpayers owning residential real
estate and an even greater number owning business real estate
For example, in Atlantic City, which had the lowest average ratio
on residential real estate, 21 per cent, to include only one half of
the number of residential taxpayers, the chart shows a spread from
13 per cent to 24 per cent. In effect this means, that excluding
half of the residential taxpayers, within the other half some prop-
erties are paying twice the tax imposed on other properties of
comparable value. To include all residential property the bar
chart shows a spread ranging from a low of 4 per cent to a high
of 65 per cent. Itis apparent that the city could not select its own
uniform assessment ratio for residential real estate without caus-
ing as much shifting of the tax burden as the ratio selected by
State legislation.

The assessment ratio on business real estate in Atlantic City,
similarly, spreads between a low of 9.1 per cent and a high of 129
per cent, and even half of all the taxpayers could not be included
within a spread any narrower than that between 24 per cent and
43 per cent. Again it is apparent that any uniform ratio applied
to business real estate, whether selected by the municipality or by
the State, will require substantial shifts in tax liabilities if equal
treatment is to be achieved.

In Nutley, Bloomfield, Maplewood, Clifton, Belleville, West
Orange, Montelair and East Orange the spread required to include
one half of the residential ratios, as shown in Chart K, is relatively
narrow, but even in these municipalities a uniform ratio that must
include all of the taxpayers would cause important shifts in the
tax burden. In the same municipalities, moreover, the spread in
assessment ratios on business real estate, as shown by the chart,
generally shows greater inequality than the residential ratios.
Again it is plain that there is no single ratio that any of these
better assessed municipalities could select for application to
business real estate on a uniform basis which would avoid major
corrections in the present distribution of the local tax burden.
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CHART E

STATE OF NEW JERSEY
VARIATION IN AVERAGE AND INDIVIDUAL ASSESSMENT RATIOS
RESIDENTIAL AND BUSINESS REAL ESTATE

SELECTED MUNICIPALITIES, 1957

Residential Ratio

Municipality

Business Ratios
TTTTTTrTTTT
il

"T100%

Atlantic City

Perth Amboy

New Brunswick
Nutley

Bloomfield

Maplewood
Clifton

Irvington

Bayonne

Elizabeth

Passaic

Camden

Belleville

Newark

West Orange

Paterson

Jersey City

Montclair

Trenton

East Orange

Union City

Hoboken

NOTE: Each bar shows the range of highest and lowest individual property ratios.
The white area within the bar shows the spread in ratios needed to in-
clude one-half of all the property: The bold line crossing each bar shows
the average assessment ratio in each municipality for each class of
property.

EXAMPLE: This is the range of difference - This is the average ratio

P I’ i —

Area of spread needed to in%————":"—’-?
one-half of all properties
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Total
48

Number Number
Increase Decrease
73
12 36

9.14%

Low
10.88

——Commercial and Industrial
129.12%
308.33

——Assessment Ratios——
High

34.91%

Average
47.79

\

Total
343
897

Number
28
295

Increase Decrease

1957

TABLE 4.3
EFFECT OF REAL ESTATE ASSESSMENT EQUALIZATION FOR EXAMPLE
315
602

IN 22 MUNICIPALITIES

Low
4.21%
10.33

High
64.77%
188.57

RESIDENTIAL AND BUSINESS REAL ESTATE PARCELS

——Assessment Ratios——

—————————— Residential

Average
20.34%
35.17

Ave.
Ratio
31.40%

40.25

Atlantic City .......

Camden—
Camden

Essex—

Atlantic—
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10
36
41
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22
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60
108
380
115

33

22

41

99

52

35
61
267
84
14
15
24
55

30

25
47
113
31
19
7
17
444
22

24,17
25.33
29.79
26.40
23.08
17.58
18.60
28.57
17.70
20.00

21.71

78.75

436.00
152.63
271.67
204.00
85.63
84.85
80.00
83.24
147.95
107.14

67.28
86.16
68.55
68.99
62.66
44.73
42,41
43.51
42.89
56.09
49.77

239

80
996
183
352
153
189
654
197
718

588

19
8
108
33
125
32
42
54
232
120

160

72
888
149
227
121
147
494
143
486

220

16.43
15.71
12.73
23.18
11.48
11.11
11.18
12.34
21.76

9.78
12.17

126.40
117.14
180.00
98.18
111.29
87.37
68.57
63.23
95.38
106.78
136.36

33.55
46.14
40.00
44.14
41.16
25.84
28.64
32.35
34.92
39.82

34.88

57.32
80.89
61.82
60.48
34.74
35.15
34.85
39.31
45.61
40.46

48.73

Clifton ......co00uune
Passaic .......00u.nn
Paterson

Union—
Elizabeth ...........

New Brunswick ....

Perth Amboy .......
Passaic—

Union City ..........
Trenton .............
Middlesex—

Jersey City .........
Mercer—

Bayonne ............
Hoboken ............

Hudson—
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The effect of a compound classification is suggested by the data
get forth in Table 4.3. Assuming that each municipality were per-
itted to select its own assessment ratio, both overall and for
Bpecific classes of property, the insurmountable problem of finding
a ratio which would fit existing practice becomes apparent from
the data set forth. For example, in Camden, the average assess-
ment ratio on all real estate was 40.25 per cent in 1957 as compared
with an average on residential property of 35.17 per cent. If the
city had selected this ratio (40.25 per cent) for its own use, it
would have found at least one residential property as high as
255 per cent and one as low as 14.67 per cent. In order to apply
the 40.25 per cent ratio uniformly as required by Federal and
State constitutions, it would have been necessary to increase 713
properties and decrease 338, as shown in the same table.
Similarly, if the city had applied average ratio to commercial and
industrial properties, averaging 46.26 per cent, it would have had
to increase 15 properties and decrease 23 within the sample from
which the 46 per cent was computed. Even by using different
average ratios for each class of property, Camden would not
avoid extreme tax shifts among properties of both classes.

In Jersey City, similarly, with an average assessment ratio of
61.82 per cent upon all real estate and an average on residential
property of 40 per cent, the range of individual residential prop-
erties in the 1957 sample was from 16.67 per cent to 210 per cent
and had the city selected its average ratio it would have had to
increase 1,028 properties and decrease 117 from the 1957 sample.
A comparable result would have occurred among commercial and
industrial properties averaging 68.55 per cent following adoption
of the Jersey City average ratio of 61.82 per cent also. As shown
in Table 4.3, even a compound classification based upon separate
average ratios for residential and commercial and industrial prop-
erties would necessitate large numbers of changes among
individual properties of both classes.

Other examples may readily be found in the table. In none of
the cities examined was the range of the high and low assessment
ratios narrow enough to permit the use of the local average ratio
for either residential property or commercial and industrial
property, without major changes in the tax bill of individual tax-
payers within each class. In this connection, it should be noted
where the table shows a relatively small number of required in-
creases or decreases that this is only a sample based upon an
analysis of sales and appraisals over one or two years, and not
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on a complete examination of the tax rolls of any taxing distriet.
Such samples are used for the computation of average assessment
ratios generally. i

The Commission concludes—

That any purpose of avoiding substantial shifts in the tax’

burden which may be expected under uniform treatment, cans
not be accomplished by allowing each district to select its own
average assessment ratio nor by allowing it to select both its
own average ratio and its own assessment ratio for each class
of property. The Commission would add that any such com-
pound classification would be classification run wild.

ProrerTY Tax LIMITS

A tax rate limitation on property taxes has also been considered
as a means of controlling local taxation in the event that assess-
ments were to be raised to 100 per cent of true value, thereby
greatly expanding the tax base. Such limitations in one form or
another have been widely adopted in other states and are not new
to New Jersey. There are as many as 32 states with some form
of municipal tax limit. The type of limit varies among the states,
and a substantial number of states attempt to classify municipali-
ties according to form of government, population, or similar
standards, for the application of different limitations. In the
states that do not bring all municipalities under the tax limit, the
usual reasons given for exemption are: cities with their own limits
in their charters, the largest city in the state, or the least populous
governmental units. While there has been much dissatisfaction
with tax limitations, it is plain from the experience of other states
that when they were adopted under depression conditions they
forced the adoption of non-property taxes to provide essential
governmental revenues.! New Jersey’s experience with tax limits
prior to World War I was discouraging.

In 1905, New Jersey passed the so-called Hillery Act? which
was in essence a prototype of many general tax limits in effect
in other states. It provided that the maximum rate for counties
should be .50 per cent. The maximum aggregate levy of county,

school district, and municipal taxes was set at 1.70 per cent in

1 For a summary of the arguments pro and con property tax limitation, see Com-
mission vs. State Tax Policy. Sixth Report (1953), Chapter VI, pp. 125-130.

2 P. L. 1905, Chapter 83, approved March 31, 1905, effective January 1, 1906.
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cities of over 50,000 and 1.50 per cent in cities of less than 50,000
and all boroughs, towns, villages, and townships. The tax limit did
not apply to any State tax (there was none at that time), State
School Tax, or to judgments against a municipality. Any munic-
ipality could exceed the applicable limits whenever its governing
body by resolution adopted a higher rate and the same rate was
approved by a majority of the voters at the general election pre-
ceding the fixing of the rates.

Since the tax rates in some communities were higher than the
maximum permitted by the act, it was impossible for the act to
become really effective. Consequently it was repealed the follow-

' ing spring, a good six months prior to the general election at which

voters could vote excess levies. In its place a law was passed
which provided that in all taxing districts in the State where the
tax rate was less than 2.00 per cent in 1905 the rate for 1906 should
not exceed the rate for 1905 and thereafter the tax limit was
reduced .05 per cent per year until a permanent limitation of 1.75
per cent would be reached. In all taxing districts in New Jersey
where the rate was more than 2.00 per cent in 1905, the rate for
1906 was not to exceed the 1905 rate and thereafter the limit was
reduced .10 per cent per year until the permanent limitation of
1.75 per cent was reached. In all counties the tax rate for 1906
could not exceed the rate for 1905 and thereafter the tax limit
was reduced .05 per cent per year until the permanent limitation
of .50 per cent was reached. As in the previous act, any State
tax, State School Tax, or judgments against a municipality, were
not bound by the limits.! The act also provided that any taxes
levied in excess of the limits were void as to the excess.

The effectiveness of the Hillery Act cannot be determined at
this time. However, within two years, the law had been changed
to permit counties, upon application to and approval of the county
board of taxation, to exceed the statutory limits by .10 per cent.
In the case of municipalities, the governing body could apply to
the county board of taxation for increases in the applicable rate
of up to .30 per cent, although the total increase allowed under
the act was not to exceed .30 per cent. This automatically raised
the permanent limits to .60 per cent for counties and 2.05 per
cent for the aggregate rate.? A few days later the law was
amended to exclude the costs of constructing and maintaining
sewerage systems by boroughs from the tax limit.* So, apparently

P. L. 1906, Chapter 116, approved April 13, 1506, effective immediately.
P. L. 1908, Chapter 182, appreved April 11, 1908, effective immediately.
P. L. 1908, Chapter 274, approved April 14, 1908, effective immediately.
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experience any lesser increase in per capita local property taxes
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New Jersey was experiencing the same difficulties with tax limits

in the first decade of the century, that other states are experienc
ing with theirs now. IHow well the law worked after the amend-
ments of 1908 is not known, but undoubtedly the county boards of
taxation must have had at least a few applications, otherwise the
law would never have been passed. Whatever merits the tax limits
may have had, the Legislature was evidently disgusted with them,
or perhaps with the requests for amendatory legislation that fol-
lowed in their wake, and all tax limits were repealed on March 10,
1914 effective immediately. -

The effect of municipal tax limits in states where they have
effectively limited property tax levies, has been to compel State aid
and local permissive non-property taxes to take their place. The
plethora of service charges imposed by many municipalities for
water, sewerage, street cleaning and maintenance, and any other

governmental activity that lends itself to this type of financing |
Municipalities whose §

may be traced in part to the tax limits.
financing is hemmed in by property tax limits concern themselves
more with financing through non-property levies than in cutting

all expenditures to meet the limit. States like Alabama, Illinois, |

and New York have had to yield to demands for permissive non-
property taxes and increased State aid in order to hold the line on
the real estate tax limits. Of course, the tax limits themselves

are often not too rigid. In many cases, a municipality or all

municipalities in a state, may make a policy decision as to whether

additional funds shall be sought from property owners, which °

involves exceeding limits or extra voting levies, or from others, by
imposing charges for services or non-property taxes, or going to
the Legislature and asking for more State aid or for larger
distributions of shared taxes.

One of the principal lessons learned by tax limitation states
over the economic cycle has been that you cannot pay 1958 prices
for the things that government buys and still maintain assessed
valuations and tax rate limitations at 1940 price levels. The
attempt to do this in some states has inevitably resulted in general
pressure for raising the limit, or for the growth of one form or
another of governmental unit not affected by the tax limit, such
as public authorities and special distriets. It is particularly
notable that a recent study, based upon the data set forth in Table
4.4, has concluded that states with property tax limits did not

1P. L. 1914, Chapter 9, approved March 10, 1914, effective immediately.
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between 1942 and 1953 than did states without such limits; and
that the average increase in total local taxes, property and non-
property, was even greater in tax limitation states over that period
than in states without municipal property tax limitations.

The Commission eoncludes—
That tax limitations would cause as many problems as they

might cure, and that they would be ineffectual as a restraint

on local expenditures regardless of the standard of value
adopted for local property tax purposes.

HomEstEAD TAx EXEMPTIONS

The use of some form of homestead tax exemption to relieve

real estate has been proposed to the Commission by Mayor Leo
Carlin of Newark and by others. This proposal has been carefully
examined in light of the assignment set forth in the legislative
resolution under which the Commisston has conducted the present
study, and with reference to experience in other states.

Seventeen states have no statutory provisions which permit,
to any extent, real property exemptions from tax levies. These
States are as follows: Colorado, Delaware, Illinois, Kansas, Ken-
tucky, Missouri, Nebraska, New York, North Carolina, Ohio,
Pennsylvania, South Carolina, Texas, Virginia, Washington, West
Virginia and Wisconsin. The remaining 31 states have either
veterans’ exemptions or some form of more general real property
exemption from the levy of taxes. KExclusive of veterans’ exemp-
tions the states which use general homestead tax exemptions are:

w Jersey State Library

presentation, the table has been constructed on the assumption
that 100 per cent assessments would not become effective and that
gome form of fractional assessment, for example, Alternative 1
as described in Chapter V of this report might become effective.
That alternative would assess real estate and machinery and
equipment at 40 per cent of its value and inventories at 10 per
cent of their value. Upon this assumption, a homestead tax
exemption would cause a shift of taxes from residential properties
to other properties amounting to over $40 million each year. This
net tax shift is after taking into account that part of the cost would
appear in the tax levied upon that value of the homestead in
excess of the exemption. The problem is similar to the present
veterans’ exemption, which is discussed in Chapter VI of this
report.

TABLE 4.5
ESTIMATED EFFECT OF A $2,000 HOMESTEAD EXEMPTION
NEW JERSEY COUNTIES—1957

(amounts in thousands of dollars)

Arkansas ($1,000)
Florida ($5,000)
Georgia ($2,000)

Minnesota ($4,000-rural)
Mississippi ($5,000)
New Mexico ($200)

appears in Table 4.5.

Towa ($2,500)
Louisiana ($2,000)

It is notable that with two exceptions all of the homestead tax
exemption states are located in the South. The Commission has
nevertheless considered the possibility of such a form of exemp-
tion to property owners in New Jersey. Any such exemption
would, of course, tend to be more valuable for lower assessed
valuations of property.

An estimate of the effect of a $2,000 homestead tax exemption
For the purposes of a more realistic

Oklahoma ($2,000)

18ly, J. F. and Miller, W., Tax Policies in Utah (1954), p. 71.
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~——————Taxess on Residential Property———
—Payable under 40, 40, 109 Assessment*—
No Wi

Actual Homestead Homestead Shift in

County Taxes Exemption Exemption Taxes
Atlantic ......cooiiiiiii $6,710 $7,561 $6,355 $1,206
Bergen .........c.iiiin 51,797 52,177 49,061 3,116
Burlington .....oeeeneeinnn. 6,572 6,016 5,189 827
Camden ........oocviennainnn 17,589 16,844 13,616 3,228
Cape May «vvvvvnnrnnnnnnnn 4,899 4,663 4,037 626
Cumberland ................ 3,468 3,436 2,673 763
ESSEX «cvnevnennerenaenennn 59,637 58,657 51,535 7,122
Gloucester .....cvviiiiiiinn 4,798 4,387 3,600 787
Hudson .........coccviinnns 20,149 25,679 20,912 4,767
Hunterdon  .....ceeevneennnn 2,006 1,976 1,641 335
Mercer .....cooiiiiiiiiiiannn 14,774 13,322 10,325 3,497
Middlesex .......iiieiniannn 18,322 19,667 17,588 2,079
Monmouth .........covenent. 18,817 18,642 16,632 2,010
MOITIS wvvvvuennnvmnnnennnns 17,428 16,378 15,058 1,320
OCEAIL v vveeenraenennnns 7,378 7,316 6,095 1,221
PASSAIC  +nevereenannaeenens 21,172 19,664 16,821 2,843
SALEI - eveveeaeaeeneens 1,736 1,578 1,302 276
Somerset .....ieeeiiiiann 6,956 6,515 5,845 670
SUSSEX v evvvernenereennnenes 3,116 3,293 2,854 439
TR0 « v eeveeeeraeeeeenenns 32,959 31,072 28,273 2,799
Warren ....cececeeeencssens 2,550 2,395 1,998 397
State Total ............. $322,133 $321,738 $281,410 $40,328

¢ Real estate assessed at 40% of market value, machinery and equipment at 40% of
book value, inventories 10% of book value, and ali household goods exempt.

S7
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As a matter of policy, this Commaission is convinced tha
improvements in the State and local tax system do not lie in the
direction of granting further tax exemption without any n lies
tax. Such adjustments as are required to reflect the differences
in economic ability of taxpayers can and should be made directly
rather than through the indirect process of exemptions not based
on purely tax considerations. While the total of $40 million is
not large as tax sums go, this is a total for the State as a whole
and does not reflect the effect of the exemption on any specifie
municipality. In those taxing districts which are primarily resi-
dential communities, the exemption would have a drastic effect
and its cost would undoubtedly appear in the tax rate to be borne
by the non-exempt part of homestead property. As shown in
Table 4.6, in more than half of all the municipalities in the State,
residential real estate accounts for 60 per cent or more of the
local property taxes. The full benefits of homestead tax exemption
thus would not be afforded to the homesteaders themselves. With
respect to the special purposes of this report, such exemption
could not facilitate any transition from the present to a new
standard of value.

The Commission concludes—

That homestead tax exemption would not be a desirable
modification of the general property tax at this time.
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TABLE 4.6
RESIDENTIAL PROPERTY TAXES (AFTER VETERANS® EXEMPTION) AS

PER CENT OF TOTAL PROPERTY TAXES IN NEW JERSEY
MUNICIPALITIES

1957
(number of municipalities)

All Munici-
palities

20%-29% 30%-39% 40%-49%  509.-59% 609 -69% 109 -19% 807,-897%, 90%

109%-19%
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CHAPTER V
THE TOTAL TAX PROBLEMS AND ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS

The preceding chapters have described the scope of the prob-

m submitted to this Commission, and the conditions under which

may seek its solution. In summary, the conditions found by the
Commission were these:

1. The amount of State and local taxes in New Jersey has more
than doubled over the past decade—an increase of $556.6 million,
averaging almost $56 million annually.

2. Taxes for State purposes have increased proportionately more
than taxes for local purposes, but general property has borne the
brunt of increased costs of local government, even though the amount
of State aid for schools and other local services has increased by ap-
proximately $100 million.

3. The State treasury has been running low on revenues to meet
State needs for operations, State aid and capital purposes; and it
appears that the surpluses out of which a portion of annual budget
needs have been met, are about to be exhausted.

4. A century of inequities in the administration of the general
property tax seems to be coming to an abrupt halt as a result of the
decisions of the State Supreme Court requiring all taxpayers to be
given equal treatment under the law, and requiring that the standards
of assessment prescribed by law shall be followed in practice.

5. The comparative burden of taxation in New Jersey is moderate
on an over-all basis but exceptionally high as to the levies on property.

6. The comparative tax burden on business is moderate except for
those businesses which require large investments in real estate or are
subject to substantial personal property assessments.

7. Potential shifts in the burden of property taxes which appear to
be caused by 100 per cent assessments are not due to the use of full
values, but solely to uniform treatment of taxpayers under the standards
prescribed by law:

8. Neither a legal classification of property for taxation nor any
other device permissible under the Federal Constitution can avoid
a redistribution of the burden of the property tax in accordance with
the principles of uniform treatment of taxpayers similarly situated,
whatever standard of assessment or legal classification might be adopted
under the State Constitution.

Basic Crmoices CONFRONTING THIS STATE
Uniformity v. non-uniformity:
The question of uniformity and the question of classification
are two sides of the same coin. In its present form, the rule of
miformity requires the same standard of value for all taxable
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property within the State. It would be applied even were t
statutes to prescribe a different standard of value for all taxab 2 BN PN QWL HNS VUL WAL N®n 0O
. . . . : . LR q - : n % =
property of a given class. Classification of personal property s 5€ B3 BE 8 "g§ g8 “5% TEg
permitted, and may be desirable, under the present constitution: . “ Fed S de
provisions. Classification of real property for local tax purpos 55 Mo e e
would require a constitutional amendment. 2 v : e
The theory that real property should be classified is based on <
assumed economic difference, social objectives, and public values. 2 oo
. . ot "
Different types of property would be valued according to these 8 S ga
. . . — » [
standards and classified at different rates. Industrial property, > N “
residential property, or farm property, with any number of su = &
. . LY . 3 Hew o oHARa s e
classifications might be permitted. ; < = 8g 58
With or without classification, uniform treatment of tax- E ‘; - *
payers under the law will, in many cases, require extreme re A 2 oo
adjustments to correct for the present unequal treatment. ] I 8o
. . M 0
Only three States have attempted a general classification of % 8- &
_ real property. This policy has opened a Pandora’s Box of = ? 5
i troubles, with no foreseeable end to group efforts to obtain > 3 O I e v S T e T D=
see . . = ® QN el P el
favored treatment through additional classifications. '§ B S S wN A g
. . . o e . IS ©
The hope that classification might be a way of avoiding a shift- I T ¥ .
. . S &~ - O o0 O™ b~
ing of the tax burden cannot be sustained by the facts. KEven were ? 5 ;I g § SEREE oo ﬁg}g mé% ~22
< -4 = Py @
s |J- o Z = °
£ TABLE 5.1 w % 8 i 2 o goop. w019 ﬁ°°"‘ ©ote O )
RANGE OF AVERAGE NEW JERSEY REAL ESTATE ASSESSMENT RATIS®E = ° = | £| §B §% 283 "53 g3 g€ 55
STATE SUMMARY—1957 E SR E| S e
(amounts in millions of dollars) E § pid WO RN YOO HaH WO wHe ]
~— Per Cent Distribution—— &) 2 #
Number Assessed True Number Assessed True Q S
Assessment Ratios Municipalitiesl Value Value Municipalities Value Value é =) WO NN WO oM MmO NG 210
4 o BT > 219 29 1 3
Under 10% ....... 13 $31 $334 2309  045% 1408 2 T OB B8 HE ¥8 8E& 88 i1 8
g 109%-149% ....... 119 291 2,251 21.10 4.30 9.41 < ]
i 159-19.9% ....... 173 904 5,149 30.67 13.37 21.51 Fad .
209,-249% ....... 148 1,159 5,168 26.24 17.14 21.59 o .§§ R R b
25%-299% ....... 46 662 2.412 8.16 9.78 10.08 &= B 0 o
309%-349% ....... 28 899 2,715 4.96 13.30 11.34 %
i 359-39.9% ....... 11 423 1,118 1.95 6.25 4,67 < T R O
i 40%-44.9% ....... 9 589 1.411 1.60 8.71 5.90 = S A S S S A
{ 459,-49.99, ....... 7 967 2,007 1.24 14.29 8.38 D i s - s s :
I 50% and Over ..... 10 839 1371 177 1240 5T Sroirpopiioripodriopiioaiionl
Ii g g2 g2 g2 @2l g2l afl p2: nZ
: State Total .... 564  $6,763 $23,937  100.0% 100.0%  100.0% 2| 8o 285 $8s £8. 28 29s £8¢ £9.
- T3 572 Zf A ST E 5T E2en” 2 278 =5
1 Excludes Shrewsbury Township, Victory Gardens, and Island Beach which report E o.ggg %§§ §_§§;‘§ ,55§ § §_§§§§§§ g ,‘§§§ §§<§§
no real estate assessments. This table does not reflect subsequent revisions of ratios Y Em8oralotonl, 5.2 a5 ° 2, 5.9 % g o @y g_g 2.
by the Division of Tax Appeals in 56 municipalities, the net effect of which is negligible. 3 £ g @z gicg u Eé g 2 EE g 25'o g i E,E g @5 g ass 5 %3
Source: State of New Jersey, Department of the Treasury, Division of Taxation © |zR<dphR<nER<db R <db <R SEdn SR <E SR <E
Certification of Table of Equalized Valuations—1957. Processed (Trenton, « 2| R &} |8} [} ] S
it N. J.: Sept. 30, 1957).
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TABLE 5.1—Continued
RANGE OF AVERAGE NEW JERSEY REAL ESTATE ASSESSMENT RATIOS
BY COUNTY—1957

(amounts in millions of dollars)

50%
da
County and Item 1{?)‘721‘ 107%-14.9% 15%-19.9% 20%-24.9% 25%-29.9% 309, -34.9% 35%-39.9% 40%,-44.95. 45%-49.9% and over Total
Hudson
s . ces 2 1 1 7 12
Municipalities ......... 1
S e ce 11.4 e e $74.3 $5.5 $19.3 $713.1 $823.5
e ralue . o =Y . . 187.8 12.7 38.6 1,1928  1,484.2
Hunterdon
Municipalities ......... 9 10 6 1 $422$
Assessed Value ........ . $16.3 $13.6 $9.5 $2.7 PN e e caen e 258.1
True Value ............ 128.3 74.7 45.5 9.7 .
Mercer
e ses 13
Municipalities ......... ce 1 1 6 2 1 1 e 1
Q)Jg Assessgd Value ........ e $5.9 $25.6 $31.3 $59.2 $21.1 $163.6 $67.3 $374.g
True Value ............ e 40.6 152.2 143.0 205.2 62.4 368.2 RPN 68.7 1,040.
Middlesex
Municipalities ......... . 1 17 3 1 1 1 Cee 1 e 25
Assessgd Value ........ S $1.8 $169.9 $65.0 $12.2 $51.9 $48.5 $30.2 $379.4
True Value ............ 11.9 974.4 287.5 47.0 149.4 137.9 62.3 1,670.3
Monmouth
Municipalities ......... 1 14 14 17 3 B 1 1 e e 51
Assessgd Value ........ $3.0 $52.4 $49.0 $81.3 $27.4 C $24.2 $7.3 $244.7
True Value ............ 31.7 394.2 284.0 375.4 106.7 R 68.5 17.3 1,277.7
Morris
Municipalities ......... e 10 19 5 2 1 1 38
Assessgd Value ........ $39.6 $113.8 $42.5 $26.6 $5.0 $8.3 $235.7
True Value ............ - 309.1 661.2 193.1 97.9 16.5 17.9 1,295.6
Ocean 33
Municipalities ......... 4 17 8 4
Assessed Value ........ $20.5 $28.5 $21.9 $19.2 e e [ e N e $90.1
True Value ............ 224.8 214.7 133.1 92.1 . e e . Caas e 664.6
Passaic ’
P P . 16
Municipalities ......... . o 2 4 4 4 1 e 1 v
........ . - 7.9 $65.2 $45.4 $163.7 $70.8 saee $175.3 $528.2
%fﬁissi'?gu}zal.‘f? ......... o A 21.9 276.5 162.9 477.4 180.0 i 34 384.3 1,523.0
TABLE 5.1—Continued
RANGE OF AVERAGE NEW JERSEY REAL ESTATE ASSESSMENT RATIOS
BY COUNTY—1957
(amounts in millions of dollars)
Under 50%
County and Item 10% 109%-14.9% 15%-19.9% 209%-24.9%, 26%-29.9% 809.-34.9% 85%-39.9% 409,-44.99, 45%-49.9% and over Total
Salem
Municipalities ......... L. 2 . 6 6 1 15
Assessed Value ........ . $2.2 $22.7 §$14.8 $6.1 $45.7
True Value ............ Lo 17.7 137.5 63.9 23.3 242.4
Somerset
Municipalities ......... . 9 9 3 21
Assessed Value ........ AN $46.3 $27.8 $27.2 $101.2
True Value ............ e 358.9 161.1 121.9 641.9
Sussex
g Municipalities ......... e 10 8 6 24
Assessed Value ........ L. $15.4 $8.8 $15.3 $39.5
True Value ............ R 118.7 54.1 72.6 245.5
Union
Municipalities ......... 2 5 5 7 2 21
Assessed Value ........ S e $26.9 $104.4 $200.1 $238.6 . $131.1 . e $701.1
True Value ............ . e 138.2 447.0 731.4 737.2 R 324.0 . . 2,377.8
Warren
Municipalities ......... 1 4 9 5 2 2 23
Assessed Value ........ $.3 $3.7 $10.5 $5.2 $9.9 $16.6 $46.3
True Value ............ 4.2 28.8 59.8 23.9 37.8 53.5 208.0
State Total -
Municipalitiesl ......... 13 119 173 148 46 28 11 9 7 10 564
Assessed Value ........ $30.6 $290.9 $904.4  $1,158.8 $661.5 $899.4 $422.9 $589.1 $966.6 $838.5 $6,762.8
True Value ............ 334.1 2,251.4 5,149.0 5,168.0 2,411.9 2,715.5 1,118.0 1,411.3 2,007.0 1,371.0  23,937.2
Per Cent Distribution
Municipalities ......... 2.30% 21.10% 30.67% 26.24% 8.16% 4.96% 1.95% 1.60% 1.249% 1.77% 100.0%
Assessed Value ........ 0.45 4.30 13.37 17.14 9.78 13.30 6.25 8.71 14.29 12.40 100.0
True Value ............ 1.40 9.41 21.51 21.59 10.08 11.34 4.67 5.90 8.38 5.73 100.0

1 Excludes Shrewsbury Township, Victory Gardens, and Island Beach, which report no real estate assessments.
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each taxing district authorized to select its own ratio of assessed Fhe Commission concludes—

to true value, as proposed in A. C. R. No. 36 which was rejected
at the polls in 1956, there would be just as much redistribution
of the tax burden under a uniform local ratio selected locally as
there would be under a uniform State ratio selected by the Legis-
lature. For example, if under such a plan, Middletown Township
had selected its own average ratio of 14 per cent in 1957, the
constitutional requirement of uniform treatment of all taxpayers
similarly situated would demand that Mrs. Switz be given a sub-
stantial reduction in her assessment and that many of her
neighbors be given a substantial increase.

If the purpose is to avoid a redistribution of the burden as
among classes, by allowing each taxing distriet to preserve its
present situation, it would be necessary to allow it to select not
only its own uniform ratio, but also to select the ratio it would
apply to the various classes of property within the district. Even
though such a classification were made, the courts would still re-
quire that all taxpayers within the same class be given equal
treatment, and the effect of such uniformity within the classes
would similarly result in an extreme redistribution of the tax
burden in municipalities where great variation in assessment pre-
vails. There is no form of constitutional amendment which could
circumvent this result.

Even if some classification were legalized, unequal treatment
of taxpayers within an established class (what the Switz case
actually prohibited) could not be legalized under the Federal
constitution. It cannot be emphasized too often that the cause
of the shifting of tax liabilities anticipated under the court de-
cision is due solely to the court’s enforcement of the uniformity
rule, and not to any standard, classification or lack of classifi-
cation.

The Commission recommends retention of the uniform
standard of assessment of real estate. _.

100 PER CENT ASSESSMENTS OR H'RACTIONAL ASSESSMENTS

So far as the taxpayer is concerned, assessments at a fraction
of full value will make no difference in his tax liability. It would
tause no greater shift in the tax burden among classes or among
mdividuals regardless of what the present differences may be. He
vill pay the same under 100 per cent, 60 per cent, 40 per cent, or
10 per cent assessments—provided local budget requirements re-
main unchanged. It will, however, make a difference in the tax
rate. If a uniform assessment requires that the local average
ratio of assessed value to true value be lowered, the tax rate will
mcrease; conversely, assessments at a higher local ratio would
tause the tax rate to decrease.

For psychological reasons, it seems best to adopt a fractional
raluation. This valuation must be selected so as to bring a mini-
mum disturbance to conventional tax rates. No matter what
miform fractional valuation is used, however, some tax rate
adjustments will be large, but this need not change the tax bill
received by any taxpayer. Shifts of tax burden among taxpayers
n the same class and among classes of taxpayers will occur—but
mly because of the establishment of uniform treatment, not be-
tause of the fraction selected.

The Commission has conducted extensive experiments in the
election of an assessment ratio in the range between the present
State-wide average of about 28 per cent and the legal standard of
100 per cent, for the assessment of real estate. To select a ratio
hich would be high enough to cover the present practice in all of
the taxing districts in the State, would require a ratio of 98 per
tent (found in Princeton Township) according to the table of
equalized valuations promulgated by the Division of Taxation for
1957. In Hudson County, Hoboken (80.89 per cent), Bayonne
(57.32 per cent), Jersey City (61.82 per cent), Union City (60.48
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In brief, to effectuate the idea of classification would require
not only the legalization of a classification according to use,
but on top of that, a classification according to location by
political subdivision.

Such a multiple scheme of classification would mean that each
type of property could conceivably be making a different relative
contribution for the support of government in every taxing
district. It would become impossible to continue to use the munic
ipal tax rolls for the apportionment of the county tax burden,
since discrimination between identical taxpayers cannot be legal-
ized under the federal requirement of equal protection of the laws.
A separate county tax roll equalized by class of property within
each taxing district would be required.

In summary, to abandon the legal requirement of uniform and
equal treatment would mean to accept a principle of unequal treat-
ment for every taxpayer in the State—in other words, a legalizing
of the present situation, with few if any, adjustments among tax-
payers. This is at present illegal. It could not be made
constitutional. It would certainly be unfair.
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per cent, and West New York (61.20 per cent) had average ratios
of assessed to true value of real property which were 51 per cent

or greater in 1957.

Table 5.1 shows that 10 New Jersey municipalities had real
estate assessment ratios averaging more than 50 per cent of true

value in 1957. Located in four counties, these 10 municipalities

contain 12.4 per cent of all real estate assessed values and 5.7 per

cent of all real estate true values. Sixteen other municipalities in
10 counties had real estate assessment ratios averaging between
40 per cen er cent. These 16 municipalities account for
23 per eenﬁtﬁﬁWWWd values and 14.28
per cent of all true values. -

At the other extreme, Table 5.1 shows 13 municipalities with
real estate assessment ratios averaging less than 10 per cent.
Situated in five counties, these 13 municipalities contain less than
half of 1 per cent of all assessed values and 1.4 per cent of all
true values. Another 119 municipalities had real estate assess-
ment ratios averaging between 10 per cent and 15 per cent. This
21 per cent of all New Jersey municipalities contains 4.3 per cent

of all real estate assessed values and 9.4 per cent of all true
values.

In general, three considerations must dominate the selection of
a new ratio:

(1) To fit a new assessment ratio to the highest existing in the
State would provide no comfort for the hundreds of districts which
have been assessing at an average of between one-quarter and one
third of full value.

() To select the present average rate of 28 per cent might cause
excessive increases in the tax rate in 65 municipalities containing over
half of all the net valuation taxable in the State.

(3) In either event, the actual effect on the tax rate of any given
assessment ratio, will depend not only upon the real estate ratio but
upon what changes are made at the same time with respect to personal
property taxation.

The Commission has deemed it desirable that the new ratio of
assessed valuation to true value shall be established at a point
which would give due weight to the average practice throughout
the State and at the same time be not so low as to fall substantially
below the ratios found in any large number of taxing districts.
The Commission has also deemed it desirable that the ratio estab-
lished by law for New Jersey should not be too far from the
general practice in other states, if a general practice is apparent,
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to avoid an artificial element of interstate competition in the
location of industry. The Commission has accordingly ex-
amined with interest a recent survey of State-wide average
assessment ratios conducted by the Federation of Tax Ad-
ministrators. As shown in Table 5.2, reporting the results
for some 22 states, the statutory standard of assessment is 100
per cent in all but four of the states. The actual State-wide
average assessment ratios range from a low of 13 per cent for
Idaho to a high of 57.82 per cent for Wisconsin.

The mean of the State-wide ratios shown in the table has been
computed as 31.19 per cent, and it is notable that in both New York
and Pennsylvania the average State ratio reported by the tax ad-
ministrators was approximately 39 per cent.

TABLE 5.2
STATE-WIDE ASSESSMENT RATIOS IN SELECTED STATES

Ratio State-wide Statutory ——County Ratios—

State Year Average Standard Low High
Arkansas ... 1949 16.349 206, 11.249% 35.57%
California ............. 1955 22.8 100 20.0 30.0
Idaho ................. 1952-53 13.00 100 8.94 25.53
IHNois o oo v veenneenn 1952 51.32 100 na na
Indiana .......cvnon.tn 1951 30.00 100 24.00 37.00
lowa ... 1954 26.99 60 21.55 40.62
Kansas .....ooovvnonn. 1954 23.49 100 13.0 52.0
Kentueky ............. 1955 318 100 222 50.0
Maine ... 1954 34.56 100 29.17 12.67
Maryland ............. 1952 40.00 100 25.0 60.0
Minnesota . ............ 1954 35.99 100 16.91 51.99
MiSSOULT v v vvveeeennnn 1955 29.75 100 18.21 44.20
Montana .............. 1954 30.5 100 19.3 51.8
Nebraska .............. 1955 31.0 50 na na
New Jersey ............ 1955 21.28% 100 14.22 51.78
New York ............. 1954-55 39.34 100 na na
Oregon ............... 1955 24.29 100 14.97 34.22
Pennsylvania .......... 1955 39.8 100 19.3 65.7
Virginia .............. 1950 30.0 100 6.1 60.9
Washington ........... 1955 19.22 50 13.2 26.3
West Virginia ......... 1955 36.96 100 17.89 63.72
WiSCOnsin ...ovvvnnvnn. 1954 57.82 100 32.08 80.59

* Assessment ratios compiled by the Tax Administrators are unweighted averages
in which small taxing districts and large ones have equal influence. This accounts for
the difference between the ratio of 21 per cent (1955) shown above for New Jersey and
the weighted average of 28 per cent (1957) shown elsewhere in this report.

Federation of Tax Administrators. Equalization Programs and other State
Supervisory Activities in the Property Tax Field, Preliminary Report. Proc-
essed (Chicago: Jan. 1957), p. 16.

Source:
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The Commission recommends—

In view of the wide public reluctance to accept 1009, assess-
ments, and despite the fact that there is no real difference
between the two in the distribution of the tax burden, a uni-
form Statewide assessment ratio for real estate should be estah-
lished at 409, of the full valuation.

A ProrErTY BasE or A REPLACEMENT BAsE

Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 28 (Dec. 27, 1956) under
which the Commission has been working was in two parts:

Section 1 requested a solution to problems associated with enforced
assessment of real property at 100 per cent of its true value;

Section 2 requested a report on temporary, transitional and
permanent changes in the State tax structure.

Section 1 could stand alome; namely, uniform valuations could
be assigned to real and personal property, appropriate exemp-
tions provided (for example, household personal property), and
adjustments made in debt limitations, veterans’ exemptions and
special taxes related to real estate assessments. This would have
the following advantages and disadvantages:

Advantages

Brings uniformity of tax treatment with minimum of ap-
parent change from present practice.

Requires no property tax replacement from ‘‘new taxes’’;
and

Eliminates from the tax base the unpopular and abused
household personal property measures.

Disadvantages

Permits important and sometimes extreme tax shifts for
single taxpayers as uniformity is substituted for assessments
which are not now uniform.

Provides no ““property tax relief’’ and continues heavy de-
pendence upon local property taxes.

Kmphasizes the position of business personal property
within the tax base, with resulting excessive adjustments and
possible detriment to economic development of the State.

Provides no additional revenues for State purposes.
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Section 2, A long-term tax policy - Whatever the political impli-
cations may be, this Commission cannot recommend a policy of
unequal treatment for taxpayers. It is recognized, however, that
much disturbance can be caused by a sudden and complete correc-
tion of extreme inequalities. The Commission has considered,
therefore, the beginning of a shift of the tax burden from property
to activities within the State, through the use of a replacement
tax which could accomplish three purposes:

1. Removal of the property tax from business inventories
($31 million) to cushion the adjustment for many businesses
faced with the threat of ‘‘tax lightning’’ under 100 per cent
assessments applied to all machinery and equipment as well
as inventories.

2. Abolition of the property tax on household goods ($15
million) to eliminate one of the glaring weaknesses of the
general property tax, and to bring some relief to the
homeowner;

3. Provision of the basis, at least in part, for raising needed
State revenues as determined by the State budget.

Replacement could be determined by a formula that would re-
place losses to municipalities from the exemption of household
goods and business inventories plus a possible additional amount
to bring further relief to real estate. This policy could be con-
tinued with other tax bases as rapidly as the Legislature desired.
At present it would have these advantages and disadvantages:

Advantages

Removes household goods and business inventories from
the property tax base—both long-sought reforms.

Substitutes activity measures such as net earnings for
property values as a partial basis of business taxes.

Provides a tax base which could also be used for State
purposes.

Disadvantages
Introduces a ‘‘new tax’’ to New Jersey.

Requires future local property tax needs to be met from
a narrower base, even though the loss is more apparent than
real.

Makes a portion of local tax support subject to variations
in business activity or net income.
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A third objective—major relief of real estate, would be pos-
sible only through the adoption of a major new tax, that is, a con-
sumers’ sales tax, or an individual income tax. If the State is to
consider the total impact of all Federal as well as State and local
taxes, it must recognize the fact that the Federal Government has
practically pre-empted the individual income tax by the imposi-
tion of steeply progressive rates. This leaves the consumer sales
tax available for real estate tax relief.

The total amount raised by taxation of property, real and
personal, in 1957, was $645.6 million for local purposes. Within this
total, real estate alone provided all but $84 million in the tax vield.
To provide substantial relief for real estate, for example, a one-
third cut wn the average burden, would require a non-property taz
to yield approzimately $200 million annually and more as budgets
wmcereased with future growth. What this would mean in terms of
“‘replacement taxes’ is indicated by the following estimated
yields:

Consumers” Sales Tax
3 per cent without exemptions
4 per cent with food exempt

$212 million
206 million

Personal Income Tax
Base, exemptions and deductions as in New York
at one and a half times the New York rate ..

Business Income Tax

11 per cent Corporation net income (on income
before federal taxes) ....................

