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In re: - Propos·ed Legislation · : 
.Relating to th~ Assess~ : 
merit of Rea 1 and ·· : 
personal- Prc,perty · f.or ·· ·: 
Tax Purposes : 

. ,· . . . ·. . . . . 
. ' . 

ABSTRACT OF TESTIMONY 
ln.Hearlngs:Bef~re 

NEW. JERSEY SENATE -COMMITTEE 
· .. _ .ON REVISION .A.ND .AMENDMENT .OF LAWS . . .· . . . 

·;~t::1 . ' . . . 

'"' The pt1rp0se of thls ab$trao;t af. the testimony give~ :befere 

. . 

the· Senate Comm! ttee en Revisto~-. and. Amendment of ~aws hi i is· 

hearings upon the·l•gisolatieilpendlng in. the 1958 .Session of the . ' . . . . . 

Legislature r·elating to the ass•ssment er real .and persona.1 

property for purp0s.e.s of taxat.io11 ts ·te aid ltgl1la_tors · hi 

familiarizing them1utlyes with "Whe said what· and why?" t'a tJ:lese 
.•. 

· hearlmgs,. wi_th~ut ~he· neaessi ty ·of burrowing th1":eugh the fc:.ur , 

vol-um•• er· testimony.-

Both the issues raised and. U1e reactions te them, are 
.. . . ' 

sketched briefly _and ehjectively. Not.es :referring te the aotuar 

·statements a_s recorded in the official transcript are made 

wherever appropriate.-

- Each of the 'four •hearings .. ene Jil.eld in Trent0n, one f.n 

. Camden, and tw() in Ne-.,ark - has aeen otf-ieially' transcrlhed in 

separate volumes. .References to any et the_s;e .v0lumes are made · 

thus: A refere:n.ce to Volume 4, pagEi 4o~ "'.ill read, (4, 46). · 

· The P·ropo-sed Le9islatien · 

The proposed legislatlen ti~der discussion ls as follows: 

Senate./J0int Resolution No. 15, int.reduced by Senators . 

.Dumont,, Hannold, Crane, Waddington, and Cowgill, which reqiteststhe 

Attorney-General to apply to New Jersey Supreme Cou_rt in .case of. · 

Switz v. Middletown Township for med,!flcation of its mandate to. 
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The President of the Mercer County Le~gue of Municipalities, 

Mr. Lloyd A. Carver, voiced the opinion of tax and local officials 

when he argued that under the provisions of the Switz decision 

nThe time allotted to the muni~ipalities to prepare for the 

practice of assessing at full true value is woefully inadequate. 11 

( 1' 45 } . 
The extent of this inadequacy was discussed by Mr. Russel 

T. Wilson~ Assessor for the City of Englewood and Chairman of the 

Tax Study Commi.ttee of the New Jersey State League of Municipalities, 

who estimated that it would require five years to complete the 

thorough revaluation program that the Switz decision made 

necessary. (1, 13-A). 

One problem called attention to, is the lack of profession-

ally qualified assessors to do the Job. 

A numbei of tax officials, including Mr. William T. Somers, 

Secretary of the Atlantic County Board of Taxation, and Marriott 

G. Haines, Assessbr of Hainsep~rt Township, joined Mr. Wilson in 

the assertion that the assessors now in office in New Jersey would 

have great diffitulty in doing a proper Job of revaluation. 

They said that the problem resulted n6t only from the 

employment of incompetent personnel due to the practice of hiring 

assessors on a part-time basis and of.not offering salaries 

sufficient to attract qualified personnel but also it results 

from failure to provide proper equipment and office space to 

perform the work, and from subjecting assessors to political 

pressures which interfered with good assessment practice. 

( 2, 37, 2..AL 
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Furthermore, as Mr. Wilson pofnted out, the mechanical 

impossibility:, in a great rriany. taxing districts of converting 

the figures now contained in the tax lists, wh.ich are represented 

by addressograph pl ates or other mechanical device.s, to the new 

assessment digit ••• -makes lt obvious~ •• that mot'e,time is 

needed by the assessors •• (1, lO-AJ. 

