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SENATOR WAYNE DUMONT, JR,; (Chairman)i\ The hearing

' will come to order.

I would like to note the presence of Senator Donal
Fox from Essex County, a member of Senate Committee on

Rev181on and Amendment of Laws, Senator Henry Haines,

v'Burlington County, Assemblyman Elmer Matthews, Essex County,
‘-and Assemblyman Charles Farrington of Mercer County, |

| If there are any other Legislators here we would be glad to

have them come up here and join us°

We have some witnesses left over from the hearing

'of two weeks ago, that we couldn't get to that day, and 1

think,‘in fairness to them; they ought to be heard first

Is Mr° H, Russell Brown here?rifrom theiNewaersey =

C'Manufacturers Associationo :

»MR. SHAMBERGER' Mr, Chairman, I am waiting to hear

‘from him. He is out of State and Just as soon as 1 do I

will contact youo

CHAIRMAN DUMONT“F Thank yau;‘

Mr, Sydney E. Margolin, Assessor of Morristown who;

-1 think, was here all day the ‘last time. \Mro Margolin.we

w111 be glad to hear from you now.

SYDNEY E. MARGOLIN‘ 1 am Sydney E. Margolin, and.

T am.Assessor for the town of Morristown in Morris Countyo

- My obJect in appearing before you this morning is
to spotlight the trials and tribulations confronting the |
assessors of the State of New Jersey in the administration

of the honsehold personal property tax° o



My troubles,'as'one of the 926’aQSeséaré in the
State, are I believe typical and representative. Perhaps
my task is made somewhat easier by the fact that Morristown
is one of the 116 municipalities that have a full time“ o
assessor.' When you realize that 810 districts are

struggling along on a part-time basis, 387 of whose assessors

have an annual salary range of . but $lOO to a thousand dollars,

you come to the conclusion that the assessors of New Jersey
are indeed a dedicated lot.v lt is no wonder that we annually
‘lose one out of six of our assessors. They just go on to

; more lucrative and certainly more popular occupations@
Someone once said, "Good assessors never die. '4?};

.they have sense enough to resign much before. Added to our

troubles is the fact that some of our present tax laws, though,

: bound in good intentions, are not sound in actual practice.
| Take, for instance, Senate Bill #9.-_It states,';
"The fair value of tangible household personal property shall

be the value thereof for_each household, if!orfered for sale

‘f as a single lot.

| On its face, this appears}to be a. simple administra-
tive task.‘ It is elementary that every occupied house must
have furniture, Therefore, it would appear that all the_
assessor has to do is inspect and make a valuation. But even

<the mere act of inspection is not as easy as it appears.

2

We have been educated that a man*s house is his castle,

and no assessor has the legal authority to enter homes,:_
'much less to look into the closet to see how much silverware

the wife has, or examine the make and the model of the TV set.,
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And there are so many kinds and qualities of furnishings '

that they actually defy efforts to list themo" There are, infi

,additlon to the various klnds of furniture - rugs linens,

radios, TVSs pictures - works of art and otherwise, cameras;$t'“
antiqﬁesg 5porting goods, hobby materials, books, curtains,
decorations, records - and in one house,“in the rumpus room;‘?"
I found a slot machine that swallowed dimese . o

Granted that you have listed them, what are they worth7

What is the basis of value? Where is there an established market
'for these items where the assessor can obtain records and compare

sale prices even on an individual basis, much less per lot as you

would have it now., “\F

The answer is simple, There is no sdch‘mafket except the
second hand dealer*° But his is a distressed market, depending

on the circumstances in each case and not in any sense a true

measure of value° The criterion of value in these cases is

mostly the time elementu= such as when does the owner“s lease
expire SO that he must get rid of his accumulated goods7

: At this point bear in mind that a conscientious enumeration "
of the phy51cal property in each home woald require personnel
and man hours entirely out of proportion to the limited amount 3
of revenue that can be derived from household personal property
assessmente Your 810 part time assessors would do better to
devote their time to the equitable assessment of real properties{,

The State of New Jersey conducts courses in the prlnciples |

of municipal assessing° We have an excellent manual to help )

in real property appraisal, bnt no part of this course is

devoted to the evalaation of household personal goodso This

¥ 'f’.i'x e



‘in itself is an admission of the impossibillty of the task.

Remember also that all this work has to be done by

""October lst, annually.» The furnishings must be there on that ,

‘date. Qne day later is toe Iate.' Is 1t any wonder then that

’many assessors have adopted a policy of nonwenforcement and

‘ithat the assessment of household goods is simply ignored in ‘ie

‘i-'_

'-many districts?

Household property assessm 't_in New Jersey today is

| foand mostly in communities where
' s-But 1t is Just here that the elimination of this impossible

;}tax would casse no appreciable shifting of the tax load, and

Lethe benefits from the hoasehold property taxation are at its _?“' -

“f-lowest.

When dealing with tenants we assessors are ferther

confronted with the mobility of the present geﬂeration,: PeopleM 7

'move in and out - a miniatare Grand Central Station spread :

_over an annual basis.; It is bad enough where the owners are

. ,.known and maintain rental offices, but what about the thousands“;

. jof houses that contain one or two apartments, elther with or.

Awithout the blessing of the Zonlng Act, and are operated by

‘absentee landlords and rented on a month to month basis.

' And what about the collection ef the household property ;

‘tassessments once they are levied?_ It now takes eight months

':from the date of assessing to the day the bills are mailed out.“
By then a goodly share of your tenants have moved on. Thelxtt.,'

-,fstility of the whole household property assessment program io;

is evidenced yearly in the disproportionate number of bills

| that are returned annually marked ”Moved - No forwarding address.“

.

)

Qer-occupied homes predominate.
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Then starts the job of filing special petitions to the County
Board to remove these gypsies from the records° It's likei
the old game of playing marbles but not for keepso

There is at present no method save a law suit and

Asubsequent levy by which to enforce collection of the household

personal property tax° However9 the~home owner must pay his
share because it is included °in the real property tax bill and
the bank insists on.paymento It”s getting to be quite_the\smart
thing for home owners to’reqaestiSeparatefbills for honsehold*'
personal property assessment.- one bill to pay,'tne othernone to
ignore. o | . | | )

‘Examine theidelinquencies on your tax collections and

 you will find thatntheihonsehold pfoperty tax accounts for

the largest share of*uncollectedftaxes that cut down your

' collectlonfratio;f Thisvhigh percentage\ofvnonocolledtion

fnrther demoralizesfthelassessors; Even with large expenditnres

equitable assessment is impossible and most assessments remain

| uncollectedc

Senate Bill7%9;‘section'l3;’does:not'he1p matters by

stating: '“The’ownen’of’household personal property may file‘a‘

gproof with the assesSor to determine fair value° " This appears

to be the understatement of theyear° It the assessor has

no completely satisfactory means:of“judging value and there'is:

no open market, how can you expect the home owner to become

an‘expert7

Thisvwill result in putting a premium on‘oishonesty;'

'The old armchair that I rest my weary bones in at the end of

a day, while watching telev131on, is often worth $lOO to me,

5



But if you ask my wife, it has outlived its utility two years
-and should be put out for Mondey_morning's'traSh,qollection;.

1 ask you gentlemen to remoVe‘theihousehold'property tax.

A

- A mere local option will'not;do;"lrlone“dlstrict_has“a secret

O

method;ofvvaluatiOn_enq collectioﬁ, then’the mystery should be
passed on to_otperemunicipalities..,As'itzstands oow, it isla
'sham and a. ferce. Assessors tﬁrn all'COlors and they "hem:and
haw" all over ‘the place when called upon to explain their _[
method of evaluating household personal property.
Some\of us, in attempts to,create;some‘sort-of-equality,_
haveydgvised_ingenious,rﬁles‘besed on number of rooos,_qﬁality |
of the neigthrhood,;original oost ofpthe‘house; and even the I

. type‘of,o;chiteetufeop These’formulas have bot‘one,thiﬁggin,p

e

common»-,toey_are\besed oo'ratlonelization rather thanﬁactﬁality,

-

lt‘is noeeonsolation'foria}taxpayer to:knOW that the. household o
personel property,assessment[on his.redlhouse is the same as on .
all the otherered houses in the town. = =

In 1953, the'National Association‘of Assessihg Officers
formed a committee to study the problem and the following were . . !
.vits conclusionss ; | | | | |
‘"This committee is convinced, however, that household
. furnishings should be made completely exempt from property
taxation,_.This.stody.has bnought.to lightvthe following factss
| ‘1. That the difficolties and the admlnistrative

;‘(:gy

expenditures involved in discoveny and valuation of this type

I

of property and in collection of taxes levied on it make
taxation of household}furnishings_infeasible.

2. That it is difficult, if not impossible, to enforce
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after extensive stmdy of the problem, .'

- this tax equitabiyox

3o That the ameuht of revenue derived from taxation’
of such furnishings is not only smail in itself but also out of
all proportion to the expenditures invelved in effecting their H‘:
taxationy and that | | ‘“v ‘”: o |

b The tax is eftentimes not'enforcedea On the basis
of these findings, the oommittee recommends that complete |
statotory exemption be provided for household furnishings. The
committee believes that elimination of the tax on snch prooerty;
will rebound to the better administration of those elements of
the property tax which are more important and more productive of
revenue9 for the savings in time, money, and manpower which will
accrue from the exemption of household furnishings can then be |
used to good advantage in securing more eqﬂitable assessment of
those other propertiesa A . " |

The above is not my terminology but an oplnion rendered

'by a committee of assessors representing severai states,'and

We must face the unpleaeant faot that in the administration

.vof the household personal tax9 a situation has developedg not

unlike the scorn ocoasioned by the makeshift enforoement of

the Prohibition Acto This is breeding contempt for the rest

of our tax lawso Resentment of the inequities of the househoid

property law and contempt for the hypocrisy in its administration :

is becoming a serious local issoe,

The modification in the proposed legislation does n@thing

to help the ‘gross mainadministration of household property

tax assessmento If anythin99 they compiicate matters. I urge



the methods pou are ta1k1ng about, would very deflnltely be

a very small percentage of the whole, would it not? _ _A
MR. MARGOLIN' No. 1 would say the percentage 15

tincreaaing.‘ People more and more are flnding out that there

is no need to pay it.‘ The only way you can enforce 1t is by |

s :
b

law suit and levy. e B ﬂ ;
 CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Do you thirﬂk there"is ‘any merit
to the argument that after all the household goods tax does
represent a contribut1on, no matter how small, by people who
don't own land and bulldlngs toward thercost of the government
frommwhlch they receive serv;ces?i : ’ »
MR. MARGOLIN:];I'm,not’denying that itlrepresents a

contributlonlbut at the same:time there is no’method of

’achieving equality and it has become the practice not to pay’it.

-People in the know, ‘who know . the working of it, will not pay
this bill. . - | : | o
CHAIRMAN DUMONT« Do'yod use_the{householdngoods B
tax ln Morristown? ' , B _ - _b :
MR MARGOLIN% We use 1t, we make an effort to use it.
CHAIRMAN DUMONT' Do you flnd that it costs you
moredto enforce 1t? | . | o ’
MR, MARGOLIN‘g We get‘more conplaints on‘that score
than‘we‘get on any other assessment.‘ ‘
CHAIRMAN DUMONT‘ ‘Do you find that 1t costs you
more to enforce and collect it than you get out of it by way
of revenue? ’ A - o
MR MARGOLIN’. I would say that 707 is not collected°
CHAIRMAN DUMDNT. Is not collected?
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MR. MARGOLIN: Right. -~

| CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Do you have a Board of Assessors

in Morrlstown?

MR MARGOLINeh We have a Board of Assessors
CHAIRMAN DUMONT‘ And they are all full time, are they?
MR MARGOLIN° No, we have one full t1me assessor.

‘ CHAIRMAN DUMONT' What would you do, in the event

“that we did abolish it, con51stent1y your recommendation here,
ywhat do you think would result in the way of a shift to other o

types of personal or real property?‘

MR MARGOLIN.. l don't think the problem is as

serious as 1t would appear, at least not to my experience.‘

Most of the household property assessments are lev1ed against

»property owners and those are the ones who pay it and those"

are the ones who share the blggest part of the burden

Removal of the household property tax would not shift thelii
load to any con51derable proportlon.,v , ‘ - |
ASSEMBLYMAN FARRINGTON° Sir, was your answer to the
last«me&ion based on the fact that you apparently collect
\

only. 307 of the household goods tax bllls7 »

MR MAR.GOLIN° Yes, based on that and based on the

fact that actually no household property assessment is lev1ed

on apartmentrhouses,, There is Just no method of locating
1nd1vidua1 two and three famlly housese -
ASSEMBLYMAN FARRINGTON° But if you did collect

1007 would you have answered the questlon differently? would

_there be a shift to some other taxpayer7

MR MARGOLIN. No, I still would not have answered

hthe quest1on differently because 1 don't think the assessment.

11



is equ1tab1e,’ _ v _ ] »
' ASSEMBLYMAN FARRINGTON.H I gather from what you say
~that if the local option remalned in this proposed legislatlon

- 'you would request your governing body to eliminate it?

,MR; MARGOLIN. I would state the facts to my govern1ng

. body and tell them that 5 have no method, and I know of no
method for evaluating personal household property. o ’ ‘

o ASSEMBLYMAN FARRINGTON" Now one f1na1 qnestion - for
| how much did you assess that slot machlne? Don't answer that
CHAIRMAN DUMONT' Any.questians‘from-anybody in'the
_aud1en¢e7- . d . ,”::h VW ».; ! N".ﬁ-» ‘ii “
o SENATOR HAINES'; I.would like to ask a questton and
“_if the gentleman can't answer it maybe someone in- the room "
‘ can,rto my satisfaction. Can an owner demand a separate taxv
nbill for real estate and‘a separate tax bill for personal ﬂ
. property? . } .‘ - _ - | . “ ._ o
MR MARGOLIN._ I‘have gone into 1t w1th the Town N
'Attorney and he is of the opinlon that he could do so. .
 SENATOR HAINES' They can demand .
MR MARGOLIN°v It is our practlce tovgive them |
' separate bills where they wish.)- | (U‘i_‘
| CHAIRMAN DUMONT. Do you use a separate bill

MR MARGOLIN'“ Yes, e do. Upon written request

we will give them a separate bill. h i ‘ vﬂﬁ | B _d
o | CHAIRMAN DUMONT, Trenton”uses that systea‘téo;'
does it not7 'Do,yon;know? I think they do.i |

12
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You have a question? Will you identify yourself,
please, and speak into the mikee o o
.- DONALD MORRISSEY l am Donald Morrissey, Assessor,

City of Trenton. If we ellmlnate personal property on,

" household goods, which you claim is qulte a problem and I

agree it is a problem to collect it, do you ‘have any substitute
in mind to replace the personal property tax on household goods?
MR, MARGOLIN: No, 1 don't° o v
MR ‘MORRISSEY°F Would you go along with a suggestlon
of a head tax as a means of replacement7

MR, MARGOLIN° I would have to consider the problem

- further. I haven t glven 1t any thought.‘

MR, MORRISSEY°l But the people who do not own real
estate receive the same services .as the person who owns’ real
estate. And 1f your pollcy was adopted they would contribute
nothing to the suppOrt of the government° o

MRe MARGOLINQ, I don't think I made myself clear._

I have no objection to the household property tax 1f you could
find a method of creatlng equallty in assessment and a proper
way of enfor01ng‘1t, I do believe that renters, apartment
house renters should pay some portlon of the 1oca1 tax b111
but the present method is inequitable and they are not doing
it anyhowa - » o o

MR. MORRISSEY: Would you»gblalbng with a saggestion,
to raise the statutory exemptlon from $lOO to a hlgher sum
so that the small ones would be e11m1nated7 ‘

MR. MARGOLIN: How is that 901ng to help the

situation?

13



'”MR"MORRISSE?? Well, the collection problem would

~  not be so great, for one thing. You would have less people‘--

MR. MARGOLIN'; You would be shifting the burden from:f
‘the ‘poor to the rlch. R | -,li B | " i | |
MR, MORRISSEY' Well, yes.3»i1prj§; : “’SM'5}3p- o
'-y;MR MARGOLIN' 'L do not agree with that.
| MR. MORRISSEY: That's all I want to ask,,{
'JCHAIRMAN DUMDNT‘i Thank you very much, Mr,,Margolin. PR
VMr. William P Watson, New Jersey Farm Bureau° | by
1WILLLAM P. WATSON" Mr. Chairman, my name is William ;‘. ; ?
vP Watson and i am Secretary of the New Jersey Farm Bureau, - 1 . N
a private farm organization financed by voluntary dues paidv‘ v

iv by more than 6 SOO farm—famlly members° The New Jersey Farm _

Bnreau is a federation of County Boards of Agrlcultureay‘

4@;}

' I have been authorized to state that the testimony presented .
here also represents the p051tion of the New Jersey State |

” Grange.,"bb ”'.‘_' u S

o f On behalf of our members, I express their-“_bhz tf' : »S.»!‘
‘appreciation for the opportunity to give thelr views on thet
matter of property tax assessment legislation, a most vitalbiv
concern of all New Jersey property owners at this tlmeOIQ
Farmers con31sting of less than 3 percent of the State s 'i:‘ ' »:’n;"
'population, but in ‘the uniqae p051tion of paying taxes on B |

approx1mately 33 percent of the land of the State, are veryf

3 iy o

‘1nterested participants in any matters regarding payment oftf‘

property taxes.

May I say first that our organization has long

maintained the real solution to the tax problem is a
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replacement tax whlch would relieve the heavy burden of tax

on landowners rather that on re shuffling of taxes among

: 1andowners,' We have urged the adoptlon of a state selective .

sales tax as the means of shifting the tax burden and

slow1ng down at least the rapld acceleration of real estate

: taxes from a speed which has seen the state total double 1n

the last ten years.

' The New Jersey Farm Bureau commends the Legislature
for the forward steps Wthh have been taken in regard to
the asse851ng problem in recent yedrs. It has been a long-:l
range program to approach this problem and brlng the practices

more in line with the changes which have ‘taken place in New -

| Jersey real estate. The work of Localeroperty:Tax Bureau,

the publication of the Assessor“s Mannual and the establish-

ment of the Assessor s School at Rutgers Univer51ty have a11

been forward steps. It is now quite logical ‘that the question
of uniformity would be the next step in bringing about the
modernizatlon of our assessment procedures.

The legislation of last year which would have set

up the assessment program on a statewide level was'supported

by the New: Jersey Farm Bureau after certain safeguards were

provided for the unusual land owning burdens of farmers°

Our organization now.feels that the,new proposal of countywide

uniformity would be preferable to the statewide proposal. |
We, therefore, support Senate Blll 9, but ask for

three changes. | ~
First, we respectfully submit that the prOV1sion

- for the assessment of farmland as contained in Senate l be #



.substituted for the provision in’ Senate 9. It is our feeling
that the Senate 1 provision is more. to the point and less::'
J:ilikely to misinterpretation. | ‘i . ' |
| - Secondly, growing crops have historically been” |
exempt from taxation as personal property, and ‘we trust that
"fnothing in these bills being considered today will alter
}tthis situation._ WIth this in mind, we suggest defining or '
odifying the word crops so that its meaning wiil be‘
kfﬁcrystal clear. f;ﬂf] | | '_ | |
| - Thirdly, we urge that farm machinery and farm 1ive~
‘:stock be’ eliminated from the farm personal property tax.’
‘In November,v1959, the members of the New Jersey Farm Bureau
:"!at their annual meeting adopted the following policy | 1
"lt is recognized that agriculture has one of the
bxlargest investments per worker of any industry in
ithis nation._ Further, there are great variations :

' ein the procedures used by assessors for personal N

‘ property assessment of farm equipment and livestocke

The tax is inequitable and highly controversal° i.
'lWe recommend that the personal property tax on farm
: equipment and livestock be eliminatedov |

| This is the feeling of farmers throughout the Stateo

'ln our . procedure for developing policy, the county units of the'

Farm Bureau, the County Boards of Agriculture, meet locally
:and make various recommendations. Eveny member has the
vopportunity to express his opinion.; The countyvreoommendations
; are then sent to the State annual meeting,;_The final‘formulaé

tion and adoption of this issue were unanimous.}
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It is nnmistakenly true that farm machinery is one
of the largest investments which a modern farmer has to make,

that with less qualified workers and, therefore,’more |

- machinery this investment is getting larger, that this means

~one of the highest investments per worker in any industry,

that unlike industrial machinery which may be used every day,
or at least every week much of our most expensive farm
machinery is used only a few days out of the entire year°

In additiong we particularly wish to p01nt ont that

‘the total amount of taxation on these items is almost

infinitesimal in the tax pictureo In the statewide tax totals,

in contrast to real estate which amounts to around $800

;millions, these farm personal property taxes only total :

',throughout the State, the entire State, approximately $l 200 000,

In most municipalities of the State, there is no tax income'

of this nature. There are only a few municipalities where

this is a factor of any importanceo We submit that in these

rural munic1palit1e59 1f this tax was eliminated the amount

would be shifted to the farmers anyway to be paid through

vreal estateob ) ff

,We.urgevyonr support’in'amending the legislation‘
to eliminate'farm'equipment and livestock;

If your committee desiresglwe'wonld be glad to

'furnish data show1ng the cost of equipment, the number of

days used” throughout the year and the statistics involved
in a farming community in shiftlng this from a farmer's»
personal propa~ty tax to the real estate taxobh

In conclusion, we favor the establishment of a

'i17



’uniform level of assessment on a countyw1de basis W1th the
"above mentloned safeguards for this unlque s1tuat1on of
farmers in this changlng state.