10 per cent Business net income—Corporation
and unincorporated— (on income before federal
taxes)

$210 million

$198 million

$220 million

The striking sums that are required to make any major impres-
sion on current State and local tax problems have been apparent
to other states as well as New Jersey. Tt is notable that among all

the new State fiscal programs since 1945 the sales tax has
predominated :

Two States (Rhode Island—1947; Delaware—1957) adopted a
corporate income tax—it is now used by 33 States.

Ten States added consumer sales tax—this is the most noticeable
trend, and it has occurred in Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, Maine,
Maryland, Nevada, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Carolina. and
Tennessee.

—One State (Michigan) adopted a new business value added tax.
known as the “adjusted receipts tax”—the first of its kind in
the United States.
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The Commission concludes—

Its first assignmeni—a solution to the property tax problems
created by recent court decisions—can be fulfilled within the
framework of the present property tax, without new taxes and
granting considerable improvement in the law;

Its second assignment—a basis of providing for over-all rev-
enue needs of State and local government—cannot be met with-
out a new tax, and the present political environment would
leave no alternative to some form of business tax;

Major relief of real estate—requiring the adoption of a new
broad based tax, such as the individual income tax or a con-
sumer sales tax—would require both major political parties to
reconsider their 1957 tax planks, possibly under a referendum
to the voters.

ALUTERNATIVE PROGRAMS

The Commission has considered and evaluated a large number
of alternative programs, both with and without new taxes. _U.pon
analysis, an effective choice which would meet all of .the: condlﬁnons
which have been described, a majority of the Commission believes
would be between either of two alternatives:

ALTERNATIVE 1

General Description (40 per cent-40 per cent-10 per cent)
Real estate assessment at 40 per cent of its full value.
Business machinery and equipment at 40 per cent of its value.
Business inventories at 10 per cent of its value.
Household personalty exempt.
Veterans’ exemptions unchanged ($500).

Specific Standards
Real estate—40 per cent measured from current market values.

Farm personal property—
Farm inventories, crops and livestock, 10 per cent market or book
value. .
Farm machinery—40 per cent depreciated cost.
Business personal property—
Business inventories—10 per cent book value.
Other business personalty—40 per cent book value.

Assessment Administration

Business personal property— o
State assessed for certification to municipalities.
All other property locally assessed.
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Comparep T0 100 PER CENT ASSESSMENTS

The Commassion has not considered 100 per cent assessmen
of real and personal property as a practical alternative, for two
reasons: first, as already noted in Chapter I full value assessments
are not psychologically acceptable; second, 100 per cent as
sessment of personal property—household and business in-
ventories, machinery and equipment is a theoretical possibility—
but it would cause a greater shift in tax liabilities from real estate
to personal property than other available alternatives.

Solely for the purpose of illustrating the effect of enforcing the

law as written—in compliance with the court decision—Table 53
presents the effects on the amount of taxes raised by 100 per cent
assessments as compared with actual assessments in 1957, includ-
ing business personalty at 100 per cent. To make the tax estimates
somewhat realistic, veterans’ exemptions have been figured at
$1,000 and household personalty has been omitted as impractical
to assess at 100 per cent. Granting the basic weakness in such a
broad application of the general property tax to the complex
modern economy, certain results which are contrary to general
expectations, may be noted:

1. There would be practically no change in the amount of tax to be
raised from farm property.
2. Assuming that railroad property is now assessed at 100 per cent,

if all other propertv were assessed on this basis, railroad taxes would

be reduced by $8.1 million.

3. Residential property taxes could be reduced by $30.6 million,
while business property taxes would be increased by $29.2 million,
Statewide.

The general merit of Alternative 1 rests on the fact that it re-
tains New Jersey’s character as a ‘‘property tax State’’ and
would achieve a transition to the uniform treatment required by
the court decisions without any important shifts of the property
tax burden as between business and residential property for the
State as a whole.

Alternative 1 would have the important effect of reducing the
amount of tax raised from assessments on business real estate
and substantially increasing the amount of tax raised from assess-
ments on business personalty, but the net effect would be to add
only $5.8 million to the total business property tax of $276.4 million
in 1957.

This shift within the business class from real to personal
property permits Alternative 1 to add only $8 million to the
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amount of tax raised from residential property and this is more
than offset by the proposed exemption of household goods which
reduces residential assessments by $15.5 million, for a net reduc-
tion of $7.4 million.

In farm communities, the fractional assessments proposed by
Alternative 1 would cause relatively little change in the share of
the property tax raised from farm property.

The effect of any alternative on the amount of tax to be raised
from railroad property cannot be projected without certain as-
sumptions as to the present level of assessment on such property.
The data in Table 5.3 are presented on the assumption that rail-
road property is now assessed at 100 per cent of its true value in
the communities where it is located. Under the decision of the

. Supreme Court in the Lackawanna Case, the assessment ratio on

railroad property must be reduced to the same level as that on
other property assessed for local purposes, but the extent of
present actual discriminations against railroad property and the
corrective measures that will be adopted by the State assessor are
still a matter of contention. Granted the assumption that railroad
property is now assessed at 100 per cent, Table 5.3 shows that
under the proposed Alternative 1 the reduction will amount to
$7.2 million.

The Commission has considered the effect of all of the
alternatives on the veterans’ exemption, but the Commission has
been obliged to recognize that under the present Constitution (Art.
VIII, Sec. I, para. 3) the amount of the veterans’ exemptions is
limited ‘‘to an aggregate assessed valuation not exceeding $500,
which exemption shall not be altered or repealed.”’ This is con-
sidered in detail in Chapter VI.

In summary, Alternative 1 would have these principal
effects—

The total tax levied in 1957 ($645.6 million) could be raised with
a minimum shifting of the source of property taxes among business,
residential and farm properties;

There would be a major shift of the source of business property
taxes from real estate (reduced $47.5 million) to personal property
(increased $53.4 million) ;

The requirements of uniform treatment under the present consti-
tution, as interpreted and enforced by the Supreme Court, would be
fully met.

Individual taxpayers would experience shifts depending on
whether they are now above or below the average prevailing in
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fo receive public acceptance, some alternative is required. The
business net income tax, which is the heart of Alternative 2, would

fulfill the conditions of a solution.

Apportionment of REeplacement to Municipalities
By formula which would allocate to each taxing dis-
trict that portion of the total yield of the replace-
ment tax which total taxes levied locally is of the
total taxes levied in all taxing districts.

Review oF PrrsoxaL ProrerTY Tax ProBLEM

Emphasis upon real estate assessments has diverted attention
from personal property which is perhaps an even darker corner in
the New Jersey local property tax structure. Including
machinery, equipment and inventories of business and farms and
household properties, tangible personal property represents more
than 13 per cent of the general property tax base. Erratic and
meven assessment of this important class of property is more the
rule than the exception.

In 1957, personal property taxes totaled $84.2 million. Like the
tax on real estate, personal property taxes more than doubled
during the 10 years between 1947 and 1957. Table 5.4 shows that
personal property taxes have not deviated substantially from a
general level of 13 per cent of all local property taxes at any time
since 1940.

Whatever may be said about inadequacies or the inequity of the
personal property tax, it is maintaining its position within the
local property tax structure. The same pressures of growth and
inequality which necessitate reforms in the assessment and taxa-
tion of real estate apply with even greater force to the assessment
and taxation of personal property.

In 1944 the Commission on Taxation of Intangible Personal
Property arrived at the following conclusion with regard to tang-
ible personal property:

State Assistance to Assessors
State advice, guidance and supervision in assessment
process—possible State assessment of business per-
sonal property for certification to municipalities.

State Revenues.
Business income tax rates can be increased to provide

additional State revenue—approximately $22 mil-
lion for each 1 per cent of tax rate.

The key element in Alternative 2 is acceptance of a new tax to
provide replacement revenues that would make possible the com-
plete exemption of business inventories from the property tax and
also provide the foundation for a solution for the State’s revenue
problem. These are related problems only because both of them
appear to require a new tax for their respective solutions. They
are sufficiently important, in the Commission’s judgment, to war-
rant a re-examination of the ‘‘no new tax’’ policy, especially in
view of the findings of Chapters I and II of this Report that the
benefits of that policy have been less apparent in practice than in
theory.

This Commassion has long resisted the use of any new tax in
New Jersey so long as the property tax remained badly in need
of improvement. That tax is, and will probably remain, the main-
stay of local government in this State. It is divided about equally
between residential and business properties. The State and local
governments having now embarked upon a program of correcting
its inequities and improving its administration, the time may well
have come for some sharing of its load with other non-property
tax sources.

A second major objection the Commission has had in the past,
related to the first, has been that it did not want to exhaust a
major new tax base without a concurrent solution of the tax
lightning problem on business personal property. The Commission
has repeatedly urged the Governor and the Legislature to take
steps to correct this situation which has been unsound in tax policy
and imprudent for the economic development of the State. Ina
previous report the Commission recommended the use of a gross
receipts tax on business for this purpose. That tax having failed
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The question of the taxation of tangible personal property used in
business is as vital as the question of intangibles. Though neither as
extreme nor as drastic as the intangible problem, “tax lightning” is
a real hazard on business personalty and has the additional danger of
being more widespread, more continuously applied and equally subject
to abuse and discrimination.!

In 1947, the Commission on State Tax Policy examined the
personal property tax and made the following observations:

. . . . personal property is not now and never has been truly a part
of the general property taz base. But the letter of the law which places
it within that base has caused negotiations to be substituted for taxation,
and an unhealthy atmosphere of caprice to take the place of clear-cut
official responsibility. The result, to be expected under such conditions,
has been discriminatory, unequal and sometimes arbitrary assessments.?

1 Report of the Commission on Tazxation of Intangible Personal Property, 1945, p. 85.
2 Second Report of the Commission on State Tax Policy, 1947, p. 4.
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TABLE 5.4
POSITION OF PERSONAL PROPERTY WITHIN GENERAL PROPERTY TAX

—
— N
-

Total

Farm

~———————Tangible Personalty
Household

Personal Property as % of Total
Business
—————Percentages:

Intangible
Personalty

S
Total

Farm

,————Tangible Personalty————
Household

——————Personal Property Tax.
Business
—Amounts in Millions of Dollars-

Intangible

Personalty

General
Property
Tax Levy

—

Year

You are viewing an archived copy from

13.04
13.13
13.34
13.42
13.36
13.38
13.15
13.29
13.10
12.77
13.10
13.01

10.45
10.62
10.86
10.95
10.94
11.01
10.79
11.04
10.80
10.56
10.75
10.73

111
1.38
1.59
1.71
1.76

84.2
76.1
71.3
68.4
62.1
58.0
51.9
49.0
46.6
42.7
39.0
34.7

NS@RR M09

QM1 199 ©10 0019 ©
MM N O MW= = WO
~rd -

QAR O HMOO
ISl SR Rl o Ko s B Yo R lo'e}
DO HHHM MmN A

Sty

<H <H w00 <f
CRARANO QM9
DM HM H IO H b= ©
FENSONDIODINN DO
DOV HHAMN NN AN
O HMNMNEDD DO
010 10 10 K 0 WO H A
DD D
R R R R R e R R o e R

110

ew Jersey State Library

Again in 1950, the Commission turned its attention to the
personal property tax and reported as follows:

Experience throughout the State shows that there has been the
greatest disparity among municipalities in the extent of their use and
enforcement of the personal property tax.

An analysis of the experience of individual taxpayers, moreover,
shows a disgraceful degree of inequality and inequity in the application
of the tax not only among municipalities but even within the same
municipality.?

The passing years have made the problem worse rather than
easier. In 1946, the personal property tax appeared to be a $34.7
million problem spread $28.6 million upon business tangibles and
$6.1 million upon household goods and farm tangibles. In 1957,
personal property taxes total $84.2 million divided as betwecen
$67.5 million upon business tangibles and $16.7 million upon house-
hold goods and farm tangibles. Personal property taxes thus
increased by $49.5 million—or 143 per cent—between 1946 and
1957 to account for 13 per cent of the $379 million by which total
real and personal property taxes increased during this period
(from $266.6 million to $645.6 million). It is clear that the longer
the State defers action on this problem the more difficult it will
be to find a solution.

In contrast to real estate which can be equalized more or less
satisfactorily at market values (what a willing buyer would pay
a willing seller), equalization of personal property is handicapped

- by lack of generally accepted standards and procedures. None-

the-less, the requirements ‘of uniform assessments apply to
personal property as well as to real estate and the State cannot
avoid this part of the equalization problem if it is going to con-
tinue the taxation of personal property.

Household personal property (furniture, ete.) is the weakest
member of the personal property family. As it has been assessed,
it represents what amounts to an additional real estate tax in most
instances. Totaling approximately $15.5 million for the entire
State, these taxes could be abandoned without creating serious
revenue problems. Such abandonment would leave few mourners.

Farm tangibles are an even smaller source of tax revenue. Total-
ing less than $1 million, these taxes are in the nature of a poorly
administered business tax upon farmers. Although small in terms
of total property taxes, farm personal property taxes are an im-
portant source of revenue in some rural municipalities.

1 Fifth Report of the Commission on State Tax Policy, 1950, p. 64.
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Business inventories and business machinery, furniture and

fixtures represent the major personal property tax problem.

Totaling $67.5 million (1957) business tangible personal property
taxes are an important source of revenue in industrial areas.

The Commission has found no alternative to a complete exemp-
tion of household goods from assessment as personal property.
The present form of assessment has been recognized throughout
the country as impractical and unenforceable. It is neither a
necessary or desirable part of an effective tax system. In this
Report, the Commission renews its previous recommendation that
the taxation of household goods as property be abolished.

The taxation of tangible personal property used in business,
that is, machinery and equipment and inventories of raw materials,
semi-finished goods, finished goods and stock in trade, have been
the subject of long and continuous study by this Commission as
well as tax policy groups in other states. It is necessary merely
to summarize in this Report much that the Commission has
developed in previous reports. As part of the current study,
however, the Commission has given serious consideration to the
possibility of a complete exemption of all business personal prop-
erty, both machinery and equipment and inventories, from local
taxation as property. This alternative has been rejected for sev-
eral compelling reasons:

First, the emerging nature of modern industry is requiring a greater
and greater share of capital investment in equipment rather than in
buildings, and a tax proportional to capital values which did not include
the equipment would thus contain an inherent inequity:

Second, in administration, it would be extremely difficult to
separate machinery and equipment from real estate in certain
industries ; ‘

Third, the amount of the replacement required would be so large,
upwards of $84 million for business personalty and household goods
combined, that it would require a comparatively high ratio business
income tax to provide replacement revenues and some additional funds
for financing State needs. Such a replacement would seem impractical
without some use of a personal income tax or a consumer sales tax,

either of which appear unable to pass the test of political acceptibility
at the present time;

Fourth, to exempt machinery and equipment from local assessment,
would eliminate practically 40 per cent of the remaining business
property tax base after inventories are exempted, and would subject
the remaining business real estate and residential real estate to the
entire local impact of future increases in local Tevenue needs not
met from the substitute taxes;

112

ew Jersey State Library

Fifth, there are substantial economic differences between inventories
(current assets) and machinery and equipment (depreciable asse.ts)
which justify the exemption of the former from property taxation
without necessarily exempting the latter.

Ter ExemprioNn oF BUsiNess INVENTORIES

In its Fifth Report, the Commission analyzed the charac_teristics
of personal property taxation, and came to the conclusion that
“any system of taxation which attempts to treat both (fixed asgets
and current assets) in the same manner must obviously be unsuited
to one or the other.”” Some eight years later it is still plainly

. apparent that inventory as a current asset is constantly fluctuating

in amount and in character as between inventory and afzcounts
receivable or cash, as distinguished from machinery, equipment,
furniture and fixtures, which are fixed in their location apd
character. These are significant differences from the viewpoint
of property taxation.

As among industries, the economic character of ir.lventories.
varies greatly. In some industries it may turn over twice a year
whereas in others it may turn over twelve times or more. In some
businesses such sales may be very profitable while in others the
margin may be small. The volume of inventory is-sometimes
controllable and sometimes not. Inventories are mobile and are
consumption goods, whereas other classes of business. personal
property are relatively fixed in location and are production goods.
It is neither logical nor practical to tax them in the same way.

After a two-year study of the subject of personal property
taxation generally, as it existed and could be improved among the
various states, the committee on personal property taxation of
the National Tax Association reported in 1953 as follows:

“The classical theoretical basis of the taxation of property ad valorem
as applied to tangible personal property used in business has become
vague and generally unsatisfactory; it is based on fundamental as,-’
sumptions which are no longer applicable to the present-day economy.
“On theoretical, equitable, and administrative grounds, the_ taxation
of merchants’ and manufacturers’ inventories ad valorem 1s a sore
spot in existing taxation of business personalty. In the case of house-
hold goods and automobiles, there is precedent for the gxemptwn of
tangible personal property and, with respect to automot.nh?s, the sub-
stitation of in-lieu taxes. It has been contended that similar exemp-
tions should be granted to inventories and like property, Inventories
are movable and subject to control for tax-minimization purposes.
Due to the economic nature of inventories, they make, even whep
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accurately appraised, an undesirable subject of ad valorem taxation
from the standpoint of equity and equality of treatment. These
characteristics make the burden of ad valorem taxation an uneven one
when applied to this particular base. This situation calls for either

special treatment within the property tax framework or the adoption
of in-lieu taxation.”1 :

The Commission accordingly concludes
As part of its second assignmenf—to examine the need for

State revenues as well as to provide for the improvement of the
property tax—a program which exempts from taxation both
business inventories and hous¢hold goods, while leaving busi-

ness machinery and equipmg¢nt subject to property taxation,
would meet the requi

property algide) to £301.8 million
these changel is the two-way effec
taxes morec\t 'an oftset by increase
net income. \ﬂ\ :

bination). Hach of
business real estate
personal property or

exemptions) would be
reduced $25.1 mipllion from $338.4 million # $313.3 million (includ-
ing real and pe oﬁal\groperty tax reductigfis) as compared with a net
reduction of $7/4 millio der Alterng#ive 1.

Veterans’ expmptions would be rediced in tax value by $7.5 million,
as compared 'ﬂ]/,,$7‘0 million}n/g

Iternative 1.

Farm property tazes would be reduced $200,000 from $11.6 million
to $11.4 million with some reduction for both real estate and personal
property, as compared with a slight real estate increase in Alternative 1.

C’Zas.s IT Ruailroad property tazes would be reduced under any al-
ternative based upon uniformity—$7.2 million under Alternative 1 and
$7.4 million under Alternative 2.

Replacement of the present tax yield from assessments on business,
farm crops and produce, and household personalty—which would be-
come exempt—would require $46.1 million for which an estimated $51
million would become available.

1 Report of the Committee on Personal Property Taxation on Possiblé Substitutes

for Ad Valorem Taxation on Tangible Personal Property Used in Business, Proceedings
of the 46th Annual Conference, National Tax Association, 1953, pPp. 365, 366-367.
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OpPERATION OF THE Business IncoMe Tax

If a business income tax is to be adopted, the Commission con-
templates that it would apply both to corporations and
unincorporated business. In order to give equality to the tax
base for these two different forms of business organizations, the

legislation should provide for a deduction of reasonable compen-

sation of partners or individual proprietors from the gross income
of the enterprise in arriving at taxable net income. The Commais-

- sion’s recommendation for these and other details of the proposals

are being incorporated in recommended legislative bills which will
be separately submitted following the Report.

The effect of the recommendation that each taxpayer pay the
greater of the net worth or the corporate income tax, in the case
of corporate taxpayers, is shown in Table 5.5 for various
industries.

Errecrs oF AUTERNATIVES ON COUNTIES AND MUNICIPALITIES

The total effect of either Alternatives 1 or 2 from the viewpoint
of municipal government should be considered as a composite
result of the various elements, and not solely from the viewpoint
of the 40 per cent ratio of assessed to true value on real estate.

In the tables that follow, the comparative effect of the
present actual practice, 100 per cent assessments and the two
alternatives, is illustrated for all the counties and the principal
municipalities with respect to the effect on the tax rate, the amount
of taxes to be raised from each class of property, the relative
effect on residences, business and farms, and their specific dif-
ferences in relation to business total personal property and
business inventories. '

It is proposed that the yield of the new business income tax
be divided as follows. An amount equal to the revenue from the
net worth part of Corporation Franchise Tax be retained for
State use. The balance of the yield of the franchise tax, including
the 3 per cent net income alternative and the yield of the 3 per
cent net income levy on unincorporated business shall be placed
annually in a replacement fund. Kach municipality’s share of the
replacement fund would be the equivalent of the proportion that
its local property tax levy bears to the total of all local property
tax levies throughout the State. Any yield of the business income
tax from an increase of the rate above 3 per cent would be for
State purposes.
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TABLE 5.5
VARIATION IN INCOME TAX EQUIVALENT OF A NET WORTH TAX

MANUFACTURING INDUSTRIES IN FISCAL YEAR 1956-1957

Index of
Variation

lent in
New Jersey?2
1.695%

Income Tax
Rate Equiva-
2.299

Equity After

Federal Taxes
Fiscal 1956-571

Rate of Return
on Stockholders

Index of
Variation
100.0

lent in

New Jersey2

Income Tax
Rate Equiva-

Rate of Return
on Stockholders

Equity Before
Fiscal 1956-571

Federal Taxes

Industry

Code

100.0
135.6
100.0

1.695

11.8%

121.4
88.2

.9259%
1123
.816

21.6%

17.8
24.5
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143.9
86.1
100.0

2.439
1.460
1.695

8.2

13.7
11.8

135.1
129.5
93.2

1.250
1.198
.862

16.0
16.7
23.2

Petroleum and Coal Produets ......
Rubber Produets .................

2911 Petroleum Refining ..............

29
30
31
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motor vehicles) ................
Motor Vehicles and Equipment . ...
Instruments and Related Produets. .

Primary Nonferrous Metal ........
Fabricated Metal Products ........
Machinery (except electrical)

Electrical Machinery .............
Transportation Equipment (except
Miscellaneous (including ordnance).

Stone, Clay and Glass Produets . ...
Primary Iron and Steel ...........

Leather and Leather Products .....

32
332
333
34
35
36
37

83.1
91.4
115.7

1.550
1.961

1.408

14.2
12.9
10.2

81.3
109.7

74.6
1 Average annual rate of return on stockholders’ equity for the four quarters in the period July 1, 1956 through June 30, 1957.

.690
752
1.015

29.0
26.6
19.7

371
38
39

Jor Marnwfaotur-

Jersey Corporation Franchise Tax.

2 Rate of return divided into two mills, the basic rate of the New

Sowurce:

Quarterl

S. Federal Trade Commission and U. 8. Securities and Hxochange Commission.

e New Jersey State Library

Under the Commission’s proposal, $26 million would have been
retained by the State and $51 million would have been use{l as the
replacement fund for distribution to local taxing districts in 1957,
under the proposed distribution formula. The amount that Wou}d
have been received by every municipality in the State is shown in
line 3 of the Compendium Table at the end of this Report. A
comparison of the amount of business taxes and replacement funds
receivable by all municipalities, in county total and for 29 selected
municipalities, with the business taxes payable at present, _under
100 per cent assessment, and under Alternative 1, appears in the
third column of Table 5.8 below.

The Commission concludes—

The net effect of the distribution formula on a county basis
will be for business taxpayers as a group (excluding railroads)
to provide at least as large a part of the local tax needs as at
present. In state total and in the great majority of munici-
palities, on the basis of 1957 data, there would be a definite
shift in the tax burden from residential property to business

taxpayers.

This Commission is aware that because of present assessment
practices regarding railroad and non-railroad property, the
transition to Alternative 1 or Alternative 2 may be especially
difficult for some Hudson county municipalities. However, the
Commission would like to point out that such a transition is neces-
sitated by the decision of the Supreme Court in the Lackawanna
Case* and not by any program that it has suggested. As a matter
of fact, a transition to 100 per cent assessment would cause a
greater loss of railroad revenue by these municipalities than a
fransition to either of the alternatives suggested by this
Commission.

Nevertheless, this Commission recommends that the Legislature
consider the feasibility of distributing some of the railroad tax
revenues now retained by the State to these municipalities to help
smooth the transition to a uniform assessment ratio applicable
alike to railroad and non-railroad property.

1 Delaware, Lackawanna and Western RR Co. v. Neeld, 23 N. J. 561, 130 A. 2d 6
(Mar., 1957).
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The Commission recommends—

As a solution of the long-range problem—the elimination of
tax lightning on business personal property and the recogni-
tion of the pressing revenue needs of the State—the following
tax program would be practical and effective:

1. Assessment of all residential business and farm real
estate at 409, of its market value;

2. Exemption of household goods and business and farm

inventories from property taxation; TABLE 5.7
3. Assessment of business and farm machinery and equip- ANS®
ment at 409, of its book value (depreciated cost); ; ESTIMATED RESIDENTIAL PROPERTY TAXES (BEFORE VETER
4. Adoption of a business income tax to provide replace EXEMPTIONS) IN NEW JERSEY COUNTIES—1957
ment revenues for distribution to municipalities in lieu of the (amounts in thousands of dollars)
present yield of assessments on business inventories and house-
hold goods and to provide a base from which the State can Agtual he T sestment
obtain modest additional revenue. County T prepr
1 e 7,368 $7,750 7, g
TABLE 5.6 gilra?g?ﬁc R %4:439 50,900 50,135 53,555
ESTIMATED LOCAL PROPERTY TAX RATES IN SELECTED Burlington ... ovoe oo 7,222 5,933 5,007 6,280
NEW JERSEY MUNICIPALITIES—1957 Camden .......covvueniinennns 18,779 16,46} 16,529 11,5%;
($ per $100 net valuation taxable) Cape May ......ooovnvnennns 5,067 4,685 41324 1
Cumberland ........ooovnnnn 3,707 3,298 3,355 3,558
- Actual 1009 30,40, %+ 40, 40, 10% ESSEX «ovnvvnnnns e 61,133 54,970 57,342 60,079
Municipality Rate Assessment Replacement Agsessment Gloucester ...... 57229 4’312 4,306 4’578
Atlantic City ............... $9.15 $2.71 $6.24 $6.77 HUASOR «vvvevneneeenaennnes 20,772 23,128 25,517 26,322
CAmAEN .« e v e v 7.46 2.32 6.69 6.84 Fahardon ..o ooerrnrernns 2,150 1,931 1,018 2,041
Bloomfield ................. 6.73 2.17 5.61 5.92 - o 15,419 12,741 13,736 14,306
East Orange ................ 7.27 2.85 7.09 7.55 MAAALESEX .« oeeerreemeenn- 19,893 18,216 19,732 20,431
Trvington  .ovvnevvnnneeiin. 8.58 2.69 8.31 8.32 e 20,278 18,785 17,839 . 19,240
NEWATK « v 8.93 312 9.19 9.33 MOTTIS -+ e oo 18,416 16,103 15,677 16,782
Bayonne ................... 7.94 3.02 8.89 9.03 S Ocean County ........-...... 7,846 7,392 6,396 7,468
Hoboken .........uuuennnnn. 8.86 445 13.42 13.53 Passaic ..o 21,839 18,328 19,214 20,143
Jersey City ........ovoviiit 8.67 4.26 12.02 12.37 QAEIM v veeeeeee e 1,861 1,400 1,612 1,640
Union City «...ooovvvennnn.. 9.82 4.49 10.40 11.04 Somerset o 7451 6,391 6,271 6,701
TEnton ... vvvvnnnnnnns 7.46 2.82 7.93 8.16 SUSSEX -+ v e 3,300 3,261 3,140 3,370
CHELOR © o' 5.62 150 3.88 410 Tnion oo, 33,511 29,524 30,232 31,914
PaSSAIC  +.vrrne 7.49 1.98 6.83 6.59 Warren . .ooooe 2,724 2,328 2,346 2,490
Paterson ............ ... ..., 6.93 2.39 6.47 6.74
Elizabeth ................... 7.95 2.29 6.05 6.34 Total vovveveeeennanenns $338,405 $307,835 $313,294 $331,001
Teaneek .......ocvevueenn.n. 9.29 1.99 4.70 5.08
Florence ................... 11.86 1.82 6.60 6.27
Wildwood City .............. 8.87 1.73 412 4.44
Vineland ..........cc.n.... 10.34 1.48 3.91 4.10
Greenwich .................. 5.01 0.76 2.13 2.20
Flemington ................. 9.00 1.72 4.46 4.70
Perth Amboy ............... 9.02 2.21 8.12 7.68
Asbury Park ................ 8.80 2.10 5.46 5.74
Morristown . ....uiiiiiinann. 7.91 1.78 5.34 5.39
Lakewood .................. 16.50 2.36 5.55 6.00
Lower Penns Neck ........... 5.78 0.62 1.42 155
Somerville .........c.ovun... 10.22 1.80 4.50 4.79
Newton .................... 12.75 2.64 7.43 7.65
Phillipsburg «vvovoeveennn.n. 8.41 2.03 5.22 5.51
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TABLE 5.7—Continued
ESTIMATED RESIDENTIAL PROPERTY TAXES (BEFORE VETERANS’

EXEMPTIONS) IN SELECTED NEW JERSEY MUNICIPALITIES—1957 TABLE 5.8
(amounts in thousands of dollars) ESTIMATED PROPERTY TAXES ON BUSINESS
REAL AND PERSONAL PROPERTY AND REPLACEMENT
Actual 009, , 20, % , 40, fo

Muzicipality o Ausomsant  Beplancont e v NEW JERSEY COUNTIES—1957
Atlantic City ......ovvnrn.... $1,345 $1,774 $1,636 $1,776 (amounts in thousands of dollars)
Camden «.ov.veeeeeenninnn. 5,172 4279 4,933 5,043
Bloomfleld .................. 3,731 3,446 3,570 3,763 _ Actual 1009 40, 40, %+ 40, 40, 10%
Bast Orange ................ 4,197 3,573 3,555 3,787 County Tax Assessment Replacement Assessment
Irvington ................... 3,692 3,292 4,066 4,071 Atlantic o $9,332 $8,655 $9,311 3 621
Newark .................... 15,588 13,719 16,180 16,421 Bergen «.nvoononeinin 22954 24773 25,838 22:296
%331’)0111{“ ------------------- 2807 3,093 SosT 3,695 Burlington  .........ooooonn 3,300 4005 4134 3,679

oboken ................... o L 1,088 Camden ......ooeeeiieiinn.. 9,854 11,610 11,692 10,626
Jer_sey C}ty ................. 9,027 10,856 12,25] 12,099 Cape May .................. 1’992 2’253 2,613 2)209
gm‘)ﬁ City ~ooonvvinniinnny vy oo e 1,906 Cumberland -..ooomvonnrenns 2,433 2,655 2,623 2,364
CLoom, e 2140 Vo S 6’218 BSSEX + oo, 69,415 76,185 73,969 71,170
BAIEOD e e T Sons g’oig Gloucester ...ovoverrnnnin 2,664 3,216 3,084 2,950
Pais’“c """"""""""""" /566 5’308 SgaT e HudSon ..ovovevneniiinnnnn. 56,483 60,658 57,581 56,556
E? erﬁoﬁl ----------------- 5153 2084 Z»%;L s Hunterdon ........ooeoevn.. 1,199 1,305 1,401 1,182
TorAdCHl e Vaos s o 3’5 % MEXCEr . vvvvveneennnnnnnnns 12,126 14,361 13,450 12,801
OOk e e 15 o ’281 MiddleSex .« .oeeveneeinnnnnn. 16,293 17,113 15,715 14,909
W‘?f(f“"e d Gitw g77 357 399 346 Monmouth .................. 7,598 8,514 9,748 8,142

LAW00d LILY we e : / MOITIS v eveveeennennnnannn. 7,077 8,710 9,293 8,066
Vineland .................l 1,489 1,221 1,291 1,353 0CERI oo 2,209 2,136 2770 2,072
gfeef}mgh ------------------ lgg 125 1?2 1& PASSBIC v oomnorenr i 17,232 20,287 19,556 18,561

ERRABIOIL - .ovvvnnnnnnennn Salem . 2,281 2,726 2,535 2,469
Perth Amboy ............... 1,946 1,769 2,602 2,459 Somerset ..o 3,618 4,350 4558 4019
ffb“?% Park ........oeennn 7o ggg 50 st SUSSEX + v v oo 1,048 1,035 1,231 927
L Olfns O‘gn ---------------- 676 789 725 704 Union «.ovevvvreeennnnann.. 25,835 29,261 28,693 26,961

AREWOOT oo rvveeeeeeee e = Warren «....oeeeverenainn.. 1,458 1,798 1,835 1,643
Lower Penns Neck ........... 222 126 117 127
SOmerville .. .........c.o...... 657 598 598 637
Someryille e o 200 s prd Total ooeeeenrenaennnn, $276,400  $305,606  $301,830  $282,225
Phillipsburg ................ 797 699 718 758

Total + v $87,087  $79,921  $80,348 $91,566
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TABLE 5.8—Continued
ESTIMATED PROPERTY TAXES ON BUSINESS
REAL AND PERSONAL PROPERTY AND REPLACEMENT
SELECTED NEW JERSEY MUNICIPALITIES—1957

(amounts in thousands of dollars)

TABLE 5.8—Continued

ESTIMATED PROPERTY TAXES ON BUSINESS
PERSONAL PROPERTY AND REPLACEMENT

Municipality Actual Tt oAt 0410 NEW JERSEY COUNTIES—1957

Atlantic City «veneeonnnnnn. $7,306 $6,844 $7,008 $6,853 (amounts in thousands of dollars)
Camden .......oveeeneeenn.. 5,967 6,993 6,356 6,243 -
Bloomfield .............. . 2,453 2,644 2,540 2,347 County Actial 0%nt  Bophermemt  Assissment
East OTange ......coooevnn-. 5,086 5,703 5,745 5,516
[EVINGEOD + v evveenneennnn. 3,629 4,016 3,273 3,268 AHIANtHE . eerre e $1,183 $1,721 $2,894 $1,660
Newark ..oooveneernernnaans 47,054 49,946 47,388 47,131 BETEON «vvveevneeeeeeeenan 5,578 11,857 12,390 8,159
BayOnne . ...vvvvneeeinnnns. 8,024 7,940 7,404 7,345 Burlington «....ovoeeeeeennn 1,038 2,240 2,205 1,752
Hoboken .........c.ooeion.. 5,490 5,790 5,529 5,516 Camden ....oevnernnnneeeens 2,649 6,077 5,844 4507
Jersey City «ovvvvnerrrnnnnn. 24,265 27,035 25,139 24,650 Cape MAY «.oevrrrnnnnnnnnn. 298 603 1,060 532
Union City ..oovvvvnevvvnn.. 4,866 4,870 4,990 4,880 Cumberland .........oooeenn 678 1,215 1,153 806
TIENtON .+ v vevnnnerrnenennn. 7,976 8,755 8,069 7,872 ESSEX «nevnennneen e 17,015 40,736 34,348 30,390
CHELOD +vvveeeeerreeeennnns 3,070 3,994 3,931 3,687 GlOUCESEET - vvevreereeeennn 630 1,626 1,590 1,182
PaSSAIC +vnvvrnenranenns 4,926 5,447 4,865 4,938 HUdSOD  «vveevveeeveeneenn 11,570 34,665 28,598 26,759
PaterSon . ..vvveevrnernnnnns 7,139 8,271 7,345 7,600 Hunterdon ........ooeeennn.- 386 550 645 380
Elizabeth ..ovvvneennnennnnns 6,624 7,831 7,611 7,397 METCEY - vveeveenanneeenns 3,582 8,534 7,080 6,192
Teaneck .........eeeveeevn.. 1,106 1,182 1,444 1,121 MiddleSex . ..vvoeveerneeeenn 4,392 9,154 6,788 5,765
Florence ................... 519 527 390 412 Monmouth .................. 1,450 3,297 4,706 2,731
Wildwood City «....oevvvnn.. 805 814 833 805 MOTTES  «vvevveeesnennnnens 1,986 4,396 4,932 3,449
Vineland .......co.iiiiienn. 874 1,069 986 907 OCEAIL .+« vvevraeenneeeenn 619 814 1,530 731
Greenwich .................. 821 834 826 824 T 4,298 11,677 9,898 8,642
Flemington ........oooevn... 166 188 182 173 SAlEM .« eveiee e 1,084 1,812 1,576 1,467
Perth Amboy ............... 3,677 3,925 3,088 3,233 Somerset ....iiiiiiiiien.n 1,329 2,536 2,699 2,057
Asbury Park .........ooovn... 1,623 1,770 1,748 1,714 S 260 309 516 164
MOTTiStOWn .« v vvveeeerennns. 1,200 1,305 1,150 1,141 UBEON « e eveeveeeeeeaeeens 7,133 16,584 14,985 12,715
Lakewood ......oeveieeinnnn 723 540 602 530 WATTON .« eveenennnnnnnnnn 525 1,148 1,174 943
Lower Penns Neek ........... 1,451 1,547 1,558 1,548
Somerville ....... e 556 600 603 565 ) N $67,610  $161,552  $146,701  $120,982
Newton ...oviveeieenaennnnn 242 240 191 178
Phillipsburg ...... e 611 732 718 678

Total oevvreinneennnn. $158,249  $171,352  $162,012  $159,072
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TABLE 5.8—Continued
ESTIMATED PROPERTY TAXES ON BUSINESS
PERSONAL PROPERTY AND REPLACEMENT
SELECTED NEW JERSEY MUNICIPALITIES—1957

(amounts in thousands of dollars)

TABLE 5.9

ESTIMATED PROPERTY TAXES ON BUSINESS INVENTORIES
AND LOCAL SHARE OF THE REPLACEMENT TAX

; Actual 100% 40% -+ 40, 109 NEW JERSEY COUNTIES—1957
Municipality Tax Assessment Replacement Assessment ds of dollars)
(amounts in thousands of dollars
Atlantic City ............... $598 $1,164 $1,770 $1,165
Camden ..........oeeiiiaii. 1,679 4,203 3,139 2,054 —
Bloomfield .................. 584 1,234 1,079 807 Actual 100% Income Tax R 0%
East Orange ................ 610 2,118 2,178 1,717 County Tax Assessment Replacement ssessmen
Trvington «......oooeeeeeonn. 790 2,119 931 923 : 5
NEeWATK «onennneneeannn. 12,667 28,778 92,494 91,794 éﬂantlc -------------------- 2‘%32 5$%§3 9%%1 X 2%
Bayonne ................... 1,529 4,778 3,686 3568 ETZEI .ovverrvnne e ’ y s ;215
’ Burlington ............o.aen 367 809 878
HobOKEN +vveevnannnn. 904 3,335 2,570 2,533 i 11y 5518 0 on1 o7
Jersey City ........... ... 5,325 15,449 12,065 11,205 BIMACD .+ vveee e s , s 5
i i Cape May .....covveveenenn. 49 101 593
Union City «ev.ovvneevnnnnns 773 2,951 2,564 2,306 e Y 210 599 o 159
Trentonl ...vovevevrennenenen 2,241 5,294 4178 3,865 umberiand  .....eeeeeeeeee 8.002 10.497 5 978
i EsseX .ovvvivniiininnnninnns 8,425 18, y 5,
CLEEOD .. .evvreeennnnnns. 519 2,359 1,244 1,904 550
i Gloucester ....ovevvirneiennnn 311 918 668
PasSAIC  .evvvnnirnriaeeiinn. 1,650 3,460 2,126 2,292 e 636 17988 7316 5 598
Paterson ................... 1,545 4,671 3,951 3,547 Hu iond ------------------ Jes 590 ase e
Elizabeth ...........ccovvon. 1,518 4,729 4,334 3,963 unterdon  .......eeeeeees 3504 o oat 1089
Teaneck ......ccovvvennniennn 262 576 873 504 Mercer ........ceeiiinennnann 1,727 , , ,
Florence ... 155 340 118 154 MAdAIESEX +vvvvvvnneeennnn- 2,358 5,148 2,932 1,441
Wildwood City ...ovvovvenn.. 86 194 249 160 Monmouth - .vnnnveenrannnnes 365 898 2,381 231
Vineland . ......oooiioiii 952 534 130 514 MOTTS « e evveeenneennnennens 669 1,500 2,097 393
Greenwich ... ......ioioiies 112 261 182 o1 OCEATL « v v v eeeeeeeneeees 99 125 883 32
Flemington ................. 47 72 62 46 PasSaic . ..vveiiiiieaiians 2%39 5,%3 3%% 1,423
Perth Amboy .....vvnenn.. 933 2,424 879 1,145 Salem ..o P oa 073 om
Asbury Park .......oooenn.. 241 958 905 827 Somerset ........ieeeeeenns 160 176 417 45
O 221 583 281 264 %“S.Sex """""""""""" 3195 7770 4795 2158
Lakewood .................. 152 216 191 201 Wznon """"""""""" 160 ’335 "377 ’ 89
Lower lf’enns Neek .....o..... 767 1,054 1,104 1,054 AITEN  w.vvvecnvenserneens
%r%ﬁ:gﬂle R 2 e % a O T $31,203  $73457  $51,000  $20,498
Phillipshurg .....ooovvvvn. 207 514 494 441
IV 7) $36,581 $94,113 $74,384 $70,133
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TABLE 5.9—Continued
ESTIMATED PROPERTY TAXES ON BUSINESS INVENTORIES
AND LOCAL SHARE OF THE REPLACEMENT TAX
SELECTED NEW JERSEY MUNICIPALITIES—1957

TABLE 5.10

ESTIMATED FARM PROPERTY TAXES IN 26 NEW JERSEY MUNICIPALITIES
WHERE FARM TAXES EXCEED 50% OF TOTAL TAXES—1957

. A 1 40, 40, %+ 40, 40, 10%
(amounts in thousands of dollars) xﬁ’égﬁ?& Re?{la]t‘:ii?te ’fgal Asseggg’ent Rgplzce;{e:t Assessment
. Burlington
Business
Chesterfield ............... ' $51,352 $52,303 $48,937 $52,950
Actual 100% I T 1 1
Municipality Tax. Assonmont B ma Asment | Mansfield ....... - 53,495 49,350 47,051 50,684
_ North Hanover . ) 44,036 39,361 37,545 gg,gg
Camden ..........ooeiiin... $903 $2,261 $901 666 . seracicyJSRE LRI - 23,105 23,064 21,329 ’
Bloomfield ... ... oo 312 659 322 * %0 oopringfeld ... : 80,633 81,985 81,642 8,429
East Orange ................ 191 664 732 176 Stow Creek ............... . 40,134 36,924 34,588 37,418
Irvington ................... 682 1,830 574 6 Gloucester
Newaﬂ{ 6.203 14’093 5.105 4 g;g South Harrison ........... 16.50 45,484 45,553 42,058 45,665
Bilstse . onnnenn 064 2’389 876 "1 WOOIWICH «.uwvvvrnennnnnns 26.57 87,281 59,333 58,726 62,634
................... 3 nﬂntel‘don
Hoboken ................... 452 1,668 560 507 Franklin ............cov... 12.17 107,626 111,078 104,574 112,992
Jersey City ................. 2,662 7,724 3,349 2,241 Kingwood .....ocovnenennn. 14.11 105,204 103,473 96,263 104,320
3 3 Monmouth
TUmon City oot 219 637 537 156 Atlantic TWp. «..ooenennn. 14.02 177,317 168,591 157,939 170,819
renton ...l 1,104 2,607 1,158 755 Freehold TWD. «.vvvonvrnnn 11.36 222,550 217,965 201,182 218,438
Clifton .......cooivviiion.. 180 818 652 223 HOWell .veverneenneenennnns 18.87 334,216 316,362 296,666 321,007
Passaic ..o 1,106 2,320 553 773 Upper Freehold ........... 16.11 164,278 157,077 146,997 159,062
Salem .
gi‘.terﬁoal """""""""" Zgg %’026 1,091 570 ANOWAY  «envvenennannnnns. 1426 65,017 59,301 35,197 59,830
1zabeth ........ ...l 1532 956 424 Lower Alloway Creek .... 19.96 45,009 46,973 43,462 47,189
Teaneck .........covuuin.... 49 109 432 28 Mannington .............. 24.78 81,990 78,094 79,509 84,150
................... : PileSgrove ................ 18.97 98,822 95,114 89,231 96,498
%?fdev];gi d City 1%? 323 gg 1:][8 Upper Pittsgrove ......... 11.45 89,446 101,568 94,189 102,121
‘1dwood City .............. Somerset
glnelandh ................... 158 335 209 93 Bedminster ............... 18.94 155,975 132,790 123,458 133,781
reenwich .................. 69 162 71 47 Sussex
Tlemi Fredon ...ooovvvvvvinenns 10.73 49,942 43,308 40,043 43,453
emington .............0.... 26 40 29 11 Groen 20.97 56,641 45615 20,750 41108
Perth Amboy ............... 822 2,133 452 742 Lafayette .......ooovviiins 21.51 55,688 53,187 51,434 55,152
Asbury Park ................ 68 269 189 74 Wantage ..........cooenn. 14.09 131,518 117,866 110,095 119,169
Morristown . ... ... 184 487 165 148 WZIII‘en N 1967 29 563 25 101 03 441 25 397
amuchy ..........cco... . ,563 ) 3 )
é‘gﬁle;rvgﬁ?e """"""""" %Z g% 1%; 22 Hardwick ................. 8.04 17,777 24,168 22,528 24,392
Newton oo vveine oo 82 115 51 33 Total 26 Municipalities.. $2,417,199 $2,289,594 $2,128,730 $2,323,214
Phillipsburg ................ 58 143 113 39 State Total Farm Tax .. ...  $11,604,600 §11,808,325 $11,301,113 $12,251,326
26 Municipalities as per
Total ....c.ovvvneenn.. $17,865 $45,480 $19,451 $13,533 cent of all Farm Taxes ... 20.83% 19.24% 18.69% 18.96%
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CHAPTER V1
COLLATERAL USES OF TAXABLE VALUATIONS

The Commission has deemed its first responsibility directed to
a sound tax system; secondary collateral matters may then be
adjusted to meet the requirements of such a system. Since taxable

- valuations are such a convenient and available measure of the

financial capacity of local governments, they are often used in col-
lateral ways, beyond their primary purpose for the apportionment
of the cost of government. In New Jersey, there are five

- principal ways in which taxable valuations are so used:

State aid for schools and municipal welfare costs.
County apportionment of its budget requirements.
Veterans’ exemptions from taxation.