The four who oppogect·the·resolution expressed the following 

reasons f()r so doing~ 

Mr. Charles L. Andrews, Assessor for Moorestown Township 

said that postponement would "Just cause a big delay, and if 

you wait unt i 1 everybody is· ready nothing ·wi 11 ever ·-be done. 11 

(2, 4). 
Mr. Perry Shoemak~r, President of the Delaware, Lackawanna 

and Western Railroad, argued that the tax pos1ition of the rail-

roads in the State is so bad that a further deJay 1n al te·ring the. 

present situation could not be t.olerated. (3, 29). 

Mr. Sidney Grossman of the Lakewood Taxpayers Association 

opposed Senate Joint Resolution No. 15because.h.e felt that the 

resolution conflicted with the provisions of Senate Bill No. 211, 

which he favored. (1,48 ). 
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Mr. Herbert J~ Hannoch, Counsel'for Swit~ in the Switz 

case said that he was unable to understa.nd -"on what theory the 

Legislature or the Attorney-Generai can come into the Switz ca~e, 

which is a suit between Switz .and Middletown Township, neither of 

whom are asking for any relief II (3, 3-A). 

Johri A •. · MagOvern · of the New ,Jersey Chamber of Commerce 

and Herbert Starkey of the New Jersey Education Association,· 
. . . . 

both expressed preference for Jmine.dlate regls 1 all ve act ion, but 

did not oppose the resolution, 

Discussion of Proposed Legislation 

Discussion of the oth~r measurea under consideration 

centered on two bills, Assembly BHl No.· 3.50 and Senate B111 
·,· . 

t No. 211. Somewhat less tirne was qevoted to Senate Bill N_o. 

,_241 and Senate.Concurrent Reso.l11tfon·.No. ·24, and very little 

· attention was paid to Senate BllLNo. 6; a fact which can be 

attributed to the. close similarity between Senate Bill N.o. 6 

and Assembly Bill No. 350. 
The issue between Senate Bill No. 211 on one hand, and 

Assembly Bi 11 No. 350, Senate Bi 11 No. 241 ··and Senate Concurrent 

Resolution No. 24 on the other,. hlnged upon the question,as to 

whether there was to be uniformity of· assessment or classification 

of propertj fdr assessmeni fbr purpose of taxation :in New Jer$~y. 

8 





Those who favored uniformity, .which included most repre-

sentatives of business, industry, railroads, taxpayers and tax 

officials groups - generally supported Senate Bill No. 211. 
I This bill if enacted into law could be alternative 1 of the State 

Tax Policy Cbmmission's Ninth Report and thereby provide for a 

State-wide standard of taxation. (40-40-10). 

Besides the elimination of iriequlties 1 State-wide uniformity 

and equalization was said to have the following advantages by 

those supporting Senate Bill No. 211: 

(1) It would improve, tax .administration by clarifying the 

Job of the assessor. 

State Treasurer Aaron Neeld pointed out two "admirable 

features 11 in the bi 11. nNumber one, it retains full true value 

as the standard ••• Number. two, it prescribes a standard for 

assessment, namely 40% of full true value ••• It makes perfectly 

· c 1 ear t o th e a s s e s so r what he I s t o d o • 11 ( 4, 5-A) • 

(2) The clarity of standard set up in this bill would 

aid the individual taxpayer by informing him of the precise 

nature of his tax assessment and valuation and it would pre-

sumably ease the burden upon the courts as w~ll. 

9 
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(3) The ~nlform public standard will aid the ecoriomic 

prosperfty of the State by elimiriatlng the tincertaintles of 
. ' 

variable assessments and the danger of tompetitive ass~ssment 

pfactlc~s on business fi~ms~ (4~ 6). 

·Mr~ Carlton w·. Tillinghast, 'Executive Director of the 

New Jersey Taxpayers As.soc Lat ion, warned that increased 

industrial location and _expans~on in New, Jersey "will not be_ 

attained ••• if municipalities contlnue to underas.sess industry 

in ofder to attract It, and latef overassess it to meet mounting 

· costs of local government,tt '( 1, 100A ). 

In short, for improved tax administration, for public 

awaren~ss, and for economic health a uniform property tax was 

.needed in New Jers~y and many witnesses felt that Senate Bill 

No. 211 was the proper instrument to achieve this end. 

Some witness~s supported this measure for other reasons. 