CHAIRMAN DUMDNT"/ Any questlons of Mr° Watson? ‘:

s

Now, Mr. Watson, the language that you want included

in regard to farm land is what was in Senate 81 last year and
also in the 1dent1cal Assembly Bill until I thlnk it was
.»amended last year, and 1t is back in Senate 1 this year —g

Wthh, as 1 recall it, says that farmland in actlve‘”

jagricultural use shall be assessed as farm land and not for any

>A7potent1a1 value it might have for buxlding subd1v1sions or 'f
1ndustrial 31tes. That's the language you want° Is that

'correct7’

MR. WATSON‘v Yes, Senator Dumontoj I don't thlnk v_,v**

t's exactly as you word it but it is the same 1dea v v
o CHAIRMAN DUMONT' ‘Well it isn't exactly, o, but
‘you prefer that to the language whlch mlght otherw1se set up

- a presumptlon 1n regard to dlscriminatlon which could be

.rebutted by clear proof produced by the assessor or some other :

'municipal offiC1a1 | o
| MR.;WATSON" We feel that both of these might be
:aimed at - l am sure they are aimed to do the same things
but the provision in Senate 1 was more dlrect and less 11ke1y
to be mlsinterpreted. That was ourﬁpointo Ef v |
"‘ CHAIRMAN DUMONT'/ So that's the ianguage you
prefef,"ln other words? Is that riqht?
’v © MR. WATSON’ Yes, VR R | |
CHAIRMAN DUMONT' AssembiymantMattbews'ndwhas‘a,?

18
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question on this point. _ o
ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS: On that same point, have
you requested any legal opinion, for your‘owﬁ‘persohéi‘
reasons, as to fhe constitutionality or nonwbonsiitutipnalityn
of that language? o . | | |
MR. WATSON: No, Assemblyman Matthews, we have not.
CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Any other questions now on that
point? | | | |
Now your second point'here:is that you would.Liké to

have growiﬁg crops exempt - ‘I suppose specifically exempt

‘because you say that historicaily they have been exempt and you

would hope that nothing would change that situation.

Assuming for the moment, and I dénft séy that we
are gding to exempt them but aééuming that they were exempt,
have you any definition in ﬁind as to just how ydu would
define crops so that it would be crystal clear?' |

MR, WATSON: Well, historically the word that we

‘use -- and, of course, this is true in present statute, in

which it is spelled out I think probably in the bestvway

"and this is in Title Bl4:4-3.28, passed in 1943, in which it

provides for crops whichvhaVe not been severed from the
ground., | | . | o

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: What's that citation?

MR. WATSON: 5Sl:l-3.28. And we felt sure that
thevway the bill was prépafed thiszas.taken into‘con—
sideration but we just suggested that the‘wdrd."érops""
might be modified so that it might bé.consisteﬂt Wifh that

present law.
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CHAIRMAN DUMONT' Now are there any guestions; by ‘

Cthevway, by anyone else on this poxnt, about crops7

: r Now, your third point, about having farm machinery
and farm livestock ellminated entirely from the farm personal
property tax, let’s for the moment forget about ‘the relatively k
vsmall amount of money which you say these farm personal
property taxes produce as against the $8OO plus miilions»
that W111 be produced this year in real and. personal property
‘taxes -- as a matter of fairness to other types of bu51ness
do you still argue that it would be right and - Just to eliminate'
farm machinery completely from personal property tax on,
business machinery and equipment?

. MR, WATSON°’ Weil, yes. That’s what our statement

i

nis. The point being that it isn't comparable in our thinking -
it isn't comparable to industrial machinery° An example . f‘ LT
might be a printing press which is operating, 1f not every.day, |
valmost every day and the fact that a piece of farm machinery,
for example a: combine, which is za necessity on a farm in
-New Jersey, 1f you are growing this particular kind of crop -
a grain crop, and which might be an investment of somethingv“ R
“like $15,000 and would only be used at the most possibly 15>‘ |

'days out of the whole year. This is an investment Wthh a

‘farmer has made because ‘he doesn't have the labor available

~and he has to have the machinery in order to meet the

_vagaries of the weather which only allow for certain days in
‘ which this crop can. be harvested So it is in a different

vcategory, we feel than a piece of 1ndustria1 machinery, )
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»CHAIRMAN"DUMQNT:_ Yes,_but you admlt in your
statement here, on‘paget3; that not all 1ndustr1a1 machlnery
is used ali the time eithero There 1s certalnly some
1ndustr1al machlnery that might be used not too much more
than some items of farm machinery throughout the course of a
year. : S S | : ”.. :

MR. WATSON: Yesol of co'uf's'e‘, in dealjing in
generallties and averages certa1n1y the farm machinery
would be in a d1fferent category; from an average viewpoint.

CHAIRMAN DUMONT : Are thefe any other gnestions of
Mr. Watson? Does anynody in the audience want.tobaskzMr,
Watson a question?v | |
| Thank you very'Much, | |

Mr, Thomas Hunt, Dtrector:of ReVenue'ovaewarKa

THOMAS E. HUNT: My name,is Thomas é. Hnnt, Director
of Revenue, City of Newark, New Jersey. ‘ | ‘ v

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: - Welcome back again, Mr. Hunte

MR. HUNT: Thank you, Senatore - |

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the Committee,‘l am
going to first put my remarks to ASSembly 198 and Senate 9.
After I read them I thought of the old gag - 1 don“t know
which came first, the chicken or the eggu Ev1dently this |
is the same thingo These two bills are about the same.

I didn't say yet that they smell as’ bad as an egg but they
are close to it. _ |

- The 1mpression I get fron going over these bills
is that it is very hard for me to belleve that any member‘ :

of the Assembly or of the Senate could draw such a bill,
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My understanding of our tax problems over the last few years
was that the purpose of getting legislation was: tg dev1se o

some method of equally dlstrlbuting the cost of government, -

not to draw bills to benefit one or the other.' And in these:'

two bills - certainly if the Chamber of Commerce was to draw, o

‘the bill I don't think they would have the nerve to ask for'
7some of the thlngs that are in this bill. - |

| Now 1n page 1 you are talking about e‘each county
':board of taxation shall prepare their ratio i .
eand it looks to me 1ike you are settling for something less

.than the best. If you want to get good assessment in my

opinion, and uniformity you have got to go to county assessors.‘

You are hearing testimony about part tlme assessors
' 1n the State of New Jersey and your salaries in the State of

a_New Jersey, and if we are honest with one another we know

that there 1s too much politics getting 1nto the assessor s

office.'

You may say to me that the assessors have a term of

o four years. We only recently had a. few cases brought before

-'”us that while the term is four years the political body,

because of his independence, is reducing h1s salary° vSo'.
your four year term automatically gets wiped out when you
.take away his means of a liV1ng. | | -

That is one of the reasons why I think that county

‘assessors might be your anawer.- You will get better qualifiedg

rmen and when you pay a man more money you can expect a better

Cjob.

22

S

R



6 ]

(»

Now 1 notice in A- 198 and in Senate 9 that not only

do you give a special ratlo for 1nventory but you exempt

1nventorles of raw mater1a1 supplies, work in process and small

tools, Sometimes I wonder how far the 1ega1 profession can
stretch small toois° A carpenter s hammer mlght,befa,smallA
t001'in one professionoand a drop‘hammer a swail tool in
another nse.. | |

vNow ietime givevyou a few exanples - and‘these are’
not‘taken from the Tax Policy Commission which are not |
thoroughly analyzed as to their purposes but this is a result
of an audit made of a couple of companies in my 01ty. |

In the first case, the personal assessment of this

company at the present time is $,650,0003 then that figure

on fixtures is $3 037,000 which gives me, 50%, $1 518 500

They have an 1nventory of $6 376 000. So when you use 12~7

you come down to $797 OOO | So you will have a total

ssessment on thls concern of $2 298 850 against the

'$h,650 OOO ThlS does not have any question of work 1n

process,_ This is ‘all finished goodsa

Another one of these concerns - and I took these
two because 1 knew I had reason to make audits on them in
the last_year and because they‘are in my first dlStPiCt»ln
the City of Newark The'other one isvassessed for N
$1,900,000, Their 1nventory is $2,292,223. At 1257
it gives you-$286 528  The fixutres are $658, 697 at 507
which makes 1t $329, 3&8 or a total of $615 876 against

- $1, 900 000.

I have another outfit in that particular district
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that 1 carry a personal assessment on of $26 OOO OOO They

tell me that the fixtures, etc. oni their books are $35 OOO OOO

fwhich means that will be assessed at $l7 SOO OOO | Of that
$32 SOO OOO in assessment T W1ll wind up with a loss of

the-raw#materials;_ That $122 million in tax ratables means

$l ,250, OOO in tax dollars,_ It has no place to go but back on

‘the home and’ real property.j Then you tell me that this

is uniformity?_n Common sense w1ll tell you that in analy21ng

'.'any factorythat everythlng in that factory Wlll be work 1n i

lprocess or raw material, except the finished goods° 'And
II can picture, for example, some of. the automobile plants
"1n Llnden in which everyth1ng there is raw material or"
work in process and as it comes off the assembly line it

goes out and there 1s no finished product lefto

| And the only finished product 1 will find 1n my

_factory w1ll be the f1n1shed goods that 1s made up during

}lthe day for which the truckman or the railroad didn't give v_’

x»lthem a car in Wthh to load 1to‘ Otherwise there will be
rnone,'ﬁ

Now our 1nventories in the City of Newark today

vhave an assessed value of $65 SOO 000. I estimate that “fhi

-607 of that will be lost through this raw material, or
,'$39 million, That means in tax dollars $h,027 885

'_I can see on Just those two 1tems a potent1a1 loss of

”$5% million in the City of Newark You put $5L million ;iﬂf.
- on. the homes»- and bear. in mind this 1s ‘the City of Newark B

}and the earnings of_the people;living in,the.City of,Newark

| 2br,
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amount to abbut $86.00, which comes from your State Department =~
$86.00 a week. o
» Now this, in myvopinion; is WTong;“ I am not
estimating what may be lost by'the use of bobk value}bﬁt -
let's assume for argument sake that yoﬁ buy a home for $15,000
‘in 1954 and I buy $15,000 worth of machinery and when they
set up the machinery on their books in most corporations,
while it may cost them $5,000 for the électrical wiring |
and labor in setting the machine up and get it going in uée,
as a general rule the machinery is carried on the bobké at
the cost, $15,000. Now in 1960 we have had inflation and
we have plenty of inflation. That $15,000 home today |
prdbably wili'sell for $18,000 to $20,000. On ybur real
estate you say-”cﬁrrent value,”bthat"s today's value;bso
that home is going tovbe'assessed(at $18,000. Thé méchinery
that was boughtvin 1954, if he is under an accelerated raie
of depreciation he has no more left on his book. So all
we are entitled to is 20% of it. We will be entitled to
$3,000 and ‘then we will use 50% or $1500. So you will have the
maqhinetygpayingyoﬁ; $1500 and you will have the home paying
on $9,000. L - |

| Now if that is equality then I better start:all‘
over again. | |

Now that céncludes most of my remarks oﬁ ihose

two bills. Of CoutSe,vin the two bills also they have a
provision in which théy allow the assessor to giVe anl
extra month extension. That would bring it to January 31.

The aésessor'must file his books on January 10th.
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Now I notice that”inithe same bill‘you are very;-f

careful to mention that all property must be revalued

as far as local homes are concerned,x I don't find anything
' about revaluat1on of railroads.@
o | Well let me tell you from my experlence 1n
1nvestigat1ng our railroad d1v1sion 1n our department, under
our Commisslon, that 1t is worse than any assessor"s offlce
T1 have ever visited and I have v131ted qulte a few of them,l
I w111 glve you an example. |

: - A I had occa31on to‘look up an improvement 1n .the p:
"C1ty of Newark ~In 19h7 they refigured and revalued the’
-building._ They came up. W1th a value of $6 319 OOO “”They

_assessed 1t for $3 2OO OOO And then’theyvtellvyou‘that vhx

1t's 1007 value They have not~ﬁade any change or adjustment

on that particular assessment on 1ts records of any shape Y
outs1de of an arrangement in 19&9 whereby thlS railroad
.1n the Clty of Newark entered a stipulation under which we

_ had,the assessment increasedvon that particular improvement'.

Recently I had cause to go in on the railroads .and

""the head of the div131on refused to be- a wltnesso' And there_
71s no way I can get records in for my hearlng when the

_witness in the department refuses to testify

I think those records are pub11c.‘:l think the head

of the division has a duty to submit those records for our
inspection,__ | _

"‘ Sure we have heard a lot about railroads ~being
over‘assessed.w , | | ‘ |

: I'll glve you another case in: the Clty of Newark -
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the reason I am limiting it to Newark is that that's all I am

acquainted with - in which the assessment was $300 OOO and

‘they reduced 1t to $210 OOO° The railroad - and he's one of

those out in front, too - he's asking for $850 OOO for it,
he turned down $h00 OOO I know he's been offered $500 OOO
for 1t, and still I get these cuts. '

Now, if you are going to have something for the

homes - and don“t forget the homeowners have a tough Job

11v1ng = then it should apply to all property. There 1s no
reason why the railroads shouldn't be revalued. If they
are over-assessed I'm the first one‘willing to admit it.

And I think if. you talk to the railroads you will find that

_ they know that‘s my theory. But every year I recall differentv

bills in which the rallroads would be. revalued. And you

.havenft done anything.about ito’\But you-come along'invthis

bill and you say that unless revaluation takes effect then
you'can'tbdo anything'abouthitg

‘You ought to have in this particular case -'where

it says that'after a revaluation you'file every three years.

If there is no revaluation, there is no prov151on in the blll'
as to how often you've got to file. There is no detail here

as to whether or not you file a duplicate every year or

"whether you f11e a duplicate every three years.,

Now itts ridlculous having the assessors making

"vup a book every year. And we are honest about it. Probably

'907 of it is copied from the previous year's assessment°

There are no big changes made in assessments over the; period

.of a year unless you have a political body that's pushing you



to bringAdown the tax rate.y

_ | . Now on the household exemption, the City of Newark
is in favor of abolishlng it. Whether 1t be statew1de or'v"
whether it be by local opt1on;'1t's immaterlal to us. o

| In answer to g questlon asked the gentleman fnon%

MorriStown,FI would llke to explain to you what will happen

'_in the City of Newark.h lf honsehold assessments are |

' abolished in the Clty of Newark the City of Newark will save
money because we will not need the amount of field men, we>

‘won't need the work of the addressograph department, we won’t

need 1t in our bllllng, and we certalnly won't have as much

‘5work 1n our cashier“s offlce and our personal arrears“ officea

130 1n the final analysis, the amount of money we get out of s‘
. household personal today Wlll be more than offset by the
.sav1ngs in the cost of the oper‘atlono We have $55 OOO
household assessment and we- do not assess everybody° So,sth'v
' my oplnlon, household should be exempto‘ " = |

Now I don”t want to go so far as. to say that is

‘fthe conditlon in all towns in the State of New Jersey because,i7

;“if I d1d I would be wrong° Some towns have a veny good rate _

"vof collection on itos But in most residential towns the only

people you will flnd belng assessed today are the one famlly

.houses, So, actually, it's a waste of time. When you take
g > <

‘it off in those partxcular towns 1t will go on thelr real

' estate, SO 1t will come out of the same pocket and ‘save a

c certaln amount of workoe

' Now that about sums up my remarks on those two_

bills.
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Now yon‘have.another‘bill befo:e you in Whichvli

you want a county supervisor. You won't need that if you

. have county'assessors. And, secondly, l‘don't think\that

you in your own towns would advocate haVing two chiefs of

‘ police; Which}you would have because the countybboard_of

taxation today has all the powers/of equalization, they have

all the powers of 1nvest1gat10n, so what you are doing is
creatlng actually two ch1efs ‘of police, and that is r1d1culous.
| Now on Senate 1. You still have the same problem

-of the thirty day sitnation,.and you also have the 1nventor1es.

I can- tell you gentlemen that so far as the City

bfbof Newark is concerned the admlnistration of the City wants

to tax everybody equally, We don't want to glve one a break

) at the expense of the'other,. And 1f you want to stra1ghten
~out taxatlon and if you are g01ng to have too much trouble, -;7-

vpersonally,l don't see any reason for any leglslat1on

because the only problem today w1th the present legislatlon

o  1$ that none of us enforoe ite: But the tools are there

And you don't need 1t if you - “want to go to 100%. It would.

be very 31mple,‘1f you don't want to go to IOO%, in my op1n1on,

v to pass a simple bill in wh1ch you will say that the taxable
'vatuefo§+all property‘wlll be SO% of the true value. Then
" you'donlt have to go into all these ramifications of all

these bills,

Now, Senate 2 is where you are giving us a little
break on the coeffic1ent of dlspersion factor, goino 15%
elther,way, Whether it is 107 or 15m, I»wouldn't WOTTY

about it too much, but I would'say you would have to have at
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1eestfé”107'Ver¢eheeij No matter what book you read or

- what school you go to, they will tell you that an appraisal

':'is not an exact sc1ence and there is nobody who can come &v '}
r'out with SO%.v I don’t hesitate to say, I don't care 1f you
he‘have the best appraiser in the world that bhe minute he;?i,
iligets through wlth his books it is no longer the ratio he
1ntended because of the human element 1n the prices pald
2 Now, I would like to see in Senate 2 the same

request that was made for a few years that in order for -

"}fanybody to flle a deed the revenue stamps should be attached_

" to that deed before it is filed,_ ln none of ‘these bills

“:do you make 1t compulsory for the property owner to file ::F
‘»Sa return showing his income and expenses on income producing»_
,iproperty. And today the courts recognlze capitalization
. even though I think 1t's classification, because when you:'
capitallze a property you will never qet the value out of 1t,
'what the property will sell for,”t R _7' R \.»'S”h
“”fS Senate 3 is the gross receipts b111 | And'that;ﬁgSy
. concludes my remarks.f.fhv_ 8 ,g IR il:‘s,_ULS.“:
B i CHAIRMAN DUMONT.” Any questions of Mr. Hunt?
o ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS': Tom, you 1nterested me with
your remark that you thought A-198 could have been drawn by |

o the State Chamber of Commerce, because I think you were here :f

‘,}the last time when the State Chamber of Commerce was beating

me severely about the head and shoulders for things that they

f!thought were wrong‘With the bill., So it's the old expression ~v:5
;you re damned if you do and you're damned 1f you don“t,,S'_"

| MR HUNT‘ John McGovern told me that day - why’”
‘shouldee criticize them for something when it was . put 1n there.,‘
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‘You know John comes from the same locality that I do.y

| ASSBMBLYMAN MATTHEWS‘ Well Tom, you feel then
that}there should be no difference between real property,‘
| pers onal property and inventory? Is that right7 That it
'.aIl should be. taxed at the same ratio?‘ ' ‘ ‘ |
” h, MR HUNT'v Well if you want to give some individual
'interest a break - and I'm different than most of the people
you have'been listening tovbecause they have been'representing
spec1al groups., 1 happen to represent and speak for the people
vlin the City of Newark in which all types of property are
1nvolved. Therefore, I don’t find fault with these various
| groups trying to do good for the people who are paying them.‘

"11 am trying to do good for the people who are paying me.

:vfgI certainly do not believe that if you want to stay honest -

Cif you want to give it, give it but don't say it 1s with the
i purpose of bringlng chaos out of assessments. You don't
huse a subterfuge. My argument 13, let's go out in the open.
‘If you want to give an.industry - break, give it but don't
use it in conjunction with trying to bring chaos out of
.7nassessment problems. - ‘_ ‘ g v‘ y‘
S ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS._ Well, do you believe that
inventories should be taxed at.the same 1eve1 as business
, personal property, as a- personal opinion7
- MR. HUNT.‘ I believe ‘that at the present time.
'there shouldn't be any change made in it. Probably over
the next flve years when we have had some actual experience
'1t may come to that conclusion Taxes are not a big problem.

I never had trouble w1th taxes ‘with industry. The.trouble



| w1th 1ndustry today is getting area You‘ll notice as you

go through the State of ‘New Jersey - you take only recently,,

and I certainly read 1t, in Sunday's paper you found that

in the town of Union they have to. keep mOV1ng because they

can't get area. It's not a questlon of taxesa l think they“

are more 1nterested 1n stability in taxes than they are in
' the amoant of the tax dollars themselves,_

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS‘ Stability, Tom7'

:' MR. HUNTo Yes, One year after the other° That's,"'

the reason last year, you will recall when I appeared
before the Tax Commlttee here, that I. advocated taking 1t
away entirely from the local and lettlng us have an 1ncrease

1n the franchise tax or something to compensate for 1t° I'

thlnk they would be better off and everybody would be betterf

Voff to know what their taxes are rather than waiting until
_I get finished w1th my book° They don't know whether I’m
going to add an extra zero to 1t or take one off° l think :

they would be better off with their own method.

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS‘ Well do you believe that )

bus1ness 1nventory and business personalty should be taxed

at the same ratio7 | .g o .
B | MR HUNT' ’Yes, I do, because you know and I know

Vfrom experience between the two of us that the taxpayer

takes care of himself, that even though he has costs on hlS

books he still writes down,gas you know, 15%. ‘; _

o | ASSEMBLYMAN mrrHEws- Tell me, Tom, do yon think

'-you are getting at all the business personalty and 1nventory

in the City of Newark right now, for the purpose of assessment?
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' MR HUNT' From an equalizatlon standpoint7 _
ASSEMBLYMAN’MATTHEWS°' No, Are you taxing 1t all now?
MR HUNT. 1 would say that we are taxing it all.

'See, in the Tax Policy Comm1ssion Reports it w111 show a.