Tax rate on gross receipts of public utilities.

Debt limits of local governments.

Ot 0 o

ScroOL AIp

Since the adoption of the Equalization Law deseribed in Chapter
I of this Report, State aid for schools has been apportioned ac-
cording to a formula which uses the equalized assessed valuations

in each taxing district as a measure of local ability to support

schools. The equalization which does not affect any local assessed
valuations is based upon a theory of raising the aggregate tax
roll in each taxing distriet to what it would be if all property were
assessed at 100 per cent. Because it was impractical to do so,
this equalization was not applied to personal property in the
original law. Such property is merely added to the total equalized
amount for each district at its assessed valuation. Since some
taxing districts have been enforecing the personal property tax
more consistently than others, this has been a matter of contention
among the districts, with those assessing personal property claim-
ing that they should not be penalized in State aid for schools
because others do not assess personal property. Whatever may
be the merits of the argument pro and con, either Alternative 1
or Alternative 2 may resolve it:
Under Alternative 1, with an established ratio of assessments
for business personal property, and the assistance of State ad-

ministration, there should be an automatic equalization of per-
sonal property assessments among the various taxing districts.
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Personal property could thus be equalized together with real
eslate to measure local taxable capacity in each district and ap-
propriate adjustments in local share could be developed.

Und.er Alternative 2, with household goods and business in-
ventories exempt in all districts, the amount assessed on busi
ness machinery and equipment, also with the assistance of State
assessors, could be equalized together with real estate in the
same manner and with appropriate adjustments in local share.

-
County Tax ApPoRTIONMENT

_The apportionment of county taxes is now mad ; i
district in the county according to the equalize?i tx(:aﬁz]tligiguf])gf
taxable property within each district. These equalizations are
for the aggregate of the tax rolls in the district and again are
used not to adjl_lst any individual assessments of taxpayers, but
rather as a b_as.ls of apportioning county government costs’ In
the great majority of cases, assessment ratios used for Staté aid
for schools and those used for apportionment of county cost of

government are the same, though each county board of taxa-

tion is free to develop its own data.

Nelth'er Alternative 1 nor Alternative 2 would require any
change in the present method of apportioning county taxes. They
would both bring a new equity to this process because assessment
of personal property, which has not heretofore been equalized or
subject to effective equalization, would be automatically equalized.
If lgcal assessments were to be retained, it would be perfectly
feasible to establish an equalization ratio for personal property
based upon a sampling of balance sheet data which would be’

acquired by the State in connection with the administration of the

business income tax.

The Commission concludes:

Neither Alternative 1 nor 2 requires any change in the
present method of apportioning county taxes.

Vererans’ EXEMPTIONS

Veterans’ exemptions from property taxes are so susceptible to

emotiqnal discussion that they are rarely the subject of serious
analysis.

The rNew Jersey veterans’ exemption excludes from taxation the
first $aQO of assessed value on veteran owned property. The
veteran is taxed on assessed values in excess of $500. Sofne com-
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. pletely disabled veterans are eligible for full exemption for their

homes.

A veteran owned home assessed at $5,000 is thus taxable upon
a value of $4,500 representing the excess of assessed value over
the $500 exemption. This $4,500 is subject to the local tax rate
in the municipality where the property is located.

In 1957, all veterans’ exemptions in New Jersey totaled
$175,637,506. These exemptions represent approximately
$16,270,000 of tax savings for veterans.

This presumption is only partly true. The position of the
veterans and veterans’ exemptions in any shift to full value assess-
ment depends upon numerous adjustments not directly related to
the exemptions themselves, Tax rates are determined by what
is required to meet local budgets from the net assessed valuation
of taxable property after all deductions. By reducing the amount
of taxable values, veterans’ exemptions increase the tax rate upon
all remaining values, including the value of veteran properties
in excess of the $500 exemption. Their effect upon any single
taxpayer (veteran or non-veteran) depends upon the relative
position of his valuation within the total of all valuations in his
municipality.

The result is that the $16,270,000 of veterans’ tax exemp-
tion is in fact a shift of taxes not only to non-veteran taxpayers
but also to that portion of the veterans’ properties which
remains taxable. :

The $8.30 per $100 average New Jersey property tax rate for
1957 would become $8.12 if there were no veterans’ exemption.
All non-exempt property of all classes thus pays an average of
18 cents per $100 assessed value to support the exemption. The
average veteran property owner pays 18 cents per $100 upon his
assessed value in excess of $500 in order to save $40.60 of taxes
upon the $500 exemption ($500 x .0812 — $40.60).

This means that the veterans’ exemption tends toward some
graduation in the tax rate for veterans. The net value of the
exemption decreases as the value of the property increases.

At the average State property tax rate in 1957, the exemption
represents a net saving of $36.10 for the veteran property as-
sessed at $3,000. With an assessment of $10,000, the net sav-
ing becomes $23.50. When the assessed value reaches $23,055
the exemption is a matter of indifference because it has no net
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value to the veteran. Veteran properties assessed above $23,055
pay more taxes with the exemption than they would pay if there
was no exemption.

Averages are convenient, but sometimes misleading things to
use. Tax rates and the effective shift of taxes due to veterans’
exemptions are determined in each municipality and the State-
wide average must be recognized as nothing more than a composite
of various actual results. Table 6.1 shows that the 18 cent per
$100 assessed value Statewide average tax rate to provide
veterans’ exemptions, includes county averages ranging from a
low of 6 cents in Hudson County to a high of 55 cents in Burlington
County. Among individual municipalities these tax rates range
from none in five municipalities (Teterboro, Audubon Park, Pine
Valley, Tavistock and Shrewsbury Township) to a high of $2.49
in Hammonton (Atlantic County). The veterans’ exemption tax
rate exceeds $1 per $100 in 39 municipalities.

The average veteran taxpayer in Burlington County pays an
extra 55 cents per $100 upon assessed values in excess of $500 in
order to save $49.10 of taxes upon the $500 exemption. The
average Burlington County veteran with an assessed value of
more than $9,427 pays more taxes with the exemption than he
would pay if there was no exemption. The extra 55 cents per $100
tax rate upon veteran property assessed values in excess of $500
applies to the entire taxable value of non-veteran property.

Hainesport Township (Burlington County) veterans pay $1.26
per $100 of assessed value in excess of $500 in order to save
$63.50 of taxes upon their $500 exemption. Hainesport veterans
with assessed valuations exceeding $5,540 pay more taxes with
the exemption than they would if there were no exemption.

Hudson County illustrates the other extremes within the State-
wide average. Here the average veteran pays approximately 6
cents per $100 of assessed value in excess of $500 in order to save
$40.96 in taxes upon the $500 exemption. The Hudson County
veteran would require property assessed in excess of $68,750
to make his taxes with the exemption higher than they would be
without it.

Jersey City (Hudson County) veterans also pay approximately
6 cents per $100 upon non-exempt property in order to save $43.06
upon the $500 exemption.
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The major difference among municipalities in this 1'e§p§ct re-
lates to the importance of exempt veteran property within the
total of all property assessed. In Hudson County and Jersey
City, the deductions are minimized by the presence of large 1n-

. dustrial and other non-exempt property values. It is a matter

of legislative policy whether the present relative value of veterans’
exemptions should be maintained after any change in the tax
structure.

Table 6.1 shows that to maintain the present $41.50 average
differential between veteran and non-veteran taxpayers :nth full
value assessment would require increasing the veterans’ exemp-
tion from the present $500 to something between $1.,500 a{ui
$2,000. With exemptions at $1,500 the average.dlﬁerentla
would become $32.56, with exemptions at $2,000 it woulfl be-
come $42.00. The same table shows that under Alternative 1
or Alternative 2 a veterans’ exemption of $750 to $800 would
be required to approximate parity with the present value.

Non-veteran taxpayers would, of course, ’pe requil.red to pay the
cost of apy increase in veterans’ exemption. W1th full. value
assessments and an increase in veterans’ exemptlon from $500 to
$2,000, an average non-veteran homeowner with full value assess-
ment of $11,880 would find his taxes increase by $5.94 (from

| $954.23 to $260.17) to offset an average veteran’s reduction of

$27.16 (from $243.53 to $216.37). ngr—all r§sults s'hown he_re
represent a composite of averages of things which are in fact dif-
ferent for each municipality and for each taxpayer. The averages
have validity only as an over-all infiicatlon of what is 1nV01V'§d.
Taxpaying veterans with properties px_“esently assgssed higher
than the average within their municipality may realize a tax re-
duction as a result of full value assessments even with no change
in the exemption. Those with propgrty presently agsessed lower
than the average may realize tax Increase evell with generous
upward adjustments in the exemption. An attempt to malnta];n
parity of present value of the exemption, moreover, overlooks the
fact that the exemption has grown more valugble due to progres-
sive under-assessment of property, causing rising tax rates to be
applied to the flat $500 valuation exemption. In any event, it 1s
the net effect of the new program, including its reduction 1n resi-
dential real estate taxes generally, that should be covqred under a
new system to determine the full effect of all the variables.
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The Commission recommends—

) That any application of a parity value of veterans’ exemp-
tions be deferred and that adjustments requiring a constitu-
tional amendment await some experience witﬁ the man
variables of a new form of property tax administration. !

TABLE 6.1

EFFECT OF ALTERNATIVE STANDARDS OF VALUE ON VETERANS'
EXEMPTIONS FOR VETERAN WITH PRESENT ASSESSMENT

OF $3,000
udcisl Ervmpton Reavined fo Muintui Pty
Assessed Value—
Real Estate ......... $3,000 $11,88
0 $4,750
Personal Property .......... ’300 No)ne* §To’ne’”r %ﬂie
Total ................. 7
Deduciotel $3,300 $11,880 $4,750 $4,750
Veteran Exemption $500 $2,000
......... $750
Household «....voennvnonn.. 100 None None Neog,
Total .......covovno...
Valuation Taxable— v s #7100 0
;ng;e—l:rilés .................. $2,700 $9,880 $4,000 $3,950
ron ETANS e, 3,200 11,880 4,750 47750
ax Rate per $100 ............ $8.30 $2.05 $5.59 5
Amount of Tax— i #o.28
Veteran ............ $224.10 $202.5 B
/ BIL L. .iiiiiiii $224. .54 $223.60
Non-veteran ............... 265.60 24354 265.53 %gg:gg
Differential .................. $41.50 $41.00 $41.93 $42.24

* Assuming outright exemption of all household personal property.

Gross Recerers Tax ox PusLic UTILITIES

The gross r.eceipts on public utilities is assessed in lieu of local
taxes on gertam property of street railway, sewer, traction, gas and
el.ectrlc light, heat and power companies using the publ,icD street
highways, roads or other public places. As amended by Chapter
15 of the Laws of 1956, the tax is assessed at the avera:g*e rate of
taxation upon property in the State, upon the gross receipts of
the taxpayer, provided that the rate may not exceed 7.5 per cent
nor be less than 5 per cent upon such gross receipts.

The average rate of taxation as determined fo

r the year 1957
was $8.30 per $100 of net valuation taxables with a result that the
ceiling rate of 7.5 per cent was applied to utility gross receipts.
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Under this rate the yield of the tax, levied against 33 corporations
and two municipal electric corporations was $31.3 million for 1957.
The entire yield is apportioned by the State to the various muniel-
palities in the proportion that the value of certain schedule
property of the taxpayer located in each municipality as of the
preceding July 1st is to the total value of the schedule property
of the taxpayer in the entire State. The State retains only the cost
of administration which was $17,183.49 in 1957.

Under Alternative 1 the average tax rate for 1957 would have

'~ been $5.59 and under Alternative 2 it would have been $5.28. In

either case there would have been a substantial reduction in gross
receipts tax, and a corresponding loss In revenue to the

municipalities.

In the Commission’s previous studies of gross receipts taxes on
public utilities in this and other states, it has become convinced
that New Jersey taxes on public utilities are among the highest in
the nation. Were the guestion a matter of first impression, or
principal inquiry at this time, it might well be appropriate to
reconsider the basis upon which the gross receipts tax is levied and
collected. Although it is in lieu of a property tax, on a type of
property which would otherwise remain taxable under either
alternative, there is mno necessary relationship between the
average tax rate on gross receipts which might equate the tax to
what would otherwise be paid under a direct property tax. As a
matter of transition, however, the Commission deems it in-
appropriate to suggest a basic change in the taxation of public
utilities merely as an incident to the adoption of a uniform method
of fractional assessment of real estate and taxable personal

property generally.

The Commission recommends—

That the public utility gross receipts tax be stabilized at a
fixed rate of 7149, upon gross receipts, and that the average
State rate be abandoned for this purpose, pending a funda-
mental inquiry into public utility taxation.
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TABLE 6.2

MUNICIPAL AND SCHOOL DEBT RELATED TO ASSESSED VALUE AND
FULL VALUE OF REAL ESTATE DECEMBER 31, 1956
(3-year Average Valuations)

MuxicipaL AND ScHOOL DEBT LIMITATIONS

Full value assessment of real estate in New Jersey suggests
large increased borrowing power for counties, municipalities and
school districts under present statutory debt limits.

Total Debt as ——Assessed Valuations— — Fﬁl v alua.timPs——Ee;z
Debt limits apply to the latest three-year average assessed g o ontof Velustion Municipalities ~ Per Cent Municipalities er
valuations of real estate at the following percentages: NoDebt «ovvveeenennnnns 46 8.1% 1%? 231%
............... 22 3.9 :
COMNEES v e v e e oo e e e 4% Ugll%erfg;%% ............. 18 3.2 176 31.0
MUBICipalities ... .....ooe et % 4% 5.99% . ouiiienn 31 5.5 127 2s
School distriets without high school ......................... 6% 6%- T99% «oovonninne 49 58 > 21
School districts with high schools ........................... 8% lg? %gg?’ """"""" igg 93.3 2 0.4
Regional schools .. .....c.oouuioi 6%* 19(72' and Over o 162 28.6 0 e
* In addition to component districts. R 567 100.0% 567 100.0%

Although no county had debt in excess of 4 per cent of its three-
year average assessed valuations of real estate at the end of 1956,
219 municipalities had net debts exceeding 7 per cent of average
assessed valuations. Also 312 school distriets had debts exceeding
the 8 per cent limit allowed distriets with high schools. Municipal
and school debt combined were more than 19 per cent of three-year
average real estate assessed valuations in 162 of New Jersey’s 567
municipalities. (See Table 6.2.) Another 135 municipalities had
combined debts ranging between 12 per cent and 19 per cent.

Substitution of ‘‘full value’’ of real estate for assessed value
changes the picture, and brings the ‘“debt-to-property’’ ratio into

the focus of the Local Bond Law of 1936, which established the
present debt limits.

There are however, some complicating features to modify this
over-all debt picture. Debt limits apply to what is call'ed “pet
debt’’ which excludes such self-liquidating debt as that incurred
by self-supporting utilities. These exclusions have been mac.le
from debts used in this analysis. School districts may borrow in
excess of their limit by using some of the limit for their munici-
palities. In the case of regional schools there is no effective limit.

For all practical purposes, municipal and school district debt
limits must be considered together. This means a com!omed
municipal and school limit of 13 per cent where there 1s no
high school (7 per cent + 6 per cent), 15 per cent where a hlgh
school exists (7 per cent -+~ 8 per cent), or 19 per cent 1n
regional high school distriets (7 per cent -+ 6 per cent - 6 per
cent). Even these limits may be exceeded upon emergency order
by a superior governmental authority or through what is called
oxtensions of credit”” for schools granted by the Plrector of
Local Government and the Commissioner of Education. There
were 152 such extensions of credit granted between January 1,
1956 and February 21, 1957.

By this measure only two municipalities had combined municipal
and school debt amounting to more than 12 per cent of average “full
values” at the close of 1956.

Whereas more than half of all municipalities had debts exceeding
12 per cent of average assessed values, almost 60 per cent of all munic-
ipalities had debts totaling less than 4 per cent of average “full

values” without counting the 46 municipalities with no school or

municipal debt. AvartaBLE DEBT MARGINS

The amount of the additional debt that may be incurred by a
municipality within existing debt limits is known as its debt margin.
The debt status of local governments as of De_cember 31, 1956
indicates the present limits, low as they are W'lt.h under-assess-
ments of real estate, leave ample room for a@dlt}onal borrowing
by the majority of municipalities and school districts as shown in
Table 6.3.
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(1) 328 municipalities had unused borrowing power under existing

The Commission concludes that—

Even with 1009, assessments, expanded borrowing power
does not necessarily mean expanded borrowing—in view of
the record of unused borrowing power among all the coun-

I Eg ) § g § 50 ﬁ 2 § IS debt limits at the close of 1956. Debts of these municipalities and their
.SE e R vy nE% BRI school districts totaled $438 million—or $265 million less than their
28 |° E&* 85 K58 &I debt limits.
s o [&] S
* * S Full value (100 per cent) assessment of real estate would place the
- = debt limits for the 438 municipalities at $1,961 million. With only
25| BSR 358 v 8 $438 million of debts, this suggests potential new borrowing of $1,523
i |V e S S8 (m million. Here again, however, the fact that these municipalities do
OE G T 9O 3 E not use their full borrowing power under present debt limits suggests
= that they probably will not use the increased borrowing power result-
o ing from full value assessment.
w 25 |, 232" £88 ww|E 9) 236 other municipalities had municipal and school debts total-
B~ d | Send ~oH o | @ - b . P :
] 238 (8 Dogn dg=m 5SRO ing $360 million at the close of 1956, against debt limits totaling $229
§ g‘" é‘ graT Sha oa ik million. These are the municipalities where changed circumstances
e 2 & % or extensions of credit have pushed debts through the statutory limita-
g > tion ceiling.
> ] g
) ~ |z e g =Sk OO | &
© v £l Est|g 25 '8 €37 g% 2 (3) Full value (100 per cent) assessment of real estate would in-
j 5 2 .§°5 § § 5:: §§ § = ; crease the debt limits from these 236 municipalities from $229 million
g L= | E &= — At to $1,051 million. However, $131 million of this $822 million increase
= ® ° |3 > in debt limits would only cover debts already owed in excess of present
R o= | S O - in o a limits. The potential increase in debt under full value debt limits
Y B HEE | Bue 0 0B S NS R ISSSNII P 11 .
M g8 $ $E g S35 ASS ©g E thus becomes $691 million—or the difference between the new debt
2 & E S L:i-“l © BED : BRY il | & limits ($1,051 million) and actual debts on December 31, 1956 ($360
= = 0% A D R million) ,
Hop A = - - :
a k .
=3 2 (4) County debts were $118 million, or less than half county debt
= © 5 limit of $250 million at the close of 1956. Full value (100 per cent)
© 2 g assessment would place the county debt limits at $810 million.
0 3
- ~
>
<
[
"
=
&
&2
=

ties and 328 municipalities.

Present limits based upon assessed valuations have proved
excessively restrictive for large numbers of municipalities—

1 Excludes 3 municipalities with no taxable real estate.

Full Values - .......ooomnonesoeesoenn

e

B

b

2

B

]

@ as shown by the “extensions of credit” granted to some 152
-2 . . . . .
5 school districts in little more than one year, and to approxi-
° 3 mately 400 school districts in an aggregate amount of over
g $330 million since 1952.

n

i

% <5

= @

O D

< g

2 <

Z

Statutory Debt Limit (based upon full values) ......
Net debt authorized ........................ ...
Unused borrowing pPower ........oveeeeerurnnnnn..

Unused borrowing power ..........ocvvuneenvennn.
Excessofnet debt ...... ... ... oL

Statutory Debt Limits (based upon assessed values). .
Net debt authorized .............. . ... ... . ...,

Item
Number of Units ..vvvii it eeneen

138 139
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TABLE 6.4
LOCAL GOYERNMENT DEBT IN NEW JERSEY AS OF DECEMBER 31, 1956
BORROWING POWER UNDER ASSESSED AND EQUALIZED VALUATIONS—BY COUNTIES

(amounts in thousands of dollars)

% of Average % of Average On Borrowing

Municipal —A d Valuatio: \ ——Equalized Valuation—— —Assessed Valuation— Margin on
and County School Total Municipal School Total Municipal School Total Borrowing Borrowing Equalized
County Debt Debt Debt Debt Debt Debt Debt Debt Debt Margin Deficit Valuation
Atlantic ........... $19,457 $3,024 $22,481 13.88% 2.16% 16.04% 3.04% 0.47% 3.51% $6,954 $3,595 $93,589
Bergen ............ 41,120 91,867 132,986 5.48 12.25 17.73 1.31 2.92 4.23 39,546 31,312 460,021
Burlington ........ 5,238 13,271 18,510 6.38 16.15 22.53 1.09 2.76 3.85 2,939 5,828 73,411
Camden ........... 29,068 20,940 50,008 9.65 6.95 16.60 2.87 2.07 4.94 10,933 4,400 140,150

4 Cape May ......... 7,066 1,823 8,889 10.16 2.62 12.78 2.05 0.53 2.58 4,522 338 56,178
H> Cumberland ....... 3,472 7,593 11,065 5.74 12.55 18.28 1.25 2.72 3.97 2,820 2,613 40,740
H Essex ..iiiiiiiiinn. 91,100 83,202 174,302 6.64 6.07 12.71 2.99 2.72 5.71 91,287 5,680 403,703
Gloucester ......... 2,139 7,255 9,394 2.60 8.80 11.40 0.50 1.72 2.22 6,388 1,147 65,151
Hudson ............ 60,254 21,543 81,797 6.35 2.27 8.62 3.90 1.40 5.30 96,895 176 208,038
Hunterdon ......... 11 7,753 7,763 0.03 20.25 20.28 0.005 3.61 3.62 3,210 2,262 41,160
Mercer ............ 19,168 18,871 38,039 6.73 6.63 13.36 2.20 2.17 4.37 17,748 2,386 124,924
Middlesex ......... 29,775 31,898 61,872 9.54 10.23 19.77 2.16 2.32 4.48 17,348 21,391 190,984
Monmouth ......... 23,242 24,902 48,144 10.52 11.27 21.79 2.25 2.41 4.66 6,496 13,356 144,438
Morris ............. 11,188 40,380 51,568 5.88 21.20 27.08 1.14 411 5.25 2,753 17,497 139,167
Ocean ......oovvnnn 3,877 10,680 14,557 5.24 14.43 19.67 0.73 2.02 2.75 3,316 3,207 89,077
Passaic ............ 30,832 26,759 57,591 6.46 5.61 12.07 2.41 2.10 4.51 34,481 665 187,861
Salem ............. e} 5,378 5,450 0.17 13.16 13.33 0.04 2.74 2.78 2,553 435 30,717
Somerset .......... 3,775 15,933 19,707 411 17.37 21.48 0.76 3.20 3.96 3,172 6,296 70,280
Sussex ............. 320 3,556 3,876 0.88 9.78 10.66 0.15 1.70 1.85 3,263 801 32,483
Union .............. 33,196 58,299 91,495 5.21 9.15 14.36 1.70 3.00 4.70 37,326 5,822 286,258
Warren ............ 1,722 5,431 7,153 3.90 12.32 16.22 0.92 2.90 3.82 3,002 2,114 26,535
State Totals.... $416,091 $500,358 $916,449 6.65% 8.00%  14.65% 2.06% 2.47% 4.53% $396,952 $131,321  $2,904,866
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Use of three-year average assessed valuations of real estate

e D, - as a measure of debt limitation means that complete impact of
S MIQ I D H O 1 :
EANRSSSSNISIRNNARRANNING | § | 2 “full value’ assessment would not become effective for three
years. Subject to this transf@on period, boyvever, “ful} value’’
2 assessments would not only bring most existing debts within the
QIPEES A L HaaHa e He 1@ o g legal debt limits, but would also provide substantial margins of
. §: new borrowing power. The $916.4 million of munici.pa‘l and school
3 2u debt outstanding at the close of 1956 could be multiplied by more
=) 3= I A A S S S S o B B o than four to become $3,821 million (an increase of $2,905 million
B 8= oo ’ without violating present statutory debt limits expressed in terms
i 23 of full valuations (100 per cent) in place of assessed values.
Qv & — 1 i
&R &g A —e ~ ‘ o 9 Under Alternative 1 or 2 full value would not be used, but only
I 40 per cent of such value. This is somewhat higher than the
25 38 present State-wide average of 28 per cent, but considerably lower
: s R A, L. . . . . oy
- e 22 || 83 Ak A e { s . 12| ¥ than the assessment ratio in about 26 municipalities. In effect,
Il ' therefore, the 40 per cent ratio will decrease the borrowing power
; o &l %2 of these municipalities even though it will moderately increase the
2 § E 2E| 1ew® LAY e ® @ others, as shown in Table 6.5.
4 z & st Do
2z e Under full value assessments there would be no municipalities over
mw w9 Sa L
; EE izmﬁwmmimmﬁﬂ*mﬁﬂwﬁ:m”ﬁm . s the debt limit.
2 B = sS4 ’ - - Under Alternative 1 or 2 with a uniform 40 per cent real estate
4 = ;Z: = .. assessment there would be 57 municipalities over the debt limit, as
b 8 A 2"2’ CHONPORPNINCONSRHRDNI0 | © © compared with 236 under present assessments.
i ¢
E =) 23 — .—<
'r <Zn E B The Commission recommends—
: Zls.2 . . .
4 Lo |lEs2|mcotono nmo—ComOMONa0n | o | | o That no change in present debt limits be made under
i = O |lagy [~ i — o~ ~ © | = | . .
i ER||P7e : — — Alternative 1 or 2, pending further study.
i — o o
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COMPENDIUM TABLE

STATE TOTALS
SUMMARY OF ALL MUNICIPALITIES BY COUNTY

ACTUAL TAX SOURCES AND ESTIMATED SOURCES UNDER THREE ALTERNATIVES—1957

(amounts in thousands of dollars)

1. Actual tax assessed — (1957).
2. Full value, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $1,000.
3. 40% value, Business inventories and household personalty exempt, $51 million replacement, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
4. 10% Inventory, 40% other property, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
——————————Business Taxes ——  Residential Farm Total*
COUNTY AND Class II Vacant Real Personal Replacement Property Property Net Tax
ALTERNATIVE Railroad Land Estate Property Tax Total Taxes Taxes Taxes Rate
Atlantic County
1. Actual ...............0. $73 $1,118 $8,149 $1,183 $9,332 37,368 $326 $17,559 11.17%
2.Full .o 19 998 6,934 1,721 8,655 7,750 343 17,559 2.29
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 18 931 6,416 1,507 9,311 7,217 323 17,559 5.33
4. 40%, 10% ...ovvvvveren. 19 1,008 6,962 1,660 8,621 7,822 349 17,559 5.78
Bergen
1. Actual ................. 179 46 5,578 . l 22{9 54,439 252 77,646 8.35
2,Full ...........o 39 2 11,857 s b2 50,900 275 77,646 1.71
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 45 254 6,255 6,134 2 0,135 263 77,646 4.28
4. 40%, 10% ..coovnnvennn. 45 ,§44 8,159 {2 6 53,5655 283 77,646 4.56
Burlington N
1. Actual .............. ... 13 346 1,038 3,300 7,222 876 11,1 10.37
2.Full ... 2 358 2,240 S 4,005 5,933 1,008 11, 1.54
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 2 355 1,418 878 4,134 5,907 959 71p8 3.85
4. 40%, 10% ....ovvveennn. 2 378 1,752 3,679 6,280 1,033 [ 12108 4.09
Camden
1. Actual .........o0iiennn 264 972 7,205 2,649 RPN 9,854 18,779 237 28,916 8.30
2.Full .......ooiii 81 1,018 5,533 6,077 11,610 16,461 275 28,916 1.97
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 93 1,006 5,848 3,560 2,284 11,692 16,529 257 28,916 4.99
4. 40%, 10% ......covv..t 95 1,073 6,119 4,507 10,626 17,547 278 28,916 5.29
Cape May
1. Actual .........c0vnunn. 16 484 1,694 298 - 1,992 5,067 117 7,507 9.07
2.Full ...l 3 525 1,649 603 R 2,253 4,685 98 7,507 1.61
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 3 491 1,553 467 593 2,613 4,374 23 7,607 3.77
4. 40%, 10% ....vvueennnnn 3 531 1,677 532 N 2,209 4,735 100 7,607 4.08

44 6,848
et id 189 1,755 678 e 2,433 g,'zl(g)'g ;14 s
1. %‘ctﬁlal ................. : 18 e o 541 g,ggg 3’355 in oo
P ) § A e s ' : :
3. ig‘;b, Ilt(;:’;)lacement ..... I; g’& e s12 o4 2,823 3.3 2 6848
4. 0y o heeeensanaans
132,877
Y 1,257 2,514 52,400 17,015 . 69,415 21,33(3) gg 132,877
12. %itﬁxal ................. "439 2,261 35,449 gg,ggg 0 igh ;g,;gg 54,970 59 1321577
DU e 33440 ’ : : : -
i. ig‘;o, ]i'i(;a;lacement ..... t'%1221 22,,?;5&‘}7 R a0 49T (e e o7 lmem
. 0y /S
Gloucester 9 306 2,033 630 Cae 2,664 5,2%2 (7;;2 3,%’;
1. Actual .....coceiarennn 2 328 1,591 1,626 667 g,ggz i,g% h 8’447
D TULL vvevneearnar e Loot 626 : : :
3. 40%, Ill(;aé)lacement ..... g gig heess o 667 3,254 4,306 (e s447
4. 40%, D eennna s
,073
Hudson 11,061 2,351 44,913 11,570 e 56,483 gg,;{;ﬁ gi gg or
12. %‘Ctl‘llal ................. 5,367 T 28,503 gi,ggg 7116 gg,ggg 25’517 o 90’073
B <51 , 200 , ' , : :
Y 40?’ ?&placemem """ otz oot 20,798 26,759 - 56556 26,322 25 20,073
4. 40%, 10%6 «evnvvnenennen , ;
4,531
e 386 cees 1,199 2,150 1,218 ,
1. Actual ... 13 1% gé; a5 e 1:30? ilgg}é i,iié i’gg}.
2 FUll e (e e 356 s , : :
3. 40%, it&;la.cement ..... g igi T 280 350 i Lo 118 151
4. 40%, b eaveenaneaneen
28,433
,582 e 12,126 15,419 m s
R TR R 213 43 8 a4 3'534 e 12 32{1) ig:gé g%z gg,tgg
9. Full oo 6:369 e 256 s : :
3 d00 To% facement -1l @ i 6,609 6,192 . 12801 14,306 @3 28433
4. 40%, 7
5 g im um o ogm o bmoamoo@
1. Actual ... ..o 7505 ' 208 , y
2 don, Replacement ... 1 1586 8,027 3,856 2,032 15715 19,732 704 37,110

3. 40%, Replacement bt
4. 40%, 10% ..ooviieinii

14,909 20,431 58 37,110

1,636 9,144 5,765

* Net taxes after veterans exemptions.
a Less than $500.
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STATE TOTALS—Continued
Summary of all municipalities by county
ACTUAL TAX SOURCES AND ESTIMATED SOURCES UNDER THREE ALTERNATIVES—1957

(amounts in thousands of dollars)

1. Actual tax assessed — (1957).
2. Full value, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $1,000.

3. 40% value, Business inventories and household personalty exempt, $51 million replacemeent, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.

4. 10% Inventory, 40% other property, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.

———————Business Taxes———————  Residential Farm Total*
COUNTY AND Class II Vacant Real Personal Replacement Property Property Net Tax
ALTERNATIVE Railroad Land Estate Property Tax Total Taxes Taxes Taxes Rate

Monmouth County

1. Actual ................. $73 $1,855 $6,148 $1,450 e $7,598 $20,278 $1,792 $30,134 11.64%

2. Full .......ooiiiiiiinn.. 16 1,558 5,216 3,297 e 8,514 18,785 1,728 30,132 2.12

3. 40%, Replacement ..... 15 1,461 5,042 2,325 $2,381 9,748 17,839 1,625 30,134 5.06

4. 40%, 10% ......cooon... 16 1,577 5,411 2,731 e 8,142 19,240 1,756 30,134 5.46
Morris

1. Actual ................. 7 1,360 5,001 1,986 i 7,077 18,416 594 26,536 10.34

2.Full oo 12 1,406 4,314 4,396 e 8,710 16,103 614 26,536 1.70

3. 40%, Replacement ..... 13 1,349 4,361 2,836 2,096 9,293 15,677 583 26,536 4.16

4. 40%, 10% .eoeiiinnnnn.. 13 1,450 4,617 3,449 R 8,066 16,782 628 26,536 4.45
Ocean

1. Actual 15 1,156 1,591 619 e 2,209 7,846 421 11,180 11.53

2. Full 2 1,313 1,321 814 e 2,136 7,392 457 11,180 1.56

3. 40%, Replacement ..... 2 1,224 1,240 646 883 2,770 6,896 428 11,180 3.65

4. 40%, 10% ....cvvnvnne... 2 1,326 1,341 731 N 2,072 7,468 464 11,180 3.95
Passaic

1. Actual ................. 108 1,184 13,004 4,228 17,232 21,839 64 39,759 6.75
S22 Full o 33 1,354 8,610 11,677 R 20,287 18,328 108 39,759 1.89

3. 40%, Replacement ..... 37 1,304 9,658 6,757 3,141 19,556 19,214 103 39,759 5.04

4. 0%, 10% ..ovvvvnennn.. 38 1,384 9,919 8,642 cven 18,561 20,143 111 39,759 5.27
Salem

1. Actual ............. oo 4 90 1,196 1,084 e 2,281 1,861 617 4,728 7.47

22Full ...l 1 74 914 1,812 e 2,726 1,400 570 4,728 1.03

3. 40%, Replacement ..... 1 80 959 1,203 374 2,535 1,612 561 4,728 2.54

4. 0%, 10% .............. 1 83 1,002 1,467 RN 2,469 1,640 598 4,728 2.1
Somerset

1. Actual ................. 68 861 2,289 1,329 cees 3,618 7,451 813 12,316 10.70

2.Full .................... 10 889 1,814 2,536 e 4,350 6,391 818 12,316 1.50

3. 40%, Replacement ..... 10 873 1,858 1,726 . 973 4,558 6,271 779 12,316 3.76

4. 0%, 10% .........coun.. 11 933 1,962 2,057 . 4,019 6,701 839 12,316 4.00

12.20
e 8 a7t 788 260 e 1,048 3,300 m s 1220
1. Actlua.l ................. 8 s 788 2 s g,ﬁ% 3;79 5'274 4.76
P2 201 | AR o W 1o ’ : :
Y 33?’ 1Ro§/placement i 323 ?(ég 124 927 3.370 734 5.274 5.12
. 0y 7/ SR
7.44
e 371 1,300 18,702 7,133 e 25,835 33,511 ig gg,gig 7.4
R WO WM oan n 2w R 8 Bm i
CFuall L e . !
i' 133”’ ﬁasfplacement ﬂ?} %’,%21% ﬁ:ggg 12,715 26,961 31,914 47 59,810 5.00
. 0y /SN [
75
e~ 25 e 1,458 2,724 598 4,775 8
1. Actual ......cciivienennn % ﬁg gg 1,:1;48 1:798 %,?éi% %gg i,;;g igé
2. Full . .ooviiiii i 1 797 3 1838 , , :
Y ig(o?" f(t)s/placement ﬁ ﬁg ggo 943 1,643 2,490 575 4775 4.61
40T, 10T wrrrnneeenns
.30
T sgy mes mem g o L Sme G nn
TUACEURL eneine e 0 : : : : : s
2 FULL oeeoromie e 6342 20,904 144,05 e S (G
A 333’}" g?vplacement ;’é({g 3%:1;; ig?:‘ﬁg 120,982 $0,99¢ 282,225 331,001 12,251 645,568 5.59
. 0, 0 eennenae s , K

* Net taxes after veterans exemptions.
a Less than $500.



ATLANTIC COUNTY
ACTUAL TAX SOURCES AND ESTIMATED SOURCES UNDER THREE ALTERNATIVES—1957
(amounts in thousands of dollars)

. Actual tax assessed — (1957).

|00

. Full value, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $1,000.
. 40% value, Business inventories and household personalty exempt, $51 million replacement, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
. 10% Inventory, 40% other property, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.

Business Taxes

——  Residential Farm Total*
MUNICIPALITY AND Class IT Vacant Real Personal Replacement Property Property Net Tax
ALTERNATIVE Railroad Land Estate Property Tax Total Taxes Tazxes Taxes Rate
Absecon
1. Actual .......oiiiina, $2 $34 $53 $24 $77 $191 §$271 14.36%
2. Full ..o a 28 33 19 R 52 198 271 1.64
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 27 31 14 $21 67 186 271 3.86
4. 40%, 10% ....oiiiiiinnn a 29 34 16 [ 50 202 271 5.18
Atlantic City
1. Actual ..........00iuns 56 197 6,708 598 7,306 1,345 8,822 9.15
= 2. Full ..........ooiiiie 16 237 5,679 1,164 cenn 6,844 1,774 8,822 2.71
o 3. 40%, Replacement ..... 15 218 5,239 1,073 697 7,008 1,636 8,822 6.24
o 4. 40%, 10% ....ccivninn. 16 237 5,688 1,165 [ 6,853 1,776 8,822 6.77
Brigantine
1. Actual ................. e 121 42 2 44 330 458 14.56
2.Full ..o e 56 56 2 e 58 353 458 1.91
3. 40%, Replacement ..... e 52 52 1 36 90 328 458 4.42
4. 40%, 10% .....coiiinnn R 56 57 2 s 58 356 458 4.79
Buena Boro
1. Actual ............ ..., a 8 35 15 49 101 $34 173 18.51
2. Full ...t a 4 25 10 e 35 102 37 173 1.78
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 4 24 7 14 44 96 35 173 4.17
4. 40%, 10% .....coenvenn. a 4 26 8 33 103 38 173 4.51
Buena Vista Twp.
1. Actual ..........0aal a 23 12 11 23 69 54 156 16.52
2.Full ... a 16 15 6 - 22 68 53 156 1.37
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 15 14 6 12 32 63 49 156 3.17
4. 40%, 10% ....vovninnn. a 16 15 6 e 22 69 53 156 3.44
Corbin City
1. Actual ........ .00t a 2 2 1 .. 3 9 2 15 13.74
2. Full ...oiviiiiiiiiia, a 2 4 1 - 5 6 3 15 1.97
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 2 4 1 1 6 6 2 15 4.60
4. 40%, 10% ...oiiiiinnann a 2 4 1 .- 5 6 3 15 4.99

Egg Harbor City

1. Actual ... coveiiiiiian a 1?3
2. Full ..ovivnennecnonnnnns a .
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 4
4, 40%, 10% .overenennnnn a
E Harbor Twp.
lg.gActual a ’672
2. Full ...ovvnvennenns . a
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a %
4, 40%, 109 .oviveinenens a
Estelle Manor
1, Actual .....ccveirnanens a 18
2. FUll ..viivinaiariiinaes a 13
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 12
4, 40%, 10% «..veionennenn a 14
Folsom .
"1, Actual ......iaiiiiienn a
2, FUll Lo a 7
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 8
4. 40%, 10% ..ovieennenn-- a 8
Gallowa,
E: 1. Actgal ................. 2 58
= O FUIL veernnieneeeeees a 43
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 42
4, 40%, 10% .evvrevenennns a 45
Hamilton Twp.
1. Actual ..iiiierieanienns a 64
2. Full L iiea e a 68
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 63
4, 40%, 10% ...cvvennanenn a 68
Hammonton
1. Actual .....oieeeinannn a 23
2. FUll e 1 33
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 1 31
4. 40%, 30% ..ooiiennanonn 1 34
Linwood
1, Actual ......c.ieiiinenn a 42
2. Full coooviinnnrenennenns a 26
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 24
a 26

4. 40%, 10% ... .ooviennnn

* Net taxes after veterans exemptions.
a Less than $500.
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79
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269
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125
116
114
122

162
121
113
123

403
409
386
417

216
189
176
191

303
303
303
303

427

427
427

15.03
2.53
6.07
6.54

19.97
1.78
4,12
4.48

14.29
1.77
4.09
4.44

9.95
1.09
3.25
3.29

12.73
1.28
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ATLANTIC COUNTY—Continued
ACTUAL TAX SOURCES AND ESTIMATED SOURCES UNDER THREE ALTERNATIVES—1957

(amounts in thousands of dollars)

1. Actual tax assessed — (1957).

2. Full value, household personalty exempt, ‘veterans’ exemption $1,000.
3. 40% value, Business inventories and household personalty exempt, $51 million replacement, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
4. 10% Inventory, 40% other property, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.