Mr. Ma govern stated that the State Chamber. of Commerce 

desired the preservation of "the present· aggregate total property 

tax burden borne by business and resldentfal property owners·· 

respectively." His support of Senate Bill No. 211 was based 

upon the assumption that· 11 the percentages, 40-40-10, set· forth 

in the bill would fesult in aggregate property taxes on business 

about the same as under the present arrangements ••• ,r On this 

assumption, he said, "This bill appears to be generally in 

accord with the position adopted by the State Chamber cif Commerce 

~ith respect to the taxation of property.rt (1, 12 ). 

10 
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A few supporters of Senate. Bill No. 211 expressed them-

selves as favoring the legislation pr.ovided that it was amended 

to enact Alternative two of the State Tax Policy Commission's 

Rep6rt~ rather than Alt,rrrative one •. 

Mr. Carver of the New Jersey Association of Township 

Committeemen·, and Mr. Starkey of the New Jersey Education 

Associat1on, were in this category. 

For the most part, those who supported Senat~ Bi 11 No. 

211 were also the strongest opponents to Assembly Bill No. 350, 

and to a lesser extent of Senate Bill No. 241 and Senate Con-

current Resolution No. 

These bi 11 s were viewed as beirig designed 11 to depart .from 

the concept ·or a uniform system of assessment applica1:lle through-

out the St at e • 11 ( 1 , 1 01-A ) 

It appeared to be assumed that this charge was c 1 ear with 

regard to Senate Bill No.. 2Lrl and .. Senate Concurrent Resolution 

No. 24, so that most of the debate centered on Ass~mbly Bill No. 

350. 
Many witnesses expressed the opinion that Assembly Bill 

No •. 250 provided no clear-cut standard of value on which to base 

assessments. 

1l 
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State Treasur.er Neeld indicated hLs belief that. Assembly 

Bill No. 350 was 11 devoid of any standard of value. for assessment 

purpo.ses~•t_ (4, 16-A}. 

Mr:. Thomas E. Hunt, Assessor for the City of Newarl<, 
·, .• ·• ! I 

confessed Si~ply that he ~ouldn't und~rstand the bill. 11 1n the 

bil.1," he said, ~it recites ~verythirig. that an a~pr~iser takes 

into consideration in arriving at ari appraisal; but it doesn't 

tel 1 us what weight ·to give to anythlng.lt ( 3, 54..;A). 

Mr •. Cedric A. Major, President of the Lehigh Valley 

Railroad Company, see~ed to express the opini~n Qf the majprity 

oft.hose opposing Assembly Bill No~ 350 when he argued that the 

bill "would remove the objective. value standard from the law and 

sub~titute in ils place a variety of subjective factors ••• 

.[which] appear to us to add.up to no standard at all ••• 11 

(1, 42A ). This lack of one Cleat standard would. have at lea.st· 

two serious results. 

First, it would make appeals to the Courts most difficult 

and, as Mr. Major. said, "might well have the .effect of denying 

any real judJcial review." 

Secorid, the enactment of this.bill into law would produce 

a situation in which assessments could be based on any one of a 

.number of standards, depending ori the personal predileqti6ns of 

the assessor. This, in turn, would _act as a great stimulus to 

continued discrimination in assessment practices.· ( 1 "".43A ). 

12 
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< ?-/( ?'.c ctY: 
· ·• ••···wihn'/.t11e-

· .. · .. Mr. 
' .·_ ma rke. t:. va li{ei and.·.:\r.~~- )/f3.1;~~-,{it:f fye:''.j;~•9~#t•~'/< he ::$a,i.9\i ha•v·e•· Vi;;9ys.>· : . ·.' ' 
. ,,. m:ade·/th·i 5'.·· .. dl .. _s'.tJn:clJon,: :h?~;itig;\Jf brt:·~B~:i,tcf~gte~\o:t.•·;'p?trilan;eili:y•1• .. ·· .... · 

inher'ing- in any prop~rt;:~::::a· -;:~:~to,r. whi,ch. ~ust b.e t:~~e~ into -
, '· '' ' ' , . 

· .. ··a·c:'do.yrtt.:.1n.:~ny·:.£the-ovalu¢.\·~(s'l~ssm~nt::' ]J!_~:ri'y:i:z1ti~9:1~1·~~-.·.p9<1nt q.C. ',•·. 