’ certain low ratloo_ I went 1nto it and you know we have on

valizabeth Avenue - and the others mlght know who I have

reference to - but we have several televzsion and radio

[places there and they sent in reports,which finally ran up

'in the Tax Policy, of several million dollars worth of

o 1nventory. - Now: that inventory was. in a warehouse.‘ So it

wasn't taxable.j And 1t 1sn't fair to use those figures in

. arr1v1ng at a ratio of what we are now assessing personal

property,A I would say that the personal property assessment -’

and 1 am talking again as far as the City of Newark even,

' though 1t may apply to the entire state - is bad, t?s
‘not equallzed, becauseetherelis no compulsion on“thefpart of

ﬂbthe taxpayer'to divulée'Whatshe has,v It isvimpOSSibleifor'

any city or town to go in and 1nventory hlS machineny and

his inventory and to do- 1t properly.t»l think 1f 1t's

compulsory to file these returns that after a period of five-
years it might need study but today you are digging around

-in the dark and we don't know whether it's good or bad°

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS: Do you thlnk 1t‘s a fair
statement to say, Tom, that in both of these bills, since

you do have -a compulsory filing requirement that you or

- any other assessor will be able to more fully get at all

\

_’personal property in your tax1ng d1str1ct7

MR, HUNT" Yes, 1 would say so."’ o

33



ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS°' Could you speculate for me

,at what level or at what ratio the C1ty of Newark - 1f you

don‘t want to l1m1t 1t to the City of Newark the mun101palit1es

in Essex County assess bu51ness personalty and 1nventory7'
MR HUNT‘ I I gave you ‘a ratlo I would be telllng
lyou a lie. I‘don’t know.' I don't thlnk any assessor knows
'what'their personalbproperty assessment is. |
ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS‘ Do you think it is close to
the real ratlo? , | | N ) : |
MR HUNT.‘ No. Some are hlgh and some are 1ow;

'I wouldn't he51tate to say that some maybe 57 and some 95%°

o There 1s no way of knOW1ng today. Whlle l'll send out, have

delivered, apprOX1mately 16 OOO statements for them to file
if I get back 27 of them,that's all I get, of the 27 I would‘
| say 17 of them is a lie,F , | | | “ |
»' o ASSEMBLYMAN IVIATTHEWS‘ T think that's a very candid
and Very‘true statement. 1 agree with you. One remark
you d1rected aga1nst A= 198 was the taklng out of Taw: material,
-;supplles, work in process and small tools, and you Ah
fcrit1czzed that because you felt 1f that were taken out that
*load would go nowhere else but on the home owner.' Isn't
it true or isn't if p0581b1e that if you turned up more
business personalty and more 1nventory some of that load
or a goodly portlon of that load could go --’ .

o MR HUNT : Yes, but where is lt cominq from7
In my early 1nvestlgatlon of the two cases I mentloned -
and I thlnk you knew the two cases because I saw you leaningd

over to Don == you know ‘when I_have $33,000 ‘000 and three
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man?

- home owners be. 1ncreased?

companles, ‘out of- $lh0 OOO OOO, and 1 lose 12%, I've got to
go very fast to plck it up° l don't believe that's possible,

’ in my own opinlono o ' .

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEws-' wéli there 1s'an g;ea‘ln
which you can sort of conJecture where that load mlght fall,:e
1sn’t there? | | . h | | | » |
| MR HUNT°. I don"t think it will produce as much
in ratables as we have today in the C1ty of Newark | |

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS‘ But we won‘t find out nntil
we get those returns, right7rx" |

“ MR HUNT’ But how about your poor homes? HOQ”“
about your $86 OO a week man instead of the $86 OO div1dend

-ASSEMB£YMAN MATTﬁEws:'_weli, I'm thinking,abont
ﬁhemntoo; o h. : luv | i"" 7.‘ - o
B MR HUNT° \Well yoﬁ'khowdthe homes‘inrNewark are

going to be 1ncreased under thls 507 ratio or hO%, whatever
it is. Common sense tells you, and you have enough knowledge
around the City of Newark to know that every s1ng1e home

will be increased in value° N

ASSEMBLYMAN MKTTHEWSA ?If‘we pass.no blll down

‘here and your revaluation goes into effect in Newark willv

MR HUNT. They'll be increased in value but 1t

, might push down the tax rate because if I had the power to -

compel every taxpayer to file a return and assess them at

"50% the same as the homes, I know I”Il produce a lower tax

'rate.ﬂ So in the f1na1 results the tax dollars may not be

‘
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.~,vany greater than they are now payingo I have talked to many‘

- concerns about 1t For example, I have one concern 1n the,f,"~

City of Newark today that I have assessed for $2 million,

o »under 1227 inventory, if there's no exemption 1n raw ,'

',materials I'll get an 1ncrease of maybe $IOO OOO.V See?

| On the other hand I have a prec1ous metal outfit and I know E

"if we go to 507 they have got to get their material out.a
ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS‘J Well, what would be the

v;himpact on the City of Newark if we did nothing and you had

:flto go to lOO%, not only for all real property but also for‘

,business personalty and inventories, w1th a compulsory d»,»'

filing requirement.r,r » » o T e
o MR HUNT'h If there’s no oompulsory filing -=ii
ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS»i If there was. -
MR HUNTea Oh, 1f there was.v We would probably
gjcome up with a tax rate of about $3 OO in my opinionob,

” ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS‘v WOuld there be a shift of

S
Al

e’:the burden?

_and 1t will bring down the taxes on our retail and n

o commercial part down on Broad Street, and so on, Wthh you ix

1can see 1s going to blazes now,v Right?

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS»‘ So actually when you get

- *right down to it the criticisms you leveled against 198 you_‘

'lleveled equally against S 1, with the exception of the

: 1raw materials, supplies, work in process and small tools,

) MR. HUNT., Thatis right. Raw materials are not o

exempt in S le" In fact, I was wondering 1f that was' picked
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up'down around BarbadOS'when the Governop was on‘hishtrlp

: because it came out of the . Governor‘s Message, I assume;:

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWSb” There are a couple of other
thihgs?you talked about, Tom. I don’tywant‘tovlabordthe

point on that but actually the only dlffepence between

198’and‘8~1 o) far as you are concerned,]ls the raw

materials prov151on, is that right?' | o
'MR. HUNT: Yes, but s 1 has the 12%7 in it.
ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS. Yes, that's what I say.

'They both use that u 4»1 formula

MR. HUNT: That's right. In fact, if we are

going to give an{advantage invhere to inventories, etc.,

; then we are bettef‘off without any leglslationo‘ I am talking

about people with homes°~ Now, you very neatly buriedhthe
homestead exemption under which you might protect your homes.
Incidentally, I met the’ Senator in New Brunsw1ck last year
and we were talklng about this turnpike deal and I told h1m,\

"Don't throw itrat: the people, throw 1t out, " and I“m telling'

you now, if this,comes in the people aren‘t going to like it.

I‘cah?t:expect to get $700 a yeap_from‘a man who is earningv
$86.00. Do | |
| ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS : Would'you recommend the
homestead exemption? | ‘ p

MR, HUNTo;‘I fought for it last year and my

feeling is that way too, but in this Eeglslature, unless the

~complexion has changedgfrom last year,the,chances of getting

'ittnare goiﬁg to be very small., It appears to me like this-

Legislature might have been elected by the Chamber of



. ‘Commefee;' 1 mlght have to go back to the people to get a
new leglslature.:}> " | - ’;, L ‘ ‘
| - ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS’ ﬁwellfthat-happens every
two years in the Assembly, Tom,'_jf' ?o o R ,
' MR. HNT: I know that. - ;_
: ',hASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS' What type of homestead
1exempt10n would you recommend? -. L : “ i_

" MR. HUNT" That will depend upon the ratlo," if/
the ratio is 507 I would thlnk $2 000 would be ampleg _.b
| ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS’ $2;OQO?:‘To"what types’of
V?homeS? | R ,» ' yob: i .:v ', o ,’
R “vTMR;:HUNTE‘ 1 would give it to”all homes in Wthh

hthe owner resides in the house° I would g1ve it to no i

""property in which the owner does not reside because where

the owner resides in the house the upkeep ox the property
1s much better than where there is a tenant9 and therefore'

'lell hold the value much longer and you will get back some.

5compensation in the retaining of the value of the nelghborhood.v”

, ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS° WOuld you 11m1t it to the
.number of famil1es llving in a house??_ ‘ ’h
| MR HUNT: No, I would not,f‘I‘doh't-thiﬁhfyou”
| could do- that. 'fv R f' | jh'fd!.bvld;‘ _\ : ‘;’
,, | ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS' s¢;>with'a7507”fatio; you
would want a $2, OOO owner occupied homestead exemption,
MR.’HUNT“ That's right,, | o ce
ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS‘ You raised the issue, Tom,
about the extra 30 days, the extra month”s extension on
,the reports on personal property, and you said that would
vtakehus past,January IOth, the;filing»date?
S BRI .38 o




[(3

MR. HUNT: That's right. -
ASSEMBDYMAN MATTHEWSo' Well, doesn't the bill

"'call for flling on October lst7

MR HUNT'I Yes, and they have three months, so

'three months from October brings'me up to December 31, without

an extra month's extention. The extra month's extension )

will bring you to Janﬁary_Bl and your roll must be filed

by'January 10th, It doesn't necessarily follow that we all

7 1ive up to it,

o 4 : _
ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS. . Well, doesnt't it require that

to be filed on October 17

‘MR. HUNT: Yes. .

:ASSEMBLYMAN HUNT: Ahd:the 30 days extension.runs
after that? | o | | | .
' MR. HUNT: No, not the way I read it.

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS‘ Page I Of 198.

1 MR. HUNT: Then it should be page ki on 9 so 1

don't have to turn it. If you will.go down, Mr. Assemblyman,
to line 16 on page 5 you will find that the penalty clause

talks about after October 1,-iflhe has the:right to file up

till then.

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS: That's in the case of
delinquent returns. |
| MR. HUNT: Yes. J
ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS ¢ Oh, I see what you mean.
The one other polht you raised was the assessment
for a three year perioda That calls only for assessment of

real property, not personal property You’know that?

39



MR. HUNT: We11; that“s proper; beeause personal
property‘~ ftrst”of ail, tﬁe'personai égséésméni will change
durlng the year but real propertytdoesn‘t ehange; Aﬂd -
the assessments are levied against the property itself and
not by_the ind1V1duala But I believe that if you adopt a
three year pregram of flling and you have 1t that your_
taxpayer can only appeal from the first year when the
assessment is lev1ed you will cut down a lot of work thnaugh
our various county and state boards, through the assessqrﬂs
and collector'’s effice and give us a more stabilized tax.
And we won't have to set up a reserve for uhcollected taxes_
in the sums that we have to put up today. |

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS: But the point I am- trylng
to raise is that thls three year assessment only covers
real property9 not personal property, B
MR, HUNT° Right. |
ASSEMBLYMAN MAT’I‘HEWS° You agree with that7
| MRW HUNT: That?s the only way I think you can

 ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS: Now, so far as S-2 is
concerned, this 15% variance in the coefficient ef‘
disperéion; do yoa:thiﬁk it should be lower than that 15%?

MR. HUNT: I think 15% will give us plenty of

protection. I think that probably 10% Woﬁld be better.
vASSEMBLYMAN.MATTHEWSz ‘You tﬁink 10% weuld be

 betterz o

. - hMR HUNTo I think when we go more than 107

one way or the other, we are getting a little sloppyo

10



ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS" I base my\reasoning on
that and 1 thlnk thlS Commlttee based 1ts reasonlng on
that - that study by the Nat10na1 Assesssrs group, where
they found out that there was at 1east a 15% coefficient
of dlspersion in, I think, 907 of the tax1ng districts
that are checked. vThat's the basis for the figure.,

What reasoh wouid you have for lowering it from.IS to 10?

MR. HUNT: Well in all our'beachihgs, when you
take a course for anhMAI or anyvfeal estate‘things,it\is
pointed out that appraisal is not an exact SC1ence, it
generally gives a suggestion of 107 either way on an H
appraisalf In other words,Alf I appraise a property for
$100,000 and it sells for $110hOOO it is considered a Qood
appraisal,w- t?s an exact science, because most of us
making appraisals - I mean I get a great kick out of it
myself because sometimes I'11 make an appraisal for a
‘man who is puttihgvin a half miliion dollars and 1 ha?eh't
gotva half million cents - most of us appraisers don’t
havefahy money, we don?t buy propertya But we are telling
the invested mohey thatewe know more than they do° So if
we come within 10% of it, I think it's a good JOb |
| ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS: Then you think that that
variance should be 10% based on practical appraisal
experlment rather than on any cross Check1ng of assessment
districts, ’

MR. HUNT: 1 would like to see it 15 but I am
willing to go to 10. ”"l ; | o o B -

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS: Oh, you 1ike 157

i



TMR HUNT ¢ Well, I'd 11ke 50.

ASSBMBLYMAN MATTHEWS. Well 15 is in thls too, that's
why I questloned you. WOuld you be opposed to S~ 2 with ‘the
157 var1ance in coeff1c1ent? | o S

'MR. HUNT‘ No. I am not opposed to that° »

| ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS” There also is -- that same .
b111 is pending, Tom, 1'11 call it to your attentlon, A-127,
requirlng ‘that revenue stamps be attached to the deed.
I thlnk that has been 1ntroduced the last four or flvevyears
'here in the Legislaturea B ‘, o |
' | MR. HUNTa We- don't»get it because‘there are too v—
vmany lawyers in’ the Legislatureol‘h : - _ | 4_

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS. I can remember only three
or four days ago, I thznk, getting a press release from the
Mortgage Bankers Assoc1ation where they 1ndicated that they
are violently opposed to Assembly Blll 127 because it
'destroys the r1ght of privacy in personal and real property
transactions,i But I think 127 -1 thlnk I can predict that'
'it s 901ng to pass the Assembly thls year and I thlnk
maybe we can pass the buck down the hall to the Senate,:

R I thlnk I have taken up too much of your time.
;Thank you very much,‘ SN |

CHAIRMAN DUMONT" Any other questions by the

4'Comm1ttee7 | e :t. . |

Toﬁ,,l haye'a couple here. iDo_Itgathergfrmeyou

that yoh,thﬁnk that COuntyWide assessing Would be a better'
v,practicerthan having manicipalrassessing; as.it is:today?

MR. HUNT: Much better.

u2,’
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CHAIRMAN DUMONT' You feel you get not only better
pay but better qua11f1ed people,generally,d01ng the asse831ng7
'MR. HUNT. | That's rlght. - o B
CHAIRMAN DUMONT. In other words then you agree with,
I thlnk 1t was the Slxth Report of the State Tax Pol1cy
Comm1351on Wthh recommended countyw1de assess1ng7
MR, HUNT:» Yes. 1 started advocating county'
assessing in 1935pat.the cbnvehtion’in'Atlantic.City. j
CHAIRMAN DUMONT: I take it you don't like this
exemption or any exemptions from the inVentory tax;"In
etﬁer words, if we‘afe going‘te4have-ah,invenfory tax at
all you wouldbrather leave it the way it.is than have
certain items exempt frdm it?
MR. HUNT: That's right, because as you will
recall from my previous appearance before you, what you
.are doing with your exemptions is tearing away the foundatlon
'that is supporting the house because yqu are reducing the
taxable area Cbnstant1y~every single'yearo> And probably
what this Tax Study Committee could devote a little time to
is goihg'ever all tﬁe‘eXemptien»acts with the'idea‘of
findiﬁg out whether they are entitled'te it, We have an
awful lot of exemptlons today that probably after study
some of them might be ellminated
CHAIRVAN DUMONT: Are you satisfied with the law
" the way'it‘isvtoday?' I mean, youvstarted”to make a statement
there and I wasn't quite sure whether you7thoﬁéht“these
.bills were bfihging chaos out df}ordef or order out of

" chaos. -
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MR HUNT" Weil I th1nk the way the laws are today,

.ilf the assessor enforces it 1t will glve you equalization,f

" None of us 1ike to go to 100%, from a practical standpozntov’

;"”‘But whether you make 1t 107 or 507 it's the same thlng as

lOO anyhow in the final result 1f you do not start putting
:]iin these exemptions.L I mean, the fact that these bills read
i(;u07 or 307 or 50%,_the net result to the taxpayer is going
.1At0 be the same as if 1t were 100%01 There is no d1fference-

" in the final result.v@_

CHAIRMAN DUM@NT" Which of the approaches that -

- we have before us here,_which as yoa know involve also'

'y_A 350 which is principally the Hudson County bill,_or the

‘ countyW1de ratio or the statewide ratio, - which of tho

i"three approaches do you prefer?zt'

o MR HUNT’ I prefer statewide ratio because our -

:boundary lines today don”t mean anyth1ng.‘tW1th our
.‘%transportatlon and the way people move today,;they are
;yonly 1maginary linesﬂg L would prefer statewide.;frg i
| _‘,_ CHAIRMAN DUMONT,A But you thlnk in the‘flnal
- ;yoanalysis that it might be better to leave the law as it
"1:18 today and start enforcing 1t7 “WT‘ S ”byi B
| :? MR. HUNT‘ Yes, that could be done and achieve o
t~'jthe same results rather than thls 1eglslation° | - i
| CHAIRMAN DUMONT‘ ‘Do you feel that would be,y
better than any of the legisiation that's pend1ng? va
| ) MR HUNT.V Yes, I do, W1th the way you have your‘
texeﬁptions. - B | |

CHAIRMAN DUMONT. Iymean;,sapposeryéa didn't have

W

W



the exemptions. You are referrlng now to the exemptions R
from the inventory tax, Tom? e
- MR. HUNT: Yes. ‘ ‘
CHAIRMAN DUMONT: -- or any 'e‘xemption? o
MR. HUNT:  And the ratio, the 122% |
CHAIRMAN DUMONT: I see. 4
’MR HUNT:' In other words, if you use the same
ratio to all forms of property that are taxable it will
give you the same end result as lOO%, even though in your
b111 you may say 50 or 103 it doesn't make any dlfference,
the ratio, as long as all property is assessed on the |
fsame standard., v
CHAIRVAN DUMONT: Well, let's assume that the
ratioswere the same, for real property, business machinery,
ahdvbusiheSS inventories, would'you then think that‘ |
legislation doing that would ‘be better than the present law
or would you prefer to have the present law rema1n7
o MR. HUNT; I would prefer to have 1tuat a fixed
' CHAIRMAN DUMONT Not 100%. Is that correct?
MR. HUNT: It wouldn't make any d1fference,
whether it's 50 or AO or 100, o '
CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Then even/if we wWere to have
"~ all of these various types of property at the same ratio
in legislation, you WOald'still feel that you would just
as soon have the law remain the Way it is.. Isrthaticorrect?
MR. HUNT: I-would accept either one of them
»becauaei of the same thing that I said about S- 9 and 198

"the end result is the same. o
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CHAIRMAN DUMONT? So that you wouldn't have any
.~preference there, whether we left the law the way 1t is
or reduced the percentage? | | : | _, /

| MR. HUNT.’ No, whether it's 50 or 4O or 100 the
same tax dollars would balance out for the taxpayer°

CHAIRMAN DUMDNT' As a matter of fact, personally

I agree with you about this fixing of the stamps on the

’v_deeds flrst° I don't know how we are 901ng to get any

'gorder in trying to sample properties when you can’t tell

‘..regardless of the right of privacy,_what the cost is when
;the deeds are recorded. : i o

MR HUNT' Well, actually, I don't agree, from

vtwny experience, W1th a. lot of it in that fashiono We have
'capltalization of income today which the courts have accepted
rand emphasized,- I don’t thlnk that any property today

‘that has a value of over $SO OOO sells on capitalization,

it sells on . financing and 1f you have been closing titles,

or anything,'in recent years capitalization doesn“t-enter‘

- into it, it's hon_nuoh can 1 get back on the equity»that

1 have got to.putvinr' If I can: buy a property w1th 57 |

':down and 957 mortgage I'11 pay more for it than for

. another property similar to 1t where l have to put down

”'307 and 707 mortgageii And the rates of the amortization -

they are the points that determine what price a property

| vsells for today and that’s one of the reasons l don't

believe the statlstlcs we are worklng with today reflect |

a fair selling priceo However,_l don“t want you to think

1 am opposed to 1t because I don't know of any better
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method. And 1f 1 can't come up w1th something that I believe

is more constructive, I won’t oppose 1t

- CHAIRMAN DUMONT. Now, Tom, you mentioned about th1s

.filing, I th1nk 1t 1s,every three years in a revalued

’municipality,‘ I take it that 1f that were going to be a

requlrement you would want 1t to extend to all municipalltles,

;onot Just those whlch had completed revaluation,

MR, HUNT.. Yes, I believe that - well, I think today
it is ridicaloﬁs'to f11e every year. If you walk' into a

county board'office'—:and I'll'even go further, you»can take

‘our'1960 duplicates-Whiéhrare in and'iffyoo were to go into

‘the 21 counties I wouldn't he31tate to bet you that if you

took the: 1955 book and compared it with the 1960 that there isn't
107 of changes in it, unless they had a revaluatlon.»
| CHAIRMAN DUMONT. Would you prefer to have the
requirement every five years rather than every three years, or
do you think three years is about rlght. 7
. MR HUNT° ‘Five years - you run in cycles and it
takes you actually five years before you can enforce the
1nf1ation ‘that we have been havingw ; |
| CHAIRMAN DUMONT: So you would prefer five years?
| MRl'HUNTt Yes. I think if we reassess every five

years that we ‘would probably have more stabi11zed assessments°5

~In other words, if you buy a house today for $1u,000 and

:inflation went up 1%, you know and I know that we are not 901nq

to sell’ that house for $1h,1h0 or nobody 13 going to revaluate

it. It takes a perlod of four or flve years before inflatlon N

‘tstarts to‘reflect,itself in dlrectbunits of-thousands_or
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hundreds of dollars ofvvaluation; o ' | v
CHAIRMAN DUMONT? And, of course, wﬁatever.the
recuirement is you want 1t appllcable to all munlclpalltles, E
not just those that have revalued. Is that correct?
MR. HUNT: That?s right.‘

CHAIRMAN DUMONT : Any other quest;ons?

ASSEMBLYMAN FARRINGTON: If you will, sir, let me know -

whether this is a fairly correct general restatement of your
objections to the so=-called exemptlons, and that is that these
exempticns in your taxing district will result in a great shift
of the burden of taxation. | | | |
| -MR._HUNT: That's correct. v v
ASSEMBLYMAN FARﬁINGTON: Well,‘would you conceae that
the same'exempticns in other taxing.dtstricts could very well
avoid the great shift? | }  -
MR. HUNT: I don't knoﬁ, i wquldh”t_answer on what
I don't know. o | | |
SENATOR FOX: Tom, am.ivccrrecthin this assumption
as to what you said, Ilmean, leaving aside the question Qf
exemptions in this, we allow the law to remain as it is in}
line with the decision of the Supreme Court at 100%, it would
make no_cifference so long es‘the assessors efficiently perform
their dutles? | :_ ‘ | A v_‘
~ MR. HUNT° rhatvs right. That?s correct. |
SENATOR FOX: So that in effect if all assessorsf
perform their dutles efficiently and to the best of their
ability there 1scno necessity whatsoever for any modiflcatioﬁ

of the law.