Business Taxes———————  Residential Farm Total*
MUNICIPALITY AND Class 1I Vacant Real Personal Replacement Property Property Net Tax
ALTERNATIVE Railroad Land Estate Property Tax Total Taxes Taxes Taxes Rate
Longport
1. Actual ............c0.h e $15 $17 $1 e $17 $300 $323 13.38%
2. Full ... iiiiiiiiiiiea, A 26 20 1 e 21 279 323 2.09
3. 40%, Replacement ..... e 24 19 e $25 44 258 323 4.83
4. 40%, 10% ....... teneene 26 20 a N 20 280 323 5.24
Margate
1. Actual ...........o00nn e 95 112 20 e 132 1,171 1,329 15.27
2.Full ......ooiiiiiinnnn, e 82 93 18 PN 111 1,154 1,329 1.95
3. 40%, Replacement . 76 86 14 105 205 1,068 1,329 4.52
4. 40%, 10% ...ceveneen.. 82 93 16 e 110 1,159 1,329 4.91
Mullica
1. Actual ..........c0000en a 42 16 16 32 96 $24 181 13.55
2. Full ......... eeenan a 42 15 15 reen 30 84 29 181 1.79
3. 40%, Replacement . a 39 14 13 14 41 78 27 181 4.15
4. 40%, 10% ...iiiiiiinnnn a 42 15 14 N 29 85 29 181 4.50
Northfield
1, Actual ................. a 29 8 15 . 23 219 4 244 11.40
2,Full .......o0iiinne, . a 24 10 13 ces 23 201 4 244 1.41
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 22 9 11 19 40 187 4 244 3.28
4. 40%, 10% ......cvnunn.. a 24 10 12 veen s 23 203 4 244 3.56
Pleasantville
1. Actual .......... P $7 123 276 93 369 796 1,208 15.63
2. Full ......... eresieanne 1 82 212 115 e 327 828 1,208 2.78
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 1 kid 199 94 95 389 7 1,208 6.53
4. 40%, 10% ...coovvnunn.. 1 84 216 105 . 321 841 1,208 7.07
Port Republic
1, Actual ...... 3 1 2 . 4 17 4 24 12.35
2. Full ...oiiiiiiinnnnnnnss 3 1 2 . 3 16 g %44 l.gg
. i eplacement ..... 2 1 2 2 5 15 A
& 400 Togd oot 3 i : .. 3 17 3 Cr

ngz?tuglomt a 45 33 32 e 65 ggg 3 gig
2 FUL oovvrrrennnennes . a 22 gg gg C fg 215 4 345
1 ment ..... a 21 _
. ico);:;: %?75 ST a 22 24 25 49 279 4 345
hrecvind 9 1,105 1,455
) 81 250 50 30 ,
yAgel o % 11 - o 1 13
3. 0%, Replacement 83 140 72 115 a2t 1004 1455
4 40%, 10%5 +oveurenrenins 90 152 79 3 X :
et 4 10 19 39
1. Actual .....ceeieennn e : 1; ; i 3 2 17 E
2 FULL e 1 3
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 8 2 1 3 g }({ 1 3
4 40%, 1090 +venreneininn a 9 2 1
Coum ey $9,332 $7,368 $326  $17,559
......... 73 1,118 $8,149  $1,183 , . :
) ?ﬁﬁu Bl e i ¥ 998 6,934 1,721 8,655 7,750 ggg ig{ggg
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 18 931 6,416 1,507 $1,387 9,311 ?(gg 323 17,55
& 20%, 10% +evrrnrnnnenn 19 1,008 6,962 1,660 8,621 , '

* Net taxes after veterans exemptions.
a Less than $500.



BERGEN COUNTY
ACTUAL TAX SOURCES AND ESTIMATED SOURCES UNDER THREE ALTERNATIVES—1957

(amounts in thousands of dollars)

1. Actual tax assessed — (1957).
2. Full value, hoqseholc_} personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $1,000.
3. 40% value, Business inventories and household personalty exempt, $51 million replacement, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
4. 10% Inventory, 40% other property, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
/———————Business Taxes—————— —  Residential Farm Total*
MUNICIPALITY AND Class IT Vacant Real Personal Replacement P rt; P t t
ALTERNATIVE Railroad Land Estate Pru;erty ? %ax Total rToé):esy l’.:[?al.):ésy TI:;es l;,rm
Allendale
1. Actual ................. 1 $27 $24 $11 v $36 $270 $3 325 8.29%
s | a 30 23 22 45 251 3 o 156
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 28 22 16 $26 63 236 3 325 3.66
4. 40%, 10% .............. a 31 23 18 e 42 255 3 325 3.96
Alpine
%. %ghual ................. e 22 23 23 ceen 46 64 cee 147 4.80
— CFull e 15 47 62 40 147 0.96
o 3. 40%, Replacement ..... e 44 15 38 12 65 40 e 147 2.36
> 4. 40%, 10% ......oon.... e 47 16 43 e 59 42 . 147 2.53
Bergenfield
1. Actual ................. 1 30 398 76 . 474 1,689 e 2,088 9.16
22Full .........000. . a 35 377 135 R 512 1,577 . 2,088 1.60
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 33 352 108 165 624 1,437 - 2,088 3.73
4. 40%, 10% .............. a 36 381 122 ceee 503 1,596 e 2,088 4.04 {
Bogota
%, gﬁh\ml ................. 2 g 166 67 e 233 546 e 760 9.33
LFull L a 107 135 Cee 243 519 e 760 1.84
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 10 118 17 60 195 570 . 760 5.06
4. 40%, 10% .....ocvuven.. 1 11 122 52 s 174 591 N 760 5.25
Carlstadt
1. Actual .......... Ceeeees a 13 226 111 . 336 212 4 555 6.39
2.Full .....ciiiiiiiinnn., a 19 136 209 e 346 182 11 555 1.18
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 21 147 140 44 331 196 12 555 3.18
4, 40%, 10% .....oivinnnn a 22 153 168 P 321 204 13 555 3.31
Cliffside
1. Actual ................ - 30 309 106 vees 414 1,037 RN 1,448 9.04
N £ ) e 18 216 223 cees 439 1,004 e 1,448 1.86
3. 40%, Replacement ..... e 18 213 128 114 456 991 e 1,448 4.60
4. 40%, 10% ....cvivevnan.. P 19 228 161 sees 389 1,058 PPN 1,448 4.91

Closter
1. Actual .......... 1 34 81 50 e 131 672 1 793 10.82
2. Full ........iinn .. a 33 62 93 e 155 622 1 793 1.96
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 31 58 75 63 196 585 1 793 - 4.61
4, 40%, 10% ...... .ol .. a 33 63 85 148 633 1 793 4.99
Cresskill
1. Actual ....... .o a 27 29 35 e 64 672 27 7.94
2.Full ...oiiiiiiiiiiiee a 29 27 88 116 600 727 1.97
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 27 26 7 57 160 561 e 727 4.60
4. 40%, 10% ....coviinnnn. a 29 28 85 113 607 27 4.98
Demarest
1. Actual ..........ociael. a 20 3 13 16 399 cee 417 8.05
2, Full ..o a 21 3 28 - 31 372 cee 417 1.68
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 20 3 26 33 61 345 e 417 3.89
4. 40%, 10% ...viiieninnn a 21 3 28 Lo 31 374 N 417 4.23
Dumont
1. Actual .........00einnn 7 21 211 144 e 355 1,368 2 1,654 11.46
2. Full ....oiviiiiiiiinnenn 1 17 166 242 409 1,258 2 1,654 1.89
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 1 16 158 190 131 479 1,195 1 1,654 4.48
4, 40%, 10% .............. 1 17 170 216 386 1,289 2 1,654 4.83
— E. Paterson
[ 1. Actual .......oiiiiinnn a 26 637 97 733 952 16 1,665 8.75
< 2. Full .....ooviieiiininnnn a 32 422 211 e 634 1,007 20 1,665 1.87
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 33 437 38 132 606 1,041 20 1,665 4.83
4, 40%, 10% .covveinnnnnnn a 34 461 88 548 1,098 22 1,665 5.10
E. Rutherford
1. Actual .........counnnn 2 40 333 152 e 485 296 e 812 6.63
2. FUll Lot a 38 227 312 Cee 539 239 . 812 1.33
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 44 266 162 64 492 281 812 3.92
4, 40%, 10% ..ooviiiin... a 45 271 216 487 286 812 3.98
Edgewater
1. Actual ........civvennns 55 4 799 203 - 1002 76 e 1,133 4,90
2. Full Lo 15 4 448 566 ceen 1015 101 e 1,133 1.34
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 21 5 619 262 90 970 140 1,133 4.61
4, 40%, 10% ..ovvivinnnnn. 20 5 598 378 e 976 135 s 1,133 4.45
Emerson
1. Actual ........coiiinens a 22 65 29 . 94 442 1 525 9.91
2. Full .oviiiniinnnnenn. . a 30 66 48 113 392 1 525 1.63
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 28 61 42 41 145 365 1 525 3.78
4, 40%, 10% ....ovviunnnnn a 30 66 46 cenn 112 395 1 525 4.10

* Net taxes after veterans exemptions.
a Less than $500.
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BERGEN COUNTY—Continued
ACTUAL TAX SOURCES AND ESTIMATED SOURCES UNDER THREE ALTERNATIVES—1957

(amounts in thousands of dollars)

1. Actual tax assessed — (1957).
2. Full value, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemptioun $1,000.
3. 40% value, Business inventories and household personalty exempt, $51 million replacement, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
4. 10% Inventory, 40% other property, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
—~ Business Taxes Residential Farm Total*
MUNICIPALITY AND Class IT Vacant Real Personal Replacement Property Property Net Tax
ALTERNATIVE Railroad Land Estate Property Tax Total Taxes Taxes Taxes Rate
Englewood
1. Actual .............0.0n $4 $97 $1,044 $226 $1,270 $2,191 $3,506 7.61%
2. Full .oiiviiiiiiinns . 1 91 719 57 . 1,476 1,967 3,506 1.98
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 1 105 828 72 $277 1,177 2,265 3,506 5.69
4. 40%, 10% ......cccvo... 1 113 888 118 ceen 1,006 2,431 3,506 6.11
Englewood Cliffs
1. Actual ...............0 69 55 20 5 106 248 4.89
2. Full .......... [P .. 88 51 33 e 84 ki 248 0.79
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 81 47 31 20 97 71 248 1.83
4, 40%, 10% .............. 88 51 33 84 7 248 1.99
Fair Lawn
1. Actual ......... [ 3 73 865 296 1,161 2,989 $6 4,053 9.57
2.Full ......iivinnnnn “eans 1 57 504 647 e 1,151 2,914 6 4,053 2.04
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 1 56 492 429 320 1,241 2,843 [} 4,053 4.99
4. 40%, 10% ......ovvvnn 1 60 527 514 oo 1,041 3,046 6 4,053 5.34
Fairview
1. Actual a 12 262 59 321 436 751 7.84
2. Full . a 11 191 131 e 322 427 751 1.70
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 11 198 51 59 309 442 751 4.39
4. 40%, 10% ....covvvunnn. a 12 208 76 285 466 751 4.63
Fort Lee
1. Actual .......... e 102 669 102 7 787 1,634 7.40
2. Full .....covvunnnn vee 96 518 192 o 710 838 1,634 1.37
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 89 485 157 129 771 785 1,634 3.20
4. 40%, 10% .......coinnnn 97 525 176 700 849 1,634 3.46
Franklin Lakes
1. Actual ............ a 56 20 9 28 281 50 404 9.09
2.Full ........c.00e a 59 26 17 - 42 259 48 404 1.75
3. 40%, Replacemen a 55 24 10 32 668 243 45 404 4.10
4. 40%, 10% . a 60 26 12 s 38

Garfield
1. Actual ........ccoc0enns
2. Full ....ivvvieennennnane
3. 40%, Replacement .....

4. 40%, 10% ...cvvevnnnnnn

Glen Rock
1. Actual ............00tn .
2. Full .....iivnnnnn ceesss
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4, 40%, 10% ...ccovennnn

Hackensack
1. Actual .............00l
2. Full ......oiiiiiiieenn.
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4, 40%, 10% .ovvereinennnn

Harrington Park
1. Actual ........ciiiiieen
2. Full ....cviviienennainns
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4. 40%, 10% ...oviiiiiennn

Hasbrouck His.
1. Actual .......c.00000nnn
2. Full ...iiiiiiinnninienas
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4, 40%, 10% ..oeeiieneinnns

Haworth
1. Actual .......ccc0e0nenne
2.Full ...,
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4. 40%, 10% ..ovvivinannen

Hillsdale
1, Actual ...........c000
2.Full ...iiiiiiiieneens
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4. 40%, 10% .o.oveiiinnnn

Hohokus
1. Actual .........cceiinnnn
2. Full oot
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4, 40%, 10% ......covvvvenn

P PP O PE PP 0P e ot [ O P PP

PP

877
427
692
632

93

62
67

1,691
1,194
1,327
1,370

00 =3 00

582
1,044
436
637

‘202

143

-
=
=
o

35

236

256

111
147
199
142

56
51

1,786

317
293
273
296

911
801

395
375
347
377

643
549
513
556

396
370
347
376

HEHE

PPPE P

PPPY

oM

437
437
437
437

oS ok
5388 HAERY

* Net taxes after veterans exemptions.

a Less than $500.
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BERGEN COUNTY—Continued
ACTUAL TAX SOURCES AND ESTIMATED SOURCES UNDER THREE ALTERNATIVES—1957
(amounts in thousands of dollars)

1. Actual tax assessed — (1957).

2. Full value, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $1,000.
3. 40% value, Business inventories and household personalty exempt, $51 million replacement, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
4. 10% Inventory, 40% other property, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.

Business Taxes: ————  Residential Farm Total*
MUNICIPALITY AND Class II Vacant Real Personal Replacement Property Property Net Tax
ALTERNATIVE Raiiroad Land Estate Property Tax Total Taxes Taxes Taxes Rate
Leonia
1. Actual .............nnn a $19 $157 $45 $202 $666 $866 7.12%
2. Full ...ooiiiiiiiiiiie a 18 136 107 e 243 615 866 1.68
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 17 127 90 $68 285 575 866 3.92
4. 40%, 10% .....ooiinnnn. a 18 138 101 e 238 622 866 4.24
Little Ferry
1. Actual ..........covien 21 118 50 169 316 484 11.97
2, Full ...ooiiiiiiiniianans 16 (s 81 e 151 323 484 1.88
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 16 71 42 38 151 325 484 4.73
4. 40%, 10% .............. 17 75 55 e 130 345 484 5.02
Lodi
1. Actual .............0he. 1 27 533 156 689 987 1,659 6.19
2. Full a 25 445 388 e 833 822 1,659 1.51
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 25 437 287 131 855 805 1,659 3.70
4. 40%, 10% .......c.ovnne. a 27 467 332 cees 799 861 1,659 3.96
Lyndhurst
1. Actual .. . 18 40 347 100 447 1,089 1,531 8.45
2. Full .......ooiiiian, 4 41 243 173 N 416 1,095 1,531 1.69
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 4 41 244 57 121 422 1,096 1,531 4.22
4, 40%, 10% ..oeiieiniiinn. 4 44 259 92 e 351 1,166 1,531 4.49
Mahwah
1. Actual ................. 10 53 345 139 483 383 $17 ‘935 5.98
2. Full .....civvvviiinnnans 2 59 302 266 - 569 296 14 935 1.12
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 2 59 306 186 74 566 299 14 935 2.84
4. 40%, 10% .............. 2 63 324 219 N 543 317 15 935 3.01
Maywood
1. Actual ................. a 23 263 (s" 334 871 1,174 9.88
2.Full L. a 30 293 129 e 421 742 1,174 1.75
3. 40%, Replacement . . a 29 284 70 23 447 721 1,174 4.24
4. 40%, 10% -..ccoceennnann a 31 3056 20 ceee 395 773 1,174 4.65

Midland Park
1. Actual .................
2.Full i i
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4. 40%, 10% ......oooninn.

Montvale
1. Actual .......... ...
2, Full ........... trseseans
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4. 40%, 10% ...oiineinnnn.

Moonachie
1. Actual .........cc0vnunn
2. Full ..ol
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4, 40%, 10% .....c.oviunn.n

New Milford

. Actual L.l
Full ................ .
. 40%, Replacement .....
. 40%, 10% ....iiiinn...

. Arlington

. Actual ......... .
CFull Leeee ..
. 40%, Replacement .....
. 40%, 10% ....covinnnnn,

Northvale
1. Actual ........ vesereves
2. Full ...,
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4. 40%, 10% ...ovvvinnnn..

Norwood
1. Actual .................
2.Full ...l
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4. 40%, 10% .....viiiannnn

Oakland

. Actual ......... 0l
CFull L
. 40%, Replacement .....
. 40%, 10% ............ BN

2
LN RG oo

o

O OE

Y

PEPR PLNP popp

PE P

8 100 53
14 90 99 e
14 90 42 59
15 96 60 e
19 18 8
29 15 15 .
27 14 11 26
30 15 13 e
11 17 15
26 10 21
25 10 16 9
27 11 19
16 340 66
23 321 125 .
21 299 111 111
23 324 122 e
26 351 51
34 247 110 e
33 240 46 101
35 258 66 et
14 28 10
24 24 17 e
23 22 14 14
24 24 16 e
30 18 15
28 12 32 e
27 11 23 20
29 12 27 e
58 31 16
66 18 33 e
62 17 25 46
67 18 29 .

406
446
520
445

401

387
324

1,048
955

963

898
873
936

140
120
112
121

191
178
170
183

497
470
439
476

MR PPB D oo

b

745

745

332
332
332
332

120
120
120
120

1,399
1,399
1,399
1,399

1,273
1,273
1,273
1,273

181
181
181
181

250

250
250

577
577
577
577

* Net taxes after veterans exemptions.

a Less than $500.
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BERGEN COUNTY—Continued
ACTUAL TAX SOURCES AND ESTIMATED SOURCES UNDER THREE ALTERNATIVES—1957
(amounts in thousands of dollars)

1. Actual tax assessed — (1957).
2. Full value, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $1,000.
3. 40% value, Business inventories and household personalty exempt, $51 million replacement, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
4. 10% Inventory, 40% other property, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.

Business Taxes- Residential Farm Total*
MUNICIPALITY AND Class II Vacant Real Personal Replacement Property Property Net Tax
ALTERNATIVE Railroad Land Estate Property Tax Total Taxes Taxes Taxes Rate

0ld Tappan

1. Actual ...........c000uee $40 $28 $10 $38 $182 $10 $260 9.41%
2. Full ..oiiviiivnnns .. 35 35 18 P 53 167 9 260 1.73

3. 40%, Replacement ..... 33 32 15 $21 68 155 8 260 4.03

4, 40%, 10% ...ovvvninnnn 36 35 17 e 52 168 9 260 4.37
Oradell

1. Actual .. a 36 261 10 272 674 958 8.60
2. Full ..oviiiiiinnnnninnns a 41 307 20 R 327 599 958 1.60

3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 38 288 6 76 369 561 958 3.75

4. 40%, 10% ............nn a 42 311 10 321 607 958 4.06
Palisades Park

1. Actual ......... eeeaees a 42 288 44 332 564 915 7.90
B 2 ) a 41 176 97 e 273 611 915 1.71
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 39 167 67 T2 307 581 915 4.06
4. 40%, 10% ......0vvvinn a 42 180 79 259 627 915 4.38
Paramus .

1. Actual ................. 97 536 157 693 1,454 31 2,163 7.49
2.Full .oiiiiiien. sene 160 383 315 R 699 1,302 47 2,163 1.47
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 153 367 237 171 74 1,244 45 2,163 3.51
4. 40%, 10% ......covvenn. 165 395 272 © 667 1,340 48 2,163 3.78
Park Ridge

1, Actual .............. oo a 27 66 21 87 388 1 486 8.46
2.Full ..coiiiiiiiiniie., a 22 53 45 . 98 372 1 486 1.74
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 22 52 18 38 109 363 1 486 4.26
4. 40%, 10% ....ovvnvnnnnn a 23 56 26 R 82 389 1 486 4.56
Ramsey

1. Actual ......... PN $1 55 123 47 17 769 4 972 7.34
2.Full ...oiiiiiiiiiiiiiens a 71 128 107 R 234 675 3 972 1.62
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 66 119 91 7 287 630 3 972 3.77
4. 40%, 10% ....ccocvnn.. a 72 129 101 . 230 682 3 972 4.00

Ridgefield
1. Actual .....coveeeinennns
2. FUll ..iiivninninanneens
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4. 40%, 10% oevviiniiennn

Ridgefield Park
1. Actual ..... teresesrenes
2. Full ....iiiiiieeiieiens
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4. 40%, 10% ..evnnreninnnn

Ridgewood
1. Actual .....c.ocoieninenns
2. Full .....iiiiiiinienenes
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4. 40%, 10% ...oeenininnnnnn

River Edge
1. Actual ........... ereae
2. Full ..... .
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4. 40%, 10%

Rivervale
1. Actual
2. Full ..vvvnnernnnancnees
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4, 40%, 10% ceeereriniennn

Rochelle Park
1, Actual ...........
2. FUll i
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4, 40%, 10% .vveirnienninnn

Rockleigh
1, Actual .....ccocieeneonn
2. Full ....oieeanens I
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4. 40%, 10% ..ovenneinnnnn

Rutherford
1. Actual ......iiieiienenn
2. Full covvvvrninnnreneness
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4. 40%, 10% ..o

HH W

PpEp PpoO

-

*+ Net taxes after veterans exemptions.

a Less than $500.

279
297
310

195
199

479
417
399
429

329

73
222
116
153

82

135
152

160
375

290

124
214
153
179

=
o
=
1
2

39

146

410
361
415
350

638
792
930
720

328
304
358
270

76
103
(6}

121
120
132
106

COoOOD

576
571

553

3,084
2,877
2,751
2,961

1,258
1,239
1,176
1,265

370

314
341

398
381
371
398

—
e Jo N0 R

1,305
1,287
1,214
1,311

pPe e

PO

NN W

1,222
1,222
1,222
1,222

3,690
3,690
3,690
3,690

1,511
1,511
1,511
1,511

436
436
436
436

499
499
499
499

22
22

22

1,852
1,852
1,852
1,852
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BERGEN COUNTY—Continued
ACTUAL TAX SOURCES AND ESTIMATED SOURCES UNDER THREE ALTERNATIVES—1957
(amounts in thousands of dollars)

1. Actual tax assessed — (1957). o
2. Full value, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $1,000.
3. 40% value, Business inventories and household personalty exempt, $51 million replacement, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
4. 10% Inventory, 40% other property, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
—— Business Taxes———————  Residential Farm Total*
MUNICIPALITY AND Class II Vsacant Real Personal Replacement Property Pro;rerty gf:t Tax
ALTERNATIVE Railroad Land Estate Property Tax Total Taxes Taxes Taxes Rate
Saddlebrook
1. Actual ................. $3 $29 $141 $33 $173 $924 35 $1,048 11.78%
22.Full ... a 35 135 50 185 848 5 1,048 1.76
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 33 127 30 $83 240 800 4 1,048 4.15
4. 0%, 10% .......co..... a 36 138 37 175 865 5 1,048 4.49
Saddle River
1. Actual ................. eee 16 4 4 8 147 3 171 6.44
2. Full .......oovviinnn., 30 4 5 8 130 3 171 0.75
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 28 3 4 13 21 120 3 171 1.74
4. 40%, 10% ....covvn..... . 30 4 4 . 8 131 3 171 1.89
South Hackensack
1. Actual ................. a 10 194 58 253 56 317 6.18
2. Full ..., a 12 112 133 245 60 317 1.38
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 15 138 67 25 229 T4 317 4,25
4. 40%, 10% ...eevenn.... a 15 138 91 229 74 317 4.26
Teaneck
1. Actual ................. 6 140 844 262 1,106 4,375 5,469 9.29
22Full .......0iiiiiiiana, 1 131 606 576 1,182 4,223 5,469 1.99
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 1 123 571 441 432 1,444 3,981 5,469 4.70
4, 40%, 10% .............. 1 133 617 504 . 1,121 4,300 5,469 5.08
Tenafly
1, Actual ................. a 75 159 62 222 1,754 2,000 9.00
2. Full .....covviinvinnnnn, a 89 105 138 243 1,690 2,000 1.95
3. 40%, Replacement ..... : 82 98 119 158 375 1,568 2,000 4.52
4. 40%, 10% .............. a 89 106 132 238 1,700 2,000 4.90
Teterboro
1. Actual ................. a a 196 34 230 1 231 2.88
2, PUE i cverneniinnnonann a a 140 90 230 1 231 0.47
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a a 186 26 230 1 231 1.57
4. 40%, 10% ...civeiunan.. a a 182 48 230 1 231 1.64

Upper Saddle River

1. Actual .....ceveeenne e ceee 12& gg
2, Full ..oiiiiiiaaiiinieens e 2 1
3. 40%, Replacement ..... e 2 i
4, 40%, 10% ..oovivnniennn .

Waldwick
1. Actual ....coveeenns ves 5 gi gg
P a1 ) ]]: = 5
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 1 2 P
4, 40%, 10% .....ovnenennn

Wallington
1. Actual ...oiiveeiiniens a 10 1;;
P 2001 P PR a i(()) %
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a n o8
4. 40%, 10% . vecoeenecens a

Wwashington ” g
1. Actual .....ccnemeenennn cone - 8
D 0 | P P P - 58 ?
3. 40%, Replacement ..... o !
4, 40%, 10% «.eveovenniens RN

Westwood
1, Actual ........ Ceeiaeeens 1 %g :igg
2, FUll vivviriiennnnanvonsen a 5 18
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a E 1%
4. 40%, 10% ..ooniiieienen a

Woodcliff L. a o7 a1
1. Actual ..oovieenennnne 2 n 3
2. Full e
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a gili gg
4, 40%, 10% .ooovnveiiiit a

Wood-Ridge 6 s
1. Actual ... a o
2. Full ..oiiiiniiieee a g 38
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 8 386
4, 40%, 10% oernnenein a

Wyckoff
1. Actual ... a ?g gz
2. Full ...viiiieieiins a A s
3. 40%, Replacement .. a I %
4. 40%, 10% «..ovreinnnens a

* Net taxes after veterans exemptions.
a Less than $500.

=
o
=
u
S
A
g

92

e SR

109
147
205
147

172
201
201
174

259
288
326
274

36
62
90
61

573
572
517

86
110
187
104

206
193
180
195

808
735

742

467
424
426
453

497
452
418
454

746
681
648
698

362
324
300
326

418
403
460
471

1,047
980
913
989

17

14
15

275
275
275
275

888

888

627
627
627
627

555
555
555
555

987
987
987
987

427
427
427
427

973
973
973
973

1,168
1,168
1,168
1,168




BERGEN COUNTY—Continued
ACTUAL TAX SOURCES AND ESTIMATED SOURCES UNDER THREE ALTERNATIVES—1957

- (amounts in thousands of dollars)
;. %cfual tax assessed — (1950). o
. Full value, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $1,000

3. 40% value, Business inventories and household per sonal ty exem pt, $51 million r eplaceﬂlen t, veterans exenlptlon $500 unchange‘i'
4, .
0 » 0 pr ’ 1 (] .

10% Inventor y 40% other oper t Yy household persona. t y exem pt veterans’ exem pthﬂ $500 unchﬂ-nge

MUNICIPALITY AND Cla ———————DBusiness Taxes ——————— i i T
Rty ass 11 Vacant Real P 1 Residential Farm Total*
\\\\\\\\\ AT gk w0 mmen ewer 7 ey by i oo
PI— e e B we | Twm | Rt
D . Actual
................. 179 $2,464

B 2 Full ..., * Y $1.816 o018 22

3. 40%, Replacemenf ......... ig 2'724 1o 11,857 $24'?% sg?)'ggg e o 8.35%

4. 80%, 10% rvveerren. .. 4 654 13,448 6255 $6,13¢ 25,838 50, ze e i n

.......... 5 2844 14137 8159 R ,135 263 77,646 4.28

- y oo 53,555 283 77,646 4.56

* Net taxes after vetera
o Tous thes oot ns exemptions. -

—_____—-—‘—-M

BURLINGTON COUNTY
ACTUAL TAX SOURCES AND ESTIMATED SOURCES UNDER THREE ALTERNATIVES——-1957
(amounts in thousands of dollars)

sy

1. Actual tax assessed — (1957).

2. Full value, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $1,000.

3. 409% value, Business inventories and household personalty exempt, $51 million replacement, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
4. 10% Inventory, 40% other property, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.

— Business Taxes—— Residential Farm Total*
MUNICIPALITY AND Class 1T Vacant Real Personal Replacement Property Property Net Tax
ALTERNATIVE Raijlroad Land Estate Property Tax Total Taxes Taxes Taxes Rate
Bass River
1. Actual ...o.eeveeenanenes - $14 $6 $5 e $11 $34 $8 $64 10.88%
2. Full ..cvivenrnntonnannes PN 15 10 15 e 15 26 9 64 1.64
3. 40%, Replacement ..... . 14 5 8 $5 18 24 8 64 3.87
4. 40%, 10% ovceveneceenn caee 16 5 9 e 14 26 9 64 4.18
Beverly .
1, Actual ......cceiieennens a 3 21 25 Ceee 46 167 a 200 11.21
2. Full .ovvveevenensonenns a 2 16 63 e 79 125 a 200 1.94
g 3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 2 15 55 16 86 120 a 200 4.62
i1 4, 40%, 10% ocoieranenens a 2 16 60 R 7 129 a 200 4.98
Bordentown
1. Actual ....ciceenaenennn $1 7 125 26 e 151 180 a 324 11.13
2. FUll ..ovvvvernressananes a 11 111 61 R 172 145 a 324 1.86
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 11 106 47 26 179 140 a 324 4.46
4, 40%, 10% occevoenncnns a 11 114 54 . 168 150 a 324 4.80
Bordentown Township
1. Actual ....ceeennaaenes a 19 88 29 e 117 238 13 358 9.84
PR R01 | SN a 17 78 58 R 136 204 9 358 1.38
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 17 % . 41 28 145 197 9 358 3.34
4. 40%, 10% cevoonennen see a 18 81 48 e 130 212 10 358 3.58
Burlington
1. Actual . 3 15 324 95 cees 418 252 R 661 6.80
D 32T ) R a 11 258 200 ceee 459 199 N 661 1.00
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 13 292 91 52 435 225 . 661 2.83
4. 40%, 10% «.cceeeneeneen 1 13 300 128 RN 428 231 . 661 2.91
Burlington Township
1. Actual ...ociviiiiiiiens a 27 94 29 e 123 253 36 412 11.17
2. Full ..ovveeeereannes . a 32 105 51 R 156 190 41 412 1.37
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 30 97 46 33 176 176 38 412 3.16
4. 40%, 10% ...evennnennnn a 33 106 50 s 156 191 41 412 3.43
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BURLINGTON COUNTY—Continued
ACTUAL TAX SOURCES AND ESTIMATED SOURCES UNDER THREE ALTERNATIVES—1957

(amounts in thousands of dollars)

1. Actual tax assessed — (1957).

2. Full value, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $1,000.

3. 40% value, Business inventories and household personalty exempt, $51 million replacement, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
4. 10% Inventory, 40% other property, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.

——Business Taxes-———————  Residential Farm Total*
MUNICIPALITY AND Class IT Vacant Real Personal Replacement Property Property Net Tax
ALTERNATIVE Railrcad Land Estate Property Tax Total Taxes Taxes Taxes Rate
Chesterfield
1. Actual ................. $1 $2 $8 $10 $37 $51 $96 7.90%
2.Full ...ttt 1 2 14 e 16 28 52 96 0.94
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 1 2 12 $8 21 27 49 96 2.19
4. 40%, 10% .....oviinnnn 1 2 13 e 15 29 53 96 2.37
Cinnaminson
1. Actual ................. 19 58 44 102 240 17 365 9.34
2.Full ... 22 45 101 cean 146 180 22 365 1.49
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 21 43 84 29 156 172 21 365 3.57
4. 40%, 10% ....coiiinnnn 23 46 93 140 185 23 365 3.84
Delanco
1. Actual .........cc0uneen a 6 12 11 23 256 9 268 14.88
2. Full .. a 5 10 26 . 37 227 8 268 2.52
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 5 10 22 21 53 213 8 268 5.91
4. 40%, 10% ......vonnn... a 5 10 25 35 231 9 268 6.40
Delran
1. Actual .. 10 33 15 47 218 27 277 12.28
- - 1 16 35 22 e 58 170 39 277 1.30
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 15 34 14 22 70 161 38 277 3.10
4. 40%, 10% ...ovvverennn, 16 36 17 54 174 40 277 3.34
Easthampton
1. Actual .........c000n0nn a 2 5 9 .. 14 44 13 68 11.68
2, PUIL iwpgeapreseasasanns a 1 4 17 . 21 36 11 68 1.54
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 1 4 15 5 24 34 10 68 3.63
4. 40%, 10% .....ccvvvennnn a 2 4 16 .. 21 36 11 68 3.93
Edgewater Park
1. Actual ............cou0. a 3 23 18 41 122 6 163 9.10
2.Full ..........oinnunn . a 4 18 39 el 57 91 14 163 1.36
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 4 18 24 13 55 93 14 164 3.48
4. 40%, 10% ....c.cvvieiinn, a 4 20 30 e 49 98 15 163 3.68

L9T

Evesham
1, Actual ......c0iiiiiennn
2. Full ..... raeseeee reseas
3. 40%, Replacement
4, 40%, 10% .oocorriinnnn

Fieldsboro
1. Actual .......0000n
2, Full .......ocnieee -
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4, 40%, 10% «ovveireiiannn

Florence
1, Actual .....c.oveiiinnnn
2, Full ...ciiiuinnnnen .
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4, 40%, 10% ..ovcvorreninn

Hainesport
1. Actual .....c.ceveen
2. FUll ..eiviierantnennanne
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4, 40%, 10% .coivnererinne

Lumberton
1. Actual ...... teesassenne
2. Full o.oviiiivivanannnnee
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4. 40%, 10% ..oieviieninnn

Mansfield
1. Actual .....cvieeeinn .
2. Full toiiiiiiienennonnen
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4, 40%, 10% .oovrvrnnennen

Maple Shade
1. Actual .....civvenennnns
2. Full ciiviiiieiiniinienn
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4. 40%, 10% .eeeevennnennn

Medford Township
1. Actual .....ooiiiiniinnn
2. Full ..eiiiiiiiiiiaaenee
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4, 40%, 10% cevveenenainnn

POP®

PEPPP PPED OPPP PEPP POO~

PEEE

* Net taxes after veterans exemptions.
a Less than $500.

18

e

14

13

et

23

519
527
390
412

122
165
178
133

et
691

731

199
170
167
179

234
234
234
234

164

164

106
106
106
106

845

845
845

292
292
292
292

4.76

11.86
1.82
6.60
6.27

13.95
1.86
4.49
4.83

11.61
1.39
3.37
3.62

8.46
1.57

4.03

2.04
5.05

8.69
1.53
3.76




BURLINGTON COUNTY—Continued
ACTUAL TAX SOURCES AND ESTIMATED SOURCES UNDER THREE ALTERNATIVES—1957
(amounts in thousands of dollars)

1. Actual tax assessed — (1957).
2. Full value, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $1,000.
3. 40% value, Business inventories and household personalty exempt, $51 million replacement, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
4. 10% Inventory, 40% other property, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
————————Business Taxes——————  Residential Farm Total*
MUNICIPALITY AND Class II Vacant Real Personal Replacement Property Property Net Tax
ALTERNATIVE Railroad Land Estate Property Tax Total Taxes Taxes Taxes Rate
Medford Lakes
1. Actual .........ovvuen.. $5 $5 $2 $7 $188 $184 16.67%
2.Full ..ooiiiiiiiiiiee, 4 3 3 e 7 177 184 1.76
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 3 3 3 $15 21 164 184 4.08
4. 40%, 10% ....ceiiuin.. 4 3 3 7 178 184 4.43
Moorestown
1. Actual ................. $1 33 216 68 284 923 $35 1,219 11.23
2.Full ........00iiien, a 37 207 158 e 365 776 59 1,219 1.82
g'; 3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 34 194 132 96 423 728 55 1,219 4.27
0 4. 40%, 10% ....vvieinnnn. a 37 210 147 357 788 60 1,219 4.62
Mount Holly
1. Actual ................. 3 4 195 142 337 625 3 918 11.58
2.Full oo, a 5 114 319 e 433 483 14 918 1.82
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 5 119 223 73 415 506 15 918 4.77
4. 40%, 10% ....vvvinunn.. a 5 125 264 389 531 16 918 5.01
Mount Laurel
1. Actual ................. a 13 21 29 50 199 54 296 11.75
2.Full oovvviiiiiiiiinnnne, a 19 15 46 e 60 133 88 296 1.29
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 18 14 41 23 78 123 82 296 3.00
4. 40%, 10% ......covonnn. a 19 15 44 59 134 89 296 3.25
New Hanover
1. Actual ...............0, a a a 1 1 a a 2 1.11
2. Full .......... [P a a a 2 2 a a 2 0.11
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a a a 2 a 2 a a 2 0.26
4, 40%, 10% «evevinnninnn. a a a 2 2 a a 2 0.28
North Hanover
1. Actual ................. a 1 7 9 .. 16 25 44 83 12.57
2.Full ..o iieee e a 1 3 12 .. 15 28 39 83 1.21
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 1 3 9 7 18 27 38 83 2.88
4. 40%, 10% ....ovinninninnn a, 1 3 10 .- 13 29 40 83 3.10
e s
487 .
le‘.hg.y;?xal ....... a 8 105 36 ;3(1) ggf 487 1.81
2 FUIL «vvvnenenanrnnnnns a 7 98 92 e 190 0 preh 438
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 2 8 R 80 182 312 487 4.70
4. 40%, 10% .oevvvenenienn
ton Boro 1 66 9.43
P]‘?.m Kg{ual ............ eses a a 9 6 ég i?_ 1 66 1.73
2. FUIl cevveeennennens e a 1 8 }Z 5 2 303 1 66 418
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 1 7 15 23 42 1 66 4.48
4. 40%, 10% .errererrnnen. a 1 8
n Townshi 19 260 6.37
O etual e P s a 6 a7 17 5 191 19 200 837
20 FULL ceeneeniennnenns a 6 57 s o 92 131 34 260 2.09
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 6 56 1 80 141 36 260 2.24
4. 40%, 10% weveevnreonns a 6 59 2
i 613 12.87
Rfi;?t%:a ................. 1 6 190 =4 ?3,(7)3) ggg 613 1.86
2 FUIl c.vveeiinrinaannnens a 5 120 121 i 300 320 o1a 52
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 5 u7 6 290 334. 613 4.85
4, 40%, 10% .evrererreernn a 5 125 165
Riverton 280 8.94
5 1 Actual .....oeeen.. a 5 29 1 % o 280 2.03
N | R a 3 > 5 V22 82 202 280 4.84
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 2 24 ] 67 217 280 5.22
4. 40%, 10% .uvrernererens a 3 26 4
mon 23 42 7.71
S}{.Q’Agtfa.l ................. 3 2 1 T i’ }g 03 42 0.64
2 TUL oeeriirernraenaaes 3 2 i 3 7 12 21 42 1.47
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 2 2 h 3 13 23 492 1.59
4, 40%, 109 .euerereneenns 3 2
hampton 1 168 11.13
RSN e a 6 1 13 2 % 57 168 1.58
2. Full ......... ceeesesn e a 5 13 g; 13 47 65 53 168 3.72
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 5 12 s 38 70 58 168 4.02
4, 40%, 10% .ovuueneeeeenn a 6 13 2
ringfield 1 130 9.64
SI1). ABEUBL .« oeerreeeenenns a 1 7 15 éi i}; 38 130 0.92
PR R a 1 4 fg 10 32 16 82 130 2.12
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 1 4 24 18 88 130 2.30
4. 40%, 10% .urreeeennnnn a 1 4 20

*+ Net taxes after veterans exemptions.

a Less than $500.
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BURLINGTON COUNTY—Continued
ACTUAL TAX SOURCES AND ESTIMATED SOURCES UNDER THREE ALTERNATIVES—1957

(amounts in thousands of dollars)

1. Actual tax assessed — (1957).
2. Full value, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $1,000.
3. 40% value, Business inventories and household personalty exempt, $51 million replacement, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
4. 10% Inventory, 40% cther property, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
Business Taxes ———— Residential Farm Total*
MUNICIPALITY AND Class II Vacant Real Personal Replacement Property Property Net Tax
ALTERNATIVE Railroad Land Estate Property Tax Total Taxes Taxes Taxes Rate
Tabernacle
1. Actual ................. $13 $7 $3 $10 $42 $16 $75 15.49%
2.Full Lo 11 4 5 $6 9 28 28 75 1.63
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 10 3 4 13 27 26 75 3.83
4, 40%, 10% ..eiviniiinnnn 11 4 4 8 29 28 75 4.14
Washington
1. Actual ..........c0vvnns 18 1 1 .. 3 11 4 34 13.80
2. Full coveiiiiiiiiia 10 2 3 . 5 17 2 34 1.88
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 9 2 2 3 7 16 2 34 4.38
4. 40%, 10% .............. 10 2 2 .. 5 17 2 34 4.75
Westampton
1. Actual ..........000uen 4 3 18 21 50 40 108 15.04
2.Full ... 2 6 21 27 28 52 108 1.25
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 2 5 19 9 33 26 49 108 2.92
4. 40%, 10% .............. 2 6 21 .. 27 28 53 108 3.16
Willingboro
1. Actual .........cc0v0nnn 4 5 1 .. 6 16 21 45 10.37
2, Full ....covviinininnnnen 4 5 3 7 13 21 45 1.37
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 4 4 2 4 10 12 20 45 3.19
4. 40%, 10% ....ccvvvrnnnn 4 5 2 .. 7 13 22 45 3.46
Woodland
1, Actual .............000 a 17 6 4 .. 10 15 17 57 17.58
2.Full ..o a 10 2 5 7 13 28 57 1.35
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 9 2 4 4 10 12 26 57 3.16
4, 40%, 10% ....eeeiurnn.n a 10 2 4 .. 6 13 28 57 3.42
Wrightstown
1, Actual ................. a 1 65 9 .. 74 9 a 83 5.05
2.Full ... a 1 52 24 .. 76 7 a 83 0.91
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 1 53 17 7 76 7 a 83 2.31
4. 40%, 10% ..iiniiinennn a 1 56 19 . 75 7 a 83 2.44

County Total
1. Actual ........ ...,
2. Full ....oovvniviinnns
3. 40%, Replacement
4. 40%, 10% .........