··· ... tq:ts :klrid h:f /~ss,issmep(f ''s1s<tfi.ey.::'E;1;1waysihave A~CCOl\dfng•··. t·~- ;the:· •.. 
' ':. ' .I. .·'' 

. ol<3 stat,titeS••~·. : Qrily ·mthq~::u'rif ?,ITI~ita-r .With the ••.asse:ssmept. pfpce~(s .•. ·· 
-... ~9_ul 9 .. ··•·ohJ ect..O tO :11se ' Q,r Stl~j?,C:~ i've'.:Crlt er i~\>: HAn : ~:~se·skme11t ' u .... •. 
··he argued; .. ';'Tlke·,an appt·afs~t/ .~h.9~ic(>J?e:.~~::>~~lcul~tfor1,.bf piahy··•· 
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variabl?S< fnc:luding. intangibles •... ·· it 'ihvol'ves •calbul~t.lon:,··.not· 
' ,' 

computation~"· (1, ) • , This must cont iriue to be s9, he ; . 

st.ates; lT _the c·oncept of true. value, as. opposed to market vahie·, > 
',.·· .·· . . . 

. is to. have any meanJng.; .·While be did riot deny that· use .Of 
sul)Jective 0criteria sometimesrleads to discrimination,he.st.at-ed 

····that.u~e o'r pur~iy obJe~t.ive ·standa-rdsba'sed··on selllhgprJc<i:•·.• 

and co.mputed. by !BM ·ma~hihes w6uld only tead to more of' the saine. .·· 

nThe.re is no royal road to the removal of discrirrilnation,fl he 

said, "ancl JllOl' th~m _t.hirty,yeari in t.hi•S 'field has convi need 
.·, : ·. .·.-·. . . ,•. 

' ' 

me that' the present popul'ar 'attempts to' corre:ct .thein from .Trent on; 

by the exclusiv~>•use 6£,safes p(ic~ ~as·led to inore 'inequaltty 

than exi~ted .befor~e 11 ·• (1, 6JA ). The r.?medy for 'this 1s to · 
. ,·. ·. _. . . ·, . . -··· 

restore the use :of ·s.µbJe<;tive sta;n<1ards -6~'a.clea·r1:Y~defined .. 

basis, as is done in·:.A.s~erh1:niB'i{l N6. 359. 'The bllf is, ,J11 his 

opinion, l'mc,re thafl adequ~te in settJng up the standarCfs:tn 
·· maklng an assessment ,:n ancl he· strongiy endorsed i C 

. . . . 

At a later hrarfng, Mr~ R6sen.:followed tip ,Mr. 'Scli.loeder 1's 

arguments by. asserting tha.t there was no ·ne.ed. f~r fur.ther 1egi s-
:.. ". . :· ' .· . . . . . . 

lation to produce·un!formtty since legisl~tion ~l~eady existed 
. . ' : . . . 

to do th iS. ''Today, II he argued:,' II as a pr_aJt ical m~tter' we have 
. . . . -

equalization as··far as Contribution ·to cost .. of county government 
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by each mimic ipal i ty within th.e county." He. noted further that, 

under the provisions of R.s. 54:136 and 54:137, as amended by 
the Laws of 1953, chapter 51, county boards of taxation were 

permitted to take steps to remove any local assessors who failed 

to comply with the constitutional standards of assessment and 

taxation •. H·e stated also that under R.S .• 54:126, the Director 

of the State Division of Taxation/1Has a right to order the 

· local assessors in a_ proper case to make a reassessment of any 

property undervalued or a reassessment of al r property in. any 

.taxing district."' He concluded ~Y stating: 11 Here we have the 

tools at. hand in which the county board. as well as the State 

Director of Taxation cari control .the wilful! and intentional 

discrimination in any taiing district ih any county of the State 

of New Jersey." (.3, 11)~ Use of these tools,-together with the 

clarification of a standard of taxation 11 which has been used by 

the Legislature for quite a period of .t1me,II [referring to 

Assembly Bill No. 350] would prci~ide the necessary remedies 

for the defects in ·the St.ate tax structure. 

Thus, because. subjectivity was nece.ssari ly implied in 

the assessment process, because thi.s·has always been so, and 

because there is no need to alter this situation to proc,tuce 

tax equalization as they stated, these witnesses sup~orted 

Assembly Bill No. 350. 

, 15 
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Summary 

In summary, then, it is possible to say that in, these 

hearings-there was generatl:~ agreement upon the nec.essi ty of 

gaining more time to resolv,e the tax problem. This resulted 

in the near unanimous support for Senate Joint Resolution No. 