48
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Mr. Weiler.i

MR. HUNT: Not unless you want to give benefits
to one type of property or -- ‘:'”” o “‘i fAb :

NSENATOR FOX: A partlcular group; ig’éhat‘sigﬁté'f”

MR. HUNT. Yes. D /"““h

CHAIRMAN DUMONT'F'Ahy‘other questiéns’oflhf;vﬂﬁnir

A. E. WEILER: Mr. Chalrman -- S |

CHAIRMAN DUMONT. Will you identify yourself piease,'
MR, WEILER: A. E. Weiler of Maplewood ST

~ CHAIRMAN DUMONT‘» AlL right, Mr. Weiler,, ‘

“MR. WEILER'" Mr. Hunt referred to 10% or 157 as a

'coefficient of dispersion,'and Mr. Matthews spoke along the

same lines.‘ I am-rather interested I believe they have

confused somethlng here because the coeff1C1ent of dlspersion

| is the average deviatlon of assessments dlvided by the average

assessment_ratlo° And I am. just wondering whether they dldn't

mean;a range'above a_mean average instead of a coeffic1ent of

disper31on

 ASSEMBLYMAN- MATTHEWS' I think we are referring to

‘the width of'the band ofdlspersro"n'° 1 think we are using

the words coefficient of dlsper51on -
MR, HUNT'L I've got a professor here now ‘and I W111

have to agree.with'hrmr He is.one‘of our professors, yoo know,"

CHAIRMAN DUMONT. He has had a falr amount of
experlence in assessing too, hasn“t he, Mr. Hunt?

MR HUNT: Yes, he has. That's why I get a Kick
out of everybody talking about Rutgers ‘and Mr. Weiler was

the f1rst instructor I had at Stevens Institutee
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ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHBWS. 1 thlnk you are right’ ,I,y,ge___gﬁ.,_

. think that's what we are referring to, He's correct.i And I _?u

‘“bow to your superior knowledge on coefficient of dispersion,'
BRIEES tell you that. -j51]~;i;,;§;;_¢;;'
R ’ MR WEILER. Thank you,.i;;i"; o »
CHAIRMAN DUMDNT.j Thank yon very”much, Mr. Weiler,
Dl for straightening us all out on that. ot |
S Any other questions? ;;1; .év: R ‘
MR MORRISSEY'T I am Donald Morrissey, Assessor;‘
: City of Trenton. ‘H 'v’:i’ e | B f“' 2 
':t_Mr;vHunt; do I understand you to mean that you would‘
'nn;eliminatevthe local-assessors --;;g;s" ' b | ~
- MR; Méaalssey:‘.Andnjuéizgétaoiish’theﬁgeﬁnty_s |
o MR. HUNT: Yesaien;y:};y;?ii' SR R
:‘MR.gMORRISSEY.; Or wouldv.the county assessors‘”
'-yjnst‘acttin’a’supervisory capacity over the local assessors?
is‘r:ngR;iMORRISSEYQ: You would eliminate them.entire1y7
A:MR.’HUNTo‘ I would ellminate the local assessor i‘
V*;ntireiy; hin-my b111 I might like to see incorporaté? that
hithere be a qualifying examination for the present peoﬁﬂe that

'°vmay be in the assessment room but I wouldn’t advocate a\blanket

.\'\
Y

_enrollment of them, S e T
MR MORRISSEY,Ytwoaioithat‘incfeasehtheinanpowar“
.,.in the County? , o | .. ' : * -
o ‘MR. HUNTt) I don”t know whetherbit would increase o
the manpower but it certainly would 1ncrease the eff101ency,_

s
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'MR. MORRISSEY: Isn't that getting away from home .
rule and getting more‘to a concentrated form of government?
| MR. HUNT: Well, we are getting away from home rule.

You have regional high schOols today and you have the counties

and state taking over services and various 1tems of local

government today, We can't stay with our heads in the ground

‘and I'm an oldtimer. ‘I started in 1920 and ngnow‘all_the

ingredients of‘poiitics and everything,else.‘ Bﬁt if you want
good assessors, which you have to have if you’areygoing to

be fair to your peopie, you have to have the same type of
reasoning invarriving‘at yonr valuei- It’s not only the question

of ratio. For example; 1f you have one rule in Trenton - and

- 1 can guarantee you it is probably different from the one in

Newark and it is probably different from the other towns in
your county - then you- have varnous degrees of opinions of
value, and today_opinion of vaiue-covers‘probably 98% of all
assessmentsmade° 'So that in my opinion, when you, have a

county assessor he establishes ~your method of arriving at

~value and you have qualifled men, you don't have men handed

to you hy the Council or . by the Mayor,who»may have been -
shoemakers. If‘youtread the list that Local‘Property put
out recently, you know the variousvocoupations of today's .
asseséors,\ |

Now, I'm not criticizing you as an individual

‘but I have to admit,from my'experiencevand what I find,

that the assessment roll can be 1mproved

MR. MQRR;SSEY: Well, if we retained the local

.assessors, Iimiting their power to the securing‘of property
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'7W1thin the community,vbut the assessment belng placed on it '
R t .
) by the county, the board of superv1sors -'we'll call them -

e

} that for the sake of discussion.wn}v thy'*” |
B t MR HUNT. Oh, no, no. We had a meeting of ourh
hEkecative~Board'the other n1ght and we had a complalnt —-515‘*
v and he talked about ‘his ratables amounting to $h% milllon;nt”ﬁ
h‘Well do you know in the Clty of Newark I have one building"yl'r
fhthat I assign to a man and when I a551gn 1t to him that's"s

'all he has to do and he runs over $10 mlllion.v It dependsf

/'upon the line items as well as upon the type of property you

'_lhave in your districte, You ve got to have county assessors,

‘a;whether 1t comes this year or ten years from now,ji‘Theif
fpeople are going to demand 1t eventually° We have got to,}
'be modernized ‘in our governmentag;'i ‘y_ e

o MR MORRISSEY'l Mr. Hunt, another question,: Do
fyou mean to state that the Boards of Assessors, say in ‘
uour citles, are ineffic1ent.-i5fv: Vyy. o ‘ " | R

’ v - MR HUNT‘ I wouldn't say that altogether they are:‘x

_ineff1cient but I would say that probably they have a greaterva‘
r:interest in some other bu31ness that they are connected w1th -
‘fand, therefore, do not give the tlmeoi And they are not
\compensated sufflclently to qive the time. The average
salary 1n the State of New Jersey for an assessor is’
'rldlculous. In my opinion if we had county assessors the
! salary should run’ up to possibly $10 OOO, but you would work %
"all day. We have salaries 1n the State of New Jersey,,from

various reports that we get,vthat run. as low as $300 or $hOO o

o . a year. You can't tell me'—wl don’t care what hlS quallfications ,
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are‘— that he's deooting(too much time to,that,worktii
© MR. MORRISSEY: Now, Mr. Hunt -- o :
| CHAIRMAN]DUMONI;;'Mrthorrlsse&,_lrdonﬁt;wantito:i
interrnpt you butathis”is-an_argument_which(hastbeenbgoing
- on for many years in'New Jerseyaand_we are nothgoing to
esolve it here this morning, in‘regard to whetherhthere_
ought to be connty asse331ng or local assessing.vv

MR. MORRISSEY., Senator, 1f the assessing system'

- or the assessors are so bad, and you advocate the Shlft to

the county 1eve1 of one- fourth of services of’ government,
~would you urge the shift of all government to the county
gllevel,‘Mr. Hunt?

. MR HUNT" 1 believe that's going to happen only
1t's 901ng to take a perlod of years going over piecemeal.
b,There are too many towns in the State of New Jersey,,thered
are too many governmentso d _ ,

MR MORRISSEY : That's ‘all I want to know.
CHAIRMAN DUMONT: We'll save that'question@for"'
another time. We are working'on assessments.today,>
. Are there any other questlons of Mr., Hunt?
vTom” I want to thank you aga1n for your usual
capable and honest and forthright presentation,- | \
MR HUNT‘ Thank you for giving me thlS opportun1tyj‘
to appear before you, and it will probably be my last.
. CHAIRMAN DUMONTj Well we hope it won't be. |
We'll see you again;’ , _ _
ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS;. I would 1ike to say one
’thing,”direoted'to Mrokweiler. ‘We were talking about the

- coefficient of dispersion, 1 have in my dispatch case the
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latest issue of the New Jersey Municipalities magazine,
February, 19609’which-is‘a’tranSCFipt'Ofisbrts‘Of Bi11 Miller's
talk down at the State League Convention and he says that,
"In national surveys it has been found that the coefficient
of dispersion ~ which is what our'15% reaT1y’is'~‘has been
less than that figure in only 12% of all taxing districts.”
-~ And I relied on that in using that term, but what it really
is, it's a band of variations, 15%. Is that'right?
'MROFWEILERZ Yes.
ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS: Thank you.
CHAIRMAN DUMONTz‘ Mr., William J. Gaffne&;‘New Jersey
Petroleum J['rrch.wnsa’cr‘ies‘Commi»’t_,,te»e_°
WILLIAM J. GAFFNEY: Mr, Chéirman and distinguished
~members of the Legislature, both Senate and Assembly, I have
to ask yoﬁ to excuse the hoarseness of my voice. I got this
flu bug about two weeks ago and I can't seeﬁ>to.shake it off.
My name is William J. Gaffney and I am the Executive
Secretary of the New Jersey Petréleum Industries Committee.
Althoﬁgh our organization has not taken a poéition for or
égainst any of thévprOPOSals ﬁhder'considefatioh by thé
Committee, there are two matters of detail which we would like
to bringbtd your atfentiono
| The first has to do with the per diem penalty
~ provided by section 11 of Senate No. 9 and Assembly No. 198
for failure toffiie a return of personal property used in
business. This section impoSés a penaity'of $2”per day for
failure to file such a return, even though this might be ihe

result of an honest mistake by“the owner of Jchév‘properfty°



‘We feel that the applicatlon of this type of
y penalty under certain circumstances may have a particularly
harsh result. | |

| _"Tobillustrate this”With facts from~actua1‘case3°
aSuppose an oil company 1nstalls two of its gasoline dlspensing
pumps at a service station owned and operated by an 1ndepen-
o dent bu51nessman.a The oil company reports the two pumps to ;
}a taxrng Jurisdictlon, whlch it has reason to belleve 1s”
where the pumps are located. This lnformation is confirmed
by the Mayor of that mun1c1pality. For a period of years
.the company continues to report and pay taxes on the pumps

'to thatﬁmunicipality. Later it 1s revealed that the d1v1d1ng

- llne between that Jurlsdlctlon and another tax1ng Jurlsdlction s

. goes through the center of the serv1ce station property and
~in reallty one pump is 1n one jurisdiction and one is 1n
”eanother Jurisdictlon. |

: In this’situationhtheicompany oWning}the'pnmps;
:hav1ng failed to report one pump to one Jurlsdiction, and
,owning no other property in that mun1c1pality, would be
| subJect to the $2 per day penalty for the period it had failed
?to report the pump Assumlng the pump has a taxable value
of $150 and the tax rate in this Jurlsdiction is $23 per .

$l,000‘of valuatlon (the actual rate 1ntHaddonf1eld,based
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’f7fmake a retu

\:on-100%3651ue);jthe:aﬁﬁpa1‘tax_dﬁaAog;therpumplwouldﬁpé_u

In these circumstances, however, the failure to

iffreport the pump to the second Jurisdiction for only one yearfr

*?;would cost the owner‘$730 lhw

mount of‘tax‘due:on the pump. Since the penalty pro-F?‘

~@;offense;

‘;gfﬁnoss NOT FIT THE CRIME;«QQ

iilnfplace‘offthe per diem penalty, we would not

,pjobJect"to a provision denying to the texpayer who fa““{”f””*‘

i,:the right to appeal the valuationipla

.,pghis property by the assessor.nﬁ:igi

: The}second recommendation_we would like to make

:fﬁis that‘auprovision”be.1nserted in whatever bill will ;f}

:¥€f1na11y be considered directing assessors to notify taxpayers .

wpﬁin writing of any change in assessment-- either increase or

fair and:exorbitant penalty; out of all proportion to the ;i

fHere, certainly, lS a case where THE PUNISHMENT _f'




(3

idecrease - by December first. This type of notice would —_—

'give the taxpayer time to consult informally with the_m,;:;f

assessor,before,the assessmentetgli becomes finai.on
January 10, i | _ L

" We feel that the present 10 day period for public
inspection of the assessment roll provided by Section 5li: 4-38 '

‘of the Revised Statutes does- not give taxpayers having

vproperty in numerous jurisdictions sufficient time to

apprise assessors of mistakes in the roll.v It has been our_
experience in other states where this type of writtenlnotice‘
is required - as is generally the case in the Northeast -,_'
that it helps both the taxpayer and the assessor. Many times
a taxpayer must appeal an assessment where, if he had had |

’sufficient‘notice of the assessment‘contemplated by the

gassessor, he might have been able to supply information to

!

the assessor enabling him to correct the assessment.

Gentlemen, I wish‘to thank you for'the opportunity

‘and privilege of appearing before you today.\ :

- CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Any questions of Mr. Gaffney?

Bill, is this a good time for me to read into the

record this statement from Socony Mobil Oil- Company, in

regard to some of the biils pending before us?

MR. GAFFNEY: I would suggest, if they have submitted

a statement, that it.belmade a part of the;record. I don't

think it is necessary to read it at this timeo n

CHAIRMAN DUMIONTe They just ask that it be made a

partfof,the record. All right, we will do1that then
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: which shall be the market value of such real property as of the base:

year of 1960 W1th a ten year periodical rev1sion by the Legislature
of the base year for values, and the assessment shall be expressed
in terms of taxable Value of ‘such property, Wthh taxable value shall
be that percentage of market value as shall be established by

each County Board of Taxation as the level of taxable value to be'

applied uniformly throughout the county, For purposes of this act

"market value" is the end result of the accepted approaches to value,

,namely, Cost Approach Income Approach and Market.Data Approach
or any one or such parts which may be applicable to the subject
'property. : |

Ouricommentsi- we'say;again bMarket value" is inserted in
‘place of "true value" because of the lack of any proper definition
of "true value" and the continuous interpretation by the courts |

that 1t is "market value“ in its true meaning.

Commenting on "base yean" the: establishment of a base year

for values is the only uniform and equitable method to be undertaken.

to maintain the constitutional requirement of "same standard of
value;, The use of a base year is 31mp1y extending present practice
of munic1palities who have completed revaluation programs and value
all new construction or value changes back to the level of values
}as initially adopted for their revaluatlon° Present statutes and fw

‘all proposed bills assume that each tax1ng district has the

, capability of revising assessments»annually. This is an 1nsurmount-,

able and 1mpossib1e task Wthh 1n turn would solve none of the tax
assessment problems presently encountered in New Jersey ‘Under the'
‘recommendation of the use of a "base year“‘all new construction
‘during therinterim period would be valued as of the base year of 1960
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‘and thereby reeeive_the saﬂe uniform and equitabie“treaipent;qf,f

taxation as all other properties originally valued as of a base

. —yearo

"

~An illustration of the projection of this. pr1nciple is
Afﬁfther illustrated,ineExample I and its accompanying Qhart\I,
sewhereinva.property haﬁing a value of $200,000‘ahdlasse1ective
ratio of 50 per cent refains its ofiginal.yalue,level and
‘asSessment of $100,000;withoatconsﬁdering the rise and fall of
costs and value,'unlessfanusual depreciation‘influences are en-
countered in addition to normal physicalrdeterioration.

Ekample I is for illustratioh purposes only° Nobedy-is,
farecastiag here what mightvhappen in the future so it has no
regard° I could have used the same study from 1950 to- 1960 .
and superimposed it. I don‘t think it would have that much
,1mport, It is just an 111ustrat1on of the principle I am try1ng
te puthacrqss here,,shOW1ng the base:year’for valuevremainlng |
~constant, alihough the current market value can'fluctuate; the
common level of the'assessment WOuld remainvcoasistent‘for;this

‘period.ofvtime, although thefindividual years ﬁight vafy'as
v compafed to the assessmento Those. ratlos could vary W1thout
a1ter1ng the assessment itself

Paragraph 2 - we aga1n say ao’changeo

Paragraph 3 - we d1d make a’ revismn° I think thlS is
important. . Each County Board of Taxat1on shall establish the 7
ﬁércentage of_taxable‘value on op_beforexMay 15th, as.ofvthe base'
year for values,,and.the‘level se established'sha11 be appiied

‘unifofmly in-such:ecuaty_for‘the pﬁrpose}of assessing the'taxable
va;ues to beqused in levying taxes for the calendariyear‘hext
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succeeding the year in which such level was established., The
level shall remain in/force for 10 years. The balaﬁce of the
paragraph as in‘the bills would remain the same.,

| In‘our comments - we believe the dates between September 1
and September 15 are not early enough in the year to administratively
review or revise values into assessments., The May 15 date Has
been selected because the County Boards of Taxation know at this
time what the to£a1 ratables in the respective taxing districts
are after the certification of}the tax duplicates on Maybl°

We left in our additions to parégréph 3A, althoﬁgh we have
been since informed that this will be introduced in the Assembly
under a separate bilip along these lines, ‘We suggest that
‘Senate 2 be incorporated/as an amendmentfto this.bill,”or that
thihking, with the suggestion that it be revised to read 10 per
cent of the ratio as established by the County Boards of Taxation
instead of the 15.per cent range. To comment briefly on that, we
prefer allowing, again with Tom's previous discussion on this 15
per cent ranée - we are in agreement that this latitude should be
there. We favor 15 per cent, but we thought_that the 10 per cent
wa.s mbre realistico That is the only.reason for that dif ference
from the 15 to the 10 per cent.

Péragraph li, no change.

Paragraph 5 - we are opposed torthe use of net book values, as
indicated by the books and records‘éf the persbn assessed as fhe
basis df value for machinery or equipment. The use of net book
values implies varying'depreciation optibns iﬂimical to soﬁnd
assessment practices because they violate uniform assessment

requiréments, Net book values in themselves completely defeat
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'uniformity in assessment procedures,"A reView of,EXample II_and”

Chart 11 will better illustrate this reasoning. -

I think you w1ll find that on page ? Under this thinking,
if we assume a property to have a $10Q OOO investment it mlght have
a normal depreciable 1life of 10 years under this thinking;vbut‘its"

actual normal life could be 15 years. We just selected some of the

,various'methods,that are'available»to the plants'as;far(as‘incomed’

tax_purposes are concerned. You see - this is pertaining to values -

{the straight line method as_comparedAto a defense method or a net

book with a double declining balance or a sum of digitsvmethod,
fnere'are«nunerous otherdepreciationkmethods available for
depreciation. We just selected four to show how these in themselves
will uary in ualue, even'for;the sane equipment, depending on the |
favorable willingness‘of the:government to allow them a'selection

of any of these optionso |

The ideal method to be used, as we mentioned previously, is

/

the one incorporating original cost.with price adgustments‘and uniform

debreciation schedules to the‘personal property. This method.

is described as Alternate I in EXample I1I. -However,'it is the

opinion that this method'is not administratively possible at‘this

time in New Jersey, and we are abandoning our'previous recommendation

on this suggestion. o | o
We are of the'opinion, however, that a’systembinCorporating'

original cost less a uniform deprec1at10n schedule to be the most

uniform method to be achieved° This ‘is illustrated as Alternate IL

_in'EXample III. And that is using the same value of $lO0,0QO and

depreciating it over the ten-year period at a rate of 10 per cent

for the first 5 years and 5 per cent for the balance, and then plan



'_whatever the ratlo might ultlmately be° o v
- Another solution to this problem, and the simplest to ff;v:

: accomplish and still give the over all effect as Alternate II, p~ o

‘erwould be the use of a SO per cent depreciation factor to original

cost and this value would remain constant for the 10—year period-—

‘::_,take SO per cent right off the bat off their original cost regard—.‘/=‘“

?less of year of acquisition.“ It would have the effect of new :

’1ndustry benefiting for the first 5 years and picking up the,:p'

' i;'balance during the second S—year period.» This solutlon is easy to

;admlnister and is the @ne that is the s1mplest to understand,: Thls

‘would mean that all machinery and equipment would be valued at one—

'rghalf of its original value and it assumes that thlS amount of id

'i'depreciation is the average that would be ex1stant 1n any plant

'because of the continuous retirement and replacing of older equipment
wlth new equipment.vgng"h%ub i L o ' |

k These lastvtwo‘suggestions that ve are recommending‘are
':ithe ones that are 1n use 1n most other places where they have kfa

',gone ahead W1th tax rev1sions or have had these in practice for ”
lhia number of years,g Industry understands it and the assessor under—:re‘
gvstands it and it is a uniform,'easily administered method -
| Paragraphs 6 and 7 - no change,_Hf' ' ' |

Under paragraph 8 line 17, item 1 on all machinery, imple-

.f‘

7; hments, and equipment and all other personal property other than

| ~1inventories, farm machinery and farm livestock the value shall be3’f

'5'foriginal cost to the owner less the recommended depreciation

"jalternate, previously suggested and shall be at the same level ofkfff;’iﬁbw

o taxable value as is established for the taxable value of real
vproperty,gas
Under line 21 _same“paragrathFitem_Eg we‘reCOmmendithe '
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retention of raw materials and work in process as well as finished

,products as part of the total inventory.. We are of the opinion .

that'the'largeerOmmunitiesvwould have a shift in the burden of .
taxation from industry to real property and mercant11e establish-‘
ments if ‘this type of 1nventory were excluded from the tax base.

~Now,in studying this tax problem, we have also availed our—v

selves of the advice of tax representatives of industry, not only'

in New Jersey, but who represent 1ndustry throughout the country.