$346
358
355
378

$2,262
1,765
1,839
1,927

* Net taxes after veterans exemptions.

a Less than $500.

$1,038
2,240
1,418
1,752

$878

$3,300
4,005
4,134
3,679

$7,222
5,933
5,907
6,280

$876
1,008
959
1,033

$11,108
11,108
11,108
11,108

10.37%
1.54
3.85
4.09
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CAMDEN COUNTY
ACTUAL TAX SOURCES AND ESTIMATED SOURCES UNDER THREE ALTERNATIVES—1957

(amounts in thousands of dollars)

1. Actual tax assessed — (1957).

2, Full value, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $1,000.

3. 40% value, Business inventories and household personalty exempt, $51 million replacement, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
4. 10% Inventory, 40% other property, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.

——————————Business Taxes— ———  Residential Farm Total*

MUNICIPALITY AND Class II Vacant Real Personal Replacement Property Property Net Tax
ALTERNATIVE Railroad Land Estate Property Tax Total Taxes Taxes Taxes Rate
Audubon Boro
1. Actual ............o0unn a $11 $80 $39 ceee $119 $737 a $825 9.05%
22Full oo oo a 11 51 83 R 133 701 a 825 2.15
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 10 48 63 $65 176 663 a 825 5.09
4. 40%, 10% .......coc.... a 11 52 73 S 124 716 a 825 5.49
Audubon Park
1. Actual ..........ounn 1 1 99 e 100 11.11
2. Full oo 3 3 97 100 6.70
3. 40%, Replacement ..... . . . 3 8 11 89 e 100 15.42
4. 40%, 10% ......covvvnnnn . 3 3 97 cee 100 16.74
Barrington
1. Actual ..............00n a 13 102 33 . 135 431 $2 537 10.66
2.Full cooiiiiiiiiiiian. a 12 70 55 ceen 124 415 2 537 1.99
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 11 66 41 42 150 393 2 537 4.72
4, 40%, 10% .........c..n.. a 12 71 48 e 119 425 2 537 5.09
Bellmawr
1. Actual 3 19 18 . 36 700 1 675 11.58
2.Full ..viiiiiiiiiiiinne . 4 6 32 el 38 659 1 675 2.37
3. 40%, Replacement ..... RN 3 5 25 53 84 618 1 675 5.56
4. 40%, 10% ......cccov.ntn 4 6 29 e 35 670 1 675 6.03
Berlin Boro
1. Actual ............ ..., $1 14 35 8 43 182 3 229 10.79
22Full ... a 11 35 14 . 49 171 3 229 2.12
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 11 35 2 18 54 167 3 229 4.97
4. 40%, 10% .........c.... a 11 37 5 R 42 179 4 229 5.32
Berlin Township
1. Actual .........c00nnnen e 18 4 3 8 107 ceen 119 11.11
2, BAll iifieviceroaricaans e 10 4 4 8 105 e 119 1.61
3. 40%, Replacement ..... e 9 4 4 9 17 98 e 119 3.75
4. 40%, 10% «.ieueinennnnn cees 10 4 4 8 108 ceee 119 4.08

Brooklawn i pe
.......... a 9 42 7 49 119
12'. %‘fxtllxml .......................... a 16 25 14 39 ﬁ? 13 gg
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 16 25 7 13 44 1% b A
4 40%, 10% +oureernnannes a 17 26 9 35
C?mf(:g?ua.l ................. 253 214 4,287 1,679 e 5,967 5172 e ﬂ'igi z gg
2 FU oonnvnrinenneanennes 79 178 2,791 é,ggg i %gg% 4,923 11404 2.32
. 4 Replacement ..... 91 205 3,217 , y 3 e ) oo
i 4(0)3;: 0% e . 93 210 3,289 2,954 6,243 5,043 11,404
e 2 9 a 16 10.18
........ 5 1 1
) %qu%l..::::f.' ..... . 5 1 1 ; % 8 a 16 g;g‘é
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 5 1 : : 2 T S oa
4 40%, 10% .uverreneens .. 5 1 1
O ol ) 70 203 e 250 1174
5 gcﬁl A e a H ] éé . 66 194 ggg é.(l)i
. 2 1 ) L R - :
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a §( :g ig 20 g i.gg peK >
L 40%, 10%0 .evenrereensnn a
Ogliings v oo 406 823 s 1,201 6.96
.. 1 10 360 46
A ROTEONOR Y a TR ST SO 191 Wl Tm am
8 40%, Roplacement ... a ig %g ?rg % igrg 741 o 1,201 4.38
L 0%, 10% wovveerrenenes a
Delaware Township 1 866 876
80 438 1,404 64 ,
;. ggﬁxal ................. : % 1;%3 o o w8 T oo e 1o ;g
3. 0%, Replacement ..... a 72 480 85 147 713 1,018 » 186 2.5
L 0%, 10%h +vrierennenes a 8 519 99 619 1,101 ' .
Gibbsboro 2 o 64 68 a 134 6.39
;' %fxﬁm """"""""" > 65 32% 5% 79 52 a %gi égg
) a 6 33 26 11 69 62 a .
g i?{oﬁ’,: ﬁ)%ﬂa? ement ...... a 7 23 35 68 62 a 134 3.81
Gloucester City 1174 0.07
102 509 504 ,
%' %3&? Al e Z gi %gg 406 705 161 ii";i L78
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 24 209 319 93 7o 40 1174 4.38
4 40%, 10% «oveennennenn a 26 318 363 .

* Net taxes after veterans exemptions.
a Less than $500.
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CAMDEN COUNTY—Continued
ACTUAL TAX SOURCES AND ESTIMATED SOURCES UNDER THREE ALTERNATIVES—1957

(amounts in thousands of dollars)

1. Actual tax assessed — (1957).
2. Full value, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption §1,000.
3. 40% value, Business inventories and household personalty exempt, $51 million replacement, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
4. 10% Inventory, 40% other property, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.

Business Taxes Residential Farm Total*
MUNICIPALITY AND Class I1 Vacant Real Personal Replacement Property Property Net Tax
ALTERNATIVE Railroad Land Estate Property Tax Total Taxes Taxes Taxes Rate
Gloucester Township
1. Actual ..........c0vens a $144 $134 $34 $168 $623 $29 $902 12.22%
2.Full cooiviiiiiiiiiai, a 194 117 59 e 177 529 27 902 2.37
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 181 109 50 $71 231 493 26 902 5.53
4. 40%, 10% ..........o.nn a 196 118 56 e 174 535 28 902 5.99
Haddon Township
1. Actual .......o00einnnnn a 32 196 30 226 1,066 1,266 7.59
2. Full c.oiiveviiiiinnnnnns a 44 196 63 - 259 992 1,266 1.80
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 41 185 33 100 318 940 1,266 4.27
4. 40%, 10% ...vvviiinnnnn a 45 200 43 ees 243 1,014 1,266 4.61
Haddonfield
1. Actual ............. cees $1 17 185 76 260 1,131 1,365 7.90
2. B visngninsoerosccnsans a 30 155 150 e 304 1,050 1,365 1.75
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 28 146 118 108 372 988 1,356 4.11
4. 40%, 10% ..vvvienreennn a 30 157 134 R 291 1,068 1,365 4.45
Haddon Heights
1. Actual .......cciinnunnn a 6 58 34 92 736 793 9.33
2. Full ,....o000veeen vee a 7 57 66 . 123 681 793 2.04
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 7 53 56 63 172 635 793 4.76
4. 40%, 10% .....cviiinnnn a 7 58 62 - 120 689 793 5.16
Hi Nella
1. Actual ..... F . a 2 1 a e 1 25 a 26 8.06
2, B sovsnescensssonceanns a 1 a 1 - 1 25 a 26 2.14
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 1 a 1 2 3 23 a 26 4.99
4. 40%, 10% .....ovviinnnn a 1 a 1 . 1 25 a 26 5.42
Laurel Springs
1. Actual ................. a 17 17 13 30 92 131 9.02
2. BRI i iceeeacscasnsane a 17 15 23 e 38 80 131 1.73
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 16 15 18 10 43 76 131 4.15
4. 40%, 10% ....oviinnn.. a 17 16 20 N 36 82 131 .47

Lawnside
1. Actual ......ooviiniianen
2, Full oo
3. 407, Replacement .....
4. 40%, 10% ...ccvoviinnnn.

Lindenwold
1. Actual
2. Full ..iiviiiiiiiiinoenns
3. 409%, Replacement .....
4. 40%, 10% ...oveiieinnnn

Magnolia
1. Actual ....civveienenans
2. Full cooiiiiiiiiiianans
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4, 40%, 10% ..ovvereeninnn

Merchantville
1. Actual ......ovviiinnen
2, Full ..iiiiiiiiiiiiiinen
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4. 40%, 10% .iivirinniannn

Mount Ephraim '
1. Actual ..........0iiennn
2. Full ..o
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4. 40%, 10% ..vvvernernnnn

Oaklyn
1. Actual ...
2. Full Loiiiieiiiieeenes
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4. 40%, 10% ..iiiiiiiannnn

Pennsauken
1. Actual .........ooiviann
2. Full .iiiiiiiiiiiiinienes
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4. 40%, 10% ...vviiiiianns

Pine Hill

. Actual Ll
CFull Laiiieiiieeiee .
. 40%, Replacement .....
. 40%, 10% ..oiiiinnnnnnn

W o N

PEPP PPEE

O PP

P PR

PR

[ IR

oo Wb

127
131

139

-
0o 0N

=
s
o
s
b
k.

12

34

48
33

114
139

136

46
41
57
35

87
102
112

91

487
578
598
511

13
24
33
23

211

203

265
236
223
241

253
228
218
235

330
307

321

1,367
1,231
1,222
1,303

129
112
105
114

PP PR

[=>NorNerge )

NN

ECECRRRCY

104
104
104
104

351
351
351
351

230
230
230
230

374
374
374
374

326
326
326
326

404
404
404
404

1,903
1,903
1,903
1,903

147
147
147
147

* Net taxes after veterans exemptions.

a Less than $500.
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CAMDEN COUNTY—-Continued
ACTUAL TAX SOURCES AND ESTIMATED SOURCES UNDER THREE ALTERNATIVES—1957

(amounts in thousands of dollars)

1. Actual tax assessed — (1957).

2. Full value, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $1,000.

3. 40% value, Business inventories and household personalty exempt, $51 million replacement, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
4. 10% Inventory, 40% other property, household personalty exempt, veterans exemption $500 unchanged.

Business Taxes Residential Farm Total*

—_—
MUNICIPALITY AND Class II Vacant Real Personal Replacement Property Property Net Tax
ALTERNATIVE Railroad Land Estate Property Tax Total Taxes Taxes Taxes Rate
Pine Valley
1. Actual .....viiiiinnnn. $4 $4 a $4 $12 $20 10.22%
2.Full ..ot 4 4 a 4 12 20 1.67
3. 40%, Replacement 4 4 a $2 5 11 20 3.85
4. 40%, 10% ..ovvveiinn... 4 4 a e 4 12 20 4,18
Runnemede
1. Actual ... 7 65 $36 e 101 427 $8 488 12.23
—_ 2.Full ..., e 5 65 52 R 117 377 7 488 1.96
= 3. 40%, Replacement ..... N 5 62 40 39 141 357 6 488 4.66
(o)) 4. 40%, 10% ........ Ceeeee 5 67 46 113 386 7 488 5.03
Somerdale
1. Actual ................. a 11 25 8 s 34 238 a 256 10.09
P a 12 25 14 39 216 a 256 1.90
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 11 23 10 20 53 204 a 256 4.48
4. 40%, 10% .............. a 12 25 12 37 220 a 256 4.85
Stratford
1. Actual ................. a 14 16 12 29 213 a 231 10.56
2. BOB G s vieersinecnnnane a 10 12 21 R 33 197 a 231 2.00
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 10 12 18 18 48 184 a 231 4.68
4. 40%, 10% ....covniivnnnn a 10 13 20 e 33 200 a 231 5.07
Tavistock
1. Actual ................. 2 3 a .. 3 2 7 7.00
2.Full ........ccooiiiinnen e 2 3 a e 3 2 7 1.47
3. 40%, Replacement ..... e 2 3 a 1 4 2 7 3.39
4, 40%, 10% ....conennnn.. 2 3 a 3 2 7 3.69
Voorhees
1. Actual ................. a 22 18 5 23 120 19 176 .15
2. Full ...iiiineiinnnnnnnes a 22 21 8 e 29 108 20 176 1.56
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 21 19 7 14 40 100 19 176 3.62
4. 40%, 10% ..ceuvvennnee. a 22 21 8 R 29 109 20 176 3.93
Waterford
1. Actual ............oat a %g 3; ; gé }g? ;g ggg 1382
2.Full ... a ¢ R X
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 11 26 5 18 48 150 20 ggg é'lzg
4. 40%, 10% .ovvenieniinnnnn a 12 28 5 RN 33 163 22 .
Winslow
1. Actual .......oiiieen 2 27 30 24 o 54 155 74 294 11.70
2.Full ...l a 27 58 27 T 84 118 69 294 1.47
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 25 53 24 23 101 109 64 ggi ggg
4, 40%, 10% ...ovnvinann.. a 27 58 27 R 85 119 69 .
Woodlynne
1. Actual 1 24 3 e gg g&l) e ig; gg(l)
2.Full ... a 23 9 . i3 161 EARR 107 5'92
3. 40%, Replacement ..... e a 22 6 16 3 174 197 640
4. 40%, 10% ...ovveeiiinn. a 23 7 .. 0 40
C Total
g.“ x)xtgtua.l ................. $264 $972 $7,205 $2,649 PP $9,854 $18,779 $237 $28,916 ?.gg%
2. Full (. .iiiiiviiiiinnenns 81 1,018 5,633 6,077 $2léé‘.1 le},g;g %g,gg;. ggg gg,gig 4.99
. 40 Replacement ..... 93 1,006 5,848 3,560 , ) , s .
: i 40%: 10‘75 c ............ 95 1,073 6,119 4,507 N 10,626 17,547 278 28,916 5.29
-3

* Net taxes after veterans exemptions.
a Less than $500.
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CAPE MAY COUNTY
ACTUAL TAX SOURCES AND ESTIMATED SOURCES UNDER THREE ALTERNATIVES—1957
(amounts in thousands of dollars)

1. Actual tax assessed — (1957).
2. Full value, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $1,000.
3. 40% value, Business inventories and household personalty exempt, $51 million replacement, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
4. 10% Inventory, 40% other property, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
Business Taxes —————  Residential Farm Total*
MUNICIPALITY AND Class II Vacant Real Personal Replacement Property Property Net Tax
ALTERNATIVE Railroad Land Estate Property Tax Total Taxes Taxes Taxes Rate
Avalon
1. Actual ................. $68 $12 $3 315 $191 $272 7.28%
2.Full ... 50 10 8 e 18 205 272 1.70
3. 40%, Replacement 46 10 7 $21 38 189 272 3.92
4. 40%, 10% .............. 50 10 8 R 18 205 272 4.26
Cape May City
1. Actual ................. $3 43 142 28 169 423 627 9.13
2.Full .ol 1 33 125 80 o 204 395 627 2.27
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 1 32 120 53 50 222 380 627 5.45
4. 40%, 10% .....cvvvenn.. 1 34 129 63 192 408 627 5.86
Cape May Point
1. Actual ..., 8 3 a - 4 33 44 8.16
2. Full .....iiiiiiiiiinnen 4 7 1 8 33 44 2.04
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 4 6 a 3 10 31 44 4.82
4. 40%, 10% ....ciiiiinnn. 4 7 a 7 34 44 5.21
Dennis
1. Actual ................. a 5 4 5 .. 10 42 $12 65 6.54
2. Full ..., a 5 10 10 20 32 9 65 1.05
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 5 10 7 5 21 31 9 65 2.56
4. 40%, 10% ........voonn. a 5 10 8 .. 18 33 10 65 2.7%
Lower Township
1. Actual ............ ... 1 25 101 27 128 254 19 404 9.22
2. Full oo a 19 152 31 133 191 15 404 0.91
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 18 141 26 32 200 178 14 404 2.11
4. 40%, 10% ...ooviiiinnn. a 19 153 29 182 193 15 404 2.29
Middle Township
1. Actual ........co0innnn. 1 24 51 34 85 189 66 340 1
2, Full ... ol a 41 46 46 - 92 158 54 340
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 39 44 38 27 108 149
4. 40%, 10% ..coeveenaanen a 42 47 42 - 90 161

North Wildwood
1. Actual .....c.iiiiiiieens
2. FUll .vievivinnnncennnns
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4. 40%, 10% ..cveenninnnnn

Ocean
1. Actual ....ooeeiiiiaes
2. Full ...
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4, 40%, 10% .ccvvveeecnnn

Sea Isle
1. Actual .....ieieeiniennn
2. Full ..iiiiii e
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4, 40%, 10% ...oveniann-

Stone Harbor
1. Actual ......iiiieiaann
2. Full .o
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4, 40%, 10% ..occenianenn

Upper Township
1. Actual .....oeiiiieinn
2 FUll e
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4. 40%, 10% ..ocveoinanns

West Cape May
1. Actual ...
7 32 01 | I
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4, 40%, 10% ..ovorinennenns

West Wildwood
1. Actual ...
9. FUll v
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4, 40%, 10% ..ovveinennens

wildwood City
1. Actual ....iiiiiiiees
2. Full .ovniviiiieiiiin
3. 40%, Rep}acement .....
4, 40%, 10% ..cvciiiniennn

e

Lo p

O PP

O

T Net t;._xzs after veterans exemptions.

a Less than $500.

29
29
27
29

104
124
115
125

151
169
157
170

305
313
291
315

N

620
591
636

=)

11
11
11

11
17

16

Ol O W

e

194
147
169

62

1180

26
28

12

95

166
207
248
204

373
442
576
434

WD W Ulw

805

833
805

599
550
511
554

1,828
1,718
1,595
1,729

244

245

317
337
322
346

00 3000

s

779
19
779
779

2,274
2,274
2,274
2,274

328
328
328
328

360
360
360
360

154
154
154
154

1,198
1,198
1,198
1,198
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CAPE MAY COUNTY—Continued
ACTUAL TAX SOURCES AND ESTIMATED SOURCES UNDER THREE ALTERNATIVES—1957

(amounts in thousands of dollars)

;. ?ctual tax assessed — (1957).
- Full value, household bersonalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $1,000.

3. 40% value, Business inventories d
1 109 1 and household personalty exempt, $51 million repla, ’ i 00
% Inventory, 40% other property, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exgmgtz;gﬁn;,soxaetzrx;acxﬁzneg};gmptlon 3500 unchanged.

—_———

MUNICIPALITY AND Class 1T  Vac ol s, ol JF
. ant Renl arm Total*
ALTERNATIVE Railroad Land Es::te ;f;;:?f; Repl’;:;ment Total PrTo;)xeer:y PrTO;);;:y TI:;fzs I’tratx
ate
V‘;iltkvood Crest
. Actual
................. a $40 $75
2. Full ............00" 5 e A
2. 40%, Replacement ..... : g’? gg ; 38 a $342 $gg ?gg%
. 40%, 10% ......... ... a 62 72 7 $ 1"}; 33;3? i i
Woodbine " e
1. Actual
................. a 12 17
2. Full .... 5 P %
................ a 12 = p e
2. ;18:;2;, %epla.cement ..... a 12 g fg 5 gg %6 n o o0
. 40%, 10% ............ .. a 13 10 18 27 1? ig gg S
County Total - =
1. Actual ................
2.Full ...............000" $lg $§g§ %’694 e Yo WA N S0 T
il g 1649 603 2,953 4,685 98 7,507 161
3. 40%, Replacement ... 491 1,553 467 $593 2,613 4,374 93 7,507 7w
4 40%, 10% ... 3 531 1,677 532 . 2,209 4735 100 7,507 %g

* Net taxes after veterans exempti
a Less than $500. pions. o

CUMBERLAND COUNTY , !

18T

ACTUAL TAX SOURCES AND ESTIMATED SOURCES UNDER THREE ALTERNATIVES—1957
(amounts in thousands of dollars)

1. Actual tax assessed — (1957).
2. Full value, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $1,000.
3. 40% value, Business inventories and household personalty exempt, $51 million replacement, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
4. 10% Inventory, 40% other property, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
Business Taxes—————————  Residential Farm Total*
MUNICIPALITY AND Class II Vacant Real Personal Replacement Property Property Net Tax
ALTERNATIVE Railroad Land Estate Property Tax Total Taxes Taxes Taxes Rate
Bridgeton
1. Actual ................. $6 $24 $512 $174 $686 $943 a $1,612 8.70%
2. Full .....ooiiiiiiiinnne, 2 33 450 250 700 902 a 1,612 2.25
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 2 33 452 123 $127 702 906 a 1,612 5.66
4. 40%, 10% .............. 2 35 480 165 645 963 a 1,612 6.01
Commercial
1. Actual ............ ... a 10 22 24 45 67 $15 133 5.98
2.Full ...oiiiiiiii a 18 15 46 61 45 11 133 1.51
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 17 15 40 11 65 43 10 133 3.60
4, 40%, 10% ..., a 18 16 44 . 60 46 11 133 3.88
Deerfield
1. Actual ...l 3 5 6 .. 11 50 26 86 9.09
2. Full ... 2 5 7 12 46 27 86 1.41
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 2 5 4 7 16 43 26 86 3.34
4, 0%, 10% ....oiioinnn. 3 6 5 .. 11 47 28 86 3.60
Downe
1. Actual ........co0nnn. a 3 25 4 .. 30 45 23 97 8.66
2. Full ...... e : a 2 14 7 o 21 42 33 97 1.92
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 2 13 6 8 26 49 31 97 4.49
4. 40%, 10% ........oinnnn a 2 14 7 .. 20 43 33 97 4.86
Fairfield
1. Actual ............0o... a 5 10 5 15 76 41 130 10.12
2.2Full ... a 5 14 7 21 67 40 130 1.64
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 4 13 5 10 29 63 37 130 3.82
4. 40%, 10% ..., a 5 14 6 20 68 40 130 4.14
Greenwich
1. Actual ................. 1 4 3 .. 7 22 28 57 7.38
2. Full oooovviiiiiiin, 1 4 6 10 21 26 57 1.77
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 1 4 2 5 10 21 26 57 4.41
4. 40%, 10% ..oovivevrnnn 1 5 3 .. 7 22 28 57 4.70



CUMBERLAND COUNTY—Continued
ACTUAL TAX SOURCES AND ESTIMATED SOURCES UNDER THREE ALTERNATIVES—1957

(amounts in thousands of dollars)

1. Actual tax assessed — (1957).
2. Full value, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $1,000.
3. 40% value, Business inventories and household personalty exempt, §51 million replacement, veterans’ exemption $§500 unchanged.
4. 10% Inventory, 40% other property, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
— Business Taxes— ————  Residential Farm Total*
MUNICIPALITY AND Class II Vacant Real Personal Replacement Property Property Net Tax
ALTERNATIVE Railroad Land Estate Property Tax Total Taxes Taxes Taxes Rate
Hopewell )

1. Actual ................. a $3 $7 $5 $12 $62 $78 $149 7.85%
2.Full ooooiiiiiii a 3 6 5 B 12 54 82 149 1.08
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 3 6 4 $12 22 50 5 149 2.51
4. 40%, 10% .......c.o... a 3 6 5 11 55 82 149 2.72

Lawrence
1. Actual ................. a 3 7 5 12 34 32 79 6.53
— 2.Full Lo a 4 6 8 e 15 27 34 79 1.34
oo 3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 4 6 5 6 17 26 33 79 3.21
[ ] 4. 40%, 10% ....covvinnn. a 4 7 6 13 28 35 79 3.46
Maurice River

1. Actual ................. a 17 23 25 e 48 74 13 146 10.46
2. Full ....ooviiiiiie., a 38 20 27 e 47 54 8 146 1.51
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 35 19 24 12 55 51 8 146 3.51
4. 40%, 10% .....cvvnnnnn. a 38 20 27 47 55 8 146 3.81

Millville

1. Actual ................. $4 38 490 155 e 645 701 17 1,354 8.33
2.Full ..........o, 1 45 348 289 . 637 673 22 1,354 1.91
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 1 45 350 181 107 638 677 22 1,354 4.79
4. 40%, 10% ......ovvnnnn. 1 49 375 212 e 588 725 23 1,354 5.13

Shiloh

1. Actual ................. a 4 1 5 19 8 32 8.48
2. Full .. e a 2 2 4 19 9 32 1.72
3. 40%, Replacement ..... e a 2 a 3 4 19 9 32 4.27
4. 40%, 10% ....covvnnnnn. a 2 1 3 20 9 32 4.55

Stow Creek

1. Actual ................. a 1 1 3 9 40 51 7.38
2.Full oo Ce 1 2 2 e 4 10 37 51 1.65
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 1 1 2 4 7 10 35 51 3.87
4. 40%, 10% ....ovvenvnnn. R 1 2 2 Cea 3 10 37 51 4.18

7.37
41 116 118 274
Upper Deerfleld a 6 23 18 42 117 12 Fd 33

1. ActUal ..eeveneresneeess a 6 17 25 o9 44 116 111 2 56

0. FUll coveverrennnsrenenes . 6 17 5 29 124 118 .

3. 40%, Replacement ..... > 7 18 10

4. 40%, 10% . 874 1,489 304 2,647 1(;.3;

< 252 R 274 2,647 .
Vineland 3 s 623 1,069 1,221 391

) I 6 534 cees »Jo9 280 2,647 .

1. Actual .. a 111 53 209 986 1,291 647 4.10

9. FUll covuverrnnnnerveenes a 117 566 211 907 1353 303 2, .

3. 40%, Re;)lacement ----- a 123 593 314 e SIEEEE——

4 40%, 10% .vovcenrereens T 9.01%
- 678 e $2,433 $3,707 $7ﬁ $2’§i§ 1.68
County Total $14 $189  $1,755 ® 2,653 3,298 1 6848 427

1. Actual ....eoveererees 3 269 1,440 1,215 $541 2,623 3,355 712 R 453

DI 01 ) 3 271 1,470 612 o 364 3,558 57 ) .

3. 40%, Replacement ..... 3 288 1,558 806 - —

4. 40%, 10% ..eooneriiiens
”)'7Net taxes after veteran
a Less than $500.

s exemptions.
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ESSEX COUNTY
ACTUAL TAX SOURCES AND ESTIMATED SOURCES UNDER THREE ALTERNATIVES—1957

(amounts in thousands of dollars)

1. Actual tax a.ssess;d — (195‘7).
2. Full value, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $1,000.

3. 40% value, Business inventories and household personalty exempt, $51 million replacement, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged
4. 10% Inventory, 40% other property, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.

Business Taxes— —————  Residential Farm Total*
MUNICIPALITY AND Class IT Vacant Real Personal Replacement Property Property Net Tax
ALTERNATIVE Railroad Land Estate Property Tax Total Taxes Taxes Taxes Rate
Belleville
1. Actual ................. $4 $37 $1,294 $387 C. $1,681 $2,418 $4 $4,076 6.82%
2. Full ...l 1 34 973 1,288 L. 2,261 1,814 3 4,076 1.92
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 1 35 1,001 896 $322 2,219 1,866 3 4,076 4.94
4. 40%, 10% ... .. 1 37 1,057 1,059 S 2,116 1,970 3 4,076 5.22
Bloomfield
1. Actual ................. 18 46 1,868 584 Lo 2,453 3,731 3 6,122 6.73
— 2. Full ................. L 6 106 1,410 1,234 2,644 3,446 3 6,122 2.17
[0'e) 3. 40%, Replacement ..... 6 110 1,461 595 484 2,540 3,570 3 6,122 5.61
H~ 4. 40%, 10% .............. 7 116 1,540 807 TN 2,347 3,763 3 6,122 5.92
Caldwell Boro
1. Actual ................. 1 15 232 65 S 298 700 S 997 7.13
2. Full ...l a 15 204 150 e 354 638 o 997 2.33
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 15 198 98 79 375 619 PN 997 5.65
4. 40%, 10% .............. a 16 212 118 o 331 664 cee 997 6.06
Caldwell Township
1. Actual ................. 19 296 79 374 139 10 538 6.33
2, Full .................... . 11 245 129 R 375 138 17 538 1.47
3. 40%, Replacement ..... e 11 242 92 43 377 136 17 538 3.64
4. 40%, 10% .............. e 11 259 108 . 366 146 18 538 3.88
Cedar Grove
1. Actual ................. a 62 90 21 L 111 1,080 3 1,212 7.20
2. Full ...l a 66 107 49 S 155 1,016 3 1,212 2.32
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 62 100 29 96 225 956 3 1,212 5.45
4. 40%, 10% .............. a 67 109 36 144 1,034 3 1,212 5.89
East Orange
1. Actual ................. 17 86 4,476 610 S 5,086 4,197 R 9,260 7.27
2.Full ...l 7 76 3,585 2,118 . 5,703 3,573 e 9,260 2.85
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 7 76 3,567 1,447 732 5,745 3,555 Cee 9,260 7.09
4. 40%, 10% ....covviiennnn 7 81 3,799 1,717 e 5,516 3,787 - 9,260 7.55
. a 516 7.00
Essex Fells N 92 13 2 1 e a 516 2.30
1. Actual ....eieiaaniiaaen by 25 1 5 e o1 433 a 516 5.24
2. Full covvvivnnnnrnanenns 23 12 11 41 470 a 516 5.69
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a %% 13 12 o 25
4. 40%, 10% ..ovennneiiinn a
90 1,288 o 1,361 7.74
Glen Ridge 1 9 64 25 cees 11 1’260 . 1,361 2.93
1. Actual ...coveiiiiiennnn y 10 43 68 R 5 1,177 e 1361 6.85
2. Full e 9 40 51 108 19 1,275 : 1,361 7.42
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 10 44 59 o 102 ) s
4, 40%, 10% ..oovereeeenn a
3,629 3,692 e 7,265 8.58
Irvington 28 26 2,840 790 e 4016 3992 e 7,265 2.69
1. Actual ....cceenanennen o 18 1,897 2,119 e 3:273 4’ 066 o 7,265 8.31
2. Full ....oovvvirnen 11 29 2,342 357 574 , 3 4: o7t o 7,265 8.32
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 1 29 2345 923 3,26 » )
4. 40%, 10% - c--vvnviie
375 2,177 2 2,833 4.90
Livingston 333 320 55 e S 2’068 2 2,833 2.27
1. Actual S 326 308 180 - 612 1,969 2 2,833 5.39
2 Full v PN 311 293 95 224 2‘122 2 2,833 5.81
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 535 316 123 439 X
4, 40%, 10% oo SRR 3
; 645 3,245 R 3,853 7.5
j=  Maplewood 2 28 477 168 ceee 933 2'935 o 3,853 2.37
oo 1. Actual ....ieviirraianeen 1 % 380 553 e 44 3, T o 3,853 6.34
S 3 FULL . eevneaneneneenes b 28 407 27 304 7 3281 3,853 6.62
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 1 29 425 176 e 601 : e
4. 40%, 10% .o
866 2,949 e 3,895 7.24
Millburn 4 131 630 235 e 2’812 e 3,895 2.09
1. Actual ...ooiiheeieinnn 1 156 478 479 R, 251 2’631 . 3'895 1.88
L X1t | S 1 146 447 399 308 1,15 2’846 ’ 3,895 5.28
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 1 158 484 445 o 929 . e ,
4. 40%, 10% ...oeniinns
. 1,762 5,224 e 6,978 7.61
Montelair 21 B 1,495 261 e 201 4752 . 6,978 3.08
1. Actual ..oceiieraiieeenn 100 1,335 866 e 2,20 , 6.978 7.35
............ 9 551 2,433 4,541 e ,
2. Full ........ 3 96 1,276 606 ' 889 6,978 7.91
3. 40%, Re;lacement ..... 5 103 1374 712 . 2,086 4, e »
. 40%, 10% .oevevnnns
: ”/ 47,054 15,588 R 64,619 8.93
Newark 1,206 34,388 12,667 e ' ' 64,619 3.12
........... 1,131 ’ 49,946 13,719 e )
1. Actual ...... 395 811 21,167 28,778 PR ) 16179 64,619 9.19
2. FUll coiiiiie s hrss 957 24964 17,319 5,105 47,388 ,421 e 61619 933
3. 40%, Replacement ..... s 971 25,337 21,794 o 47,131 16, A

4. 40%, 10% ...ovnnnninnnn o ———

:
* Net taxes after veterans exemptions.
a Less than $500.
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] ESSEX COUNTY—Continued
ACTUAL TAX SOURCES AND ESTIMATED SOURCES UNDER THREE ALTERNATIVES—1957

(amounts in thousands of dollars)

. Actual tax assessed — (1957).

W Lo 20 =

. Full value, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $1,000.
. 40% value, Business inventories and household personalty exempt, $51 million replacement, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
. 10% Inventory, 40% other property, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.

Business Taxes Residential Farm Total*
MUNICIPALITY AND Class I Vacant Real Personal Replacement Property Property Net Tax
ALTERNATIVE Railroad Land Estate Property Tax Total Taxes Taxes Taxes Rate
North Caldwell
1. Actual .......oiiveinnn. $28 $18 $3 $21 $357 $4 $405 4.73%
2. Full ..o 46 18 6 R 24 334 4 405 1.65
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 43 16 5 $32 53 10 4 405 3.82
4. 40%, 10% ... 46 18 5 TN 23 336 4 405 4.15
Nutley
1. Actual ................. $1 42 709 185 894 2,431 1 3,290 7.37
2. Full oo a 45 429 662 R 1,091 2,200 1 3,290 2.18
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 45 428 420 260 1,108 2,194 1 3,290 5.43
4. 40%, 10% .............. a 48 456 511 . 967 2,336 1 3,290 5.78
Orange
1, Actual ............olll 15 33 1,552 350 1,902 1,965 3,869 6.99
2. Full ... 6 25 1,281 992 o 2,273 1,601 3,869 2.73
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 6 26 1,339 565 306 2,210 1,673 3,869 7.13
4. 40%, 10% ..o ... 6 27 1,408 718 e 2,126 1,758 3,869 7.50
Roseland .
1. Actual ................. a 11 54 17 71 244 22 340 6.88
A (145 ) N a 16 45 32 R 7 230 22 340 1.82
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 15 42 23 27 92 217 20 340 4.30
4. 40%, 10% ........c...... a 16 46 27 . 72 235 22 340 4.64
South Orange
1. Actual ..........00000n. 10 40 440 111 551 2,355 2,920 7.26
2. Full ...l 4 46 366 268 e 635 2,260 2,920 2.47
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 3 42 332 290 231 853 2,049 2,920 5.61
4. 40%, 10% ... 3 46 359 325 cee 685 2,216 2,920 6.06
Verona
1. Actual ................. a 44 229 51 280 1,546 1 1,826 7.75
2. Full oo a 64 187 118 ca 306 1,485 1 1,826 2.56
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 59 171 128 144 443 1,357 i 1,826 5.84
4. 40%, 10% ....cocivennnn a 63 185 149 N 334 1,464 1 1,826 6.30

West Caldwell
1. Actual
2. Full
3. 40%, Replacement
4. 40%, 10%

West Orange
1. Actual
2. Full
3. 40%, Replacement
4, 40%, 10%

County Total
1. Actual
2. Full
3. 40%, Replacement
4. 40%, 10%

o N

.................... o

$1,257
439

521
-

87 893 4 1,013
P4 & % o 94 871 4 }gig
% 59 51 80 190 784 3 1013
& 63 58 121 849 4 X
5,688
332 1,173 4,431 a ,
iggz gﬁ 613 o 1,523 4,051 a g,ggg
171 880 346 449 1,676 3,917 a 5,688
181 932 508 . 1440 4147 a .
58 .- MM A
sgr wm o osw s wmm %
' 40,736 , , 7
g’ggi gg'ggg 23.850  $10,497 73,960 57,342 g;z igg,gg_{
2467 40,780 30,390 . 71170 60,079 .

* Net taxes after veterans exemptions.

a Less than $500.

e

6.56
2.36
5.31
5.75

6.76
2.51
6.07
6.42

7.90%
2.73
7.32
7.64
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GLOUCESTER COUNTY
ACTUAL TAX SOURCES AND ESTIMATED SOURCES UNDER THREE ALTERNATIVES—1957

(amounts in thousands of dollars)

. Actual tax assessed — (1957).

GO Y =

. Full value, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $1,000.

. 40% value, Business inventories and household personalty exempt, $51 million replacement, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
. 109% Inventory, 40% other property, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.

Business Taxes—

Residential

—— — Farm Total*
MUNICIPALITY AND Class II Vacant Real Personal Replacement Property Property Net Tax
ALTERNATIVE Railroad Land Estate Property Tax Total Taxes Taxes Taxes Rate
Clayton
1. Actual ..........ooel $1 $5 $23 $19 $42 $251 $10 $287 11.30%
2. Full ..o a 5 17 55 - 72 207 11 287 2.10
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 5 17 33 $23 73 208 11 287 5.25
4. 40%, 10% ...oovveennn. a 5 18 41 . 60 221 12 287 5.59
Deptford
1. Actual .......... .00, a 54 34 41 (6] 655 94 804 12.63
2. Full ..o, a 44 64 87 e 151 508 122 804 1.75
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 42 61 62 64 187 484 116 804 4.16
4, 40%, 10% ....vviuniennnn a 45 66 73 . 139 521 125 804 4.48
East Greenwich
1. Actual .......... .. a 2 6 6 12 72 45 129 5.41
2.Full oo a 5 5 22 v 27 55 43 129 1.31
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 5 5 17 10 32 52 41 129 3.13
4. 40%, 10% ....ooiinnin, a 5 5 19 25 57 44 129 3.37
Elk
1. Actual ..........e.l a 12 5 4 9 65 41 122 9.23
2.Full L., a 11 5 13 e 18 53 41 122 1.82
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 10 5 10 10 25 50 39 122 4.29
4. 40%, 10% ..oooorennn... a 1 5 11 17 54 42 122 4.64
Franklin
1. Actual ................. a 21 16 13 29 163 88 280 12.46
2. Full c.ooviiiiiiiiiiine, a 17 15 23 e 38 140 91 280 1.40
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 15 14 20 22 56 130 84 280 3.24
4. 40%, 10% ..cviriinnnn. a 17 15 22 37 141 91 280 3.52
Glassboro
1. Actual ................. 3 18 50 52 103 449 13 553 9.59
2. Full .....ooiivinae. a 38 50 132 . 182 331 12 553 1.57
3. 40%, Replacement . . a 38 50 92 44 186 330 12 553 3.92
4. 40%, 10% ..... ... a 40 53 109 162 352 13 553 4.18
4 899 5.01
Greenwich a 2 709 112 gg}l Zﬁ 4 899 0.76
1. Actual .........cooonnnn 2 3 5713 261 . s 4 299 2.13
2. Full ..o 3 644 111 71 826 1 b 299 2,90
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 3 663 161 . 824 7
4. 40, 1000 wevvrrnareons a
R 20 73 70 159 9.45
Harrison a 1 10 10 33 55 72 159 1.58
1. Actual .....eieiinnenes 7 2% 159 4.02
a 1 31 56 73
2.Full ..o 1 7 12 N 9 e 159 4.96
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 2 7 T 13 24 5
4. 40%, 10% ovevrrvenninnn a
20 55 24 110 7.68
Logan a 14 10 10 .- %9 10 25 110 1.05
1. Actual ......oiiiienenn 8 21 . 110 2.42
a 17 35 37 23
2 FULL «vvvenvennnnnnnnens 6 7 o 9 28 110 262
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 1 8 21 . 29 40
4. 40%, 10% ..o a
19 265 23 289 8.76
Mantua a 6 8 10 208 45 289 1.45
12. _%‘ctﬁxal ................. iy 5 12 26 23 gg o7 43 289 344
S X0 | R 19 71
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a g ig 22 34 213 46 289 3
4. 40%, 10% ...oovoemnnen a ) 1268
- 517 .
Monroe 65 36 101 357 59 17 1.61
a 37 126 298 65 5
12. %‘Ctl‘lml ................. a 37 55 ,;:1; . 41 126 4 62 517 383
CFUll e 12
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 35 5’? o 118 306 67 517 4
a 38 5
4. 40%, 10% ..ovoenniieine 135 1901
National Park 10 15 3 17 }g‘é 135 211
1. Actual ........o.oioinn i 7 7 L 14 o 135 4.90
DI 0 | R R 3 7 7 11 24 1 135 533
3. 40%, Replacement ..... " 7 7 B 15 124
4. 40%, 10% «.vvreeriins
13 51 8 69 12.58
Newfield a 9 11 3 .- 45 8 69 1.83
1. Actual ..........ceenee > 1 10 6 .. 16 “ 3 69 1.41
O UL «vvneeeineaee 1 10 3 5 18 b 69 4.73
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 2 1 4 - 15 47
4. 40%, 10% «.ooonoiiiiss a
411 532 9.52
Paulsboro a 8 105 33 . 138 3 532 1.92
1. Actual ...o.eiiiiiieanns 2 s 78 103 .. 181 35217 532 4.45
DI 0 ) N 7 7 95 42 209 3 532 4.83
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 8 8 104 . 182 355
4. 40%, 10% ... a

a Less than $500.

7" Net taxes after veterans exemptions.




GLOUCESTER COUNTY—Continued
ACTUAL TAX SOURCES AND ESTIMATED SOURCES UNDER THREE ALTERNATIVES—1957

(amounts in thousands of dollars)

1. Actual tax assessed — (1957). R
2. Full value, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $1,000.
3. 40% value, Business inventories and household personalty exempt, $51 million replacement, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.

4. 10% Inventory, 40% other property, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.