Many witnesses supported uniform taxation of all real 

property in the State, and thus expressed a desire to see the 

passage of Senate Bill No. 211. This opinion was especially 

strongly expressed by the witnesses representing business, 

industry, railroads, taxpayer and assessor groups. 
. I , . 

These groups aiso opposed Assembly Bill No. 350 because 

of the subjectivity of the standards therein proposed, which, 

they felt, would be a temptation to discrimination, and Senate 

Bill No. 241 and Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 24 because of 

the provisions of t'hese bills which would. in fact establish a 

tax ~tructure. not of uniform character~ 

On the other hand, much opposition to tax uniformity wa~ 

expressed, especially by represen~at i ves of communi t-i es 1 ocated 

in northern New Jersey, and. by representatives of rent-paying 

· and home-owning groups located in that area. 

16 
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These groups expressed theciselves as being genef~lly 

satisfied With the present tax structure and they argued that 

it was both impossible and unnecessary to seek greater equality 

through additional legislation. Implicit in this position, and 

often argued during the course of the hearings, was the concern 

for the political aspects of the tax structure. 

The admitted purpose of As8embly Bill No. 350 is to 

preserve the so~called 1Home Rule' as is shown by the sponsor's 

statement on p. 111-A.of v.l, as follows: 

11 I c OU 1 d i t · t 1 k M Ch . d n erJec a persona remar , r •. airman, an 

say 'that when the day comes that the State. of New Jersey is 

willing to contribute to the support of municipal ~overnment, 

I can see the reason and the basis for the theory of the New 

Jersey Taxpayers Association; but until such time, and. thtse are 

my own remarks and not a question, and as long as the local 

taxpayers pay the cost of municipal government other than the 
I 

two exceptions mentioned, I don't think it's any business of 

th~ State or any organization in the State to achieve this 

equalization as long as that local revenue is raised locally for 

local purposes. And that is one of the prime reasons heh.ind 

Assembly 350 which, regardless of what anybody here has said -

17 
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and I haven 1 t heard anybody say.this, and I am going to say it, 

I haven't heard anybody say it·yet today - th'e local assessors 

will riot assess at 100% becaus~ they are responsible to the 

local officials, and the lbcal officials will not assess at 100% 

and will not direct the local assessors to assess at 100% 

because .they would be •turned out of off ice by the voters to whom 

they are responsible. And wnen Ui.e day comes for statewide 

assessment, under statewid~ practices and on statewide tables, 

that is the day_ you can kl ss goo'dbye to local home rule and to 

your municipal government in this State. You might just as 

wel 11 abolish munJcl.pal ft les. II 

The many supporters of this bil 1 took strong positions 

on this point. It was argued' that Home Rule is traditional in 

New Jersey and that any system of statewide uniformity of taxation 

will destroy that tradition. 

Mr. Rosen argued: 

1t1r you are to give these [local) officials the right to 

spend the money, which they have today as a result of your laws, 

they must be given the pow~r to tax, because .the failure of 

power to tax wi 11 negate government." ( 3, 1). 

18 
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It was argued further that Home Rule was fai~ and Ju~t in 

New Jersey, because of the.economic differences between the 
' various sections of th~ State.(3, 10)~ This position found 

favor among the representatives of the farmers of the State. 

(3, 47-A). 

While the supporters of Assembly Bl11 No. 350 were opposed 
:;:, 

to tax uniformity th~oughout tl1e State, they were· not necessarlly 

in favor of classificcttion. They opposed uni.formity, and favored 

Assembly Bi 11 No •. 350 primarily because of the.Ir desire to 

preserve Hoi;ne Rule, taxation by "the mari wh.o knows," the locally 
I 

appointed and locally respbnsible ~;~esso~. 

Several witnesses made sugge'stions which have Dot yet been 

reported. 

Because Mr. Russel. T. Wilson summed thes.e up well ·at his 

second appearance before the Committee, his testimony will be 

used for that putpose. 

Mr. Wilson state~that he recognized that a choice would 

eventually have to be made between tax uniformity or'. cl~ssiflca-

tlon, but regardless of that choice c.ertain things could be 

.done to help solve the problem. 