I I,might Just in passing comment .on. some of these —:these are
__approximate’; they are‘very close to what the\percentages;are,"

' Under'sixrother'cities inrthe.country where the thinklng“is almost
~(the reyerse‘of what we’are discussing here today\ -1 will start_

with the City of Detroitﬁ— ‘they use for machinery and equipment

original cost and assess it at 50 per cent of its cost. They use

in addition to that the depreciat1on schedule as previously

discussed and 111ustratedhere° lnventory they assess at. 80 per
cent of cost - 80 per cent. Real property is at 55

" Kansas City; they_use.33 1/3 per cent of machinery and
equipment on its cost for the assessment° Inventories; at 50
per cent of cost. AThat isythe assessment,_ In real’property,vitA
ranges between 25 and 30 per cent,:

Now these same relative,proportionate_ratiOS between.machinery

and equipment on‘costfandrinventory'as compared,to real‘property '

holds»the same. fairly close for Dallas, Denver, San FranciSCo, and

'Los Angeles. I just mention thatlin passing to show that we did

try and understand this problem beyond Just our limited scope and

I think th1s is some of the. thinking that: Tom tried to prOJect
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before why inventory should be assessed so much IOWer aﬁ the
‘present time without knowing what the‘effect;WOﬁld'be;"

| Paragraph 9 - we still favor eliminating~this pafégrébhi*”x
Mr . Assemblyman;‘if tﬁis kind of thihking’is followed,

Paragraph 10 = no change.

We did revise paragtaph 11, the penélty clause., We are'in’
égreement'with yOur,stétéments that we are too severe in our
reCOmmendation;

‘We would prefer to"have the penalty clause revised to
read,that'ifﬁthe'taxpayer fails or neglects to file a return
within thé‘time.fequired by this chapter, he éhall'be excluded
from any appeal'proceedings, unless the petitioner fiiés with the
assessor a complete balance sheet of his assets together with the
appeald | |

We think that mﬁst‘be‘in there.

- Paragraphs 12 and 13 - we favor»the abolition of household
‘persohaiﬁy as has been cOntinuously rec5mménded by the reports of
the Commission on State TaX'Pbliqyo Those are our recommendations
on hqusehold° HcWever§'if the option methods suggested are to be
retained'in"this'biiig,then we believe that the local district
should have the right of establishing the rules and proceedings and
"enforcing of this option, as long as thé local district would be
the only one concerned with this form of taxation and as long as
it Qonld”gbbﬁnder similar collection as a license fee. /

" Paragraph 1l ~’When€Ver* a‘taxing'distriot shall complete a
revaluétion program as of the base'year‘off19609 acéording.to
standards and~procednres‘pFQSéribed‘by rule or regulaiion of the

Division of Taxatieén and shall cause all real property within the
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gdistrict to be assessed at the taxable value thereof in accordance'

[

w1th such revaluation program, the taxable valuations so made

.shall remain in effect for a period of 10 years subject; however;

to such ind1vidual adjustments as may be required'to reflect the'wf

' results of any administration or Judic1al review, or to make added

or omitted assessments, or for the making or removal of improvements ‘

~and such other adjustments as may be provided by rule or regulation

"_of the D1v1sion of Taxation.

The balance of the paragraph - we have no change..

All dates not consistent with the proposed recommendations

~be revised according to the ‘tax year of 1963 A11 true value

‘concepts retained in this bill be amended to read "market value "

This act shall take effect as of October 1, 1962, for.
the tax year of 1963 o o

We believe this future date is a’must" because it will be

»administratively impossibIe to go to any uniform ratio whether it

be on a state-wide’ba51s or county ba31s or whether it is 100

per cent unless the taxing districts and the county courts have

this time to make the change over,;‘

Our conclusionsf— you will note that we have made no recom-

, mendations on inventories as to what ratio shall be applied to

‘thlS class of property because we are of the opinion that 1n the

interim period before the effective date of compliance, the personal
property forms, as prescribed by the Director of the DlViSlon of

Taxation, be filed W1th ‘the respective tax1ng districtso' The

’ assessor Wlll then forward same to the Director of the Division of

Taxation, who will then cause a comprehensive study and analysis to

- be made of these returns in order to ascertain at what levels
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business personalty éhall’be fixedvif”it,is necessary\to give/them‘_
a separate level from real property or machlnery and equipment o
Right now I don“t th1nk anybody is in a po:itlon to stateo We. don“t feel
there is enough 1nformation avallable at thlS tlme to establish o ‘ -
any Varylng level from .the ratlo of real property until such study |
is accomplished The result of this study would enable the Director
to be in a firm p031t1on to advise the Leglslature of the p0531b1e -
levels to be selected for this class of property,, At the present tlme
there is not sufficient information_available_to gtate that 1nventor1es
shall_be at-ohe quarterﬂpf the level established‘fof the;taxable
value of real‘property, | |

- The State,Aséociatioh is in favor of all property beihg'
assessed on the same level because OtheFW1S€ there could be a
shift in the burden of taxation. Now this could be true at the, - o "
/present time unless the study as recommended on personalvproperty | |
be undertaken anq completed by the Directorofrthe‘DiQision,_

Now, this thtnking andvthe_remarksvas presented on Senate 9
and Assembly 198‘cou1dlhave been projected into almost any of the>
proposed bills dealing with-administrationbhereo vAnd we are only h
amending this bill to reflect the a‘dminivstrativeyfeasihi'lity.of -
the assessment function. We make no preference of‘atate ratio over
county ratio as long as the recommendatlons would be considered 1n
those various bills. Our primary concern is continuously equlty
and uniformity‘of assessments,

lWe»commentedg_as\I stated onythe 17th'of February last year,
on Senate Bill 81. We oohfihed:most of oor comments to Assemhly 198,

It would seem to be more or less the concensus of opinion that this
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bill on a county ratio would be the one that would have the most.
acceptab111ty throughout the state.hdil |

'~ Those are the comments, gentlemen, and I think together;
With thevillustrations*andvthe charts, some of the thinking we

tried to project on the 17th might be clarified through these

, illustrations.

(The charts and examples to which Mr. Greene referred can a

be found 4n the back of thls transcript ) |
CHAIRMAN.DUMONT: Questions of Mr. Greene. Assemblyman Matthews.
'ASSEMBLYMAN‘MATTHBWSQ I notice you roll the effective date
of this back to October 1, l962,'is‘it?‘ _ | |
| MR. GREENE:' Yes, 31r,'for.the tax year of‘l963l; o
ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHBWS.‘ But'you wouldnwant theaé'returns'filed

beforehand We would have to pick that out of the bill and put that

"’in effect first. Is that right?

MR. GREENE' That is correct;i.That'woﬁld be.our'recom—'

'mendation, Mr. Assemblymana

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS° We did have & lot of difficulty you

know last year trying’to get returns like that before we imple-

‘mented any legislation. We were dealing with S 81 at that time.

MR. GREENE: I think laSt_yearval,mightzbe mistaken on
this count -1 think last year it Was under a voluntary basis;
wasn't itz | R o
ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS : No. We tried to get the feeliné of
what effect there would be if such legislatlon were introduced

and I think it opened,a‘Pandora's box of cr;ticism and comments . :

;and'the bill never did get off the ground;3

MR, GREENE: That might be. But none of us on the Tax
Study Committee or even the ExecutiveFCommlttee of the State .
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Association can understand how at the present time with the
limited sources available, how we know where we are going as
far as any ratios. that might be selected on inventory as opposed to
machinery and équipment or real property. ‘

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS: Practically, the problem presenteéd
to us was this:; People are afraid that if they file these returns,
say, before June 30th of this year for the next year, the local
municipality will tax at its current ratio based on theLValuation
submitted in that return.

MR. GREENE: Well, that thinking could be revised and have
the form sent out by the taxing districts and have the taxpayers
themselves on the return envelope mail them direct to the Division
of Tgxafionp; Butuphe éssessor at present does mail these forms
out and_they are'reqﬁired to be returned under present law, although
that peréentage of return varies tremeﬁdqﬁsly throughout.the's,tate°
That is the_feason we have thié problem and that is anqther'reasong
together with ourselves, Tom Hunt isn't alone in his comments t§
be able to‘say exactly wha§ wpuld happen br what the ratio would
be in'Néwark,because”of the lack of available infbrmatiph to Igvy
these gssgssments properly and equitably.

_ Thét ig a problem we aré confronted with, You are confronted
with theﬁsame thing, Ilthink more.so, in trying to solve the problem.
We certainly must have the facts before we can sélve it and I don't
think - or it's the opinion of the Committee that the facts are
not available at the present timeol_,  _ | ‘

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Any other quesﬁions of Mr., Greene? Senator:
Haines. | | N

- SENATOR HAINES: Mr. Greene, you passed over'paragraph 17 and
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"to help them in a re- evaluation program per10d1ca11y7

.appeared.to be satisfied\WithﬁitrfvIspit,the generalpopinion-of ,

the assessors that'thev‘need'these so—called’professional evaluators
 MR. GREENE: I would say with ‘the present staffs available
in the assessors! offices, I would have to answer Myes" to ‘that
question,‘Senator.l _ | ‘ ‘ »
SENATOR HAINES' You’ would rather have the outside professional

help brought in than have - it engaged under the superv1sion of the

'_local assessor?

’MR, GREENE; -i think at present'if a»revaluation program, is.

being conducted by a;private concern, that it should be entirely

' revalued by that ooncern Without’any-influenceafromrthe office - the only

pléce where the assessor could come in is setting up the specification
requ1rements that these concerns must follow and adhere to.: i | |
think'that is an important thing at the present time for the
assessors' offices - L can almost say entirely in all taxing
districts-- to undertake the programs themselves without adequate

help,and most of them do not_have sufficient help to properly.

m‘administer the offices at the:presentvtime‘Without this added,

tremendous duty of bringing outside help and training them or

_ enlarging their oWn‘staff ‘and then'going into a training‘program’

to encounter it --I think the expense to the mun101pality would
be greater and the end results would not be as fairly reflecting
the full values ofvthe properties. | . ‘ |
-SENATOR HAINES: Would you subscribe that the revaluatlon
programs should be according to a manual such as. was prepared by

the state department the assessor's manual rather than have

| other standards of value for measuring the value used?
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MR. GREENE: Well, the manuals themselves are cost manuals
and they are all‘guides'to value, aiding>in arfiVing at vaiue9’
Now, regardless of whether‘it.is the state manual or let's say
some concern oomingiinhand setting up’their‘own'cost schedules
based on:iocai matefial.oostsvand-laboh rates in that fespeotiue
taxing distriot I don't think it would - they should not vary too‘
much if they are checked agalnst cost of construction to prove their
valueo 1 thlnk regardless of whether it is a state manual or a private
manua19 they~shou1d}both be checked aga1nst costsob The state manual
itself is trended through - constructlon cost 1ndices as to location
to thezvaffous.municipalities in the state. That is supposed to
accomptish the same;thing 1 am'neferftng,to_herea I don't think if’:‘
‘these manuais“are‘set.up as of a base yeafgvthen the costs themselves
should not vary to any degree° | | |

SENATOR HAINES° You have no complalnt then against the way
this revaluatlon profess1ona11y is being done throughout the |
state? i | ‘ h | |

MR. GREENE: 1 did not say that Senator. No, I think there
is a lot that ‘has to be done 1n that partlcular fleld to glve the
mun1c1pa11ty exactly what it antlctpates when it enters into these
programs. ~As a ‘matter of fact, the State Association has a
‘committee studying this particular problem because we have found the
dresults not ‘to be in too many 1nstances what the contracts called
for and that too often you do not have qualifled personnei from
the concerns doing these jobs. But that study is being undertaken
by our own Assooiation'toisee what fecommendations'we oanvoome’up
with on that. o o |
'CHAIRMAN‘DUMONTts Any.othef Questions? (No fesponse,)
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Mr. Greene; this base year recommendation of yours, is that

-des1gned to be somewhat of a subst1tute for the idea of - re assessing k

~ every three or five years?x

MR. GREENE‘ Yes, sir.’ Let's say. that we took advantage of

some of the thinking of other states that have put this 1ntoi

'practlce for many years., The ten-year period that was selected

here could very well be eight years. .We think that flve.years_-

nand~this,is an agreement again.with Mr,‘Hunt's;preViouS'statement -

~that it takes five years to reallyIStudy the trends and the Changes

in real property. We thlnk that as far as 901ng through an entire

| program or revising the values that it could be proper. anywhere‘

between elght and ten years.

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Then you prefer the ten- -year idea to five
-

MR. GREENE? Yes, sir, ‘ _ | v |

CHAIRMANvDﬁMONTt‘ And also a base yearvrather than not haV1ng
a base &earzj | »v »b“ v' | | I

MR. GRBENE; Yes, sir,gbecause without‘thegbase year; it
presumes‘that each’assessing department is'going‘to'be.able:in}

actuality to revalue the properties each and every year. It's an

'1mposs1b111ty

| CHAIRMAN DUMONT‘ And you would also, of course, not limit |

this to communlties that have revalued " This would be the same

- for all_municipalities;innthe state.

' MR. GREENE: Yes, sir.
CHAIRMAN DUMONT?' Now, do you feel very strongly about

this 10 per cent as distlnguished from the 15 per cent now. in.

‘ Senate 27 I mean is that something you are adamant about or would.
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'you be satisfied with leaving the 15 per cent as is?

“MR. GREENE: We would be most happy with the 15. It gives
us more latitude and we think it is more easily éccomplished within‘
the scope of the assessing duties today. The only reason we went
to the’IO:pef cent - we are trying to follow through the thinking
as much as possible of pinning it down to the thinking of the
appraisal field. ,

' CHAIRMAN DUMONT: But you would be perfectly satisfied to
have the 15 per cent retained? - -

. ""'MR. GREENE: Yes, sir.

“CHAIRMAN DUMONT: You have the feeling too, I take it, that
there shoﬁld bé”ho‘exémptidns from the business inventory tax as
long as we are going to retain that as a tax,

MR. GREENE&” That's right, not unless the facts themselves
develop that there should be vafying levels. Right now we are of
the opinibn that if should be as under the present law, the same
" standard value on all property. |

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: In other words, you agree with Mr. Hunt's
Qonteﬁtion-that there shouldn't be any distinction by way of
percentages between real property and various types of personal
property. Is that correct?

- MR, GREENE: Not at tﬁe present time, Senator. We also
qﬁalify4that'with‘the'récommendation that the forms be required to
be filed with the Director so that he can undertake a study to find
out what any impact or shift in the burden of taxation through
this, itself, might even be.

'CHAIRMAN DUMONT: So you would think the same percentage

ought to-be applied throughout even though you would use different
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standards of value for real'property as7distinguished from personal
property7 What I mean by "standard " 1 am talking about market
value for real property and what you recommend here for personal
property ~Butwaslde from those different standards. you prefer B
:the same percentage being applied to all kinds of property,
that right?

' MR. GREENE: Yes, s‘ir.' | -

CHAIRMAN DUMONT*, Do &ou have any‘preference; therefore;

.as long as the percentage is the same - do you prefer the enactment
of legislation now pending over the present law or don't you. have
. any feeling as. to whether the present law ought to be changed?
FIn other words, Mr. Hunt said he didn't care whether the present

law be retained - as 1 recall it - or one of the bills be adopted

- as long as the same percentage applied throughout to all property.

Do you have that samevfeeling,or,dO‘you prefer that there be some
legislation passed toveliminate theipresent 100 per cent requirenent?
MR. GREENE: I,thlnkvthere should be 1egislationhpassed. y
The COmmittee is of that opinionb"Right now even if we’wentpto_the
- 100 per cent~standard‘as decided byuthe recent court declslons,
even if we were able to do it which is imp0531b1e, by 1961 it
would not be the same’ value as of 1962 Now, I thlnk in particular
.of some of the commun1t1es that did go to 100 per cent of value.
Princeton.Township not too 1ong,ago‘? I think two years ago -
went to 100 per.cent offvalue, uThey are nowvat 87.per centtofif
'value. The same thing WOuld ‘hold true for Lakewood andgthe'same
thlng will develop in Ridgefield Park, | )

CHAIRMAN DUMONT' Well we Just want to get your thinkmg°

So that you think‘Iegislation.oughtvto be passed now. I got the
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impression from one of your statements that you have no preference
invyouFECommittee as to whether it be county-wide ratio or states
wide ratio.

MR. GREENE: That is"the viéw’of‘the'committee,%aé'1ong as
the thoudhtsthat we tried to project here were followed as much
as possible. 'To clarify it, Senator, Wfthftﬁis thinking included
in any of those bills, it wouldn't make any difference as far as
net tax dollar would be concerned.

'CHAIRMAN'DUMONTS"'Your thinking really is directed toward
the point that as a practical matter the cbunty-widé ratio would
seem to have the better chance’of passage”hefe at the present' time.

‘MR, GREENE: Yes. |

'CHAIRMAN DUMONT: “Then yoﬁ‘fedémmend\~Cf coufse'ithat there be
this perlod ‘of transition until- really the tax year of 1963 before
anyth1ng take effect7

MR. GREENE: Yes;'sjror“

" "CHAIRMAN DUMONT:® Any other questions? Mr. Weilero

MR. WEILER: There was a minority objéction by two of the
Executive Committeé"membeFS‘of‘the State Association and one was
Mr. Thomas Hunt and the other was myself. -And I wanted to go on
record that that objection took placé. .

' The reason that I’ obJected to it was that I am not particularly
in favor" of the county ‘assessments or ratios rather, and I had
just received this document this morning so that I didn“t‘éet‘an
opportunity to Study the complete brochure.,

'CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Then, Mr. weiléb§ your minority opinion,
yours and Mr, Hunt's, is directed to the”question‘of”staté4wide

versus county-wide ratios, 1s that right?

,?6.‘
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_ MR. WEILER° Well Mr, Hunt, as I remember, stated:thati"'
.he didn't go along with any of this report. ‘But I‘read the*
first part of it - that is the section of coﬁhty-wide‘assessments,—
and 1 personally don't believe in that and I haven't read the
rest of it,/or studied it rather;’b' | ‘ »
CHATRMAN DUMONTo’ Weli then, 4p to this point, in the time
you have had to study it, your obJection is to the county-wide
_tratio as distinguished from state-wide ratioo
’i MR. WEILER: That's right. |
| CHAIRMAN'DUMONT‘i Mr,:Greene, could you give us some idea
-1 think it is probably reflected here in the first page 6f your
report - but now Mr. Weiler has mentioned that there was a’.'»
minority opinion by apparently two assessors - can you tell us how
- many were in the majority? | o
MR. GREENE: Nine. o
mmmwmiwmmm;mn@z |
~ MR. GREENE: Yes, sir. |
. CHAIRMAN'DUMONT: And theyfare;this_group on:pege 1'6f‘yo§rw f
A-répgrty'iv : ' o . ST ‘d v S e o '
MR; GREENE‘ No. Well, of the votlng members of the
Executive Committee, there are only two on that Tax Study Group°
‘CHAIRMAN DUMONT° 1 see.’ But the nine that agreed are“ali
municipal assessors in New Jersey and they are selected geographically
~ from around the state, is that correct? _ v
| MR. GREENE: 'Well, the Executive Commlttee is composed - the
‘voting:membersvere composed of the present officers of,the State‘,‘
_ Association plus all pastﬁPresidents'of'the.State AssOCiation.g
CHAIRMAN DﬁMONT:' Are_they'just’for%the purpose”of this
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Committee -~ are they pretty well distributed geographically so we
can say,thi;\reprgsen}séﬁ_cross sectiop of thergtat§¢Widg.opinidn
.. MR: GREENE: _T,hey._,,ar.eﬂpfob,ably as well di,s‘_ﬁtr.ibu}tednasi_‘ppssibiies

I think, I think the secretary is here{ ;Hefcaq_givevyéu ﬁhq%
municipaiities that are made up of thg Execptiyg_@omﬁitteef Will?‘
youdo thet,Dant

QHAIRMAN,DUMQNTzv;Wiﬂlvyog;;dentify yoursglf?‘pleasegvand‘
then read them to use\‘;w  | -

DAN KIELEY: My name is DaﬂaKie;§y° I am As§es$or of:the’
City of Plainfield. ;Marriott Haines of Vineland; Al Weiler,
Maplewood; Al Greene, Cli§t§n§ Ge§rge\LingerﬁSouih;Plainfielq;
Bud FerrysgAtlantiQ Cityg Ba;p‘Beregatqst;Iantic City; Me 1
Levensqn,;L;nden; Russ Wjison&‘Engigwopq;_CatlylevStephen,_
Merchantville; aﬁd Tom Hunt, Newark, R

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: That is eleven there, is,that Pight?

MR. KIELEY: = Right. |

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: And nine of thése - with the exoeption
of Mr. Hgnt:and,Mfg_ngIer - approve of this report as‘submittedo

Any othef ﬁuestions.of Mr Greene? Will you identify'yourself,
Please. ‘ , NS S |

~GEORGE LINGER: My name is qurgé Linger, South Plainfield,
ViceeP%esident“pf the State Association, and I cohduqted the |
~meeting this morning. .1 would like to make a correction. Tom Hunt
said that he was against this Partioular bil1 because he was
agaiﬁst anything that ﬁbe;ChaMbep of Commerce proposed. That
was the Qommentﬁthatj?g_made?_v |

CHAIRMAN?DUMONI:t;Tgank”yqy,:sir%

MERLE‘SI,ﬁAMQQRQ__$enat0r, Merle St. Amour, Assessprlof
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Fairlawn, a member of the Real Estate Tax,Study‘Committee.f:Qur,1
primary concernﬂ in 1ooking~at:at£any'of'theseahills uas;thev
administratiVe'function,vthe process, . We are not’particular1y5-
conCerned with legislative mattersrconcerningjpoiicy and SO’forth;
‘We are concerned brimarily'mith the haseeyearvof reai_estate;/r v
thebuse of originalvcosts in machinery‘and(equipment and including
:‘raw materials and goods in process 1n business 1nventory,; wé

are also of the opinion that 1t should be on the same level with
‘real estate. . . | |

| our primary'COncern in any of these bills isvthe;adminiStrativei

- process because we areTthe ?eopie that arelgoing tomhayeito enforce
vthis and we feel that this directly affects us. -

CHAIRMAN DUMONT‘[ That is why we are so interested in your
opinion because it is the men in the field who - are. going to have “.
to administer the program and we want something that is workable
.and that is why we want to get your recommendations° N

Anything else ‘now that anyone desires to ask MrOTGreene? i
~'Assemb1yman Farrington,.' |

ASSEMBLYMAN FARRINGTON' er. Greene, 1 wanted ‘to ask a»"
‘question about an-aside statement that you made. Whatis the
basis for the statement that Princeton Township is now assessing
~at 87 per cent? | 7 | v | - |

MR. GREENE: Princeton Township'?f

ASSEMBLYMAN ?ARRINGTON*’ Yes. | o L

Mﬁ GREENE" The sales ratio study - I think it is somewhere
around 87 per cent. The sales ratio study is conducted by the
Director of the D1v1sion of Taxation through the Local Property

Tax Bureau for state school aid purposes.;’
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1ASSEMBLYMAN FARRINGTON: One final question: The answer to
the question-Was contained in your statement and then‘crossed'buto
1 was going to ask you whether your recommendation thaf‘the
effective date of this'bill be changed would eliminate the Chamber®s
objection with respect to Section 37. I thought you attémpted to
answer that and then crossed it out. Do you want to answer that?