——————Business Taxes— —  Residential Farm Total*
MUNICIPALITY AND Class II Vacant Real Personal Replacement Property Property Net Tax
ALTERNATIVE Railroad Land Estate Property Tax Total Taxes Taxes Taxes Rate

Pitman
1. Actual ............0.... a $16 $103 $28 $131 $538 $650 9.11%
2.Full ..o a 15 69 90 . 159 491 e 650 1.93
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 16 74 2 $51 127 527 e 650 5.17
4. 40%, 10% ..everieninnn a 17 7 27 104 550 650 5.40

South Harrison
1. Actual ........coovnnnn a 2 a a 8 $45 54 10.40

—_ 2.Full ..o e 4 a a 6 46 54 1.76
) 3. 40%, Replacement ..... 3 a 4 4 5 42 54 4.06
jen) 4. 40%, 10% -vovirinieinn 4 a a 6 46 54 4.41

Swedesboro
1. Actual .........c.oinnnnn a 1 45 36 18(1’ 73 1 153 6.49
2.Full oo a a 29 81 e 1 42 1 153 0.94
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 1 51 16 12 79 74 1 153 4.12
4, 40%, 10% ..voviiinnnnn a 1 45 42 87 66 1 153 3.65

Washington
1. Actual e 50 8 5 e 12 98 9 162 7.25
2. Full .o e 47 9 12 . 21 82 14 162 1.21
3. 40%, Replacement ..... U 47 9 a 13 22 82 14 162 3.02
4. 40%, 10% ..ovviriinnnnn cees 50 10 4 R 13 87 15 162 3.22

Wenonah
1. Actual ............0000s
2.Full coveiiiiiiiiiiein,

3. 40%, Replacement .....
4. 40%, 10% ..ooviiininnn.

West Deptford

1. Actual ............. ...
2. Full oot
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4. 40%, 10% . ..eieiiniannn

S———

Westville 1 9 39 16 e 2 291 1.74
Lodotmal e a 8 P o 23 o4 198 o1 42
3 4(#%, 'I't;a.p.lé.cement ..... a 88 gg 0 79 212 291 .

4, 40%, 10% . .oooveeiine a 1039 857
382 RN ’ .

Woodbury City o s 16 269 110 PPN 332 gis o 1,039 1.61
L Actual .oooooooeeeere - 5 172 3;2 . e B2 e 1,039 4,12
3 ot Replacement .. .. a 15 176 263 449 594 1,039 4.36
A 40%, 10% —wevneeeeeeees a 16 186

’ ’ 7.64

Woodbury Heights a a 6 8 ;% Fg i g‘é 1.30
FAchian T A T DT
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 8:;. 6 18 e 3 66 1 '

4. 40%, 10% .oooiiiii a 8.07
ich 5 . 23 18 87 127 o
‘Woolwic L a a 18 oo - 54 14 59 127 2.0
AR TR a a 3¢ 20 55 11 59 w501
— 3. 40%, .I.{éi)iéa.cement ----- a g‘ gg 15 e 51 15 - 63 ﬂ :
© 4. 40%, 10T «ovoevnreeios 2 o .
- 447 8.41%
. 2,664 $5,229 $670 %,

County Total $0 $306  $2,033 630 .- 0 Taaie 734 8447 140

ZEal ; 2 o Y03 $667 3284 4306 11 gar 3.6
CFUl e s , X 447 -
3. 40%, Replacement ..... % gi‘;’ 1,768 1,182 2,950 4,578 763 8, 8

4. 40%, 30% ..oooieniiinn

-

* Net taxes after veterans exemptions.
a Less than $500.

N
[ —
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ACTUAL TAX SOURCES AND ESTIMATED SOURCES

HUDSON COUNTY

(amounts in thousands of dollars)

UNDER THREE

ALTERNATIVES—1957

1. Actual tax assessed — (1957).
2. Full value, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $1,000.
3. 40% value, Business inventories and household personalty exempt, $51 million replacement, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
4. 10% Inventory, 40% other property, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
/——————— Business Taxes———————  Residential Farm Total* |
MUNICIPALITY AND Class II Vacant Real Personal Replacement Property Property Net Tax §
ALTERNATIVE Railroad Land Estate Property Tax Total Taxes Taxes Taxes Rate !
{
Bayonne i
1. Actual ................. $105 $189 $6,495 $1,529 $8,024 $2,857 $11,089 7.94%
2.Full ...l 40 82 3,162 4,778 e 7,940 3,093 11,089 3.02
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 47 96 3,718 2,810 3876 7,404 3,637 11,089 8.89
4. 40%, 10% ...ovoii.. 48 98 3,777 3,568 . 7,345 3,695 11,089 9.03
East Newark
1. Actual ................. 4 104 125 228 61 292 6.51
— 2. Full ...viiiiviiniiinnn, 3 46 199 R 245 45 292 1.44
© 3. 40%, Replacement ..... 3 48 172 23 243 46 292 3.73
Do 4. 40%, 10% ..oovoninn.. .. 3 50 190 241 49 292 3.92
Guttenburg
1. Actual ................ 27 222 62 285 187 493 7.90
2.Full ... R 15 163 154 e 317 165 493 2.70
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 17 178 84 39 301 180 493 7.39
4. 40%, 10% .....coiinnnnn 17 185 109 294 187 493 7.67
Harrison
1. Actual .......covennn. 48 17 1,139 635 1,775 234 2,068 5.16
2. Full ...l 12 6 512 1,371 R 1,883 171 2,068 1.28
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 16 8 683 975 163 1,822 228 2,068 4.27
4, 40%, 10% ..ovenvennnn. 15 7 667 1,161 PN 1,827 222 2,068 4.17
Hoboken
1. Actual ................. 681 145 4,586 904 5,490 798 7,093 8.86
2. Full ... 342 87 2,454 3,335 RN 5,790 895 7,093 4.45
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 413 105 2,958 2,010 560 5,529 1,079 7,093 13,42
4, 0%, 10% .............. 416 106 2,983 2,533 5,516 1,088 7,093 13,53
Jersey City
1. Actual ................. 8,195 1,182 18,940 5,325 24,265 9,027 42,391 8.67
2.Full ... 4,030 743 11,586 15,449 e 217,035 10,856 42,391 4.26
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 4,547 838 13,074 8,717 3,349 25,139 12,251 42,391 12.02
4. 40%, 10% ... ..o 4,676 862 13,445 11,205 . 24,650 12,599 42,391 12.37

Kearny

3 166 95 2,559
1
3 ‘%ﬁtﬁla. ................... 36 gg ﬂgg
3. 40%, Replacement ..... ig T 1487
4 40%, 10%0 «evvrereenioe .
North Bergen 138
......... 72 301 3,
5 %ﬁtﬁm ................. 27 182 ll.ggg
. Full ..... 2 :
3. 40%, Replacement .....
o 40, 10% weeeeeeeeee 28 188 1,743
S?lca_}klg&fal 52 161 igg
5 TULL o veeoeeanneesnnennns 11 124 151
3. 40%, Replacement ..... :ﬁ gg b
4. 40%, 10% ..ooneeeriinn
Union City 9 s 4,003
Y %ﬁtﬁla] ''''''''''''''''''''''''''''' 1 38 2,612
3: 40%, Replacement i gg %:g‘l
= 4. 40%, 10% ..ooereoeeeens

[Yo)

@ “{leekigllgn .............. 1,022 86 501
0 FOUIL . oevnneaneneeennenes 555 52 g;l
3: 40%, Replacement ..... 563 g?é s
4. 40%, 10% ...o-vn-- s 59

West New York 0048
719 87 s
P> (P
%2'. %‘fxtﬁl .................... 314 ﬁ g,ggg
3. 40%, Replacement ....... 341 1 2,2 ¢
4. 40%, 10% . .c.ceeeiiien - 353 e ,
Eounty o 11,061 $2,351 $44,913
12. %(:Itﬁlal .......................... $ 5:367 3% gg’ggg
" 10%, Replacem £ 6,011 1,567 \
Y ig'f;i’,’ %eqpolacemen ....... 6,192 1621 . 29,798

S E—
+ Net taxes after veterans exemptions.
a Less than $500.

1,056
3,086
1,997
2,461

409
1,838
1,491
1,674

82
126
87
102

773
2,251
2,027
2,306

120
472
240
318

549
1,607
872
1,132

$11,570
34,665
21,482
26,759

3,615
R 4,239
426 3,910
e 3,929
3,547
3,524
3,589
3,417

269

e 277
67 298
.. 257

4,866
e 4,870
537 4,990
e 4,880
621
e 899
191 866
e 1
3,498
. 3,641
411 3,489
. 3,423

[ S—

$56,483
60,658

$7,116 57,581

56,556

1,930
1,939
1,797
1,906

705
930
946
1,000

941
1,244
1,350
1,402

$20,772
23,128
25,517
26,322

. 5,393
o 5,393
5,393
5,393

5,969
5,969
5,969
5,969

29 853
24 853
23 853
25 853

6,801
6,801
6,801
6,801

2,424
2,424
2,424
2,424

5,207
5,207
5,207
5,207

$29

e

$90,073
24 90,073
23 90,073
25 90,073

S

8.25%
3.30
8.82
9.57
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HUNTERDON COUNTY
ACTUAL TAX SOURCES AND ESTIMATED SOURCES UNDER THREE ALTERNATIVES—1957
(amounts in thousands of dollars)

. Actual tax assessed — (1957).

LR

. Full value, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $1,000.
(A

40% value, Business inventories and household personalty exempt, $51 million replacement, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged
. 10% Inventory, 40% other property, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.

MUNICIPALITY AND Class II

Business Taxes — —— ————

—— Residential Farm Total*
Vacant Real Personal Replacement Property Property Net Tax
ALTERNATIVE * Railroad Land Estate Property Tax Total Taxes Taxes Taxes Rate
Alexandria
1. Actual ................. a $3 $8 $5 $13 $49 $80 $140 11.41%
2.Full ... a 6 9 8 o 17 47 72 140 2.24
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 6 8 3 $11 23 45 69 140 5.35
4. 40%, 10% ... a 6 9 5 o 14 48 74 140 5.75
Bethlehem
1. Actual ................. a 4 12 4 S 16 40 32 90 8.52
2. Full ... a 7 11 5 o 17 35 32 90 1.56
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 7 11 3 1 21 34 30 90 3.70
4, 40%, 10% ..ocvviiinnnnnn a 7 12 4 . 15 36 32 90 3.99
Bloomsbury
1. Actual ................. $1 a 5 4 .. 9 36 3 46 7.40
2.Full ... a 1 5 6 S 11 33 3 46 1.43
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 1 5 1 4 10 34 3 46 3.69
4. 40%, 10% .....viiiinnnn a 1 5 3 o 8 36 3 46 3.90
Califon
1. Actual ................. a 1 9 6 . 15 42 1 56 9.89
2.Full ..o a a 9 8 . 17 39 1 56 1.68
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a a 9 4 4 17 38 1 56 4.16
4. 40%, 10% .....vviiinnnn a a 10 5 .. 15 41 1 56 4.44
Clinton Town
1. Actual ................. a 3 32 13 .. 45 65 4 115 8.08
2.Full oo a 5 28 21 S 49 57 5 115 1.60
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 5 29 8 9 46 59 6 115 4.17
4. 40%, 10% .....cvevnennn a 6 30 12 .. 43 62 [ 115 4.39
Clinton Township
1. Actual ................. 1 4 28 14 42 166 83 286 9.81
2. Full ...l a 5 44 19 . 64 164 56 286 1.70
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 5 42 13 23 78 154 53 286 3.99
4. 40%, 10% ...cvivennnnann a 5 45 16 e 4.32

Delaware
1. Actual ....oeeeoiiiiie
2 FUIl ovennenerrme s
3. 409%, Replacement .....
4. 40%, 10% «ooveeiii

East Amwell
1. Actual ......oeeeiieee
9. FUll venvenemomemses
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4. 40%, 10% ..ooenieiiii

Flemington
1. Actual ...
9. FUll oovvnvenrnmemeneees
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4. 40%, 10T .ovneeiiiitt

Franklin
1. Actual ..o
9, FULL o.vineer
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4, 40%, 10% «.ovrviiriitt

Frenchtown
1. Actual ......eeeiiie
O FUll oo
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4. 40%, 10% ..ceoneiiie

Glen Gardner
1. Actual ....eeeemirirs
9. FUll L.
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4. 40%, 10% ..owocoiiiiitt

Hampton
1. Actual ....eeserieene
2 FUull ooovvenrne
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4. 40%, 10% . .oeeveiiiott

High Bridge
1. Actual ......oieeeii
9, FUll o.vvneermes e
3. 40%, Replacement ....-
4. 40%, 10% . .-ocooeiie
I
*+ Net taxes after veterans ex
a Less than $500.

®
pppy PEPp OEEP pppm PPPR PP

e PO

emptions.

> [FERJCRCE R
(SIS [ [SURGURCLRE L ol Ctw o X =2 %=
T

R

\

22
61
57
61

38
45

45

119
116
121
127

G0 L0

18
19

29

10

16

166

173

86

196
169
175
184

W www

[SURSLRIUEL)

CLU R W

223
223
223
223

241
241
241
241

362
362
362
362

160
160
160
160

121
121
121
121

197
197
197
197

12.50

3.90

11.16
2.22
6.29
6.46

10.99
1.95
4.62
4.99

8.64

5.17
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HUNTERDON COUNTY—Conti
ACTUA ontinued
L TAX SOURCES AND ESTIMATED SOURCES UNDER THREE ALTERNATIVES—1957

(amounts in thousands of dollars)

1. Actual tax assess;d — (1937).

2. Full value, household
, ersonal ’ i
3. 40% value, Business ingentoriist};:(;{eernpt, ol personalty maomut. 351

4. 10% Inventory, 40% other property,

household personalty exempt, veterans’ exXemption $500 unchanged.

ousehold personalty exempt, $51 million replacement, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged

Total*

MUNICIPALITY AND Cl. ———————Business Taxes § 5
ALTERNATI assII  Vacant Real P T Bgsldential L Famm
CERRNETET ARG I Sml Bmen e a0 ERDOTRRY 2N M
Holland N axes Rate
1. Actual ......
2. Full . ..enn a & $23 $10 33 1
3. 40%, Replacement .. ... a $1 24 10 $34 $f ¥ia i ooy
4. 40%, 10% ..orvenn.. .. . ! 23 8 $4 35 1 13 % o5
L 40%, 10% o a 1 5 5 s » 13 66 0.90
Kingwood v 20 u 66 0.94
1. Actual .......
2. Full ... a 2 1 7 21 50
3. 40%, Replacement ..... : : 12 8 19 47 igg 1 EY-
4. 80%, 10% .oeeereeerit.] a K 12 g " 30 44 96 2 366
Lambertville ! " 1 8 104 12 397
1. Actual ..........
2 Tl .. s 2 78 3 w1 a 2 8
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 38 66 123 138 o
4 400, 109 1 4 71 1 21 93 in a 259 2.05
.............. 1 4 72 o1 93 a 259 6.35
Lebanon Boro 1 & 259 6.36
1. Actual
................ a 1 16
2. Full .... 9 25 39
................ a 5
Z- 2835, %epls.cement ..... a i %g lg 5 27 35 5 g'; ?Zg
i oy 10% v.viiiiinn.... a 1 17 7 2’57 35 5 67 3.44
Libs.t:on Township 5 5 67 3.68
. Actual ...l
2 Bl ..o a : b by 30 99 55 182
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 15 15 Iy 30 87 En
4. 40%, 10% iy 8 14 13 14 41 81 o b e
T e SR e a 6 15 14 o 29 57 182 3.34
Milford 88 62 182 3.62
1. Actual ...........
2 Full ... : 2 83 64 147
3. 40%, Replacement ..... iy 1 66 84 150 gi a 11 ooy
4. 40%, 10% .ooveonnenin, a 1 65 72 14 151 24 by s 9-97
............ a 1 70 80 o 149 25 : %;g 3.37
.53

L6T

Raritan Townshi
1. Actual ..... p ........... a 9 8 45 RPN 123
2. Full .o a 11 55 64 RN 119
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 11 53 40 32 125
4. 40%, 10% .oenereeins a 12 57 49 106
Rga‘k?:gltlg? ................. 1 18 72 17 e 90
9, Full ... a 22 61 18 e 79
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 21 57 11 39 107
4. 40%, 10% ooevereneires a 22 61 13 Cee 75
§ kton
Stf.c Atctual ................. a a 5 2 .. 7
2. FUll e a 1 6 4 R 10
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 1 6 1 3 9
4. 40%, 10% oeennnereenns a 1 6 2 o 8
Tiwf(ﬁl\l;g ................. e 11 11 6 N 16
9. Full voveveinremronenes 12 10 6 17
3. 40%, Replacement ..... e 12 10 2 20 32
4. 40%, 10% «.ovrrveren .. 13 11 4 e 14
Ulll.mXctual ................. a 3 10 4 14
2. Full ...cvviniiemenenes a 7 8 6 i 14
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 7 8 a 11 19
4, 40%, 10% .....ovet a 7 8 2 10
S i NS a 6 m s 8
2. Full .o a 6 23 K 30
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 6 22 4 12 38
4. 40%, 10% «ovevevveeeens a 6 23 5 R 28
T 1
C‘iw}tgtua(;m. ................ $13 $94 $814 $386 ... $1,199
DI 00 ) 3 126 755 550 L 1,305
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 3 122 756 289 $356 1,401
4. 480%, 10% ..oeveieninnnnn 3 131 802 380 e 1,182

* Net taxes after veterans exemptions.
a Less than $500.

169 117 410
168 114 410
165 112 410
176 120 410
9258 155 499
212 192 499
108 180 499
215 194 499
26 2 32
22 1 82
22 2 32
23 2 32
126 106 251
117 107 251
110 100 251
119 108 251
63 63 141
55 67 141
52 64 141
56 69 141
A7 56 153
58 61 153
54 57 153
58 61 153
$2,150  $1,218  §$4,531
1,931 1,214 4,531
1,918 1,148 4,531
2,041 1,238 4,531

7.99
1.41
3.46
3.70

11.16
1.47
3.45
3.73

10.25
2.02
5.20
5.50

11.72
1.59
3.72
4.03

10.49

4.99

3.89




MERCER COUNTY
ACTUAL TAX SOURCES AND ESTIMATED SOURCES UNDER THREE ALTERNATIVES—1957
(amounts in thousands of dollars)

1. Actual tax assessed — (1957).

2. Full value, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption §$1,000.
3. 40% value, Business inventories and household personalty exempt, $51 million replacement, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.

4. 10% Inventory, 40% other property, household personalty exempt, veterans’

exemption $500 unchanged.

— Business Taxes Residential Farm Total*
MUNICIPALITY AND Class IT Vacant Real Personal Replacement Property Property Net Tax
ALTERNATIVE Railroad Land Estate Property Tax Total Taxes Taxes Taxes Rate
East Windsor
1. Actual ................. a $2 $51 $17 $68 $50 $67 $184 7.49%
2. Full .................... a 3 38 27 R 65 39 79 184 1.64
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 3 38 13 $15 65 42 80 184 4.10
4. 40%, 10% .............. a 3 40 17 B 58 41 85 184 4.36
Ewing
1. Actual ................. $8 77 588 442 1,030 1,167 68 2,279 7.31
— 2. Full ................... 1 93 758 696 - 1,454 708 43 2,279 1.05
e} 3. 40%, Replacement ..... 1 99 806 420 180 1,407 812 45 2,279 2.80
[0e] 4. 40%, 10% ....vvveiinnn. 1 103 843 523 e 1,367 788 47 2,279 2.92
Hamilton Township
1. Actual ................. 18 97 1,049 407 1,456 3,411 98 4,852 7.89
2.Full ..., 4 112 615 1,601 o 2,216 2,527 91 4,852 1.68
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 4 123 677 916 383 1,977 2,997 100 4,852 4.64
4. 40%, 10% .............. 4 128 702 1,169 e 1,871 2,884 103 4,852 4.81
Hightstown
1. Actual ................. 2 3 98 45 143 257 a 393 9.07
2.Full ... a 5 88 78 R 166 227 a 393 2.06
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 5 99 11 31 141 273 a 393 5.76
4. 40%, 10% .............. a 5 102 31 S 133 261 a 393 5.95
Hopewell Boro
1. Actual ................. 1 1 22 21 43 124 3 168 8.64
2.Full ...l a 1 8 36 e 44 122 3 168 1.95
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 1 8 25 13 46 130 3 168 4.81
4. 40%, 10% .............. a 1 8 29 37 128 3 168 5.13
Hopewell Township
1. Actual .............. ... a 59 31 62 93 457 302 882 13.10
2.Full ... o a 97 25 70 R 95 373 326 882 1.95
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 97 25 70 95 403 327 882 4.90
4. 40%, 10% .............. a 103 27 19 46 398 347 882 5.21
49 1,274 8.36
Lawrence 1 80 231 136 2‘7‘; 2%3 65 1,274 1.60
1. Actual ......eivierennen by 214 176 196 vees on 649 62 1,274 3.79
P50 | B a 202 166 158 101 a%8 050 66 1,274 4.09
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 218 179 178 .
4. 40%, 10% ~.oreneieiee & 12.32
40 260 9 309 g
Pennington 2 10 30 11 16 550 8 309 2.48
1. Actual .....oeihieiaeens : 8 30 16 A s 249 8 309 5.73
9 TUIL ©eveenerneeninnares 2 8 28 15 24 o 251 8 309 6.22
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a g 30 16 ..
4. 40%, 10% ... 10 a3 1,376 5.86
Princeton Boro 3 39 395 83 551 791 1,376 1.78
1. Actual ....ovvieeeenenns T 38 360 191 8 768 1,376 4.31
2 FULL ovverereanneanennn 1 a7 349 120 109 250 821 1,376 4.62
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 1 40 374 146 o
4. 40%, 10% ... 81 1146 27 1,355 1.95
Princeton Township 1 105 50 31 297 1004 24 1,355 1.52
1. Actual ....ociieeoeininn 1 107 45 182 295 1'008 o4 1,355 3.82
2. Full oo 1 107 45 73 107 155 1’071 2 1,355 4.05
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 1 114 48 107 :
4, 40%, 10% ..o
2,241 7,976 6,685 nee e
Trenton 5,735 , ) 1 14,653 -
B 1 Actual .eeoooeeeeseniens 1 o 3,461 2,241 8755 S 14,653 7.93
NG O UL «veeerine e i 135 3,801 3,020 1,158 1009 ¢ 818 14,653 8.16
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 0o 129 4,007 3,865 e 7, )
4, 40%, 10% ..ot 7
Washington a 6 30 9 50 37 72 165 1.38
1. Actual ... i a 6 37 13 e 55 38 70 165 3.32
2. FUll L 8 35 7 13 28 75 165 3.57
3. 40%, Replacement ..... Z b 38 9 47
L 40%, 10% .o
¢ 7 311 136 80 545 6.03
West Windsor 19 5 233 i 390 137 81 545 1.38
1. Actual ... 4 6 186 134 - s01 161 88 545 3.76
I ) ) E 5 6 202 56 43 1 155 92 545 3.91
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 5 6 210 81 2 — -
4. 40%, W% .....-- e R $28,433 6.66%
_— 1 777 ) : °
County Total $213 $543 $8,544 $3,582 $ﬁ‘§%§ $$’%4€; $792 28,433 2.01
1. ACLUAL +vvoevrareearennn 75 209 5,827 8,534 et 13736 806 28,433 5.37
2. Full ..o 20 829 6,369 4,834 $2,246 ’801 14’306 853 28,433 5.61
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 83 875 6,609 6,192 e 12,800 18,99 T ™ o
4. 40%, 0% cevrenieeiinns - -

. Net taxes after veterans exemptions.
a Less than $500.




ACTUA MIDDLESEX COUNTY
L TAX SOURCES AND ESTIMATED SOURCES UNDER THREE ALTERNATIVES—1957

(amounts in thousands of dollars)

L Actual tax assessed — (1957).
3 307 value, Busincas iventoriss an mobenaeans exemption SO0
3. 40% value, ries and household personalty exempt, $51 million replacement, ’ i
% ntory, 40% other property, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exen?ption $I5100 v:;ii?;lsg;lxempuon 00 umehanged

Business Taxes.

———  Residential Farm Total*

MUNICIPALITY AND Class II " Real
ALTERNATIVE i Vacant Real Personal Replacement Propert
Railroad Land Estate Property Tax Total l"Iofxe;sy P?f::zy ‘I‘Iiigs I’{r;,lii
Carteret
1. Actual
................. 3 $49 1
2. Full $ $1,151 $410 $1,561 $764 2,282 1
.................... : - ) 4,
3. 40%, Replacement ..... ? g% sea go64 S 1,327 915 A $2.282 22;%
4. 40%, 10% .............. 1 83 788 234 $180 1,165 1,078 o 2,282 6.52
Cranbury e 1,147 1,095 e 2,282 6.63
%. Actual ................. a 4 57 17
ro CFRull L a s T4 109 379 262 11.24
[ 3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 2 28 i o 82 86 91 262 2.05
S 4.40%, 10% .............. a 2 . 2 21 o1 81 86 262 487
Dunellen e 8 88 93 262 5.25
1. Actual .... 10
............. 11 165 84
2FUll oo 249 - 456 695
3. 40%, Replacement .... 2 10 115 150 R 265 429 . 6 e
’ . 2 11 123 58 95 1.95
4. 40%, 10% ...oeuneennn.. 2 1 128 87 % 236 461 S 695  5.22
East Brunswick T 216 481 sene 695 5.45
1. Actual .... 1
.............. 96 102 74
2.Full oo R 176 1,143 63 1,31
3. 40%, Replacement ... .. by 150 92 110 . 202 881 98 T
a 169 87 90 104 ,317 1.77
4. 40%, 10% ooovreinnainn. a 183 04 101 281 827 92 1,317 4.16
Edison s 195 896 100 1,317 4.50
1. Actual ............... 13 138
2 Full ..oeoinnii 2 944 196 1,141 1,837 7 2,998
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 129 o1l 388 iy 1,358 1,553 6 PR e
2 124 928 278 ,998 1.26
4. 40%, 10% .......... 3 237 1,443 1,484 6 2. 998
PN 133 999 324 e 1.324 1’598 » 3.01
Helmetta ’ ) 6 2,998 3.25
1. Actual .................
2 Full e a . 2 23 45 18 63 5.05
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 1 21 3¢ e 50 12 e 63 0.70
4. 40%, 10% ..onnieennnn... u i 20 5 46 16 L 63 2.35
19 28 e 48 15 oo 63 213
Highland Park
1, Actual ... 1 37 271 56 e 327 808 3 1,149 9.03
2. Full ovviiiiii a 34 159 143 e 302 822 4 1,149 2.17
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 33 153 94 91 338 790 3 1,149 5.22
4. 40%, 10% ..cvvcvvnnnvnns a 35 165 112 s 277 849 4 1,149 5.61
Jamesburg
1, Actual ......coievenen 1 7 15 15 30 171 cae 196 14.82
2. Full ...oiiiiieiiiiiinae a 23 17 26 43 134 R 196 2.41
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 23 17 10 15 43 135 R 196 6.10
4, 0%, 10% +eveoriiereenn a 25 18 15 cees 33 143 e 196 6.47
Madison
1. Actual .....cviiiiiinnnn 4 130 105 14 Ceee 119 685 121 983 8.44
2. Full ..o 1 206 90 27 e 118 561 125 983 1.52
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 1 192 84 23 8 185 521 116 983 3.53
4. 40%, 10% +.ovvneeennnnn 1 208 91 26 N 117 566 126 983 3.84
Metuchen
1. Actual ..e.ovniinrnnennes 31 28 203 126 e 329 1,245 e 1,556 12.52
2. Full ... 6 36 145 244 e 389 1,153 e 1,556 2.27
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 5 35 139 184 123 446 1,104 . 1,556 5.43
4. 40%, 10% ..oeoeenninnnn 6 37 149 211 e 361 1,188 e 1,556 5.85
) Middlesex
S 1. Actual ..veoveeeeneinens 1 23 198 107 e 305 654 2 929  10.65
=t 2. Full ....ovviinnnennnnn- a 44 72 223 cees 296 610 2 929 2.07
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 46 75 125 73 274 636 2 929 5.41
4. 40%, 10% .covevireiannn a 48 79 160 e 240 669 2 929 5.69
Milltown
1. Actual .. ..oivieeiiiens 1 6 68 22 e 91 286 1 365 8.37
2.Full ... a 9 64 41 e 104 257 1 365 1.42
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 9 61 25 29 115 248 1 365 3.44
4. 40%, 10% ...cvvvnriannn a 10 66 31 Cees 97 266 1 365 3.69
Monroe
1. Actual ........ccovnnnnn 1 24 31 14 s 45 122 133 314 9.34
2. Full c.ooiiiiieiienen a 20 29 23 RN 52 105 139 314 1.42
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 19 28 17 25 69 99 131 314 3.33
4. 40%, 10% .....ocnvvenn a 21 30 19 e 49 107 142 314 3.60
New Brunswick
1. Actual ........ccienn 34 75 1,844 648 e 2,493 1,522 R 4,077 7.02
2. Full ....ovniiiiiiin 9 63 1,201 1,417 . 2,619 1,413 e 4,077 1.94
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 10 66 1,269 953 322 2,544 1,492 RN 4,077 5.12
4. 40%, 10% ~.covvniinnnnn- 10 69 1,329 1,141 e 2,470 1,563 e 4,077 5.37

8 Less than $500.
* Net taxes after veterans exemptions.




MIDDLESEX COUNTY—Continued
ACTUAL TAX SOURCES AND ESTIMATED SOURCES UNDER THREE ALTERNATIVES—1957

(amounts in thousands of dollars)

1. Actual tax assessed — (1957).

2. Full value, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $1,000.

3. 409% value, Business inventories and household personalty exempt, $51 million replacement, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
4. 10% Inventory, 40% other property, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.

———————Business Taxes —— Residential Farm Total*
MUNICIPALITY AND Class II Vacant Real Personal Replacement Property Property Net Tax
ALTERNATIVE Railroad Land Estate Property Tax Total Taxes Taxes Taxes Rate
North Brunswick
1. Actual ................. 39 $43 $590 $246 $835 $394 $14 $1,275 7.33%
2. Full ... L 1 71 448 411 e 859 323 27 1,275 1.15
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 1 73 461 286 $101 848 333 28 1,275 2.96
4. 40%, 10% .....oovnnnn. 2 7 486 338 e 824 351 30 1,275 3.13

Perth Amboy

1. Actual ................. 121 40 2,743 933 . 3,677 1,946 VN 5,725 9.02
') 2. Full ... 30 30 1,502 2,424 o 3,925 1,769 B 5,725 2.21
S 3. 40%, Replacement ..... 44 45 2,209 427 452 3,088 2,602 R 5,725 8.12
DD 4. 40%, 10% ..ovvnn.n e 41 42 2,088 1,145 S 3,233 2,459 . 5,725 7.68

Piscataway
1. Actual ................. a 98 176 237 e 413 971 26 1,456 7.96
2.Full ...l a T 135 456 A 591 742 64 1,456 1.44
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a T2 126 411 115 652 694 60 1,456 3.36
4. 40%, 10% ...vvvrvvennn. a 78 137 449 586 751 65 1,456 3.64
Plainsboro
1. Actual ................. ~a 1 18 16 S 34 23 46 104 4.79
2. Full ............oooo.. a 1 16 24 e 41 20 43 104 0.66
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 1 18 9 8 35 22 47 104 1.79
4, 40%, 10% .............. a 1 19 14 A 33 22 48 104 1.86
Sayreville "
1. Actual ................. 7 63 1,041 108 Co 1,149 725 a 1,864 6.09 :
2.Full ... 1 80 940 205 co 1,145 665 a 1,864 1.09
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 1 82 962 26 147 1,135 681 a 1,864 2.78
4. 40%, 10% ....coviennnn. 1 87 1,018 76 C 1,094 720 a 1,864 2.94
South Amboy
1. Actual ................. 132 10 72 31 Co 103 311 S 538 8.37
2.Full ..o 28 11 66 70 S 136 370 o 538 1.79
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 26 10 62 59 42 163 347 . 538 4.20
4. 40%, 10% ..oviiiinnnn. 29 11 67 65 ce 132 375 A 538 4.55

South Brunswick 167 156 491 8.77
1. Actual ........iiiennn 22 20 103 63 S 166 - 129 e} 1.42

24 T4 109 e 183
2. Full ...l '4 26 39 196 149 124 491 3.42
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 3 23 71 o 174 160 133 491 3.67
4, 40%, 10% ..vvrrineeennn 4 25 76 EE

South Plainfield 4 1,129 1 1,639 4.72
1. Actual ...ieiiiiiiiiian. 5 82 232 %zég s Sgg 729 1 1,639 1.44
2. FUll e 2 56 111 Ta8 129 144 1,157 2 1,639 5.72
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 2 89 177 538 1066 1 1,639 5.27
4, 40%, 10% ...oiiiiennnn. 2 82 163 376 Lo )

South River 654 1 929 10.99
1. Actual ... a 38 201 1;3 o ggg 630 1 029 178
2. FUIl oo a 30 166 s 325 591 1 929 4.32
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 29 161 90 281 aaa 1 929 464
4, 40%, 10% ....ovvvivnnn a 31 173 108 Cee

Spotswood 84 237 a 322 11.78
1. Actual ...l 14 14 55 ig ceee 09 214 1 399 1.76
2 0FUll Lo 2 15 52 42 o5 116 199 1 322 4.10
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 2 14 48 46 98 216 1 322 4.45

B 4, 40%, 10% ..vvvreeonnnn 2 15 52

S Woodbridge 2,100 3,518 5 5,582 11.74

1 Actual = 208 LB o 1,722 3,678 5 ssg2 1T
2. FUll Lo ’ 084 5 5,582 4.7
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 34 305 820 1’{(6) 441 i.;?éz 2,151 ° 5 582 405
4 40%, 10% «evvrrrrerenns 36 318 854 4 ’ ’ S

County Total 19,893 629 $37,110 8.64%
IoActual oo sz S e s SR AT E T W w0 16
L tiasemen £ 157 1o Bex 3856  $2,932 15,715 19,732 04 37110 454

. , Replacement ..... , g ’ ' 31, .
i, ig;/?,, 1(;371)0 .............. 140 1,636 9,144 5,765 Co 14,909 20,431 758 e

* Net taxes after veterans exemptions.
a Less than $500.



MONMOUTH COUNTY
ACTUAL TAX SOURCES AND ESTIMATED SOURCES UNDER THREE ALTERNATIVES-—1957
(amounts in thousands of dollars)

1. Actual tax assessed — (1957). - -
2. Full value, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $1,000.
3. 40% value, Business inventories and household personalty exempt, $51 million replacement, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
4. 10% Inventory, 40% other property, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
— —— —Business Taxes————————  Residential Farm Total*
MUNICIPALITY AND Class II Vacant Real Personal Replacement Property Property Net Tax
ALTERNATIVE Railroad Land Estate Property Tax Total Taxes Taxes Taxes Rate
Allenhurst
1. Actual ............. ..., $1 $5 $41 $8 R $48 $132 ceas $185 8.03%
2. Full ...oovvvniiiiiinnenn, a 3 41 22 cens 63 120 B 185 2.12
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 3 38 18 $15 71 113 R 185 4.96
4. 40%, 0% ..oovviiinnnn. a 3 41 20 e 61 122 RPN 185 5.37
Allentown
1. Actual ...... ..., ceen 1 12 6 18 94 $1 109 11.19
2.Full ..ooviiiiiiiiin, P 1 8 15 22 85 2 109 2.46
5 3! 10%, Replacement ..... 1 8 7 9 23 85 2 109 6.12
>~ 4. 40%, 10% .vovviiinninn. 1 8 10 18 91 3 109 6.53
Asbury Park
1. Actual ............o..e 12 65 1,382 241 s 1,623 708 e 2,391 8.80
2. Full .......cooiiiinl 3 44 812 958 e 1,770 583 A 2,391 2.10
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 3 45 843 716 189 1,748 605 - 2,391 5.46
4. 40%, 10% .oovnreennnnn. 3 48 887 827 o 1,714 637 e 2,391 5.74
Atlantic Township .
1. Actual ................. e 7 15 15 RN 30 69 177 277 13.42
2, PUll asiinie e rnrenns Cee 11 14 22 veen 35 64 169 277 1.80
3. 40%, Replacement ..... RN 10 13 16 22 51 60 158 277 4.22
4. 40%, 10% .............. sene 11 14 19 33 64 171 277 4.57
Atlantic Highlands
1. Actual ........ccvivnnn. 3 29 81 29 cees 110 277 o 400 12.14
2.Full ................ .. 1 25 102 52 R 154 227 e 400 2.05
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 1 26 108 A 32 140 242 RN 400 5.45
4. 40%, 10% ....ovvnvnin.. 1 27 113 15 e 128 253 e 400 5.71
Avon
1. Actual .........c000nenn 1 4 59 7 e 66 223 e 289 9.21
2, Full ..., a 5 34 17 - 51 235 . 289 2.04
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 5 31 16 23 70 217 e 289 4.71
4. 40%, 10% . ...oenennnnnn a 5 34 17 . 51 236 fin 289 5.11 .
e 622 7.90
Belmar 2 20 130 e e igg g’ég RN 622 2.09
%. ?ﬁﬂxal i 12 108 o 49 108 pred 622 4%
. 1 1 100 508 622 5.
i. iggy, %}eqp;lacement 1 12 108 e cees 108
. by 1090 weneecnrerenes
e 592 9.33
Bradley Beach 9 12 149 29 s st 502 2.29 ,
1. Actual ........ oo a 6 152 78 .. ,:T o8 333 e 592 5.29
g. ;ﬁg%l Resincoment 1L by 5 140 3{3 4 230 362 e 592 5.74 \
4. 40%, 10%6 veneennnnens a 6 152 !
. 50 270 . 335 12.36 ’
Brielle a 2 44 6 . 2 269 e 335 1.82 '\
1. %ciﬁx&l ....................... 2 28 32 10 . 26 63 250 e 335 4.23 i
3 20%, Replacement ..... a 26 30 : a 2711 e 385 458 5
4. 400, 10% weennernnnnnns a 28 32 T s 650 |
Deal 1 27 26 16 e i a0 e 533 2.60 !
L %‘ctﬁxal ................. by - 25 gg i o 398 T 533 6.01 E
CFUll e 13 23 s 533 6.52 !
i. ig‘;.;, Z%)e%)’lacement ..... :, 14 25 65 P 90 432
. , 10% cevieiiiiennn
246 2 593 12.02
o PR rooo®oomo® o w om roomm i
CTUIL e eenee a 39 Y 4 218 2 593 :
O Ion, Replaement U S R A 2w 490
4. 40%, 10% .eveeercennnns a
; 2 103 17.74
Englishtown . a 18 16 b e 5 103 245
é. %‘clﬁla ...................... . a 13 23 B 3 o 2 103 6.62
S 0%, Replacement ... a a u 2 28 75 2 103 689
4. 40%, 10% .oveerrorences a a -
. e 693 .
i otual e % 1 e e 1 s o 603 249
L Actual ...oieiieee 20 vee e 693 5.
2. Full oo e 55 73 618 P
. 18 18 671 693 6.02
g Rpasement o o F W D LW
1 71 11.33
Farmingdale 1 1 24 7 %}4 ?3% 1 71 1.76
12. %gﬂlal .................... a 1 29 1? 6 20 39 1 71 4.82
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a g :22‘; 3 29 41 1 7 5.00
4, 40%, 10% «ivvveiiieannn a

* Net taxes after veterans exemptions.
a Less than $500.
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MONMOUTH COUNTY—Continued

ACTUAL TAX SOURCES AND ESTIMATED SOURCES UNDER THREE ALTERNATIVES—1957

(amounts in thousands of dollars)

1. Actual tax assessed — (1957).
2. Full value, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $1,000.
3. 40% value, Business inventories and household personalty exempt, $51 million replacement, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
4. 10% Inventory, 46% other property, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
— Business Taxes———————  Residential Farm Total*
MUNICIPALITY AND Class II Vacant Real Personal Replacement Property Property Net Tax
ALTERNATIVE Railroad Land Estate Property Tax Total Taxes Taxes Taxes Rate
Freehold Boro
1. Actual ................. $3 $21 $360 $360 $621 $977 10.75%
2. Full Lo 1 28 379 ca 379 584 977 2.89
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 1 26 350 $77 427 540 977 6.69
4. 40%, 10% ..vovvueean... 1 29 380 e 381 586 977 7.26
Freehold Township
1. Actual ................. 1 3 58 58 164 $223 431 15.40
2. Full ... a 2 66 e 66 148 218 431 1.72
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 2 61 34 95 137 201 431 3.98
4. 40%, 10% ....cocuen. a 2 66 66 149 218 431 4.32
Highlands
1. Actual .........c.oiunn. 1 11 93 $2 96 188 3 286 12.16
2. Full ... ol a 10 85 6 e 90 189 3 286 2.79
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 9 80 23 102 178 3 286 6.59
4. 40%, 10% ...vvriianannn a 10 86 1 e 88 192 3 286 7.12
Holmdel
1. Actual ................. 21 16 23 39 109 115 276 13.92
2.Full ...l 21 18 40 e 58 113 87 276 2.26
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 19 16 36 22 5 105 80 276 5.23
4. 40%, 10% ......coovunn. 21 18 40 58 114 87 276 5.68
Howell
1. Actual ............0.t a 30 37 18 55 283 334 670 13.65
2. Full ... a 30 43 35 e 8 257 316 670 2.44
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 28 40 24 53 117 241 297 670 5.72
4, 40%, 10% evvveniiiinns a 30 44 28 72 261 321 670 6.19
Interlaken
1. Actual ................. 1 7 162 164 9.82
2. Full ... a 5 e e 161 igi igg
. 40%, Replacement a 5 13 13 149 .
i,. 4(()):;;:, 1071': ........ a 5 cee szp, 30 162 164 5.22

Keansburg
1, Actual ........ ..o
2. Full ..o
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4, 40%, 10% «..voiviinennn

OO

Keyport
1. Actual ...t
2. Full ...
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4, 40%, 10% ....voveiiiint

Little Silver
1. Actual ........coeiinnn
2, Full ..ovoviiii
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4. 40%, 10% v

Long Branch

1. Actual ...
2. Full ...
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4. 40%, 10% ...

Manalapan
1, Actual ...... ..o
9. Full ...
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4. 40%, 10% ...ovrieinne

Manasquan
1. Actual ...
2. Full .o
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4. 40%, 10% ...ovenniinn

Marlboro
1. Actual ...
2, Full oo
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4. 40%, 10% ....vivinnn

Matawan Boro
1. Actual .................
2.Full ...
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4. 40%, 10% ...oononionnn
* Net taxes after veterans exemptions.
a Less than $500.
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166
409
307
353

20
25
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-
o
=
S
=
-
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141
150
169
136

238
252
265
238

43
76
109
7

718
852
914
810

28
34
43
24

98
112
144
107

71
103
115

90

69
50
53
35

454
449
432
465

402
372
362
388

532
478
448
484

1,430
1,381
1,329
1,428

169
181
176
189

495
463
434
470

146
136
132
141

265
264
263
280

[S RS R

104

77
82

213
191
185
198

=
Swowm

609
609
609
609

633
633
633
633

569
569
569
569

2,296
2,296
2,296
2,296

302
302
302
302

597
597
597
597

457
457
457
457

328
328
328
328

12.82
2.45
5.90
6.34

13.25
2.52
6.14
6.58

11.97
1.75
4.10
4.44

10.92
2.50
6.02
6.47

17.26
2.00
4.85
5.19

13.38
1.95
4.58
4.95

17.68
2.98
7.20
7.72

10.68
1.77
4.41
4.70
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MONMOUTH COUNTY—Continued
ACTUAL TAX SOURCES AND ESTIMATED SOURCES UNDER THREE ALTERNATIVES—1957

(amounts in thousands of dollars)

1. Actual tax assessed — (1957).
2. Full value, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption §1,000.
3. 40% value, Business inventories and household personalty exempt, $51 million replacement, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
4. 10% Inventory, 40% other property, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
Business Taxes. Residential Farm Total*
MUNICIPALITY AND Class II Vacant Real Personal Replacement Property Property Net Tax
ALTERNATIVE Railroad Land Estate Property Tax Total Taxes Taxes Taxes Rate
Matawan Township
1. Actual .............. ... $1 $4 $64 364 $383 $27 $440 14.87%
2. Full ... a 2 225 e 225 204 16 440 1.41
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 2 209 $35 243 189 14 440 3.27
4. 40%, 10% .............. a 2 226 226 205 16 440 3.55
Middletown
1. Actual ................. 1 253 234 $159 393 2,294 111 2,765 16.99
2. Full oo a 197 173 226 . 399 2,126 119 2,765 2.25
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 186 163 168 218 549 2,008 112 2,765 5.30
4. 40%, 10% .............. a 201 176 194 370 2,170 121 2,765 5.73
Millstone
1. Actual 44 7 7 54 85 184 15.34
2. Full ...l 25 8 8 33 120 184 1.54
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 23 6 15 21 30 111 184 3.58
4. 40%, 10% .............. 25 7 7 33 121 184 3.88
Monmouth Beach
1. Actual ................. 25 9 5 14 151 184 11.41
2.Full .................L L 12 10 1 - 20 154 184 2.50
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 11 9 10 15 33 142 184 5.78
4. 40%, 10% .............. 12 10 11 20 154 184 6.27
Neptune Township
1. Actual ................. 3 106 406 4 480 940 6 1,469 10.17
2. M e i 1 76 300 154 . 454 957 6 1,469 1.96
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 1 58 286 120 116 522 913 6 1,469 4.68
4. 40%, 10% .............. 1 62 309 137 446 986 6 1,469 5.05
Neptune City
1. Actual ................. 16 55 14 69 224 284 12.44
2. Full ... 11 56 24 . 80 201 284 1.96
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 10 53 20 22 95 188 284 4.59
4. 40%, 10% ....coveveen.n 11 57 22 79 203 284 4.97

605

New Shrewsbury
1. Actual ...l
2.Full ...
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4. 40%, 10% ..ovvvreiinnnn

Ocean Township
1. Actual ........0iaenn
2. Full ...
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4, 40%, 10% «evvvirneinnnn

Oceanport
1. Actual ......ocoiiiinnes
2. Full ..oviviininnan ..
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4. 40%, 10% «.oevrnninnnn

Raritan
1. Actual .......ceniiennnn
2. Full ......cooaine ..
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4. 40%, 10% .....ccovvnnen

Red Bank
1. Actual
2.Full ..o
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4, 40%, 10% .cevveverenens

Roosevelt
1. Actual ...
2. Full .
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4, 40%, 10% ..coveeneinn

Rumson
1. Actual ......... 0
2. Full ...
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4. 40%, 10% +oviviinnnnnns

Sea Bright
1. Actual .......oiiiiinnen
2. Full ...
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4. 40%, 10% ....covvinnnn

PP

PO

OpPPe

[CYRREE]

27
16
16
17

146
90

92

39
30

30

56
86

86

115
134
126
136

189
168
157
170

109
233
117
155

-
=
o
=

120

T

13

39
94

79

161
211
278
199

212
216
231
215

753
716
720
668

467
392
382
409

979
926
872
943

188
187
175
189

392
312
290
315

757
767
767
816

61
59
55
60

838

724
786

96
92
88
95

29
30

51

46
50

22

28
30

ENFENTNEtS

520
520
520
520

1,248
1,248
1,248
1,248

428
428
428
428

454
454
454
454

1,523
1,523
1,523
1,523

895
895
895
895

166
166
166
166

14.95
2.03
4.95
5.31

15.15

6.13

21.76

5.50

10.69
2.30
5.76
6.13

12.53
3.27
7.57
8.22

10.56
2.17
5.00
5.43

10.04
2.14
5.15
5.53

* Net taxes after veterans exemptions.
a Less than $500.
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MONMOUTH COUNTY—Continued
ACTUAL TAX SOURCES AND ESTIMATED SOURCES UNDER THREE ALTERNATIVES—1957

(amounts in thousands of dollars)

1. Actual tax assessed — (1957).

2. Full value, hopseho}d persqnalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $1,000.
3. 40% value, Business inventories and household personalty exempt, $51 million replacement, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
4. 10% Inventory, 40% other property, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.