19 
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First, he suggested a stop-gap measure which would provide 

that "except where land or buildings, or both 11ave been revalued 

the 1958 assessments be-presumed correct ·for 1959 '.and-perhaps ... 
for 1960.n This was ·in line with his previous support for 

Senate Bill No. 6 a.s a stO[?-gap and also in concurrence with 

some other opinion, notably that of Mr. John F. 0 1Bri~n, a former 

tax assessor of South Orange. 

Secondly, he suggested adoption df "a standard of value 

that would represent a range of values ••• lets say, 40 to 50 
or 35 to 45 per cent for real estate, because he_ fe1 t that 

perf~ct uniformity, if that wa.s desired, was impossible. 

Thirdly, he suggested that nwhere there is a shift of tax 

burden as a result of this. range of __ standards _that the gap be 

closed gradually in order to avoid the impact of sudderi·sbifts 

of tax burden, perhaps to the extent of 10% a yearlt to alleviate 

·unfortunate disclocations caused by adoption of uniformitye 

Fourthly, he advocated a tax convention, or something 

resembling that, as a means of d.ecidirig upon another broad based 

tax and of keeping the political struggle over this question 

within bounds. In this, he was reflecting the opinions of a 

number of others, who, for•· somewhat different reasorisl! also 

desired a tax convention. 
' Fifthly, because he felt that "the annual reassessment Is 

utterly impossible," he urged that 11 con_siderationbe given to a 

biannual or even a triannual assessment program. 11 U-1-, 56, 57). 

20 





It will be seen that while ~he hearings probably present 

a cross section of opini~n as to the subject matter before the 

Committee there was no general agreement as to the legislation 

which should be enacted in order to solve the problems which the 

pending Jegislati on ~s intended to solve. 

A copy of the recommendations contained in the Ninth Report 

of 'the State Tax Policy Commission referred to in the foregoing 

Abstract. as Alternate, 1 and Alte.rnate 2 is annexed to this Abstract,. 
0 
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Excerpts 

Ninth Report 

Commission on State Tax Policy 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
A majority of the C ornmission concludes that the Legislature 

may choose between either of two Alternative r000mmendations: 

4~dV(/I 1 
Goneral Description ( 40 per cent-40 per cent-10 ~r cent) 

Real estate assessment at 40 per cent of ita 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 Standa,·ds . 
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-to per cent depreciated cost. 
Business .personal property--

Business inventories-10 per cent book value. 
Other business personalty-40 per eent book Vll!lue . 

. 1.ssessment A dmvnistra-tion 
Business persona.I property-

State af.!sessed for certification to municipalitieo. 
All other property locally as,seased. 

,4.ltell"YUd'ive 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 : 

Jt4,m 

ExtJmpt fro-m Property Ta:r,a,tion 
Business inventories including farm crops and 

produce held for sale ...........•............ 
Household personal property ................... . 

Total ........ , ..... , .................. , 

Other Property (real and personal) 
Uniform assessment at 40 per cent of full value--

with provision that full nlue of busineH pel'somi.lty 
may be presumed to be book value subject to review. 

xx.i 

Tu 1A lM't 

$31.0 million 
llUI million 

i46.5 million 





R6p'lac4m.fflt TM:. 
Business net income tax-'.·applic,11.ble to oorporatiorui 

Md unincorporated i:main~-with p1·~nt Colt' .. ·. 
po.u.tion Franclme Tu u 1l. deductiOX) (corpormt.fou 
pays greater of two taxes). · 

R.evfoed Fra.nehise Ta.x with S per cent income . 
a.lteroative ....... ~. "'. \0 .. ., • b ..... ., • , • Ct•·() • -.... " .... •• 

Present Franchise 'ra,x: ••..•••.•••..•••.••••••• 

Increaaed . corpora-Hon t.ax •••.•••.•..••• , ••••.•• 
Unincorporated buaim,sa tax_ (3 per cent) ....... . 

Total 11drlitio:nsl tax ......... , ....... . 

State Revenues 
Business income tax rates can be increased _to provide 

additional State revenue~appl'Oximately $22 mil-
lion for each 1 per cen.t of tax rate. 

EFFECTS OF, fflJE RECOMMF.JmATIONS , 

T AJl:.A.1lllLm: V Alt~ 

Real E(Ji:i!ie Aofl)C@,~ V mbll08 · 

$6$. million 
26 million 

$42 million 
9 million 

$51 million 

Assessed at 40% of true. value, _the rea.l estate tax base (1957) 
would inerease from $6.9 billion to $9.7 billion. 