MR. GREENE: I think that from what we gathered at the last
hearing that their main ijection had to do with the effect of
butting personal propérty in a particular'prescfibed levelﬁnOWv
before real property was\revaluedo To answer your question, if
this thinking were:projeCtedg'I don't know how their objections
would any longer hold merit.

ASSEMBLYMAN FARRINGTON: 1 raised the question at the last
hearing and he didn't seem to think thét'changing the effective
'daterwould rémove his basic objection.

" MR, GREENE: Oh, I see. “

CHAIRMAN.DUMONTz lAny other questions of Mr. Greene?
Assemblyman Matthews. ' ‘

ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWSz Just for the recofd, Bill Kingsley
is sitting in the back there with the table and Princeton is at
88 per cent.

MR. GREENE: -I'Wﬁs a per cent off. I am SOrry.

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Well, that is still pretty close.

" Any other questions of Mr. Greene? (No respthe) Thanks very
much, Mr. Greene. We appreciate your taking care of this in‘the
meaﬁtime and coming*back with this report todéy from the Assessors.
* Thank you very much., Thére are extra‘Copies here of Mr. Greene's

report if ‘anybody would like to have  one.
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: County°

_changed

We will now hear from Mr., Raymond N. Sutphin who is |
President of the New Jersey Association of Township Committeemen,

and also a township committeeman of Florence Township in Burlington_

| RAYMOND N, SUTPHIN' , Thank you, Mr.. Chairman._ 1 am Raymond |

'Sutphin President of - the New Jersey Assoc1ation of Township

Committeemen, and a- township committeeman of Florence Township in |

'Burlington County°

Our Association wishes to thank you for the opportunity of |

giving this presentation.'

The New Jersey Association of Township Committeemen expressed_'

L their belief in uniform assessments of real estate and the necessity

for sales tax revenues to relieve property taxes in a statement

before the Legislative Committee on June 30 1958 While that

~statement concerned bllls under consideration in the 1958

'legislative session, the principles expressed therein are not'

However, the Association is of the opinion the same results |
ould be obtained with uniform assessments at\the county level. FOr
this reason it ‘would be w1lling to support uniform assessmentsvat
the county level which may be different as among counties but

uniform for.all taxing districts within each county.: Therefore,

’ythe Association would ‘be willing to endorse a program de51gned to
‘accomplish the same purposes outlined in its 1958 statement with

:'the amendment that uniform assessments would apply W1thin each

o

-county as contrasted with a S1ngle statewide ratioa

The As3001ation further favors dropping the nece351ty for

, assessing farm machinery and farm livestock and crops. Such

machinery and livestock are_somewhat‘comparable_to goods'in process,



supplies and small tools of manufacturers.for which exemption is
provided in S 9 and A 198 The Assoc1ation feels that in addltion‘
to prov1d1ng some encouragement to farmers hard pressed to ma1nta1n
themselves as farmers in the path of spreadlng developments and ris-
ing tax costs; such exemptions would 31mp11fy personal property tax
administration. We Ppropose the e11m1nat10n of farm machlnery9
‘llvestock and crops from farm personal property assessment° In.
most parts of the state this will have 11tt1e or no effect on tax>
_revenue and in the few farm municipalities where it may be a»factor,
‘the tax revenne wili stmply be éhifted over to the aame people to
pay in the form of real estate tax., “ | |
‘ Mro Chalrmanglwe have attached a copy of our statement

presented in 1958 for your review if you wish to do so and we
also would llke to have it.as a part of-the recordo That is the
extent of our. presentatlon, |

CHAIRMAN DUMONT° Does anyone have any questions of Mr.,
Sutphin?

This copy of‘the statement you submitted last year - well,
I guess it was two years'ago_aimost; It was thé'day of the very
»firstvhearing that We oonduoted on thts peint, June 3Q9 1958,
This contains a poll taken among\your members9 doesn't it, on
variousvduestions? | o | )

MR, SUTPHiNz That”s righto_ ) _

CHAIRMAN DUMONT“ Have you had any opportun1ty to bring
the poll up to date 31nce that time? |

MR. SUTPHIN% No we' haven“tov Senator9 at this‘presentv.
time we did»not bring the poll up to dateo' But our Legislatiﬁe
Committeeuvoted to reaffirm our stand_on the statement given before
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‘and to add this to it, |
CHAIﬁMAN DUMONT' So that thlS poll as taken in 1958 has
jnst received . the recent approval then of your Legislative'
Committee,’and.lts_results?‘"
| MR. SUT?HIN:‘-That:ia,right. g | |
'CHAIRMAN DUMONT- Are there anyeqtherwqueatiens of Mr(
\:Sutphln? Will you identify yourself? Sl
JACK CONNOLLY: Jack Connolly of South Orange. Inasmuch
as:thevtabaCCo-industry wants to have;an exemptionrofvtheff
inventafies and.all inﬁnstny wants'to hane;an‘exemptton of!rawh
goods and sg on;'and thé*farmers Want tofhave'allxthelr machinery'
’.VeXempt, I as a home owner’would like to have all dwellings exempt.*
| _CHAIRMAN DUMONT: ,Well I Can't blame you for making that
statement. _" S | | |
SENATQR FOX: ‘That’s a“goed platferm; lack'
t ASSEMBLYMANvMATTHEwS: You can have my job.
SENATOR FOX: He'1l get it on- that statement.
_CHAIRMAN DUMONT" That is the problem we get ‘into with
any new exemptlons oIt may be ‘thabnwe already have too many.l-
: Anything else anyone desires to ask Mr. Sutph1n?
Thank you- very much for belng here last t1me and Conmngback today\
MR. SUTPHIN: Thank you. IR
'CHAIRMAN DUMONT: wéJwi1i now receas*for lunch until
approximately«ZtZO. | SO

v7(R¢é¢5s for Ldneh,)‘
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AFTERNOON SESSION

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: The heéring will be resumed,

I waﬁt to find out first whether there is any ‘representative
here from the National Automatic Merchandising Association? - (No'
response.) They have written a letter in regard to testifying and:
I don't know whether there is any‘representatiVe here today. Is
there anybody representing that organization? (No response.)

All right. We will call Tirst then Mr. Brown of the New =
Jersey Manufaétureré:Associationo“ |

H. RUSSELL BROWN: ..Gentlemen, in case I  look healthy, I
have beén in another state and I find that New Jersey does not '
have & monopoly on. tax problems;~

- My name is H. RussellﬁBr0wnaf’Ifam.Assistant Treasurer of
John A: Roebling's Sohs*Divisiong-ColoradovFuel and Iron Cofpa‘ationo
I am also the Chairman of the Committee on Taxation of:the New
Jersey Manufacturers Association in whose béhalf the following
statement iIs submitted.

Our Committee has availed itself of every opportunity in
the past few years: to appeaf before legislatiﬁe committees for
the purpose of preésenting our views on the very complicated
problems concerning'the,property’tax?. Suggeétions and recom-
mendations,offered by:our>éommittee are matters of ‘record and
need not be repeated in detail. Neither ‘is it our intention to‘

review the history:of the problem which brings us here again today.

B,

The road from Middletown to Ridgefield Park has been well traveled.

The course beyond can be plotted with some precision. Few, if
ey S

om

any, of those who appear here.today will deny that unless this
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'course 1s altered we will continue to court disaster.‘- ‘
_ We have studied the problem suff1c1ently long and hard to
knowlthatga simple solution agreeabie-to everyone cannot be»devised.
We are satisfied that the Legislature is reviewing ali known aspectS'
- of this problem.ﬁorthrightlyland thoroughly. ,The timekconSumed” |
to accomplish this has been necessary and de51rab1e, and -demon-
strates full well that conclusions have not been reached haphazardly
nor in haste. |
If for no other'reason than to erase uncertainty and éon~
fusion; a program should befadooted this year, We have reason to
.know;that because of this unoertainty, plans for industrial location i
b'or expansion in New Jersey are being held in abeyance or - postponed
'indefinitely wh11e awaiting legislative action. We question
»serlously whether ‘we can afford to delay longer without 1mpa1ring
job_opportunities for a growing work force. In the very competitive‘
quest for“industry among the“States,‘New Jersey offerslmanynappeaiing
factors. The confnsion‘and‘uncertainty_which surrounds the propetly
tax_cannot be counted among them. Because the tax system is't
weighted so heaviiy’toWard property,‘a delineatidn of boundaries,
and a promise of some stability is needed in order that obligations
and respon31bilit1es can be calcukmed and measured. To achieve
this,wefmust start somewhere, and\in the opinion of our eommittee,
'Assembly;Biil 198 contains the most"practical solution offered toi
date. | ‘ | |
| ~ Although A 198 difffers s‘l‘ight.lyv from SenateiBill No. 1 in
the areavconcerning the relationship’of personal to real propery,
neVertheIess A 198" does take 1nto con31deration some . of the

difflculties 1nvolved in the assessment and taxation of personal
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property. In our_quest_for,equity, we are concerned more with . .
the relationship bétweenfreal and‘petsonal property than we are
~with the question of whether real estate shall be assessed uniformly
throughout the State of.according to variable ratios applied equally
throughout»a,county, -The‘;atter_is a matter to be resolved by .
practical\politidians and perhaps ultimately by the couf;s, _

,»Needless‘tqﬂsay, Assembly Bill 198 does not.contain‘thé
provisions which, in thé opinion of our cbmmittee, would establish.
the mbst.equitable basisffor taxing personal property. In a brief
presented in June 1958 we expressed to this committee 6urvbe1ief
that a umq—ilratiblofzpersonal to real pfoperty would cause a shift
of the tax burden froﬁ realvto personal~pfopertyfgrga£er than that
~estimated byftherCommission-on State Tax Policy. We dwelled at some
length on the difficulties inherent in\a$sessing ahdhtaxingﬁpersonél
property on a basis related to real estatea and recommended, therefore,
that the tax,oﬁ inventories be'eliminated:entirelyo_”A partial.
adjusfmént'toward that end is contained in‘A'1§8o: Aléo submitted
for your consideration was the proposal that4maqhinéry'and equip—‘
ment be assessed at a ratio lower than that established for real
estéteﬂ _A-suggeStion‘to.thatfeffect was‘placed.befére the Legis-
lature by the Goverhor in“his,annua1 message this_yéaro Once. again .
we invite your consideration of this mattefo |

-~ The overriding consideratibn for adopting a:ptogram should
be the consequences which will result if we fail to do so. A tran-
sition, howéverm gradual, to assessment at full value of all personal
property would not be iﬁ_the best interests of the State. Although
the prognam:now under ooﬁsideration in:Au&98.does not meet the

objectives sought by our committee, we believe that it should be
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adopted; The boundaries which are ciréumscribed sﬁould‘assist~in
heading off the full impaét of the impending_shift;‘ The adjustment
under A 198, however, will be more abrupt”énd~the shift‘pérhapsv
'mqre pronounced than’either would be under a prolonged and more.
gradual transition. | |
For that reason, the establishment of a firm basis for
appeal by taxpayers alleging discrimination will be reéuifed,  The
provisibns éontained in Seﬁate.BillkNo; 2 should meet this need,
althoﬁgh the range of 30 per cent éppears to be excessive. |
Sﬁould‘A.IQB\become-law, wé,cén see no reéson for consider-

ing at this time the amendment to the Constitution proposed in
Senate'anCﬁrfent‘Resolution,No;.8. Subsequently, if the court
determines that variable assessments can be effected only. by amend-
ing the Constitution, then a change compatible to the'provisions'of
A 198 should'be considered. The intent of Senate Concurrent Resolution
No. 10 is to legalize'the.classification bf‘property'by locking
intotthe Constitution'iﬁequitable‘pfactices'of a century, and this
we oppose. | | |

» ‘Concerning the other measures under.discussion, we feel -
that if adopted, S 11 merely will tendito<interject a greater
number of officials into the present confusion without effect;
S 29.prOVides Onlyba preiiminéry:step'toWard a~s§lution of the
problem, and the weight of testimony against A 350 at*previous 
hearings leaves little £0’commend'it,' Senate Bill No. 9 is
identical té’A_l98,*which we believe should be adopted.’

"CHAIRMANiDUMONT: Any questions of Mr. Brown?
. Now’you have here one sentence that I need a little

clarification on personally in the second paragraph‘onipage 2
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© "Also submittedifer your;considerationvwaslthe_proposal,thatjg

a,machinery and‘eqqipment beﬂasseésed atda’ratio lower than that

‘established for realfestate;" Do you favor d1fferent ratios? ;;
" In other. wordsg are. you for one approximately or. do you, agree ;

with the recommendations made by‘some;of the assessors this;fb

mhbnihg that‘there ouéht»to be just one percentage;for all

-~ .property?. | | ‘ _ | R

' MR: BROWN ¢ - Well;-l wasn?t,here‘unfortunately this-"

morning. ) | | o \
:ﬁcﬁAIRMAN}DUMONT:‘ Oh, that's right. ExcuSe me .

"MR. BROWN: Actnally; Iuam”afraid'thatAI'am against
some effthe testimony thatflyhavevheard. I‘think there is
.,going to be a substant1a1 shift from real estate to personal
‘property, but it is a very dlfficult thing te prove because
fthebinformat1on9,despite all the‘effort;that has taken p;ace
by: the Commission on StateaTax’Peltqyfand others“to assemble‘
vinfarmatienlis really, honest-ly9 notuavaiiableariAt the time -
when we appeared here before - and Iﬂﬁuat admit I forget

’What-those were - I think it was‘something,that_we proposed -

,50 30 10, :Al,'what were those? -I'think we at that time were

trying to be honest and say we don't know what ‘it 1so'v And
we.. must ~say to'you. again we don?t know and we can't prove
that this shlft will be so substantial as I am afraid 1t willv

beo. -1 -am naive enough to think that we must do something . . .

about this.  And I»think, in general,.about one—third»of,theﬁr

pedpie are going to be benefited, oneéthird are going to be
huft; and about'one-third.of them.arefgeing to.staydthe same .

v prg those thirds that I am talking about that are.
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.goingrto-be hurt will be members of‘our.Association;anddi am. sure
some of them because they are human beings,and:tryingvto make a
 profit are going}to~beiangry-atius7for proposing that we would go
into‘somethinggthat is going to cost.peop1e~money‘ But thereiisv
4 going to be a shift and we are never going to have any tax cnanges
here in New Jersey withoathsomeone‘being hurt. | | |
CHAIRMAN DUMGNT" Mr;,Brown, 1 know you wereahere two weeks
~ago when the Chamber of Commerce first presented their detailed
comprehensive outline and asked for some amendmentss - AS a ‘matter
of fact the amendment‘pertained’mostiy-tofthe personal property
"tax ‘that they suggested Is your organization in: agreement with
that proposal or do you feel it is unnecessary or what? Do you,
have any-feelingsxabout it? N _ ‘
" MR, BROWN'i Well, i‘mould say that my companylis a member
of the State Chamber of Commerce and I am interested in them too.
I would think ‘that we must agree with the State Chamber of Commerce
in their.feeling that;the shift_ls going to be towards.personal
property° ' I'must say that:wnen we appeared here tefore, we indicated
“that, and'i stili_think so,s As far as the extent istconcerned,'le
do not thinkrthat there is-enonght.information.available because
gin'the past personal property assessments in New Jersey have been
rmatters of negotiation;_ In.some communities we haven'tmhad,any;
at all. And I;don't see how with human beingsvstill administering
it, there still isn't going to be some negotiation. -And I am :
Lafraid that we are not going to get- a bill that will be satisfactory
- to everyone and I am afraid there is g01ng to have to be some inequities
in the first few yearss |

I recall that we suggested to you in the past - and I don't
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Jknow how - you go about doing it - of following the consequences

of whatever bill is passed so that some of these inequitiés can

be adjusted. And 1 woﬁld;hopé that the Legislature would.fihdén:r":‘
some Qay to do that promptly. : |

I will say this, if we ever get a shift from real estate
ﬂo pérsonal property, getting it'back‘again from pefsonal property':
to real estate is going to be really toughof So.Ivthinkathatjié the
&angerous part of making the change.

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Do I understand then that you would support 
this amendment that they proposed or youvfeelcthat A 198 is
satisfactory without any amendment? | |

MRQ'BROWN:  Well, Ivthink'thelamendmeﬁt as I referred to here
&5 this range:;is tan example of the 30 per cent - I think should be
in Senaté Bill No. 2. |

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Let me put itkanqﬁher ways. They said if
the aﬁendment that they proposed were not included in A 198, they
wquld'vigorously oppose. the bill. Let's assume the ameﬁdment were:
hct in, would’yoﬁr organization oppose the bill or would you stilia
support it?‘f- 

MR;;BROWN: We will support it without the amendment.

We would hope that .they would have some:adjustmehts‘in it, but we
" will support it without it. .- " |
' ‘CHAIRMAN DUMONT: = That's the answer. ‘All right. ¢ .

AssemblymaﬁxFarrihgton.asked me if you recall thé specific
-amendment. I don't know if I could outline it to you’even if you -
~ did not recall it, as a matter of fact.

MR;-BROWN: I wés here waiting‘to go away for a ten-day

vacation.
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CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Then, of course, it is in these volumes of
the record of test1mony° | o N

MR. BROWN: I do not feel that I have the ability nor the

time to tell you what that amendment said. So I think I'hadfbetter

say we will support A 198 without it. : _
CHAIRMAN DUMONT: All right. One‘mbre'thing here: You have
in regard to Senate Bill No. 2 a range of 30 per cent.
MR, BROWN: Well, we think that is exce531ve.' It is actually,
15 and 15, |  ‘ . o
CHAIRMAN DUMONT: You are talking about 15 each way.
MR.:BROWN: 15 and 15. We think that is excessive and I
understand that there QaSvsome suggestion this morning that It(
would be better with lo‘and 10, and I would think that it should
be clOser, The range af’lS-upand down I think is too wide.
© CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Now, Assemblyman Matthews, I think, has
some queStionsvhe wants to ask. | | | N
ASSEMBLYMAN MATTHEWS: No, I haven't.
CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Anybody else?

Afe you,'by the way, fer a period'ofvtransitjonz For exampie,

"the assessors suggested thié3morning-that A 198 not be made effective

until October 1, 1962 which would make it effective actually for :
the tax year 1963 | |
MRa BROWN: I would say that with the ‘many assessors that we

havevand the‘problems”in the State I think that if we can get'a

'bill passed that would give us samethlng that we can tie on to,  e

probably a perlod ef_tran51tion wquld be advisable. As far as
to whether'it'oﬁght,to be '62 or 63, I\don!t know enough about it,

CHAIRMAN DUMDNT:_ l%take'it‘ffom yaar statement, the thing -
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that you dp not;want is to be concerned_wtth tﬁeetmpengiggﬁsituatiOn
of 100 per cent assessing of both real.aad‘pe;senatjpfeﬁepty‘as a.
result of these cpurt_decistons_and the.present lawo_Jevv o

MR BRQWNz That?s right°_,j;; o ;v | ‘  .

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: ln other words; ymu want some legislation“
passed tQ avpid»that‘sitqation com;ng to,pass thrqughout New Jerseyo

MR, BROWN: That is‘certainlyvrightt |
}‘vCﬁAIRMAN DU@OET:‘ Any other questioas?

JACK CONNOLLYz . Yes, I aﬁ daeklbonﬁo‘llys Soﬁth Orange.

Mro Brown9 under the existing statute9 both real and |
personal are to be assessed at the same uniform ratlo, namely,

100 per cent. But in fact, under the Ninth Tax Policy Report
real estate is in at about 28 per cent average throughout the
state, while business_ts in about 12 or 12 1/2 per cent»avetage,
is there any‘teasqa why bﬁsineSs shouid eentinue:to‘obtain that
favorable positioa over real’eState2 ' | | N ‘

MR. BROWN: 1 don't know how loudlyﬁor,how strongiy I can
sayrthat in my opinion business hasvpaid more than their share
Qf'taxestin the State of New_Jerseyo :When we talk abeut this
shtft frOm_pefsonai property‘tq‘yeal estate;vl would like to re-
mind you.that busiaess-is alseba_bingealestate.as well'as-a |
personal property taxpayero lnvsoﬁebcommﬁnities I am sure that
business W1thout any personal property taxes may have been escaplng
'the1r shareok In some other communities - as an examp1e9 my own
company‘s plants are in Fl@rence Township and here in the City of
'Trenten,? We happen to have heavy personal property assessments o
in thase communitiesov So that I think we, should be thlnklng of a

statew1de answer rather than a local commun1ty answer° And to this
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Qentleman, I would_sayithatlff it has been 28 and 12 1/2 as you
indicate, I think.that~might be wrong in those communities where
that might have applied. | |

MR, CONNOLLY: Mr. Brown, that is a state average.

MR.,BROWN:“Well, I still say that business is paying their
sharevor more. Now, as an example, I know invsome communities,
based on the raiios that come from the Local Property Tax Bureau,
that the fesidential assessment»ratios in many cases afé substantially
lower than the ratios used on businessvproperty.

Now I don't know the average over the entire state and some
one here from that organization may be abie to say. But.I know.
that in our opinion, in my own company's opinion, that busihessehas
been faxéd at a ratio as high or higher than residences and,
therefore, I am not sure that the answer of this personal prbperty,
~and real estate is the answer of 28 and 12 1/2.