Business Taxes: Residential Farm Total*
MUNICIPALITY AND Class II  Vacant  Real  Personal Repl t Propert
ALTERNATIVE Railroad Land Es::te P:;;gxrl:y o ;;‘imen Total l’.'-[‘?xeesy P]’.‘I?ap;;;y TIZA.X;ZE I’{r:é

Sea Girt

1. Actual ................. $1 $10 $29 6 $34 $289 $329 7.95%

2.Full ... a 11 40 9 49 270 329 1.22

3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 10 37 8 $26 70 250 329 2.82

4. 40%, 10% ...cvvvennnnn. a 11 40 8 48 272 329 3.06
Shrewsbury Boro

1. Actual ................. 23 49 16 65 327 $1 397 10.14

2.Full ... e 23 39 33 72 309 1 397 1.95

3. 40%, Replacement ..... 22 37 21 31 89 294 1 397 4.64

4. 40%, 10% ...vvvvinnnnn, 23 40 25 65 317 1 397 5.00
Shrewsbury Township

1. Actual ................. a a a 1.77

2.Full ...l a a a 0.16

3. 40%, Replacement ..... a a a a 0.37

4. 40%, 10% .....covvneennn a a a 0.41
South Belmar

1. Actual 7 13 4 18 128 146 12.67

2. Full ... 5 12 7 19 123 146 1.92

3. 40%, Replacement ..... 5 11 4 12 27 116 146 4.52

4. 40%, 10% .......cvvvntn 5 12 5 17 126 146 4.88
Spring Lake Boro

1. Actual ..........ounnn. 1 189 64 34 98 227 510 6.72

2. Full oo a 179 62 69 P 131 202 510 1.25

3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 165 57 64 40 161 186 510 2.89
4. 0%, 10% .....ovvvennnn a 179 62 69 131 202 510 3.14
Spring Lake Heights

1. Actual ..............0 a 6 28 3 31 228 251 8.68

2. Full oo a 6 28 7 ceen 35 217 251 2.05

3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 6 26 6 20 52 201 251 4.74
4. 0%, 10% ..coeviniennnn a 6 28 T 35 218 251 5.16

Union Beach
1. Actual
2. Full
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4, 40%, 10%

OO

Upper Freehold
1. Actual
2. Full
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4. 40%, 10%

Wwall
1. Actual
2. Full
3. 40%, Replacement .....

4. 40%, 10%

West Long Branch
1. Actual
2. Full
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4. 40%, 10%

S

County Total

pPppe

POPE

1. Actual $‘;g
P 71} P

3. 40%, Replacement ..... 15
4, 40%, 10% ..ceeneiniennn 16

* Net taxes after veterans exemptions.

a Less than $500.

$1,855

- —

75 360
) . 7 209
29 74 L 30 104 281
32 81 81 305
16 46
1 7 9
2 7 15 . 22 ;3
2 7 11 17 35
2 7 13 . 20 43
122 137 45 181 a1t
97 127 52 . 61
90 119 39 89 247
98 129 45 e 174 770
35 333
16 24 11
11 21 18 e 39 gs]).g
1 20 10 28 59
12 22 13 o 35 319
s - -
$6,148  $1,450 $T598 520,218
1,558 5.216 3,29 o g5is 18785
1,461 5,042 2325  $2,381 o18 1183
1,577 5,411 2,731 e 8142 X

164
157
147
159

105
110
103
116

WO R N

$1,792
1,728
1,625
1,756

S

381 20.43
381 3.08
381 7.23
381 7.84
221 11.48
201 1.81
221 4.23
221 4.58
1,125  19.32
1,125 2.08
1,125 4.85
1,125 5.26
358 10.29
358 1.64
358 3.88
358 4.19
$30,134 11.64%
30,134 2.12
30,134 5.06
30,134 5.46




MORRIS COUNTY
ACTUAL TAX SOURCES AND ESTIMATED SOURCES UNDER THREE ALTERNATIVES—1957
(amounts in thousands of dollars)

1. Actual tax assessed — (1957).
2. Full value, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $1,000.
3. 40% value, Business inventories and household personalty exempt, $51 million replacement, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
4. 10% Inventory, 40% other property, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
Business Taxes Residential Farm Total*
MUNICIPALITY AND Class II Vacant Real Personal Replacement Property Property Net Tax
ALTERNATIVE Railroad Land Estate Property Tax Total Taxes Taxes Taxes Rate
Boonton Town
1. Actual ................. $3 $28 $213 $178 $391 $452 $853 10.11%
2.Full ... a 19 200 320 520 319 853 1.30
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 19 208 235 $67 510 331 853 3.38
4. 40%, 10% .......oo..in. a 20 219 273 491 348 853 3.56
Boonton Township
1. Actual ................. 13 19 6 25 147 $1 181 5.64
o 2. Full ... 19 17 16 . 33 129 1 181 1.13
[t 3. 40%, Replacement ..... 18 15 15 14 44 120 1 181 2.62
Do 4. 40%, 10% .............. 19 17 16 33 130 1 181 2.85
Butler
1. Actual ................. 2 10 147 81 228 300 a 520 12.18
2. Full ...l a 8 115 156 RN 272 245 a 520 1.70
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 8 114 120 41 275 242 a 520 4.20
4. 40%, 10% ...ooovinnnnnn a 9 122 137 259 259 a 520 4.48
Chatham B.
1, Actual ................. 5 23 194 58 252 1,116 a 1,342 12.09
2.Full oot 1 22 175 142 BT 317 1,020 a 1,342 2.14
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 1 22 168 86 106 360 982 a 1,342 5.14
4. 40%, 10% .............. 1 23 181 106 287 1,055 a 1,342 5.53
Chatham Township
1., Actual ................. 53 20 35 55 699 3 786 9.85
2.Full ..., 37 5 90 96 659 3 786 1.84
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 34 5 82 62 149 610 3 786 4.27
4. 40%, 10% ......coounnn. 37 5 89 95 662 3 786 4.63
Chester B.
1. Actual ...........00.u. a 2 17 12 . 29 69 5 101 13.06
2.Full ... . a 1 15 24 e 39 58 4 101 1.83
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 1 15 17 8 40 57 4 101 4.54
4. 40%, 10% ...oiiiinnnnn. a 1 16 20 .. 35 61 4 101 4.84
. 84 324 12.77
Chester Township 16 35 28 ?g Jigg 08 324 1.62
1. Actual ....oeeiiiaeieees 19 30 49 “oe 08 120 90 324 3.75
2. Full ..o 18 27 45 78 131 08 324 4.06
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 19 30 49
4. 40%, 10% «ooooooeeene 9 18 1,049  14.46
. 80! g ’
Denville N 14 45 159 ;2 igé}; 724 22 1,049 i’gg
Lo Actual ..oooeeeeeeeenens o 50 142 126 a3 252 761 24 1,049 180
2. Full ..ovvvvenns 2 54 149 a 102 799 25 1,049 .
3, 40%, Replacement ..... 5 55 157 35
4, 40%, 10% .ooovvveiene 653 1,243 9.60
Dover 5 18 . 455 152 ?gé 501 1,243 1.39
1. Actual ...ooiiaeeiieennen i 13 233 506 “og 798 516 1,243 3.58
2. FUll covvvvronmnneecnnees 1 13 240 390 fos 544 1,243 3.78
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 1 11 253 446
4, 40%, 10% ..oooeaeeiien 8.47
140 212 10 367 -
East Hanover a 18 114 25 162 169 16 367 1.25
LoActual ..ooocoeeeeeeres by 23 111 51 29 166 167 16 367 3,08
2. Full coviiiennennien - 29 100 27 152 178 17 367 3.2
3. 40%, Replacement ..... by 24 17 35
4. 40%, 10% ..oceiorenens 779 11.38
) Florham Park 20 80 12 1% 2051 79 2.20
et 1. Actual ....oiceiiinrenns 30 78 33 . 62 s e 779 5.10
L 2. FUll oovvieareneaee 28 72 28 059 779 5.54
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 30 78 31 109
4. 40%, 10% «evvveesnrenn 658 616 4 1,271 9.24
Hanover 1 33 496 163 3 480 3 1,271 1.35
1. Actual 27 441 332 3 1,271 3.14
a 00 811 446
2. Full (..o . %5 409 302 1 2 483 3 1271 3.40
3. 40%, Replacement ..... by 27 443 329 Lt
4. 40%, 10% .oovnneeneenns
10 248 37 312 6.19
Harding 23 5 5 18 295 40 312 1.14
1. Actual 31 5 13 e yif 500 37 312 2.64
2. FUIl .ovvevrnrenerarnees 29 5 11 25 18 226 40 312 2.86
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 31 5 12
4, 40%, 10% .coveenvennnen 3 630 .01
Jefferson a 154 38 13 gg ‘igg 4 630 1.59
1. Actual .....oiiieiinnnes Y 139 50 35 . 50 123 380 4 630 3.70
2 FUll i ° 130 46 27 81 112 4 630 4.00
3. 40%, Replacement ..... . 141 50 31
4. 40%, 10% .ooovveernnnns

S

*+ Net taxes after veterans exemptions.

a Less than $500.




MORRIS COUNTY—Continued
ACTUAL TAX SOURCES AND ESTIMATED SOURCES UNDER THREE ALTERNATIVES—1957

(amounts in thousands of dollars)

1. Actual tax assessed — (1957).

2, Full value, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption §1,000.

3. 40% value, Business inventories and household personalty exempt, $51 million replacement, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
4. 10% Inventory, 40% other property, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.

Business Taxes———

S ————

a Less than $500.

* Net taxes after veterans exemptions.

— Residential Farm Total*
MUNICIPALITY AND Class II Vacant Real Personal Replacement Property Property Net Tax
ALTERNATIVE Railroad Land Estate Property Tax Total Taxes Taxes Taxes Rate
Kinnelon
1. Actual ................. a $49 $24 $4 $27 $373 $1 $434 11.13%
2.Full ... a 78 23 6 . 29 330 1 434 1.34
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 73 21 5 $34 60 305 1 434 3.10
4. 40%, 10% .............. a 79 23 5 28 331 1 434 3.37
Lincoln Park
1. Actual ................. a 21 26 8 34 322 10 358 12.51
Lo 22Full ... a 24 22 17 . 39 293 12 358 1.94
— 3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 22 21 14 28 63 273 11 358 4.53
H~ 4, 40%, 10% ......cvvnenn. a 24 23 15 38 296 12 358 4.91
Madison
1. Actual ................. 36 42 237 51 e 288 1,400 1,685 9.02
22Full ..................L 1 39 191 156 347 1,320 1,685 1.99
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 1 37 181 109 133 423 1,251 1,685 4.72
4. 40%, 10% ..covvnnnnn.n. 1 40 195 128 323 1,350 1,685 5.09
Mendham Boro
1. Actual ................. 8 17 11 e 28 235 46 309 8.95
22Full ... 8 16 36 e 52 210 43 309 2.10
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 8 15 24 24 64 201 41 309 5.03
4. 40%, 10% ..coovvernnnn. 8 16 29 45 216 44 309 5.41
Mendham Township
1. Actual ................. 70 22 4 25 193 39 326 3.84
22Full ..........ie 75 20 22 - 42 174 37 326 1.57
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 69 19 20 26 64 161 34 326 3.63
4. 40%, 10% ...ovvvirnnnn. 75 20 22 42 175 37 326 3.94
Mine Hill
1. Actual ........ v 5 30 22 52 173 1 215 13.24
2. Full ...l 3 27 39 e 66 149 1 215 1.66
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 3 25 36 17 78 138 1 215 3.85
4. 40%, 10% .voviueennnn.. 3 27 39 . 66 150 1 215 4.18
g g e
2 45 504 13.93
Montville 9 28 85 19 15 e 80 504 1.53
1. Actual ....... IR 29 n 30 301 57 504 3.60
............ a 40 126 . 3.89
2. Full ........ a 2 66 20 95 326 61 504 .
3. 40%, }i{eplacement ..... o 20 72 24
4. 40%, 10% .. ............. - 102 " 1478 10.78
Morris Township 1 67 245 80 436 ’957 15 1,474 1.65
1. Actual ... .ociiieeenns by 7 265 171 e 18 902 14 1,474 3.89
2 Ul o by b 250 132 116 220 975 15 1,474 4.21
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 8 270 150 e
4, 40%, 10% ...oviinenennn ” N 480 .18
Morris Plains 1 13 138 35 %gg 369 a 480 1.45
1. Actual .......cieieanenn a2 13 124 78 e it 262 a 480 3.52
2. FUull .vnivvvnnnenrnnenns 13 121 52 38 - 251 a 480 3.77
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 14 129 62 .. 19
4. 40%, 10% .oororriinn a 7.91
1.200 878 2,092 .
Morristown 11 29 979 221 1,305 767 2,092 1.78
1. Actual ......oieiiienen 2 29 723 583 . ,150 922 2,092 5.34
0. FUIL voevnerroncnnenennss 5 25 869 116 165 1,141 930 2,092 5.39
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 3 36 817 264 1,
4. 40%, 10% .ovveervnnines 31 630 a 662 12.26
Mountain Lakes 18 13 662 2.43
[ B 2 18 62 590 a
—t L Actual ...ocooeneeene a 17 24 37 . 52 104 550 a 662 5.67
[ 2. Full c.vvvvrnrenrnennens & 16 23 29 7 208 a 662 6.14
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 2 18 25 33 5
4, 40%, 10% .ooeeorronnne 105 N 142 8.41
Mount Aapere” O T s 2 2w ol
CACtUAL c.iiiaiaeniaeeen 1 R
0 FUIL vrnneannenins . a 1 16 o 1 47 gg a 145 373
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 13 16 23 39
4, 40%, 10% . cveeornnrenn a
. 80 296 33 427 12.86
Mount Olive a 35 62 19 111 267 34 427 1.87
1. Actual .....coiiienenns > 20 73 38 . 1 209 33 427 4.57
9 FUll iiiiiiiiiee e 20 n 13 34 290 35 427 4.89
3. 40%, Replacement ..... :, o1 76 21 97
4, 40%, 10% ..onvriiencnn o 163 10.06
Netcong " 5 31 21 . gg 93 L 163 1.48
1. Actual .....iiiiiianeenn 4 24 44 . o7 o 163 3.85
2. FUll «ovennrvnannrennnnes a 5 25 27 13 65 102 163 4.05
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 5 27 33 60
-
4, 40%, 10% ..onieenniiinnn a




MORRIS COUNTY—Continued
ACTUAL TAX SOURCES AND ESTIMATED SOURCES UNDER THREE ALTERNATIVES—1957
(amounts in thousands of dollars)

WO 0

. Actual tax assessed — (1957).
. Full value, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $1,000.
. 40% value, Business inventories and household personalty exempt, $51 million replacement, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
. 10% Inventory, 40% other property, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.

(————————Business Taxes———————  Residential Farm Total*
MUNICIPALITY AND Class II Vacant Real Personal Replacement Property Property Net Tax
ALTERNATIVE Railroad Land Estate Property Tax Total Taxes Taxes Taxes Rate
Parsippany Troy Hills
1. Actual a $105 $218 $54 $272 $1,384 $34 $1,703 13.47%
2.Full ..., .. a 113 205 115 e 320 1,268 30 1,703 2.05
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 109 198 46 $135 379 1,220 29 1,703 4.92
4. 40%, 0% .............. a 117 212 67 e 280 1,311 31 1,703 5.29
Passaic Township
1. Actual ................. 31 52 54 93 146 483 18 662 17.41
b 2.Full ... a 47 43 143 186 416 22 662 1.92
= 3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 45 42 114 52 208 398 21 662 4.60
» 4. 40%, 10% ..occvvivinnnn. a 48 45 129 174 429 23 662 4.95
Pequannock
1. Actual ................ a 46 87 26 113 841 10 949 12.00
2. Full ..o a 78 85 60 R 145 737 9 949 1.96
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 74 81 34 75 190 700 8 949 4.66
4. 40%, 10% ......ovnnnn. a 80 87 43 130 755 9 949 5.03
Randolph Township
1. Actual ................. 1 81 129 35 164 376 13 612 12.16
P kR a 73 122 67 188 334 23 612 1.64
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a, 70 117 39 48 205 322 23 612 3.97
4. 40%, 10% ...ovnvivnnnnnn a 76 126 49 174 346 24 612 4.26
Riverdale
1. Actual ................. a 13 45 42 86 180 267 10.43
2.Full .......coiii a 12 35 83 118 141 267 1.48
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 12 36 58 21 115 145 267 3.80
4, 40%, 10% .eevvernnninnn a 13 38 68 107 153 267 4.01
Rockaway Boro
1. Actual ................. a 12 141 n 212 374 8 572 14.63
2. BB sivne e a 16 131 128 e 260 298 7 572 1.90
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 18 144 43 45 232 326 8 572 5.21
4. 40%, 10% .....ovviinn.. a 19 149 70 220 339 8 572 5.41
5 4.22
Rockaway Township 9 276 102 586 5 1.
O a 128 282 166 o igg =60 5 1,169 i.gz;
2 FULL o by 139 270 119 499 603 5 1,169 X
3. 40%, Replacement ..... > 142 290 139
4. 40%, 10% ..oeennviennn 811 10.25
289 482 9
137 7 811 1.42
Roxbury 19 45 152 389 383 3.37
1. Actual ....ccieniiiieene 3 38 125 265 . 64 112 365 7 811 3_64
DI 2201 | B R 5 36 119 229 381 393 7 811 .
3. 40%, Replacement ..... H 29 128 253 ceen
4. 40%, 10% ..onevereenens N 0.28
. a 2 0.31
Victory Gardens a a . a
1. Actual ....ooaaeiiiieens a 1 a 3.774
PR 01 ) 1 a a 2.5
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a
4. 40%, 0% ... 52 217 139 425 7.89
Washington a 23 20 32 119 180 115 425 1.79
1. Actual ....oieeeiienenen a 14 17 102 34 140 168 107 495 4.19
2. Full .. ..vineeenmrmerees by 13 16 90 118 182 116 495 4.54
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 14 17 29
Do ces a
= 4. 40%, 10% ..ovenenenn 136 12.08
= 84 255 2.25
Wharton 1 14 47 36 128 206 336 .
1. Actual .....aieieeeneenn a 9 33 94 o 122 213 336 5.84
0 TUIL +enereeneee e > 10 24 61 g 110 225 336 6.16
3. 40%, Replacement ..... o 10 36 74 IS S
4. 40%, 10% covovreericeot - - 10.34%
— 18,416 §594  $26,536 -0
County Total g7 su360  §5.001  §1.986 SO S s 614 26,536 1.70
1. Actual ...ovieiieeiins 12 1,406 4.314 4,396 2096 9'293 15677 583 26,536 4.16
9. Full oo 12 1349 4,361 2,836 $2, 8,066 16,782 628 26,536 4.45
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 13 1,450 4,617 3,449 ' =

4. 40%, 10%0 «eevereerciiee

a Less than $500.

* Net taxes after veterans

exemptions.




OCEAN
ACTUAL TAX SOURCES AND ESTIMATED SOURCES UNDER THREE ALTERNATIVES—1957

(amounts in thousands of dollars)

COUNTY

1. Actual tax assessed - (1957).
2. Full value, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $1,000.
3. 40% value, Business inventories and household personalty exempt, $51 million replacement, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
4. 10% Inventory, 40% other property, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
Business Taxes Residential Farm Total*
MUNICIPALITY AND Class II Vacant Real Personal Replacement Property Property Net Tax
ALTERNATIVE Railroad Land Estate Property Tax Total Taxes Taxes Taxes Rate
Barnegat Light
1. Actual ...........0hn $33 $6 $1 $7 §$54 $92 12.49%
2. Full ......iiiiiiin, e 27 4 2 . 5 61 92 1.90
3. 40%, Replacement ..... e 25 3 1 §7 12 56 92 4.39
4. 40%, 10% ..ocvvvvennnn.. . 27 4 1 e 5 61 92 4.76
Bay Head
1. Actual .............c..n. $7 6 12 3 15 141 167 7.09
B 2. Full ... 1 7 8 5 13 147 167 1.44
ubrt 3. 40%, Replacement ..... 1 6 7 4 13 24 136 167 2.65
w 4. 40%, 10% ...cvvveinnnnnn 1 7 8 4 12 148 167 2.88
Beach Haven
1. Actual ................. - 32 70 9 79 241 346 9.17
2.Full ..o . 36 65 19 e 84 229 346 1.91
3. 40%, Replacement ..... e 34 61 14 27 102 213 346 4.46
4. 40%, 10% .....cvvvennn. . 36 66 16 e 82 231 346 4.83
Beachwood
1. Actual ............oe.nn - 25 5 3 8 129 150 9.52
2.Full ... e 15 4 4 PN 9 131 150 1.56
3. 40%, Replacement ..... - 14 4 4 12 20 121 150 3.63
4. 40%, 10% ..o.cvvvvninnnn. . 15 4 4 e 9 132 150 3.94
Berkeley
1. Actual ...............e a 90 43 22 65 137 $8 292 10.71
2.Full ... . 88 45 30 el 5 123 8 292 1.49
3. 40%, Replacement ..... e 81 41 27 23 92 114 7 292 3.46
4. 40%, 10% ..ovvvvennnn.. . 88 45 30 . (6] 124 8 292 3.75
Brick
1. Actual ................. . 133 23 22 45 893 5 987 16.27
VR i R .. . 143 24 18 e 42 811 5 987 1.34
3. 40%, Replacement 133 22 14 8 114 752 5 987 3.11
4. 40%, 10% ....evvennnnn. R 144 24 16 . 40 818 5 987 3.37
130 1,804 12.87
Dover a 146 217 131 ?2’?% i’i% 167 1,804 1.30
1. Actual .....oeverieinnnnn 209 145 132 ces 78 1'095 156 1,804 3.03
2. Full ...oivvvrnvnonnnenns a 195 136 100 143 3 1 1’185 169 1,804 3.28
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 211 147 115 e 26 )
4. 40%, 10% ..cvcunaennenn a 13.30
° 28 1 40 .
Eagleswood 5 6 3 .- 19 1" 1 40 0.81
1. Actual ......oieiiaeens N b 18 2 - 2 13 1 40 1.90
2. Full ooviiiiiieien e cees 5 17 1 3 o 15 1 40 2.05
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 6 18 1 1
4. 40%, 10% ..ovvvner . o . 100 19.71
Harvey Cedars 11 3 Pl .. M 73 a 100 1.36
1. Actual ...t e P 3 2 . 5 o8 . 100 3.14
P 211 | S % 3 5 8 o a 100 3.40
3. 40%, Replacement ..... cens z 3 9 ... 5
4, 40%, 10% .ovevennennens
Island Beach
1. Actual .....ccoeieiainnnn
LR a1 )
3. 40%, Replacement .....
4. 40%, 10% . 135 145 14.36
po Island Heights 10 5 2 145 2.72
N 14 127
oy 1. Actual ......ciiiiienes 7 1 3 e " 117 115 6.31
e 9. FUll i . 7 10 3 11 2 127 145 6.85
3. 40%, Replacement ..... e U 1 3 . 14
) 10T wovvnenensenns
4. 40%, 10% 1 150 163 351 12.98
Jackson a 33 6 13 cee 28 136 132 351 1.7
1. Actual ....iviiiiiiann 58 11 17 ees > 126 102 351 3.97
2. Full c.oeiiinees a 53 10 15 28 5! 137 133 351 4.31
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a o 1 16 o 27
4, 40%, 10% ...ooenieinnnn a 93
25 125 4 219 10.
Lacey a 73 17 8 23 101 3 219 1.15
1. Actual ... oo 93 15 8 s o4 3 219 2.67
2. Full Lo a 26 14 7 17 38 102 1 219 2.90
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a od 15 8 23
4. 40%, 10% -.-eviviienenenn a - .29
Lakehurst 4 23 3 .. 26 g‘i : 7 0.87
1, Actual ... ..ot :- 2 42 4 . 45 29 a e 2.04
2, Full coviiiiiiiieaes 5 39 2 6 48 1 a 7 2.20
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 5 42 3 45 o o
4. 40%, 10T «eveevnrrenons a/—-

* Net taxes after veterans exemptions.
a Less than $500.




OCEAN COUNTY—Continued
ACTUAL TAX SOURCES AND ESTIMATED SOURCES UNDER THREE ALTERNATIVES—1957

(amounts in thousands of dollars)

. Actual tax assessed — (1957).

1

2. Full value, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $1,000.
3. 40% value, Business inventories and household personalty exempt, $51 million replacement, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
4

. 10% Inventory, 40% other property, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.

Business Taxes——————

Residential Farm Total*
MUNICIPALITY AND Class II Vacant Real Personal Replacement X Property Property Net Tax
ALTERNATIVE Railroad Land Estate Property Tax Total Taxes Taxes Taxes Rate
Lakewood
1. Actual $1 $100 $571 $152 $723 $676 $58 $1,485 16.50%
2.Full ... a 97 324 216 e 540 782 87 1,485 2.36
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 91 305 180 $117 602 735 82 1,485 5.55
4. 40%, 10% ..ovviiinnnn. a 98 329 201 530 794 89 1,485 6.00
Lavalette
1. Actual ................. 5 33 4 36 229 a 266 7.08
) 2. Full vovviiinininninnnnn, 10 39 7 46 212 a 266 1.30
) 3. 40%, Replacement ..... 9 36 5 21 63 196 a 266 3.02
o 4. 40%, 10% .ivevinirniinn 10 40 6 45 213 a 266 3.27
Lilttlz :E g% Harbor 14 10 10 21 26 1
. Actual L.l NS 58 9.97
2.Full ... 16 8 10 e 18 24 1 58 0.99
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 15 7 9 5 21 22 1 58 2.28
4. 40%, 10% .evvuieneinnnnn 16 8 10 .. 18 24 1 58 2.48
Long Beach
1. Actual ...........c0vinnn 68 26 11 36 673 N 766 11.13
2. Full oo o 32 16 ceen 48 644 e 766 1.71
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 71 30 15 61 105 594 766 3.95
4. 40%, 10% +evevivinninnn ki 32 16 e 48 645 e 766 4.29
Manchester
1. Actual ................. a 37 8 8 15 35 9 92 13.72
2. Full ... a 32 4 9 12 38 11 92 1.47
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 30 3 7 7 18 35 11 92 3.43
4. 40%, 10% .....ooovvn... a 32 4 8 11 38 11 92 3.1
Mantoloking
1. Actual ........co.iiin. 9 2 2 3 106 e 119 3.91
2. Full ..o, 19 2 3 5 95 Cae 119 0.74
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 18 1 3 9 14 88 cees 119 1.70
4. 40%, 10% ..ccoiieviann. 19 2 3 5 95 ceen 119 1.84
. 105 9.99
Ocean Township N 16 4 3 a4 o e 105 125
]é Ffll‘ila: ................... .. 18 ; i 8 18 78 e igg gﬁ
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 10 7 4 11 85
4, 40%, 10% «ovveennnannns . 115 9.00
R 14 3 2 g B w1
0 FULL veerree e b 5 2 9 19 87 ﬁg iigg
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 11 8 2 11 94 AN
4. 40%, 10% ..ocovenenennn . 0.85
Pine Beach 1 1 . 1 71 ;6 .
1. Actual ....evieereneens 0 2 5 Lol Yo
2 TFUI «eeeenennenenrnanns g 1 6 7 66 ;{g 281
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 5 2 . 2 72 '
4. 40%, 10% .eveerronnnins 1r 1508
Plumstead 1 5 12 16 28 92 gg 147 1.67
1. ActUal ...eeiiinienaennn ! 3 1 19 e 3% ?g 32 147 4,02
2. Full ... 12 3 '
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a i’ E ig 27 85 34 147 4.32
4. 40%, 10% ..cviennnnnns a
') Poln};‘};lezﬁsant Boro 9 48 19 . 6873 '2]?{ ? g‘ﬁ ggg
) 1. Al ooeonnenerenes 117 45 38 e 1 841 4.33
|t 2. Full ... 2 30 66 139 612 s
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 12% 46 34 e 80 663 1 841 .
4. 40%, 10% .eevvnrnrrenns 1
vees 735 12.79
Pgmfxi};ﬁsant Beack . 3 43 185 2 260 115 735 1.71
. Actual ..... a 54 203 37 sees 735 4.01
9, Full ..o b 101 22 58 270 419 o e
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 25 206 27 233 453 735 :
4, 40%, 10% «ueverrrniinnnn a
K 347 8.74
Seasxiet ]:leights 14 88 8 lgg ggg 347 1.77
1. Actual ............. 17 86 17 347 4.10
9. FUll ... 16 20 13 27 120 214 415
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 17 &7 15 e 101 232 cees 347 .
4, 40%, 30% coeveiiinnenen 067
Seaside Park 7 19 9 o 48 277 o ggg .67
1, Actual ......oiiiiiinen 7 35 16 o 51 269 cees Som 104
2. Full vvvviiniiananeenns 7 23 12 26 70 251 5 4- 37
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 8 35 14 S 49 272 e 325 .
4. 40%, 10% ..vreerinnnnnn I

* Net taxes after veterans exemptions.

a Less than $500.




OCEAN COUNTY—Continued
ACTUAL TAX SOURCES AND ESTIMATED SOURCES UNDER THREE ALTERNATIVES—1957
(amounts in thousands of dollars)

] . Actual tax assessed - (1957).

1
2. Full value, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $1,000.
3. 40% value, Business inventories and household personalty exempt, $51 million replacement, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
4. 10% Inventory, 40% other property, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.

Business Taxes ——  Residential Farm Total*
MUNICIPALITY AND Class IT Vacant Real Personal Replacement Property Property Net Tax
ALTERNATIVE Railroad Land Estate Property Tax Total Taxes Taxes Taxes Rate
Ship Bottom Beach
1. Actual ................. $22 $32 $10 $42 $154 $213 12.80%
2.Full ....ooooviviiia, 17 45 13 . 58 139 213 1.62
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 16 43 9 $17 68 130 213 3.7
4. 40%, 10% ...... . 17 46 10 56 141 213 4.10
South Toms River
1. Actual ...............0. $1 2 15 9 vee 24 9 $2 37 8.51
ro 2.Full oo, a 2 15 11 . 26 8 2 37 0.98
RS 3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 2 16 5 3 24 9 2 37 2.72
) 4. 40%, 10% ..ovvvivennnn. a 2 17 7 24 10 2 37 2.81
Stafford
1. Actual ................. 31 37 81 118 101 4 246 12.64
2.Full ..., 27 17 118 R 135 84 3 246 1.84
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 25 16 106 19 141 79 3 246 4.35
4. 40%, 10% ..... [ 27 17 116 . 133 86 3 246 4.70
Surf City
1. Actual ................. 37 9 3 13 190 236 11.59
PRI 7 45 9 5 e 14 178 236 1.90
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 42 8 2 19 29 166 236 4.44
4. 40%, 10% .vvvvvenennnnn 46 9 3 12 180 236 4.80
Tuckerton
1. Actual ................. 4 13 10 e 24 65 87 10.79
2.Full ..o 12 11 13 ce 24 52 87 1.38
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 12 11 8 7 26 51 87 3.37
4. 40%, 10% ...... e 12 12 10 cee 22 54 87 3.61
Union Township
1. Actual ................. 1 20 18 10 Lo
2.Full ...l a 21 26 13
3. 40%, Replacement . a 20 26 8 9
4. 40%, 10% ......ccvvnnn a 22 27 10
I -
. 11,180 11.58%
ounty Total $2,209 $7,846 §421  $1L,
R v SRR mg s s sgr o IR Wi s L Lo
2. Full vviviiieieiieeas s ’ 283 2,770 6,896 ’ .
3. 10%, Replacement ..... 2 1,22¢ 1,31(1) 332 $ 2,072 7,468 464 11,180 3.95
4. 40%, 10% .eovvrrererens 2 1,326 L B S
7‘ Net taxes after veterans exemptions.

€85

a Less than $500.
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ACTUAL TAX SOURCES AND ESTIMATED SOURCES UNDER THREE

You are viewing a

PASSAIC COUNTY

(amounts in thousands of dollars)

archived copy from the New Jersey State Libr

ALTERNATIVES—1957

1. Actual tax assessed — (1957).
2. Full value, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $1,000.

3. 40% value, Business inventories and household personalty exempt, $51 million replacement, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.

4. 10% Inventory, 40% other property, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.

Business Taxes—————————  Residential Farm Total*
MUNICIPALITY AND Class 1T Vacant Real Personal Replacement Property Property Net Tax
ALTERNATIVE Railroad Land Estate Property Tax Total Taxes Taxes Taxes Rate
Bloomingdale
1. Actual ........oviinann a $27 $41 $20 $61 $250 $324 8.93%
2. Full ....ooovvieninn... a 26 31 37 68 235 324 1.62
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 26 31 13 $26 70 253 324 4.05
4. 40%, 10% .oevvriniinnnn. a 27 33 20 e 53 250 324 4.32
Clifton
1. Actual ... $8 168 2,550 519 3,070 5,149 8,251 5.62
2. Full ..o 2 207 1,635 2,359 3,994 4,125 8,251 1.50
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 2 158 1,688 1,592 652 3,931 4,587 8,251 3.88
4. 40%, 10% ..vvrrreniin 2 167 1,783 1,904 . 3,687 4,499 8,251 4.10
Haledon
1. Actual ..........o.o. 7 104 30 133 325 457 5.98
2.Full .....oiiiiiiinnn, 8 66 86 e 152 302 457 1.70
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 8 66 51 36 152 326 457 4.26
4, 40%, 10% ...ovvininnn... 9 70 63 133 321 457 4.53
Hawthorne
1. Actual ................. 4 30 340 68 408 1,143 1,545 6.06
2. PUll S iiieiiiiinean, 1 30 246 192 438 1,099 1,545 1.68
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 1 29 238 120 122 480 1,145 1,545 4.06
4, 40%, 10% ....ovvuvvnnn 1 31 255 146 401 1,141 1,545 4.35
Little Falls
1. Actual ............oeon. 1 46 163 92 255 694 ... 964 8.39
2.Full ....oiiiiiiiii a 45 192 183 375 556 964 1.63
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 44 188 127 76 391 586 964 3.99
4. 40%, 10% ...ovvrniinnn. a 47 201 150 351 582 964 4.27
North Haledon
1. Actual .....oiiiiinnnnas 18 24 8 32 4869 $13 515 7.97
2.Full ciiiiiiiiiieiieeee, 29 21 20 . 41 446 8 515 1.93
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 27 19 15 41 5 447 8 515 4.50
4. 40%, 10% ...ovvininnn.. 29 21 18 38 450 8 515 4.87
.49
,063 7,004 kt
Passaic o7 38 3,276 1,650 é’iﬁ? i 234 7,004 1.98
1. Actual ... ..eeeeeinee 13 1986 3,460 e y 2,278 7,004 6.83
.......... 7 ’ 553 4,865 ’ 59
9 FUIl cvveennns 60 2,739 1,572 2043 7,004 6.
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 11(()) 58 2:646 2,292 e 4,938 4
4. 40%, 10% .ooereeieinees 6.93
Paterson 594 1,545 7,139 6,566 ig'ggg 2.39
er , .
ROt vereennneenns 62 A B < ga 5,398 15800 6.47
P 101 | B 21 223 3’893 2,860 1,091 7,845 6076 13,809 6.74
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 23 939 + 053 3,547 7,600 ,

4. A0%, 10%0 «oveerenrenees 24 g 88
| ' 306 718 1,004 8.
Pompton Lakes 1 26 174 132 602 1,004 1.82
1. Actual ...vvieiiineeenen 24 122 276 veee 397 Bo4 1,004 4.49
2 FUll oo a 23 120 212 79 411 e 1,004 4.80

3. 40%, Replacement ..... a o5 128 249 370
4. 40%, 10% . cvoooiirenn a 22
55 222 1 273 5.
Prospect Park 1 39 15 76 198 1 273 1.34
1. Actual 1 36 40 e A 188 1 273 3.17
2. FUll v 1 34 32 22 203 1 273 3.42
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 1 36 36 72
4 40%, 10% .orreeneees . - . cor .95
Ringwood 73 100 hivé 137 405 3 607 2.06
1. Actual 65 98 40 cens . 3 607 4.75
............... 48 “174 374 1
2. Full ..... 60 90 36 406 3 607 5.16
3. 40%, Replacement ..... e 08 39 . 137
4. 40%, 10% .ooooveei
142 605 9 780 5.80
Totowa a 48 112 30 o 560 8 780 1.68
1. Actual ..oeee Ceeenreeees e 73 89 e 16! e 8 780 4.12
2. Full ..ivieaiaanes o a 54 72 43 62 177 9 780 4.41
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a e o 58 135 597
4. 40%, 10% +.oooeoeeie & 8
407 531 11.7!
Wanaque 9 55 79 26 - 105 350 531 2.08
1. Actual ...oouivieeeeines o 96 47 143 290 531 4.91
P 2211 ) S a e 91 36 42 168 531 5.31
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 53 o8 41 139 357
4. 40%, 10% ovornirien a
w 32 270 1,686 % 20 L%
ayne 2. )
1. ACtUAL Lavaeiiiiaeees a ;(53 223 81 e 330 i,i% ';‘(1) 2.075 3.83
2. FUll L. a 103 239 8 164 411 3 76 2075 4.12
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 207 257 27 284 1,549 i
4. 40%, 10% oo a

a Less than $500.

S

* Net taxes after veterans exemptions.




PASSAIC COUNTY—Continued
ACTUAL TAX SOURCES AND ESTIMATED SOURCES UNDER THREE ALTERNATIVES—1957
(amounts in thousands of dollars)

. Actual tax assessed — (1957).

Lo 0

Full value, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $1,000.

. 40% value, Business inventories and household il
s & personalty exempt, $51 million replacement ’ i
10% Inventory, 40% other property, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exerr)nption %5b0vﬁgzzgigzgempnon $500 unchanged.