Business !!!Ind Fmir!llll lW:l'!lti:lbine,:y a1U1d Eqnrlpmeimt Val~ 
Assessed at 40% of cost less depr-eciation, the taxable values of 

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

Bmillllei&iJ m111d F1mrm lnv,z,inltoiriCl!h 
Alte,r-nat,ive 1-Assessed at 10% of book or market- value, the 

taxabl,e value of inventories would doolin.e slightly from $0.39 bil-
lion to $0.33 billion . 

.Alternative 2-Inventories would be dropped out of the tax base. 

TAX BA. n § 

The Average tax rate for 1957 would be ireduood from $8.30 per 
$100 net valuation taxablfi to--$5.59 per $100 under Alternative 1 
(40%, 40%, 10% assessment), $5.28 per $100 under Alternative 2 
( 40%, 40%, Replacement). 
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R~tbll Tmuia 
. .AJternativeB 1 and 2 will have different effoota tloo varioue 

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

Effect upon €ach 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 miUion increase for reeidential 
real estate, a $15.5 million redubtion 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 n:et result of a $9.o million reduction for residential 
real estate, a $15.5 1nillion reduct.ion due to exemption of 
personal property, less a $7 .5 million reduction in the tax 
value of veterans' exemptions. 

BusinCM Tmu:,'fi 

Alternative 1-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 pei·somd 
property. ' 

.Altenwtive 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.· 

Fal'l'm Tu.:ee 
Alterna.tive 1--would increas{~ 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 

Rm all increase f o:r farm personal property. 
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Alternative 2-,-would i·educe farm taxes by $0.2 million,..:_fro111 
$11.6 million to $11.4 million. 

Includes a $0.1 reduction. for . real .estate and a $0.1 re-
duction for personal pro petty~ · 

Vacant ~nd 
Alternat-ive 1--would incrc•ase taxes upon \'acan.t land by $1. l 

million-from $20.9 rnilli'on to· $22.0 million. . ' 

Alter11.n,tivc 2~-would reduce vacant land taxes by $0.2 million. 

Oass II Railroad Property . . ;i 

Assuming railroad property is presently .assessed at ft;tll value 
the Lackawa'fl:1'la decision would reduce local railroad taxes by ap-
proximately $7 million from the $14.5 million leviod, in.1957, and 
1withr.r Alternative 1 nor· would deal with, this problem, 

DISTRIBU110N OF: REPLACEMENT .REVENUE 
AlternaJive 2-· -Amount 

. Tlte yield of a ;3 1wr centnet business income ta.x less the amount 
of tlH; corpora tc !1Pt ,rnrth tax,· would be dist ri bu.ted annually to 
the ·municipalitit•s, as a replacement for the exeinpJion of business 
inventoriPs nnd hou:-:c•l10ld goods under AlterrnitiVe 2. Each 11m-
11ieipality would rc,ceivt~ a share' of the distribution equal to the 
rntio of its ow11 property tax fovy to the total property tax levy 
<>f the prPceding year. Any t~x ratP ahoY<~ 3 ]){fr cent on businPss 
net ineorne would be t'etained by the State. 
Class II Railroad Property Problem 

A reduction iii Class. H Rnilroad. property :taxes is shown by the 
data, but is not cau::;ed by the ~recommendations. To offset tlw 
eff Pd of such reduction, in municipalities .having a large propor-
tir,n of U1eir tax rolls in Class II ,Railroad property, particularly 
in HudRon County, sonie distributiou of additional StatP revenues 
would be required. · 

Effect 
Tlii.! Bet effrel of t lie di::-;trib.ution foi·rnula on a county basis will 

be for lm:--iness tnxpnyers as a group (excluding railroads) t.o pro 
\·idli nt lt•a:--t ns la rgt, a 1inrt of tho local tax needs 118 at present. 
ill state: total and in tl1u great n1ajorHy of municipalities, on tl1f' 
h,1,;i,; uf 1 !l;)7 data, tlwn• would bl.' a !l_dinitc> shift in the tnx burden 
t'ro111 r<•f'id1·ntinl prnJH'l'f:· to bu'-;i11l'S8 taxpayers . 
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