I don't think we are trying to escape taxes,

"MR. CONNOLLY: Well, then would you.mind\if both,were in atv'
the same level, bothfrealuand personal at the same level, regafd—
less of what that level is? K

MR. BROWN: Well, I think A 198 uses - let's see - on
personal property the machinery and equipment.is at the same level
.as real estaie; on iﬁventories, raw materials and work in process -
is exempt; and finished goods is taxed at the same ratio. .-

MR. CONNOLLY' ~ At one-quarter of the common level.

MR. BROWN: That's right. _ »

MR; CONNOLLY: ' Should that one-quarter belthe same as real.
and machinery and equipﬁent?«

MR. BROWN: ‘I would say if you are dgoing to go to that extent,
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,that New Jersey had best look at some of the consequencese-fThere-”
are many states that do: that but I think they have ‘tied in with -
that a tax program that in many cases involved broad based taxes
from which they obtained a lot»of revenue; which we~do'not in*thepv
\State of*New jersey; This gives me’a chance to say again that

New Jersey is" the only statelof our 50 that has a corporation income‘

tax without-a broad-based tax° So that when you speak of - this ratio
. ( .

1"of bu31ness to taxes paid by other groups, ‘I ‘think you have to

think of the over -all tax program in the stateo_’

\
!

CHAIRMAN DUMONT°w Now the Chamber of Commerce ‘in their figures_
?indicated that in '59 it was $79 1 million paid in personal property
taxes by business° They were concerned about a shift of ‘another
1$35 million in the event that their amendment as they put it,
were not adopted Do you agree there would be a shift perhaps of
v$35 million or don't you know7 '1; | '%‘“3" |
MR, BROWN: - I don't know° 1 would hope that $35 million would
beCa maximum. I would ‘hope that it would be a: lot less, But 1.
ust agree with the State Chamber or maybe I should say I?m glad
that they would agree with us that there is a shift from real
estate to personal property under the proposal° | |
‘ CHAIRMAN DUMONT°- 1 take it you would be ‘in favor of the
e11m1nation of small tools, raw materials‘and so forth being
exempted from- the inventory tax? \ Av | | '
v_ MR, BROWN 2 I certainly WOuld, and I would like to see us
Ccompetitive with the neighboring states of New York and- Pennsylvania
where they do not have a: tax on personal property°

C»CHAIRMAN DUMONT:3 I might say since you weren't here this

-:morniﬂg,?the”asSessors seem to feel 1f we are going to have a
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business inventory tax at all, we shouldn?t-héve ény,exemptions
from it; | | | _ |

MR, BROWN: Well, I would like td see it alivexempy, and
naturally'ltwbuidnvt be dumb enough to‘sayUI_won't take.hglfvaab’
‘loaf when I can't get the whole loaf. ,I>still think that we should
be competitive with durbnéighboringlstates*and:eliminate this tax
and I think eventually it is going to_take place and some of these
things’take time, | _' | |

| CHAIRMAN_DUMONTﬁ f-.providingg of course, we are inva pos-
ikion'eventﬁally to replaée the loséev-lythink-that is the main
problem,__w . » ‘

MR, BROWN: I agree on that, Our Committee did advocate -
andviﬁ isn'tvabpoﬁﬁlar'atiack-thét we nepiace,the tax on inventories
witﬁ;a bne per cent éales tax, bui as a replacement taX»only and
‘not a matter bf raising additional revenues.

o CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Any other questions of Mr;‘Brown?
Thaﬁ(you very much, sir. We appreciate‘yourvcomfhgvback'téday;‘f
. Mr, Morrissey would like to ask’you a question. |
' DONALD T. MORRISSEY: I ~taige it from your remarks; Mr. .Bfown_, '
“that you Would like to see pefsonal,propefty tax eliminated entirély
on manufacturing. |
MR,FBROWN: ~ No. Thét is all personal property taxes.
MR, MORRISSEY: All personal property taxes?

MR. BROWN: Yes. | -

MR, MORRISSEY: -WOéld you be*a&verse to a transaction tax
bésed'bn_the total output of your machines? .

MR. BROWN: Well, gross,receipté-iaxes 6r transactioh taxgs,

of which we have several of them in Our‘¢ouhtry, I think are bad,
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i think they are very‘difficultvto‘administer.aﬂdiaISO‘there~are‘~‘
some companies who have terrific voiumes that suffer unduly by . -
that. So that I don't think a transactibﬁ‘tax i's'a good measure.

I don't consider that as good a broad—base tax és~eitﬁer a -sales

- tax or a-personél income tax. :

‘MR. MORRISSEY: If you tax the output of the machine in lieu
of your machiﬁery, when business is good yoﬁ pay more and when
business is poor, you would pay less, wouid you not? ,

MR, BROWN: Of-cour569 that is one of the thedries of the
dofporation income tax, that if you make money, you shouldn't mind,
paying. I guess that is the whole theory;of the income tax law,
that you areTtaxéd when‘you'héVe the ability to ﬁay and on what you
are éaying there, Mr, Mérrissey9 that might be true. But a company
could have a'greét'deai of sales vciume.of volume off their machines
and still be losing substantial amounts of mdné&, So that I don't
think the transactions tax is a good one, a gross receipts tax.,
They have one in the State of Wéshingtoh and two or three other =
places. They are really Jjust taxing the beople tofdeath-inQSOme
of those locations, |

SENATOR HAINES: Are there other questions of Mr., Brown?

ASSEMBLYMAN FARRINGTON: Do I understand correctly that
your opinion is that A 198 will result in a shift to business
personalty? |

MR. BROWN: Yes, I think that it will,

 ASSEMBLYMAN FARRINGTON: ~You understand, of course, that
the $3S million which was mentioned.was.a figure set forth by the

Chamber as.a'éhift9 a temporary shift, which would existzduring the
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transltlon‘period only,: and it is not my understandlng that the,»"
Chamber of Commerce opinion is that ultimately there will be a
rshift to personalty, but is 1t yours? L
| ~».MR.VBROWN° I think that there will if these ratios of :

VhO—hO—lC'eifst,:and I am like so many people 1 can't prove it.the
figﬁres afe=not”availab1e to prove itcdespite the efforts of. the ’
:state and other organlzations and our own organlzatlon to obtaln
vthese figures because we really just don! t know in New Jersey how
much.personal property there is ava11ab1e to tax at e1ther full:
."yaluehor LO per cent., | v

 ASSEMBLYMAN FARRINGTON: You mentioned Trenton. Do you have
an opfnion as tofwhatbwiliﬁhappen in,Trenton?,‘ v | | |
MR, BROWN: I don't know. I think Mr. Morrisseytwouid.kaow.' |
'moreiabout.that»than\we‘do.. i'know;that‘my‘OWn company-payS"v‘
IQ’per~cent of all_thevpefsonal property‘taxeS‘in_the city and it
is'énhawful 1ot‘oflm0ney.a I'donlt know what’it'would do to us.
hBut“I‘think under Ao198.When youidon't have Qotk in proceSs_and raw
matefiais taxed -again you are in a 31tuatlon where no one knows
‘how mnch the raw materlals and the work in process amounts to or the”
'ratio between finished goods and the others. Now if 1tnas a company
_that‘only‘hasvflnished goods5 naturally they know andythe figures
'might‘beyavaiiable.‘kBut I don't thfnkvthat anyone,knowquflthe o
totai personaiapropefty inhthe state hOW-much.is finished-goodssand ‘
how much in these\other cla581f1cat10ns, So that I have to speak
ain generalit1es and I- thlnk there are some companles that are go1ng
vto be hit in a very pos1tive and substant1a1 way by A 198 but I

qthlnk those consequences have to be faced and I think those are



the things that we would attempt to straighten out in the future.

vASSEMBLYMAN FARRINGTON: ‘Well, I don*t‘like_to deal in
specifics in a subject like this, myself, But you have mentioned
your company agdgain. You said y@u‘pick‘up the tab for 10 per cent
of the bill in Trenton. And, bf course, that includes the assess-
ments on all of your inventory, including your raw material, énd so
» forth,’ Woﬁld you be able to hazard a guess as to what per cent of
the bill your company will pick up if we go into the 12 1/2 per cent
ratio and if we eliminate raw materials and work in process?

MR. BROWN: In the pastgvit is my understanding that
assessors in preparing their lists differéntiate between the
personal property assesémen£ of machinery‘and equipment and
inventories. There are seme gentIemen-here who are asseséors who
know so much more about that than I do. In=the‘case of our
company tax bill, I have never seen the"bfeakdownibetween.w-:
machinery . and equipment and the inVentory figure, aﬁd I don't
think it is.generally available to taxpayérs, Yet, I think the
assessors in preparing‘their lists must do so. So that if anyone
were to say to my company or to the others, how muchvof it is
inventory and how much of it is machinery and.equipment9 we really
just don't know, -And I think'that same thing applies to othef
taxing.communitiés'in‘the,stateo Thgre may be some - and I am not
familiar with them - where the tax bill will show that. So that
the relationship between machinery and equipment and inventories
is just not knoWn and the infbrmation is not available anywhere.

"I am sorry I can't give you any more definite answers than

vthat, Mr. Farrington, but it is really a problem.
ASSEMBLYMAN FARRINGTON: On the over all on your entire bill
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for personal property,»what ratio would you say it is belng
assessed at7" . \ ; v o

MR. BROWN: I think the ;atioiin Trenton - is it 30 per cent,
- -Mr., Morrissey? | | o | '

MR. MORRISSEY'f Mr . Brown, Mr. ‘Vandegrift, who is the- chiefﬁ
assessor, has charge of personal property as pertains to bu51ness
and to manufacturingo That is a little out of my department and
out of Mr° Russc's department° I believe, personally - this is ap
personal opinion - that through the establlshment of a definite:,_
4percentage to apply on manufacturing property, would prove to the
advantage of manufacturers rather than to their disadvantage, 1
‘_den't believe it would cause any shift and if there is a shift it
would be to their benefit. ‘ e

MR. BROWN: I don“t think: that ‘the shift to which Mr. Morrissey:
refers applles as much in Trenton as 1t might in some other
cnmmunities° For 1nstance, if you have a community that doesn't
'tax personal property at present and we suddenly go to the same
ratio on machinery and equipment that you have had on real estate
and they haven‘t been haV1ng any tax, ‘there can’t help but be a . N
shift, So that th1s could be a very definlte shift in one locationr
and not in another. o \ ‘ o B

ASSEMBLYMAN FARRINGTON° But . in~Trenton I understand they
do a very fine Job with respect to asse551ng personal property°

~ MR, BROWN:} On . personal property they certainly obtain a lot ‘
of money from it and whether this would bring in more tax on |
vpersonal property, Ivdon_'tvk_now°

MR. MORRISSEY: Mr. Brown, it might be of interest to the

16 A



Legisléture -——

-CHAIRMAN»DUMQNTg Now, Mr, Morrissey, you are going to
be teétifying later on. If you want to mention anything theny -
:yoﬁ can, I don't want to short change you here, - But-if-yoﬁ"

‘ wdnt to ask qﬁestions of Mr. Brown, all right, If you are going -
to make a statement, I suggest you wait until you testify.

Do you have any more qﬁestions vou want to ask Mr. Brown?

MR. MORRISSEY: Nbg I haven't.

» AS8EMBLYMAN FARRINGTONé Mr. Brown started off by asking
him av.qu‘eétibn°
- MRs BROWN: I am sorry. I didn't really intend to bring my
own co@pany7into it, except that I know m@re about that than I
/Would:about ény other taxes, |
CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Anybody havebany questions.of‘Mrg'Brownzr
-Thank you Vefy'much9 Mr, Brown. |

Richard Jo‘Hﬁghesg Legislative Counsel, Associated Railroads'

'~ of New Jersey.

Judge, I think we asked you the last time if you would check:
some information for us in regard to whether if_there were not some
fax.relief for the railroads forthcoming, regardless of7any contract
for services, they-woﬁld have to discbntinue passenger service or
discontinue it even more than they already have, and ypuﬁpromised
us you would get us some information on -that. _

RICHARD J. HUGHES: ' Yes, Mr. .Chairmén, " As 1 recall the
question then, both you and Senator Fox asked me whether contracts
by the Sfate for suburban rail service would‘aileViate'thé tax
problems of the réilr©ads, 1 answered this @uestion in.general terms,

pending an opportunity for consultation and consideration of the
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problem, but the reJ01nder I did make was generally accurate,
I believe though that the two questions are separate and cannot

be considered together, except to the_extent‘of the tax-burdenfon

'property*and facilities whicﬁ are‘devoted to passenger service;

The. total railroad tax bill in this State, as you know, is
now approximately $l8 million a year, “And of this. amount |
approxzmately $3 1/2 million is applicable to property and
facilities devoted to passenger service, which is performed as a
publicvconvenienceo: This passenger,service entails a loss very
substantially in»excess of the taxes involVed in itswoperation,_‘

If the State-would:contract with ‘the railroads for suburban

_ passenger service by paying an amount to meet all losses from that

service, including the $3 1/2 million for taxes, such contracts
of course would alleviate just that much of the railroads! tax
burden. So'that the specific answer to the question is that such

contracts for passenger’service can alleviate the railroads® tax 1.

‘problem only to the extent of taxes on property and facilities de—

voted to passenger service,
However, assuming that such contracts were'made, a tax burden

on the railroads of some $14 l/2.mil1ion would remain. We believe .

'that the proper approach to this tax problem wdald‘be avsystem dndeng

which. the railroads would be taxed upon the same basis'as,competing\
forms o;f,transportation° ‘Bnt this is.not,thejimmediate problem
confronting the Coﬁmittee today. And as:you said previodsly, you
have enough on your handsjwith tne,specific legislation under

consideration. The present legislative effort is aimed at

pequaliZing‘thertax burdenpas“among all,propertyfowners,_including §

.the railroads, within theaframeworkgof existing;laws; by authorizing.
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standards»fbr-valuationvcf real property wﬁich'itaiS'hoped will
be applied in actual practice. Fair traatment»willgnet be
achieved under such ad valorem real_propefty tax system until all
real property is assessed at.the same’gkandard of Value4 We A
believe that S 1 and S I} are the only bilis that will result in
placing the railroads upon the samé,assessmént'basis as other property
owners, and for that reason we have.advocéted their passage. We are
convinced that A 198 as it n@w»staﬁds wbuid; as.a praétical-matten,
and not a matter of iﬁténtg result in a continuation of discriminatory
taxation of railroadpropertyo ‘Howeverg'if the provisiong»of,SfE
were incorporated in‘Avi989'we think that:all taxpayers, including .
the railroads, would be able to obtain equitable tax treatment in an
expeditious manner. It has been commented authoritétively_that
the cumulative resﬁlt of cited decisions of our courts Ieaﬁes the
vtaxpayerlwho claims discrimination with a theoretical right to a
remedy, but with a virtually impossible préctical burden of proof,
inasmuch as he must prove the existence‘of a common . level of
assessment before even approaching the bufden of showing that he is
being singied‘oﬁt for subjeétion to a more burdensome assessment.
standard. We believe that S 2 would provide a critically needed.
gauge for testing énd enforcing asseésment uniformity. As a
component of A 198} théref@r69 S 2 would fepresent}some practical .
assurance of equality in tax aséesSmentﬂtreatment fpr'the railroads.,
_Nevertheless, the component, S 2, needs some improvement
also. fFirstg‘wé,concﬁf' with the position of tﬁe New Jersey'étate
Chamber of Commerce and others that thé«mépgin of practically
authorized inequity in S 2 _ that is what it amounts to - should

be reduced. ' In addition, we question why the level shown by the
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Director!é*rétios’éhould merely be a rebuttable presumptibn;rxrhef

taxing.-districts have already had thelrightg'byHTOFCe.of‘thez“~_ R
statute, to'contest these ratios and have them corrected by the
Division of Tax'Appealso What rebuts the presumption’a- the -

bare subjective testimony of an assessor that he assesses-at 50

per cent, even though the objectiVe test of bona fide salesﬁshbWs‘a

much different result? Or might it be sufficient for,thelassessdr

to testify merely that,there is no common leVeI-bfuassesément?'v

If the»présﬁmption'is to be rebuttable, we believe"moré evidence -
than the- subjective festimony Qf:ﬁhe.ééseséor should bé established
as a minimum standard for such refutation. | V

Now as to the clasSificatibn bills being studied by the

- Committee, may I repeat that we feel that,however sincerelyztheya_g

are intended; they would have the practiéal effect of simply

legalizing the discriminatory assessment practices which have

resulted in unjust taxation of railroads in this State for so many .
yéars,v

. Returﬂing to the question of contracts for suburban

‘passenger service, I would like to remind the Committee. that it

seems primafacie unjust to charge the railroads 3'&/2 millionw_l
tax dollars a year for performing a pﬁblic service at a>tremend§u31
financial loss,  If the State'wishes,%in effect, to pay these ﬁaxeé
by‘absorbing them in contracts to meet the entire loss fromféuburban
passenger service, we of course would.have no objéqtion§ but '‘as to
the remaining taxes, we think that‘minimum Justice requires treétqj

ment for -the railroads upon the same’basis as treatment accorded

" other property owners-.

As 1 said in my:prior'teStimOnys«we are here merely'assérting
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that as a matter of equity and fair play, ihe yardstick used to
measure the railroads' obligation to support local government should
be no iongeg‘than the yardstick used to,méasure that same obligaﬁion
of other proberty OWners,

I want to thank the Committee for ips courtesty in permitting
" this brief return engagement to answer-this question.

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Any questioﬁs:of Mr. Hughes? Judge, this
$3 1/2nmillibn you mention, is that what you allocate to the total
taxes éaid‘by the railroad - is that what you allocate to the
passenger service? | |

JUDGE HUGHES: Yes, $3 1/2 million. B

CHAIRMAN DUMONT ¢ Contracté for subﬁrban passenger. service
you feel would be a tax relief to the extent of those contracts,
in so far as the $3 1/2 million is concerned? o )

JUDGE‘HUGHES: Well, to the extent df the taxes., _But I think
you probably know the assertion of-the railroads, which is backed ..
but not only the I.C.C. analysis figures, but also by a recent
independent analysis by accotntants representing the County of
Philadelphia - the City of Philadelphia - wWhere there is a commuter

centract plan now in effect. The loss for this suburban passenger

service to the railroads of New Jersey is in excess of . $25 million,

vaside and apart from thé/$3 1/2 million taxes on its passenger
facilities., |

.CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Then actually, jf you had a contract for
' services and you siill were paying thisa$3 1/2,million;in,tax389 
the contract would be, of course, just what it says, for‘services1_
that ydu are going to render to the State or to the people of the

State in return for the money you'receive-under the contract. Now,
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actually,'asxlongaas;yoo are rendering. services inireturn,forjthe_,

money;and.yoﬁfwouidn!tjhave a Contract if you were,hot,-yoqparertt .
stili’paying the taxee‘in:additioh; so is it actuelly tax relief?
- JUDGE HUGHES:: It is not. no, sir° »The concept there wouid
be = the presumptlon would be that the contract for services to be .
fair would be a quid pro quo for the value of those serv1ces, which
would eradicate the loss presently being suffered-by_therrellroads
for renderingvthose_serviéesor«There would still‘remain,-however, -
the -- : o :
CHAIRMAN DUMONT: - ‘the tax liability.
JUDGE: HUGHES:. -- the tax liability. | o
‘CHAIRMAN DUMONT*‘ Is it your theory about S 2 that if it were
reduced from .15, per cent to 10 per cent that ‘that. would provide’
more ‘in line with what you have  in mind? v
- JUDGE HUGHES: Yes. In fact, Senator, in,ﬁy!previoﬁs.stete; .
ment, we suggested,a downwardpmodificétion»ofgS.per,centp 'This’
wouid permit-the,band or variation mentionedfby_Assemblymaq MattheWs,‘
to be a total‘of;LO.per cent, Whicﬁ.we havebcalled in the statement
I'just made the perﬁissibie;boﬁnds of inequity. vl_thinkvthatymay_~
be a 1itt1e'strong:as a statement. It is a permissible area-of
error or difference of opinion among appraisers and assessors and :
so forth \ p ' \‘,. ‘
CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Now you think that A 198 would provide you
folks, as weli'aéleveryone else,;oftcourse,lwith equitéble'treatj,
ment, providing-SenatevZ were either idcorporated in it or passed _
as a separate b111 along with A 198
JUDGE HUGHES. -We prefer 1t to be an actual component -vfzrst

to avoid the pitfalls of the 1egislat1ve;process,netcor1We;would
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like tegsee‘A 198 as a plan or a formula, a new departure in
assessment practiéeg to incorporate thi§ S 2,which is certainly
gefmanevto"ito/

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: But you would also iike the component better
if the percentage were lowered?

JUDGE HUGHES: Yes, sir.

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: -- or if - well, I should say "and" if =~
rather than "or," I guessb— the rebuttable presumption were -
eliminated or at least more clgar proof were required to rebut?A':
| .JUDGE HUGHES: - We think, and I considered when I was*?repar-
ing the answer to this questidn,'Senator, that legislators are
partiCulafbfseﬂsitive and sympathetic to standards that mean: some-
thing béing in legislation. And if we just say a "rebuttable
presumption,” one court or body may hold that that meéns'it‘can“be_
rebﬁtted»by the unsupportedg‘subjective testimbny and rather random
testimony of some assessor - not that all would so testify. ' Many
of thém'undoubtedly would bring in valuation studies and so’ forth.
But unless there is some standard in the bill, we think the term
"rebuttable presumption" is so loose that it doesn't mean too much.

CHAIRMAN. DUMONT3 Any dther‘que$tiéns of -Judge Hughes?
Mr,-Greeneor R

ALFRED GREENE3 JudgevJughes9 you made a statement that you
are of  the opinion.that the raiiroad properties would like ‘to be
’on the basis of'otﬁer properties and pay their-own fair shareoasv‘
far as the burden of local government,’ How would you feel if
railroad properties were taken from the State and assessed locally’
by the local assessor on the basis of adjbiniﬁg land values? What

would your thinking be on that?