Business Taxes:

Total*

MUNICIPALITY AND Class II Vacant Real Personal R —  Residential Farm
* eplacement P
~ ALTERNATIVE Railroad Land Estate Property Tax Total }”roé):;’:}' Pl{[?;):;zy TIZ;';S I’{:.t};
West Milford
1. Actual ................. a 2
2 Fall . x P i JSi/ s s2 s80 7219
56 53 A 567 12
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 291 54 6 $77 980 1.55
4. 40%, 10% +ovnrnrneriins a 312 58 18 . oo 2 980 3.75
West Paterson B 980 4.03
-] 1. Actual ............ . ..., a
ON; 2, Full ....... ..ot a gi i(ljg 12 1% 498 2 8az 8.25
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 60 147 440 2 637 1.98
97 35 50 182 412 2
4. 40%, 10% «eovurrienanns a 64 105 39 637 4.62
o e 144 446 2 637 5.01
County Total
1. Actual .......ciiiienen $106 1,1
A % um eam g
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 37 1,304 9,658 ' v e 108 39,759 189
4. 40%, 10% weveunenn... 35 T34 o6 Sem . lsser 20143 R S
s A ,642 18,561 20,143 111 39,759 5.27
* Net taxes after veterans exemptions. 7 -
a Less than $500.
SALEM COUNTY
ACTUAL TAX SOURCES AND ESTIMATED SOURCES UNDER THREE ALTERNATIVES—1957
(amounts in thousands of dollars)
fﬂtual tax assessed — (1957). ) o o T
2. Full value, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $1,000.
3. 40% value, Business inventories and household personalty exempt, $51 million replacement, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
4. 10% Inventory, 40% other property, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
Business Taxes——— Residential Farm Total*
MUNICIPALITY AND Class II Vacant Real Personal Replacement Property Property Net Tax
ALTERNATIVE Railroad Land Estate Property Tax Total Taxes Taxes Taxes Rate
Alloway
1. Actual .......oiiiiennn a $6 $3 $2 $5 $40 $65 $110 12.08%
2. Full ..o 5 4 3 7 40 59 110 1.69
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 5 3 3 $9 15 37 55 110 3.94
4. 40%, 10% ..ooveririennn 5 4 3 6 40 60 110 4.27
Elmer
1. Actual ........oiiaaenn a 1 18 9 .. 27 65 a 90 9.30
Bo 2. Full oot a 1 12 21 .. 33 58 a 90 1.63
) 3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 1 14 e 7 21 70 a 90 4.89
-~ 4, 40%, 10% ...ooeviinein a 1 14 6 . 21 70 a 920 4.94
Elsinboro
1. Actual .............0nn 1 2 5 . 7 24 14 44 6.37
2. Full .o 1 2 9 1 20 13 44 0.92
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 1 2 8 3 13 18 12 44 2.16
4. 40%, 10% +evevvinenennn 1 2 8 B 10 20 13 44 2.34
Lower Alloway Creek
1. Actual ......iiieiiinnnn 7 1 3 .. 4 30 45 82 9.68
2. Full .o 5 1 7 8 24 47 82 1.94
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 4 1 7 6 14 22 43 82 4.49
4. 40%, 10% .oveiriireennn 5 1 7 . 8 24 47 82 4.88
Lower Penns Neck
1. Actual ...........enn a 23 685 767 1,451 222 9 1,684 5.18
2. Full ..ovveiiiiinennn a 11 493 1,054 1,547 126 4 1,684 0.62
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 11 454 971 133 1,558 117 4 1,684 1.42
4. 40%, 10% -veieenveinnnn a 11 493 1,054 1,548 127 4 1,684 1.55
Mannington
1. Actual ......ceieeniennnn a 5 20 15 35 40 82 159 7.49
2. Full i a 6 6 40 47 30 78 5 1.54
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 6 7 26 13 45 30 80 3.92
4. 40%, 10% . .oveererinnnn a 6 ki 32 38 32 84 159~ 4.14




SALEM COUNTY—Continued
ACTUAL TAX SOURCES AND ESTIMATED SOURCES UNDER THREE ALTERNATIVES—1957

(amounts in thousands of dollars)

1. Actual tax assessed — (1957).
2. Full value, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $1,000.
3. 40% value, Business inventories and household personalty exempt, $51 million replacement, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
4. 10% Inventory, 40% other property, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
— Business Taxes —— —  Residential Farm Total*
MUNICIPALITY AND Class II Vacant Real Personal Replacement Property Property Net Tax
ALTERNATIVE Railroad Land Estate Property Tax Total Taxes Taxes Taxes Rate
Oldmans
1. Actual ............. ... a $2 $15 $6 N $20 $46 $37 $101 9.17%
2.Full ... a 1 14 12 cees 26 40 35 101 1.49
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 1 13 9 38 30 38 34 101 3.52
4. 40%, 10% .............. a 1 14 10 25 41 36 101 3.80
Penns Grove
1. Actual ................. $2 10 73 28 101 256 357 10.21
o 2. Full ...........l L a 7 64 ki 141 214 357 1.54
N 3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 7 68 31 28 127 229 357 5.91
[o’s} 4. 40%, 10% ..oovvvniinnnn a 7 71 46 117 240 357 6.18
Piles Grove
1. Actual ................. a 1 18 3 21 47 99 164 8.38
2. Full .. ....oooiiii, a 1 21 8 29 41 95 164 1.54
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 1 19 5 13 38 38 89 164 3.62
4. 40%, 10% ....ccovven... a 1 21 6 27 41 96 164 3.91
Pittsgrove
1. Actual ................. a 15 21 15 36 51 95 191 7.12
2.Full ............... .. a 10 24 32 AU 56 51 76 191 1.22
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 10 23 25 15 62 49 73 191 2.91
4. 40%, 10% .......... cees a 11 24 28 . 53 52 78 191 3.13
Quinton
1. Actual ................. . 3 10 5 e 15 52 29 94 7.69
2. 88l iihenpe e . 2 10 13 s 23 49 21 94 1.60
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 2 10 7 18 53 23 94 4.30
4. 40%, 10% ...cvvnunen. .. 2 11 4 .. 15 55 24 94 4.49
Salem
1. Actual ................. 1 7 179 8 257 365 3 620 8.64
2.Full ... a 12 151 208 R 359 252 2 620 1.79
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 16 191 50 49 290 320 3 620 5.68
4. 40%, 10% .........o.... a 16 190 103 293 318 3 620 5.64
10.06
Upper Penns Neck 7 119 132 251 411 g ggg 1és
1. Actual .....vveviininens N 4 34 286 . 370 284 e s 6.08
2 FUIL i 19 121 61 54 236 408 e 085 5.80
3. 40%, Replacement e 1 115 142 . 257 389
4. 40%, 10% ...ooviveenn 608
Pittsgrove a 9 2 2 4 gg 1(8)2 }gg 0.94
1, Actual ......cciieeanen by 1 1 3 e 4 Pl o4 128 2.18
P2 1311 | NP 1 1 2 10 13 102 128 2.36
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 1 1 2 3 22
4. 40%, 10% ...ccoveenninns a
46 175 3 218 8.39
Woodstown a 9 30 15 149 3 218 1.68
1. Actual ......coevieeeenn > 2 28 40 68 b 3 218 460
0. FULl ovveiiieeaee e 5 31 6 17 55 3 218 477
3. 40%, Replacement ..... & 2 32 16 49 169 B o
4. 40%, 10% «oocenenncnenn a
; 28 7.47%
s s s g s s wmm I
. CLUAL ...cocvennonns v 914 s e y ] 2.54
9 FUIL v . i ;(4) 950 1,203 $374 2,535 1,612 ggg i,gg 258
[N 3. 40%, Replacement ..... 1 83 1,002 1,467 2,469 1,640 »
QL\S 4. 40%, 10% «ooveneennnt S —

[

* Net taxes after veterans exemptions.
a Less than $500.




AC SOMERSET COUNTY
TUAL TAX SOURCES AND ESTIMATED SOURCES UNDER THREE ALTERNATIVES—1957
(amounts in thousands of dollars)

é. ?ctual tax assessed — (1957).
. Full value, household personalt ’ :
i. ig? \Iralue,tBusiness invgntorieaé gncf}lil%rggéﬁo‘{gtg:::osnaﬁ{;r:&gnogt $1$;5(>)1001'nillion replacement, vet
. g > , veter: ! i
» Inventory, 40% other property, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $500 unc%glslgeeg.emptmn $500 unchanged.
MUNICIPALITY AND Class I Vacant ' Real | Porsonsl  Replace Residential _ Farm Total*
L ersonal Repl t
ALTERNATIVE Gags XL Vpease | Real  Pemonl Repluzoment o Prwewy  Prperiy  Net  Tax
Bedminster
1. Actual .......... ... ...
2 Full ...l i 12 % ¥ $109 $156 $283  6.64%
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 10 11 17 22 52 108 133 283 1.24
4. 40%, 10% .............. 1 12 18 ’ 2 100 123 283 2.88
Bernards o 109 134 283 3.12
1. Actual ................ $2 37 49
: 115
) 2. Full ... a 26 25 176 %gfls o i 812 17.54
£33 40%, Replacement ..... a 2 23 155 69 s a8 gz 190
S 4. 40%, 10% .............. a 27 25 1 246 582 31 872 4.45
. 70 e 195 630 33 872 4.82
Bernardsville .
1. Actual ...........coun. 9 :
2. Fan ... 1 23 53 105 % o ! 590 10.04
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 1 22 52 73 18 406 7 590 1.39
4. 40%, 10% ...oooinninnn 1 23 s & 47 m 395 7 590 3.37
Bound Brook 423 7 590 3.61
1. Actual ................. 14
2. Full .o 2 167 ?oé 1?2 293 417 864 10.27
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 2 159 194 135 e 374 330 864 1.78
4. 40%, 10% +oerirrriinn.. 3 172 209 153 68 ggg 316 864 4.26
Branchburg o 340 864 4.59
1. Actual ................. 1
L Actual” A S moomom o ow
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 11 52 21 o 89 142 kid 316 1.56
4 40%, 10% .oonooni oo a 12 56 26 > it 138 74 316 373
Bridgewater ' 6 80 316 4.01
1. Actual .................
2. Full v 1 g% ?33 576 957 651 32 1,647 9.13
3. 40%, Replacement ... 1 56 584 316 150 oos io2 20 1,647 1.01
. y 10% e ) 23 . .
%, 10% .. 1 57 601 410 . 1,012 . 570 24 %,gi; ggg
¥ar Hills
1. Actual ... 1 5 4 5 s 9 % 1 90 7.80
2 FUll e a 5 2 ks ven 9 5 1 90 0.88
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 5 2 2 7 11 T4 1 90 2.14
4, 40%, 10% ..covriiii a 5 2 4 .. 6 79 1 90 2.29
Franklin
1. Actual ...oiiiiiieiainen a 112 76 67 143 717 170 1,134 13.24
2. Full ..o a 111 71 117 e 188 666 186 1,134 1.63
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 105 67 88 90 245 629 176 1,134 3.85
4. 40%, 10% ..vviiinirnnn a 113 72 101 cees 174 679 190 1,134 4.16
Green Brook
1. Actual ......ceveiininnen 27 70 17 87 241 336 10.14
2. Full o 33 55 40 - 95 214 336 1.65
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 32 53 26 27 105 206 336 3.98
4. 40%, 10% . .overennenn 34 57 31 88 221 336 4.27
Hillsborough
1. Actual ... 2 33 80 27 108 308 161 589 10.73
2. Full ... a 44 62 53 cies 115 254 181 589 1.48
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 42 59 34 47 139 242 173 589 3.53
4. 40%, 10% ..o a 45 63 41 e 104 261 186 589 3.80
) Manville
w 1. Actual .....oiiiiiiinnn 9 97 168 202 369 347 a 785 10.61
= 2. FUll e 1 70 101 345 445 278 a 785 1.28
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 1 2 104 271 62 437 287 a 785 3.30
4. 40%, 10% ..ooinriiinns 1 76 109 308 418 303 a 785 3.48
Millstone
1. Actual ...l 2 2 a 2 24 2 29 9.95
2.Full oo 2 2 1 2 22 3 29 1.58
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 2 1 1 2 4 20 3 29 3.65
4. 40%, 10% ..oovviinnennn 2 2 1 2 22 3 29 3.96
Montgomery
1. Actual ....... ...t 4 16 21 10 31 146 119 306 12.40
2. Full ... 1 17 22 21 e 42 132 118 306 1.90
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 1 16 21 9 24 54 126 113 306 4.54
4. 40%, 0% ....cvvhiinn 1 17 22 13 R 35 136 122 306 4.88
North Plainfield :
1. Actual ... 30 161 84 245 1,306 1,518 9.88
2. Full ... 34 100 248 348 1,163 1,518 2.06
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 33 97 176 120 392 1,125 1,518 4.99
4. 40%, 10% ..ot 35 104 206 310 1,208 1,518 5.36

* Net taxes after veterans exemptions.

a Less than $500.
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SOMERSET COUNTY—Continued
ACTUAL TAX SOURCES AND ESTIMATED SOURCES UNDER THREE ALTERNATIVES—1957
(amounts in thousands of dollars)

1. Actual tax assessed — (1957).
2. Full value, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $1,000.
3. 40% value, Business inventories and household personalty exempt, $51 million replacement, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
4. 10% Inventory, 40% other property, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
Business Taxes: Residential Farm Total*
MUNICIPALITY AND Class II Vacant Real Personal Replacement Property Property Net Tax
ALTERNATIVE Railroad Land Estate Property Tax Total Taxes Taxes Taxes Rate
Peapack-Gladstone
1. Actual .......... ... ... $1 $16 $45 $15 $60 $123 $17 $212 10.11%
2.Full o a 16 32 32 65 117 16 212 1.58
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 16 32 16 $17 65 116 16 212 3.94
4. 40%, 10% ...ooviiininnn a 17 34 22 56 124 18 212 4.19
Raritan
1. Actual ................. 6 62 100 73 173 213 e 437 11.65
2.Full ..o 1 89 81 120 . 200 151 A 437 1.35
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 1 95 87 63 35 184 163 - 437 3.64
4. 40%, 10% ..viiininnannn 1 99 90 83 173 170 437 3.79
Rocky Hill
1. Actual ............. ..., 1 3 1 4 29 1 33 10.74
2.Full L. 1 5 2 7 24 1 33 1.59
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 5 2 3 9 23 1 33 3.74
4. 40%, 10% .....vvvnnnn. 1 5 2 7 25 1 33 4.04
Somerville
1. Actual ................. 14 14 424 132 556 657 . 1,204 10.22
2.Full L. 2 16 270 330 R 600 598 RN 1,204 1.80
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 2 16 270 238 95 603 598 1,204 4.50
4. 40%, 10% .......ovnonn. 3 17 287 277 . 565 637 e 1,204 4,79
South Bound Brook
1. Actual a 6 51 32 82 175 1 252 9.30
2. Full ... a 5 40 83 e 123 128 1 252 1.73
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 5 40 63 20 123 129 1 252 4.38
4. 40%, 10% ....ooviinnnn. a 5 43 72 115 137 1 252 4.64
Warren
1. Actual .......covviinnns 98 28 12 40 292 41 446 15.22
2.Full o.ooviini e 115 27 19 Cees 46 252 38 446 1.66
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 107 25 15 35 76 234 36 446 3.85
4. 40%, 10% ...evvniennnn. 116 27 17 44 254 39 446 4.17
Watchung 117 229 1 374 13.34
1. Actual ......oooiieeannnn 42 92 gé e 114 216 1 374 1.34
P ) B 45 gg 2 35 116 215 1 374 3.33
3. 40%, Replacement ..... - P 15 100 229 1 374 3.54
4. 40%, T0% «ouvenernenens
County Total $3,618  $7,451 $813  $12,816  10.70%
L Actual ...ooveneeeenenes 368 *3‘;% $§'§§2 5;’2@2 4,350 6,391 818 12,316 1.50
2 Full ..ooieiennnn RNt ig 87 1858 1,726 $973 4,558 6,271 gg gg}g 2.(7)3
3. 40%, Replacement ..... ’ X 4,019 6,701 ’ )
4. 40%, 10% «overenennenns 11 933 1,962 2,057

+ Net taxes after veterans exemptions.

a Less than $500.




SUSSEX COUNTY
ACTUA*., TAX SOURCES AND ESTIMATED SOURCES UNDER THREE ALTERNATIVES—1957

(amounts in thousands of dollars)

1. Actual tax asr essed — (1957).

2. Full value, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $1,000. .
3. 40% value, Business inventories and household personalty exempt, $51 million replacement, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
4. 10% Inventory, 40% other property, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.

Business Taxes— ——————  Residential Farm Total*
MUNICIPALITY AND Class II Vacant Real Personal Replacement Property Property Net Tax
ALTERNATIVE Railroad Land Estate Property Tax Total Taxes Taxes Taxes Rate
Andover Boro $1
1. Actual ............... . a $1 26 “& s $45 39 $63 15.019%
2. Full --eplacement ..., = 1 5 4 42 9 63 2.38
o =%, 10% .........0000 a 1 8 . $5 14 40 9 63 5.71
AildoAver Township T 10 43 10 63 6.15
. Actual ..........
2. Fu]] ....... a 10 37 9 46
ho 4 BUll L. L, 157 34
w 3. 40%, Replacement ..... :_ lg ;g 9 52 147 34 gig 1%;?
B 4 40%, 10% .....oerninll a 10 43 5 1 5 136 31 240 5.13
Branchville T 51 147 34 240 5.56
1. Actual ................
2. Full ... a by P 8 . 35 44 a 77 12.00
3. 40%, Replacement a a 22'? 5 36 4a a 77 1.82
4. 40%, 10% .............. a 3 6 37 41 a -
a 29 5 .. 34 K4 4.45
Byram 8 a i 4.76
. Actual
2. Full ... > 19 2 4 8 145
3. 40%, Replacement ...., 2 i‘é i g 9 144 : igg g%
4. 40%, 10% ............. a 14 5 3 13 21 134 a 166 4.00
Frankford - 9 145 a 166 4.34
1. Actual
................. a 12 22
2. Full ...l 6 28 183
3. 40%, Replacement ..... :: iz % S 27 167 gg g% lgég
4. 40%, 10% .............. 5 24 48 154 -
a 15 21 6 27 86 300 4.85
Franklin T 167 94 300 5.26
1. Actual
................. 3 6 70
2. Full ...........000000 20 90 181
3. 40%, Replacement ... .. by i o 22 68 194 : e um
4. 40%, 10% .............. a 4 13 21 79 185 8 268 )
48 16 64 199 3 268 2'342,
Fredon
l1.. Actual ................. a 3 4 1 5 39 50 94 17.04
2. Full ...ooviviiiniiin, a 4 5 1 5 43 43 94 1.88
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 3 4 1 7 12 39 40 94 4.36
4, 40%, 10% ....oovvinnn.. a 4 5 1 5 43 43 94 4.73
Green
1. Actual ..........counnn, a 2 2 2 .. 4 28 57 89 12.38
2. Full ..ot a 2 3 4 .. 6 38 44 89 2.61
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 2 3 2 7 12 35 41 89 6.11
4, 40%, 10% .....oveininnn a 3 3 3 .. 6 38 44 89 6.61
Hamburg
1. Actual ............ .00 a 3 28 8 .. 36 49 2 85 11.23
2. Full .....oiviiiiiiiiin,, a 2 25 10 34 49 2 85 1.98
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 2 25 3 7 35 49 2 85 . 4.94
4, 40%, 10% ...oviverennns a 2 26 5 31 52 2 85 5.26
Hampton
1. Al:ctual ................. a 9 11 2 .. 13 48 43 109 13.55
P 1) | a 6 10 2 11 40 53 109 1.40
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 5 9 1 9 19 37 49 109 3.24
4. 40%, 10% .ooivrniiinnn a 6 10 1 .. 11 40 53 109 3.51
Hardyston
c[\fa) 1. A}::tua.l a 40 5 3 9 127 28 196 12.83
4 2.Full ...l a 30 4 3 PN 7 132 29 196 1.78
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 28 4 2 15 21 122 27 196 4,14
4, 40%, 10% ......viinnn a 30 4 2 6 133 30 196 4.48
Hopatcon
1.p Actueﬁ ................. R 60 24 9 33 481 564 8.92
2. Full ...ovviiiiiiiin e 58 38 13 51 460 564 1.91
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 53 35 12 45 91 424 564 4.40
4, 40%, 10% ....ovvvvnnnn e 58 38 13 e 51 461 564 ’4.77
Lafayette
1. Actual ................. a 1 6 3 .. 10 24 56 89 11.17
2. Full ..o.oviiiiiiiiiinn, a 1 4 5 8 27 53 89 2.38
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 1 4 1 7 11 26 51 89 5.76
4, 40%, 10% .............. a 1 4 2 .. 6 28 55 89 6.17
Montague
1. Actual .........c.eiinnnn 3 4 9 13 28 24 66 9.52
2. Full ..oovviiiniinninnnnnn 3 4 8 12 23 29 66 1.18
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 3 4 7 5 16 21 27 66 2.72
4, 40%, 10% ......cvvunnnn 3 4 8 12 23 29 66 2.95

|

* Net taxes after veterans exemptions.
a Less than $500.




SUSSEX COUNTY—Continued
ACTUAL TAX SOURCES AND ESTIMATED SOURCES UNDER THREE ALTERNATIVES—1957
(amounts in thousands of dollars)

1. Actual tax assessed — (1957).
2. Full value, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $1,000.
3. 40% value, Business inventories and household personalty exempt, $51 million replacement, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
4. 10% Inventory, 40% other property, Household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
—Business Taxes—————  Residential Farm Total*
MUNICIPALITY AND Class II Vacant Real Personal Replacement Property Property Net Tax
ALTERNATIVE Railroad Land Estate Property Tax Total Taxes Taxes Taxes Rate
Newton
1. Actual ............. $1 $7 $160 $82 $242 $412 33 $644 12.75%
2. Full ................ a 12 140 115 .. 240 400 3 644 2.64
3. 40%, Replacement a 12 140 a $51 191 450 4 644 7.43
4. 40%, 10% a 12 144 34 . 178 463 4 644 7.65
Ogdensburg
1. Actual ............. a 1 203 6 208 43 2 251 10.01
2O 2. Full ... a 1 201 8 S 209 40 2 251 2.06
X 3. 40%, Replacement a 1 191 1 20 212 38 2 251 4.88
(@) 4. 40%, 10% a 1 206 3 209 41 3 251 5.26
Sandyston
1. Actual .............. 9 17 3 21 80 38 142 12.80
2.Full ... 7 5 4 R 9 75 52 142 2.05
3. 40%, Replacement 7 5 2 11 18 70 49 142 4.78
4. 40%, 10% 7 5 3 8 76 53 142 5.18
Sparta
1. Actual .............. a 104 60 11 . el 689 50 874 16.06
2.Full ...l a 5 67 10 B k4 682 50 874 2.18
3. 40%, Replacement a 70 62 8 69 139 631 46 874 5.03
4. 40%, 10% a 76 67 9 76 685 50 874 5.46
Stanhope
1. Actual .............. 10 19 8 . 27 79 110 11.36
2. Full ...l 12 13 9 22 78 110 1.94
3. 40%, Replacement 12 13 5 9 26 4 110 4.66
4. 40%, 10% 13 14 6 .. 20 80 110 5.02
Stillwater
1. Actual .............. a 9 4 3 7 92 33 136 11.64
2.Full ................. .. 8 5 3 R 7 92 30 136 1.50
3. 40%, Replacement 8 4 a 11 15 84 30 136 3.44
4. 40%, 10% 8 4 1 5 91 33 136 3.73
2 157 12.03
Sussex 1 2 47 21 g; 291 2 157 2.45
1. Actual .....c.oiiienn 2 39 28 o 2 157 6.84
2. Full L. a 5 14 2 12 58 97 5 157 7.06
3. 40%, Replacement a 3 45 9 55 100
4. 40%, 10% a o5
Vernon 44 6 15 21 142 52 ggi 1(1J.27
1. Actual .......c0ennee 3 28 7 12 o %% 12:; i??" 251 3,.06
2. Full .icveivinananenes 1 20
3. 40%, Replacement a %Z) g 4 o 11 169 45 251 3.73
4. 40%, 10% a 18
Walpack 10 4 2 - 6 N » P B
1. Actual ......c.coeneen 14 4 1 . 5 2 o o1
9 FUIL oo 12 4 1 5 10 19 21 et 156
3. 40%, Replacement 14 4 1 . 5 21 23 ’
4. 40%, 10% 2.00
Wantage 6 17 19 36 78 e 3 1eo
1. ACLUAL -rvenennnsnnns a 3 o1 18 40 79 18 241 395
2 FULL evvncnnnnnnaraens a i 20 14 19 53 74 ﬁg 41 108
Y 3. 40%, Replacement 2 6 2 16 38 80 -
3 4. 40%, 10% & IR -
o s g
1. Actual .....ceee0ees 6 309 e , > !
1 314 72 3,140 679 5,274 4.76
PR 271} SR 99 $417 1,231 ,
3. 40%, Replacement 1 25 b 164 927 2,370 734 5,274 5.12

4. 40%, 10%

* Net taxes after veterans exemptions.

a Liess than $500.




You are viewing an archived copy from the New Jersey State Library
UNION COUNTY
ACTUAL TAX SOURCES AND ESTIMATED SOURCES UNDER THREE ALTERNATIVES—1957
(amounts in thousands of dollars)

1. Actual tax assessed — (1957).
2. Full value, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $1,000.
3. 40% value, Business inventories and household personalty exempt, $51 million replacement, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
4. 10% Inventory, 40% other property, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
’ ~——— Business Taxes———————  Residential Farm Total*
MUNICIPALITY AND Class IT Vacant Real Personal Replacement Property Property Net Tax
ALTERNATIVE Railroad Land Estate Property Tax Total Taxes Taxes Taxes Rate
Berkeley Heights
1. Actual ................. a $52 $491 $211 $702 $554 $2 $1,284 9.65%
2.Full ..o a 63 289 393 e 683 547 2 1,284 1.87
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 60 277 332 $101 710 524 2 1,284 4.49
4. 40%, 10% .ooviinnnnnnnn a 64 298 369 e 667 563 2 1,284 4,83
Clark
1. Actual ................. a 52 222 138 A 360 702 6 1,063 8.25
) 2. Full .....viiiiii, a 82 170 228 e 399 594 8 1,063 1.42
o 3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 82 171 145 84 400 597 8 1,063 3.58
04] 4. 40%, 10% ....covvunnnn. a 87 182 177 359 634 9 1,063 3.80
Cranford
1. Actual ................. $25 58 279 112 o 391 1,907 2 2,302 6.97
2.Full ...iiiiiiiei e 7 91 214 281 495 1,750 1 2,302 1.81
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 6 86 201 232 182 615 1,643 1 2,302 4.25
4, 40%, 10% ..ovevvenennn. 7 93 217 260 477 1,777 2 2,302 4.60
Elizabeth
1. Actual ................. 235 234 5,105 1,518 e 6,624 5,153 12,104 7.95
2.Full ..., 68 203 3,102 4,729 e 7,831 4,084 e 12,104 2.29
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 71 215 3,277 3,377 956 7,611 4,315 - 12,104 6.05
4. 40%, 10% .evveernnnnn. 75 225 3,434 3,963 . 7,397 4,521 e 12,104 6.34
Fanwood
1. Actual ................. 2 17 25 22 S 47 683 714 7.24
2.Full .......ooviiiinn.. a 13 25 55 R 79 639 el 714 1.86
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 12 23 46 56 125 8597 . 714 4.34
4. 40%, 10% ...covvinnnnnn a 13 25 51 R 76 647 714 4.70
Garwood
1. Actual ................. 2 14 121 107 o 228 325 R 553 8.38
2.Full ... a 8 103 229 e 332 217 cees 553 1.29
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 8 104 185 44 332 219 553 3.25
4. 40%, 10% ....vivnnnnnnn a 9 110 208 . 319 232 553 3.45
1 2,906 6.41
Hillside 9 35 969 490 e 11,%573‘ i'ig% 1 2,906 1.43
. 1. Actual .....ooicienennns 1 31 629 1,145 e N 02 11295 1 2,906 4.13
2. Full .iivevneseenanrnne. 1 35 728 645 230 1,6 1,323 1 2,906 4.22
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 1 36 743 832 1,575 ,
4. 40%, 10% coeevsaonennnn 203 7.70
Kenilworth 5 20 260 159 o 420 ﬁg o 903 1.55
1. Actual 1 26 296 246 R 472 495 . 903 4.61
2. Full .ovveeevrenns . 1 20 269 55 71 39 501 003 4.68
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 1 31 272 116 o 388 e
4. 40%, 10% .occereneenens
5,394 1,620 3 7,038 6.41
Linden 19 85 3,877 1,517 e 2 656 1,339 2 7,038 1.19
1, Actual ..........0 e /A 67 2,583 3,074 .. ,325 1’669 3 7,038 3.72
2. FUIl vovvvnrnorensnnnnans 1 83 3,219 1,551 556 5, Teee 3 7,038 3.71
3. 40%, Replacement ..... h P 3912 2117 o 5,329 X
4, 40%, 10% ceveevecnececs 7.16
181 575 a 778 :
Mountainside 40 113 68 ceen 511 a 718 1.44
1. Actual ... .oceeoneeeaee N 55 88 131 N 219 504 a 778 3.56
2. Full ..vvnvinneneennnenns PN = &7 80 61 229 33 a 718 3.80
3. 40%, Replacement ..... e o8 03 99 e 192 5
4. 40%, 10% covereenennn B 975 6.71
po  New Providence a 63 255 46 e 3"1 gi; o 975 2.11
w 1. Actual ....ccceeinennn - 76 136 138 B 258 614 : - 975 5.04
© 2. Full ...ivieivannanenrens > o 130 101 Ll 3 1 975 5.42
3. 40%, Replacement ..... (o 140 117 . 257 66. seer
4. 40%, 10% oceceecennant a 5,967 7.8
Plainfield 21 80 2,071 609 e g»ggg g'g;’g e 5,967 2.42
1. Actual ....cieiiiiienne 7 84 1,573 - 1,320 e '891 3'065 o 5,967 6.00
9. Full ..nnirneninvanannes 7 85 1582 838 471 2, ’256 5.967 6.46
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 7 00 1680 1,020 o 2,700 3, e
4. 40%, 109 ceeereeneneens 5040 7.64
Rahway " - 764 403 . 117 L e 3040 227
1. Actual ......cnienieennn 12 105 480 691 . , 1'838 - 3,040 5.78
2. Full ..ovvnniiiieenes 12 107 489 422 240 1,151 s i .. 3040 612
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 13 113 518 521 e 1,039 1,9 et ’
4. 40%, 10% ...cervuierinnn 2,072 8.17
Roselle Boro 2 43 471 176 ceee 647 11’4223 2,072 2.20
1. Actual ........oeiaeeenn 1 45 319 456 caes 775 1,252 : 2,072 5.34
2. FUll e 1 44 310 347 164 821 , wee %072 572
3. 40%, Replacement ..... I 7 332 308 e 730 1,343 veee 4
4. 40%, 10% .cvcecennecens —_ —_—

* N?ta;xes after veterans exemptions.
a Less than $500.



UNION COUNTY—Continued
ACTUAL TAX SOURCES AND ESTIMATED SOURCES UNDER THREE ALTERNATIVES—1957

(amounts in thousands of dollars)

1. Actual tax assessed — (1957).
2. Full value, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $1,000.
3. 40% value, Business inventories and household personalty exempt, $51 million replacement, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
4. 10% Inventory, 40% other property, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
Business Taxes———————  Residential Farm Total*
MUNICIPALITY AND Class II Vacant Real Personal Replacement Property Property Net Tax
ALTERNATIVE Railroad Land Estate Property Tax Total Taxes Taxes Taxes Rate
Roselle Park
1. Actual .........ccvueen $4 $13 $186 $74 $260 $919 $1,165 7.40%
2.Full .o 1 14 123 188 e 311 855 1,165 1.96
‘3. 40%, Replacement ..... 1 14 120 125 $92 337 834 1,165 4.7
4. 40%, 10% ..oviiiniinnnn 1 15 129 149 e 278 893 1,165 5.11
Scotch Plains
1. Actual ................. a 67 112 61 e 173 1,449 $12 1,640 7.01
B 22Full ........ooiil a 98 106 149 o 255 1,307 11 1,640 1.78
>~ 3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 92 100 119 130 343 1,226 11 1,640 4.18
o 4, 40%, 10% ....... Ceriees a 99 108 135 cees 242 1,327 12 1,640 4.52
Springfield
1. Actual ..............000 a 76 455 163 618 1,185 17 1,836 10.68
2. Full ....oooiveiniinn... a 17 403 293 o 696 1,068 17 1,836 2.00
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 75 390 206 145 740 1,032 16 1,836 4.83
4. 0%, 10% .....vvvennnnn a 80 418 242 RN 660 1,108 17 1,836 5.19
Summit
1. Actual .............00ns 12 88 8711 223 . 1,094 2,194 3,344 6.45
2.Full ... 3 89 623 755 AU 1,378 1,897 3,344 1.76
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 3 88 614 534 264 1,413 1,870 3,344 4.33
4. 40%, 10% .....covvevnn 3 94 656 626 o 1,282 1,996 3,344 4.62
Union
1. Actual 1 100 1,561 879 . 2,440 3,395 5,794 7.25
2. Full .......onl e a 148 1,055 1,649 R 2,704 2,999 5,794 1.47
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 171 1,216 577 458 2,251 3,455 5,794 4.24
4. 40%, 10% .evvvernennnns a 174 1,248 928 2,171 3,532 5,794 4.34
Westfield
1. Actual ........ seseseene a 87 479 154 e 633 3,526 2 4,155 7.79
2.Full ..o a 124 416 425 cee 842 3,242 2 4,155 2.24
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 116 391 337 328 1,057 3,044 2 4,155 5.25
4. 40%, 10% ..ovvviiinenn, a 126 423 381 e 804 3,292 2 4,155 5.68
Winfield 176 28.53
1. Actual ....ovviiiieieens ig g ;g %gi 176 12.20
2. Full ..ovvnniieniinnenne, e 176 28.67
12 5 14 31 145
3. 40%, Replacement ..... b %0 157 176 30.97
4. 40%, 10% .evveinaneonann 13 i
County Total 45 59,810 7.44%
T, ACEURL +nvvvernrnannne saT1 51,300 §i8702 87133 525,838 8o ¥ Sl 1.80
2. Full ... 104 1,498 12,678 16,5 - N » H 44 59810 478
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 109 1,529 13,708 10,260 $4,725 28,693 30,23 59,810 500
£ 40%, 10% «ererenreennns 114 1616 14,246 12,715 26,961 31,914 47 . .

|874

* Net taxes after veterans exemptions.

a Less than $500.



WARREN COUNTY
ACTUAL TAX SOURCES AND ESTIMATED SOURCES UNDER THREE ALTERNATIVES—1957
(amounts in thousands of dollars)

1. Actual tax assessed — (1957).
2. Full value, hogsehol.d personalty exempt, veterans' exemption $1,000.
i}. iggz ‘I’ii'lgx't?rl;mgg;s :)r;}x;entorxes and household personalty exeropt, $51 million replacement, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
. 1ve f o er property, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
(~————————Business Taxes ———————  Residential Farm Total*
MUNICIPALITY AND Class IT Vacant Real Personal Replacement P rt; P T
ALTERNATIVE Railroad Land Estate Property Tax Total rT?;esy l'i?s’f’;:;y Tliigs Rs::é
Allamuchy
o S R T Woom om s ame
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 5 3 2 g4 10 g %g gg %gg
4. 40%, 10% ..vviiiiiiannn a 6 4 3 . 6 12 25 50 3.06
Alpha
12.. ‘%‘fﬁ}lal ..................... : :z 12 1?4 R ?4 88 4 113 9.80
,,lﬁ 3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 2 6 2 g f; gg g ﬁg égg
Do 4. 40%, 10% .............. a 5 6 7 L. 13 04 5 113 5.45
Belvidere :
1. Actual ........... ..., $1 1 86 21 107 134 2 23
7 8.61
2. Full ............e. . a 2 49 5 ces
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 2 51 32 19 i% i'gg g ggg ggﬁ
4. 40%, 10% .............. a 2 54 43 o 97 142 2 237 6.41
Blairstown
1. Actual ................. 1 4 2
2. Fall ... a 4 2 : o 4 % a 18 %
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 4 25 9 11 45 51 40 138 414
4. 40%, 10% .............. a 4 o7 11 o 38 55 43 138 4.45
Franklin
1. Actual ...............l. a 1 9 24 34 42 4
s 7 120 9.28
2.Full ..o a 2 5 3
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 3 . 3g g :g g: ﬁ gg égg
4. 40%, 10% .............. a 2 5 36 40 34 45 120 3.31
Frelinghuysen
LA 3 5 2 N 58 0 1023
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 3 12 4 6 22 g& gg 38 111
4. 40%, 10% ...coovnvnn..n. a 3 13 4 .
17 31 30 80 4.48
Greenwich .
1. Actual .............. ... a 2 10 7 . 17 40 30 86 6.68
2. Full ..oovvvivnennviennnn, a 9 14 o 22 33 28 86 1.24
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 3 8 11 7 27 31 26 86 2.92
4. 40%, 10% ..o a 4 9 13 22 34 28 86 3.16
Hackettstown
1. Actual ..............0..n 1 6 97 39 136 293 2 423 7.82
2. Full ... a 5 113 91 R 203 218 2 423 1.77
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 5 118 45 33 196 228 2 423 4.62
4, 40%, 10% ............. a 6 124 60 T 184 240 2 423 4.86
Hardwick
1. Actual ................. a 1 2 1 e 3 10 18 32 7.92
2, Full ...... e a 1 1 1 - 2 5 24 32 0.66
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 1 1 a 3 4 5 23 32 1.54
4. 40%, 10% ..covvriiniinn a 1 1 a 1 5 24 32 1.67
Harmony
1. Actual a 8 2 4 5 81 35 125 10.28
2.Full ...l .. a 7 1 7 e 8 5 36 125 1.85
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 7 1 6 10 17 70 34 125 4.28
4. 40%, 10% ...oooviiinn a 7 1 6 e 8 76 37 125 4.64
Hope
[H\g 1. Actual ............. ... 2 6 1 7 37 27 1 7.93
(SN 2.Full .............. 2 6 2 8 35 27 71 1.73
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 2 5 1 6 12 33 25 71 4.08
4, 40%, 10% .......... .. 2 6 1 7 36 27 7 4.41
Independence
1. Actual ................. a 3 8 5 13 74 38 124 10.72
2.Full .o a 4 7 10 17 65 40 124 2.34
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 4 i 7 10 23 62 38 124 5.56
4. 40%, 0% ..... ... a 4 7 8 e 15 67 40 124 5.99
Knowlton
1. Actual ................. a 10 6 1 R 7 42 30 86 10.03
2.Full oo a 14 5 2 e [] 43 23 86 1.38
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 13 4 1 7 12 40 22 86 3.20
4, 40%, 10% ........ooinn a 14 5 1 6 44 23 86 3.47
Liberty
1. Actual ............000hs a 5 1 a 2 56 18 78 13.10
2.Full ... a 4 1 1 2 52 21 8 1.63
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 4 1 a 6 8 48 19 8 3.7
4. 40%, 10% ...ooviuiininn a 4 1 1 2 52 21 78 4.07

* Net taxes after veterans exemptions.
a Less than $500.




WARREN COUNTY—Continued
ACTUAL TAX SOURCES AND ESTIMATED SOURCES UNDER THREE ALTERNATIVES—1957
(amounts in thousands of dollars)

. Actual tax assessed — (1957).

o

. Full value, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $1,000.
. 40% value, Business inventories and household personalty exempt, $51 million replacement, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.
. 10% Inventory, 40% other property, household personalty exempt, veterans’ exemption $500 unchanged.

Business Taxes ————  Residential Farm Total*
MUNICIPALITY AND Class II Vacant Real Personal Replacement Property Property Net Tax
ALTERNATIVE Railroad Land Estate Property Tax Total Taxes Taxes Taxes Rate
Lopatcong
1. Actual ........covnen. $2 $6 $26 $19 $45 $105 $23 $173 7.08%
22Full ... a 5 19 38 S 58 92 21 173 1.39
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 5 18 31 $14 64 88 20 173 3.31
4. 40%, 10% .............. a 5 20 35 R 55 95 21 173 3.57
Mansfield
1. Actual ........c.vvvinnn a 6 10 12 22 53 56 134 8.79
o 2.Full ......oovviiiiin a 10 10 15 RPN 26 48 52 134 1.10
NG 3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 9 10 12 11 32 45 49 134 2.61
e~ 4, 40%, 10% «.oruienn .. a 10 10 13 A 24 49 53 134 2.81
Oxford
1. Actual .......ccovvunnn a 2 17 20 37 50 7 89 11.70
2.Full ..o a 1 20 28 48 37 5 89 1.61
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 1 19 24 7 50 35 5 89 3.84
4. 40%, 10% .............. a 1 21 26 47 38 5 89 4.14
Pohaquarry
1. Actual 1 4 a .. 4 5 1 10 6.00
2. Full 1 4 a . 4 4 1 10 1.29
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 1 4 a 1 5 4 1 10 2.98
4. 40%, 10% .............. 1 4 a . 4 4 1 10 3.24
Phillipsburg
1. Actual ............oenen 44 23 404 207 611 797 1 1,431 8.41
2.Full Lo 11 11 218 514 S 732 699 1 1,431 2.03
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 11 11 224 381 113 718 718 1 1,431 5.22
4, 40%, 10% .............. 11 12 237 441 R 678 758 1 1,431 5.51
Pohatcong
1. Actual ...........ovnnln 1 2 18 23 42 178 34 243 9.87
2.Full ... a 2 13 44 . 57 161 28 243 1.80
3. 40%, Replacement ..... a 2 14 24 19 57 162 28 243 4.54
4. 40%, 10% .............. a 2 14 31 . 45 172 30 243 4.82
Washington Boro 538 8.39
1 Actual ..oooeeiiiiianenes 3 5 139 2 2 2 2 e a4
2.Full ... 1 5 80 S 28 5.01
3. 40%, Replacement ..... 1 6 87 130 42 260 281 2 238 201
4. 40%, 10% ..oviiiiinnnn 1 6 90 158 e 249 292 X
Washington Township 263 10.61
1. Actual ....oeeveiiinan... a 10 3% ig % ﬁ% g‘; 08 1.60
5 i, Teplacement |1 a 1 24 37 T 91 103 58 263 3.76
. », Replacement ..... 4.07
4, 40%, 10% ....oorvienn. a 15 37 41 e k4 111 63 263
White 2 10.04
1. Actual ............ennn. g 35(; z i e '_71 gg zi 128 008
5 o, Replacement ..... a 28 3 3 10 16 1 a 129 320
4. 40%, 10% ...evviiainnn a 30 4 3 7 .
County Total 8.
1. Actual ................, $54 $114 $933 $5?lg $}.$gg $§,§§§ 5222 52,;;2 1;2%
RO 5 d0s, Hepiacement ... 1 13 o LT $377 1,835 2,346 532 4,775 4.32
. 0, Replacement .....
3 4, 40%, 10% ..coviinennnnn 14 148 700 943 . 1,643 2,490 575 4,775 4.61

* Net taxes after veterans exemptions.

a Less than $500.
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