23 A

+

¢



®

JUDGE- HUGHES: = You mean your Class I vailroad'properties?
'MR. GREENE: No. I refer to Class II. That is the only

thing -=- Class 11 would be local Wwith the respective taxing

districts that enter into the taxes°

JUDGE HUGHES: So far as the railroadskare concerned, whatever.
the means or manner of statutory dev1ces concerned - if they were

taxed on an equa11ty of assessment:treatment with comparable or

ladJoining property, the rallroads would be satisfied and well pleased

 MR. GREENE: Thank you, sir. | L
CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Any other questions of Judge Hughes?
Thanks very much,_Judge;_for coming back again today.
'JUDGE HUGHES: Thank you. |
CHAIRMAN_DﬁMONT: Mr;‘Russel'T, Wilson,'Assessor'oflﬁnglewoodi

t

Chairman, Tax Study:Committee,, New Jersey State League of

Municipalities. Russ, I think we have copies of your statement here

vfrom'the previous time.when you were not here to deliver it, but we

are happy to have you here today to give it in person. o
RUSSEL T. WILSON: Thank you very. much, Senator Dumont.

CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Do you have additional copies if anybody

needs them?

MR. WILSON: I have additional copies.
.CHAIRMAN_DUMONTﬁ There are a few here If anyone wants them?'
MR. WILSON: I am appearing here today with the blessings of

Judge Waesche, who is presiding over the Ridgefield Park Case in

- Bergen: County. aHevagfeed_that maybe . more good could be accomplished

by an appeafance'here than an'appearance-in his court today. -

My - first statement is made on behalf of the Tax Study

Committee of the League of Municipalitles,’
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My name is Russel To Wllson and I am assessor” for the City

i'lof Englewood.. This statement 1s submltted on behalf of the Tax

kf?Study Commlttee of the New Jersey State League of Munlcipallties°

";I have served as Chairman of that Commlttee for the past several

ifyears and have had the pleasure of appearing before you on several . o
occasions discussing taxation and equalizatlon matterso'
' Many of the comments contained herein have been endorsed by

“ithe League Legislatlve Commlttee which met recently to con51der most

’,.of these bills° ThlS legislation is most important to all ‘of ‘our

-municipalities and we hope that any solutlon reached will be
'v’benef1c1a1 to: all: of the c1t1zens ‘of : our State9 our economys; and
'the future growth of New Jerseyol'

A great number of bills deallng with the tax equallzation

(3

problem have been entered 1n both Houses of the Legislature. Only '

‘a- few are up for cons1derat10n today and I shall therefore, confine

%3

"my comments to those- bills wh1ch were announced last week for public
hearing° 1 mlght add that "1ast week" was. several weeks ago.il
» Several of these bllls are opposed by our Committees and I
Cwill dispose of them first.
" ' Senate ll would create.the office of County Superv1sor for the
‘equalization of taxes in each county, it would require appointment
.‘by the Freeholder Boards for 5 year terms and be applicable to the
’year 1961 and each subsequent tax yearo, | ' '

~ Our. Committee is opposed to this bill because ‘we believe that
.the”County Boards of: Taxation are currently carrying on equallzation
twork in a most satisfactory manner° ‘We see no: reason’ to app01nt a: - &
,lCounty Superv1sor of Equalization on’ a political basis. This; |

'“bill establishes noiqualifications'for such»a p051tiona Because ' -
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of the‘fact'that such a person need not be qualified and because
the work is presently being carried out by the Boards of Taxation, .
we are opposed to this bill.

Senate 29 would require a uniform standard of préperty assess-
ment to be established in each county prior to October 1lst by the
Beard. cf Freeholders, such Standard to be fixed at a ratio of not
more than 50 per cent and not less than 10 per cent of full and
fair value of the property to be assessed.

We can see no reason to interject the County Board of Free-
holders into this pictureblvBecause other bills concerning the
establishment of a local county ratio are more desirable and
comprehensive, we are opposing Senate 29 at this time.

SCR No. 8 would provide for -a Constitutional amendment calling
for the assessment of property by uniform rule in the Stateg'
countie§ and municipalities for their respective purposess it provides
for separate uniform assessment of railroad property as a class
and for the assessment of all real property other than railroad
according to the same standard of value applicable locally.

Local ratios for local burposes may be desirable as a last
resort; however, our Committee is not,able to accept this bill at
this time. Our thinking is undoubtedly influenced because a
somewhat similar resolution was defeated by the voters in 1956.
Because of our preference for other bills, we voted té oppose this
resolution at this time.

Assembly 350 would require the local tax assessor to evaluate
real property, taking into consideration the selling value, the
rental value, any unusual features as to size and location; in

the case of improved property, the cost, replacement cost less
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depreciation;;and'to makefsuCh-determination’by'Octoberﬁlst‘of o

"each year°

This b111 is similar to Assembly 350 which has been 1ntroduced lff

che past several sessionsor Exactly what it would accomplish is o
. most confu51ng to the assessors and attorneys with whom we have S'

‘discussed Lt¢; It. is our feeling that 1t would lead to a great

.deal of confusion and requlre many court interpretatwns° Because’

7it would be no improvement to the existing statuteg we are opposed
- to Assembly 350 - ;7a*fl-jf?LS«La{‘ﬂ§,;,é-' : :‘

- ff Senate 2 and its counterpart Assembly 129 would establish
Vseveral rebuttable presumpt1ons relating to appeals taken from
hﬁtax assessments on the grounds of discrim1natory valuation,itﬁ"

o Our Committee voted to take no action on- thls bill at thls

J

‘ time, incexit is relatively miner.. Unt11 such time as a ba31c

St .
abill is enacted into law we feei that several of these other bills_

:should not be moved._f(;;rj‘?‘; vj' .'i j}v?pg,]p | o

| May I say parenthetica11y9 Senator,’i donit visualiae;any

oppos1t10n to this bill in our Committee and I personally would

igo along W1th the other recommendations that have been made here

7‘today to narrow that gap to 10 per cent on each side of par, 1et?s
ﬂ Senate 3 and Assembly 125 would fix the rate of taxationnon

"the gross receipts of publlc utilities at 7 1/2 per cent instead of

1

at the average rate of taxation in the State as heretofore computed

The present floor and ceiling would be removed from the statute and
the rate would be set at T 1/2 per cent t&fv | |
The League Tax Study Committee and Leglslative Committee~

strongiy=endorse;thisubiiiq We have asked for several years that
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'the rate be pegged at 7 1/2 per Cent because the ayerage rate of
taxation per $100 of valuatlon will decl1ne rapldly as more. and
‘more municipallties assess at higher ratios° In 1959,.the'rat10,k
~started down for the first t1me in modern history. 'It.is,.therefore,‘
most-important that we establish the gross rece1pts tax rate at
7 1/2 per cent. |
There is no. telling what the average rate for 1960 may be when

we con31der that more munic1paiities'may go to 100 per cent-and others
‘may raise‘their'ratios‘substantially;' | |

_:Ihis bill can be. enacted into law independent of:any major'
taxation programo» It will insure our munlcipallties that they will
freceive public utllities gross recelipts taxes at the same rate
which the utility companies haveobeen-paylng for some years°
| __Senateiltand Assembly 133 would require the determination of
taxable value for'assessment’of‘equipment tools, machinery, -
personal property other than 1nventories, and tanglble personal
property not. used in business at 50 per cent of fair value; of
: inventories, farm 1ivestock crops and;woduce at 12 /2. ‘per cent
of fair valuevand real property at‘SO per cent of the price it
would sell for at a fair and bona fide sale. It makes appropriate
ramendments to assessment procedures and requlres buS1ness personal
bproperty information to be flled annually° |

our Commlttee voted to approve this b111 in princ1p1e for we

;believe that a State wide uniform standard is still the best
_'solution to this problem, However, we cannot limit our support
'to'thisvhill becauSe-a similar bill passed the_Senate'iast"year
Aand'did not receiye AsSembiy approval. . Therefore, for various

reasons,IWe;may have:toiconsiderfOther possible solutions to'the
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problem.

Senate 9 and Assembly 198 would provide that all,rgalbproperty
subject to assessment taxation for local use be assessed at the
same standard of taxable value as established by each county
Board of Taxation for uniform application throughout the county,
Such ratio is to be»epressed in multiple§ of 10 per centy the bill
provides that the taxable value of machinery, implements and equip-_
ment and all other personal property other than‘inventories,.farm
implements and livestock shall be the same as that eétablished by .

real property; it fixes the level for inventories (other than

//

those of raw material, sﬁppiiesg work in process and small toois)
at 1/l the level established for real property. The bill also
requires the filing of personal,property information returns.

'~ Senate 9 is the bill which has received our greatest attention.
‘While we may prefer the State-wide uniform ratio, we feel that for
various reasons Senate 9 (or its counterpart Assembly 198) may be
the only solution which can be enacted into law during this year.
i.wilig therefore, go into greater detail concerning the various
provisions of these bills,

On page 9, paragraph 3, we feel that the September dates are .
not realistic and any ratio set by the County Board of.Téxation>
should be determined earlier in the year so that the assessors' books
can be prepared in more orderly fashion. |

On page 29'paragraph‘59 the fair vélue of tangiblebpersonal
property used in business shall be‘they”net book vaﬁﬁe" as shbwngﬁ‘
by the books and records of the person assessed as of the . listing
date. We recommend that this séction-be amended»soxfhat cost less

a fixed schedule of depreciation - as established by the Director
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of the Division of Taxation - is the fair value of such property.

This suggestion is made because there are all kinds-of."ngt book
valuesﬁ'based'on varying schedulésvof depreciation as outlined by
the Federal Internal Revenue Code. Again, in paragraph 6, on page 2,
the fair value of inVentories should be according to cost.

On page 3, paragraph 8, the assessors are opposed to removing
raw materials and work in process from business inventoriesa We

feel that in many of our larger municipalities a great deal of the

inventories will consist of raw materials and work in process.

In order to protect commuhities'having such industrial plants, we
urge that this statutory provision not be deleted. |

On page l, section 9, the Committee feels that the Director
would be given the power tb classify or exempt property undér this
section. We feel that this particular paragraph should be excluded
since it is too fnclusivg and decisions as to various kinds of
property should be left to the courts.

On page 5, line 2, and following the word "value” we would
suggest that the words "as defined in section 5" be inserted.

In the reading of paragraphs 12 and 13, it might be concluded
that the sponsors were attempting to distinguish between household
furnishings and personal effects (fufniture vs., jewelry). 'we were
convinced, however;‘that such was not the intentsband suggest that
line 1 of paragraph 12 be aménded to read: "Tangible househoid

personal property including personal effects" shall be, etc. 1

‘think that would eliminate what we think is a misunderstanding. there,

On page 12, paragraph 24, lines IO»through 13 deal with
the definition of farm land and its use. We feel that this particular

provision is most confusing for even though a portion of a farm
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is sold for residential pﬁrposes or business development, it is still
possible that the remaining-farmrIand*could'be'used-only for.
agricﬁltural pu‘fposes° We suggest that the language contained in.
Senate 1 on page Sg-section»log lines 10 through 12 be substituted
in Senate 9, We feel that this is a more positive épproach:to thei
definition of agricultural land. |

Qur Committee is still studying the various provisions of -
Senate 9., We hope that at a,futuré date We can further supply you
with gur final conclusions.

I would like to conclude byvcommenting briefiy on two other
matters before you for consideration° Senate L and Senate
Concurrent Resolution 10 are still before our Committee for study
and repoft°

Senate lj would fix the wvalue of failfoad property at 50 per
~cent and SCR 10 provides for axconstitutichél amendment establishingi
classification of property for assessment purposes. At this time, we
are not ready to accept classification as the only solution to the
tax problem, Wé'afe'carefully considering various aspects of
classification as it fits into the entire taxation.pictureo~

“In addition to the bills up for discussion here today, there
are‘mény bflis and resolutions dealing with property tax exemptions
for various taxpayers, be they veterans, disabled veterans, over.659
etc, Our Committee is holding all of thisvlegislation:in abeyance
until the most important and basic statute is determined. We reiter-
- ate our stand of last year that a study be made of_various~exempﬁion
statutes and how they affect our property tax baseo‘

Our Committee will continue to study various pieces of legis-
lation dealing with thi$ most important pr&blem and if we can |
furnish you with any information on any particulaf aspect, please
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do not hes1tate to call upon us.

Senator that concludes my prepared statement on behalf

of the League Tax Study Committee. I have an add1t1onal statement

of my own that I would like to read, but if you would prefer

I will stand for examinatidn on the Tax Study Commlttee?s proPeSel

before I go into my own, which is somewhat of a repetition°

CHAIRMAN DUMONTi /Are there questioné of Mr. Wilson?
(No response). i | |

Well, now, Russ,‘there are a couele of things hefe:
The Tax'Study Committee of the League represents the‘entire
League; is that correct?

MR, WILSON: ©Oh, yes, it is a duly-constitued Com-
mittee of the League of Municipalities. -

CHAI RMAN DUMONT?: And at the present time you number‘
53l mun1c1pa11t1es as members out of b679 is that right?

MR. WILSON: Correct

CHAIRMAN DUMONT:  So this, then, is the combined
judgment of all those municipaiities 53&7 .

MR, WILSON: It would be imp0331b1e for me to make
thet as a eirect statement, Senator; because we have not had
an opportunity to present the views of the Tax Study Committee'
to all of our member municipalities. We‘believe that we have
a fair cross section of‘representation‘and from all phases of
munieipal life represented on the Tax Study Cdmmittee, however,
I doubt if there wouid'be any material disagreement with the
Tax Study Committee's concluelons

L CHALRMAN DUMONT Do you have any comment you want

to make in regard to the report that was made by the New Jersey
Assessors“ Association thls morning? | |

MR, WILSON: 1 don't think - in fact, I know that
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I do not matefially disagree with the statement. I was one of‘those
who Votéd in favornéf supporting the;statementQ I have perhaps
b,included in ﬁy own.statement, which will follow, a féw reﬁarks
that may-deal With that éubject if I might defer‘it for the
moineﬁto o | | | _ |

CHAIRMAN bUMONT: | You are in favor of not having aﬁy
exémptions from the iﬁventory tax, as 1oﬁg as we have such a tax?

MR, WILSON: Ihat is correct, Sif.

éHAlRMAN bUMONT: Will you be commentiﬁg in your'own
statement On‘this base/year proposal of the Assessorst Association?

MR; WILSON: No, lvdo not have that included;

‘:.CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Would you care to give us your thoughts
about that? | |
“'MR;AWILSON:.. I will be very happy to, Senator. I think

that this'is a vefy important phase of the‘administration of
assessment problems. We all realizé that tobconduct a re-
valuation evéry year is a physical and financial impossibility.
That's what the present law contémplates,‘l believe. Most of us
actuaily havé a base year from which we have been‘working;vfor
examplé; in Englewdod we had a revaluation in 1952, and sinée'
then I have been carrying all my values back to as of that year.
I think that'this perhaps shouid be written into the law so
‘that'wa can have a common base from which to make our assessments
énd let them stand for a period of time, io enable trends‘and
current conditions to'jéll and until such time as a revalﬁation
can be justified. 1 would think that every cight to ten years
would répresentvan_appropriatewlength of time for that‘purpose;

1 th&ﬁk also théta és tiﬁe goeé on, we can improve the
capacities and qualifications of our assessors to the point where
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it would not be necessary, pérhap5, to call in an outside .reval-
ﬁétion,firmﬁevery ten;ygarsw Once_thqvasseséors-qan_Lgérnihow to
maiﬁtain,afgevalqationsprogram, it should be‘a:relatiyely,Simpleﬁ.
thing to bnigg,itvupvtohdate,»letfs‘sayj_every‘eight.iO“th;yeéfs;
through their_owh;deyices-and pérﬁaps with the additionvof,some
small staff..  , | v | ‘
CHAIRMAN DUMONT And'whether it,be}a base year Qtiwhéther
it be a reassessméntievery3thfee of fi?e years, you believe-it v
shouldiapplyrﬁo alllmunicipalitiesg not Jjust those that_have,ree
valued; is that correct? .
MR. WILSON: ”_Ye§o On the subject of revaluationgﬁthen,-»
I think I will cover part of that in my own statement,;vThis
_deals with paragraph 37, I believe it is, of‘SenatevBill 9,
which I don't think has been touched on heretofore today. 1 think
1 can éover that point at that time. _ | | N
»‘ CHAIRMAN DUMONT: . How about thé transition period. Will
you be covering that in your statement, too?
| MR. WILSON:  Yes, I can discuss that in my statement.
CHAIRMAN DUMONT: Well, suppose youAgé ahead, please, -
with your own statemenpg if you will. | ' »
MR, WILSON:  Thank you. 1711 make this as brief as
poSsibleol I have additional copieé of this, too, if‘anyone
wants them. \
My name is still Russ;Wilsdn'and i.stili am from.
Englewoodp
~As assessor for thg‘City of Englewqod and as an ;ndiViduél
taxpayer in, the State of New Jersey, l.wishlﬁo commentgbrief1y on
some of the_pending tax bills in:whichvmy-personalbviews may
differ slightly ffom those of<the'Tax Study Committee of -the
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League of Municipalities and the New‘Jersevatate,Assessors'v
-'TAssociation. f | L . |
of the two ma jor bills, S-1 and'Sié;'myupreference fuﬁé*
lto the statewide uniformity philosophy which is expressed in S 1

‘Largely because the public seems to demand that .a standard some—,.»

B what less than 1007 for real and personal property be set by the

_wLegislature and because 5-9 seems’ to have developed some support
Cin the Legislature, I can see no serious obJection to compromlsing
~for. the county ratio philosophy which is]contemplated by 5= 9, |
’balthough neither bill solves the problemxof stratified assessments,.
f The proposal as contained in S~ 9 for handling the bus1ness person- ’
’alty, seems to me to. require amendment in several respects, and
1 am convinced that "net book value" should not be established as
,the basis for business personalty,'and in lieu thereof I recommend
1that original cost less fixed schedule depreC1ation to a minimum :i |
-,residual value of 20 or. 25 per cent be’ substituted and that
‘;inventories in all categories bear the same ratio to. value as
:;that established for machinery and equipment in order to treat
f‘all»business personalty.alihe and in’the absence of an announced
'contrary philosophy..,‘;lrf = ]1;}7" ?' | | A o

| | Most of my reservations and suggestions concerning this
bill are covered by the comments which I made on behalf of the'
‘League of Municzpalities, and 1 will not go into them again here.f

| The League Tax Study Committee haslnot had the opportunity

rof completing 1ts study of . this and other pending legislation°
therefore I will take this opportunity to comment personally on‘
Section 37, which is on page 18 of Senatemg This'clause would
allow the assessor to utilize his present tax- 1ist as the basis -
~for the 1961 assessment if it is impracticable for him to employ
r‘the percentage levei established in the county for that year.
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It would further allow discretion to the Director'of the

DlVlSlon of Taxatlon to permlt contlnuatlon of thls practlce

unt11 the completlon of a local revaluatlon program°~ lt is

tfalrly obvious that many distrlcts could not rewrlte th€1F

assessment l1sts on any unlform basis at this t1me°~ ThlS applles

‘principally to those mun1c1palities wh ich have not yet: completed
ra ‘revaluation program. Iherefore some” cons1deration must be
‘extended to meet thls situationo Ittis also-fairly obvious that'
, there_are.a great many*dlstrlcts.ihfthe'State\which wlllknot‘.

. voluntarily embaPRLOn revaluation programs unleSS.and'until*they

are requlred to do so by the Legislature or by court order,
Slmllarly it 1s pretty well recognlzed that -the comb1ned capacity

of all of the revaluatlon firms in New. Jersey would not be

stuffi01ent to accompllsh the revaluat1on of: the approximately

"300 districts Wthh probably requ1re it. It seems probableyf o

thefefore,‘that thlelS thenreason,for the'disctetionhbestowed-

‘upon- the Dlrector_in'thisfclause which, in turn, ties in with
‘clause 17 on page 8 of the bill, which allows the Director to-

.establish priorities*for thefproper utilization of'such'revaluation

fa0111t1es ‘as’ may be avazlable at any glven tlme°

‘The only alternative. to this problem Wthh mlght hasten
thefprocedure*wOuld'beﬁtovrequlre'thevassessor in‘unﬁevaluedvﬂ”7
distrlCtsjtofmultlply”his'indivjdualfassessments’by:the‘average5
sales~assessment ratioﬂ'found for;his distflct fof/sChool»aid*».
purposes and thus 1mpress hlS local taxpayers forcibly w1th

the need for the program of reassessment ThlS operatron would

'without doubt produce many assessmentswhlch would so- far exceed
the reasonable market value that the County Tax Board would be

o deluged with appeals; thus addlng further flame to the fire.o
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o that purpose.m

Under conditions as they eXist f feel that the Directorfx*,. iufv"

l

'_must be in a position to bring appropriate pressures to bear,f”v'i'*fi.v

»i'and 1t seems to me that the clause as written Wlll accomplish

Cr . RO
S

l have only two other thoughts Wthh I hope are worthy

d”of mention.; It seems to me that 1f the Legislature had appn;-”f*eT ‘

-‘priated funds for a reappraisal of the railroad property throughout

the State,,as 1t was asked to do repeatedly by the Div1s1on of

_ Taxat1on, we . at least would be better informed on. whether the

'jfrailroadsl contentions of 1007 assessment are correct In any event ,

I

flytappeéps« the raiiroad‘assessment problem is of maJor consequence o
;1n Hudson and Essex Countles and 1n-some degree to most of the
”:other areas of the Stateo_ I propose that the valuation and fff"
xvassessment of secondwclass railroad property be turned back to %

: ;munic1pa1 Jurisdlctlon '1n order that the local assessors may have'

S an opportunity to revalue such property 1n thelr own d1str1cts,

~similarly . offer the OPPOPtunity to the ra1lroads to contest such
*;‘assessments through normal appeal channelso In all probabillty,ﬁ
[plt would not take the assessors ‘as long to revalue the pfoperty egft
fas 1t has been s1nce the last reappralsal by the State.,;’ta*f'fﬁf
v The Pev131on of veteransv and W1dowsl exemptions has been Ep;pfgv;_
 the subJect Of varlous PFOposals in the Leglslature ever 51ncep: .

the Sw1tz case was de01ded Even w1th statew1de unlformlty of'r'ﬁ‘“

,assessment 1t is. doubtful 1n my opinion, that there would bey T

equity 1n the treatment of veterans” exemptlons in the varlouspfk“"

: districts due to varying mun101pal serV1ces, differences 1n

umarket value concept and resulting varrations 1n tax ratesol :

'”lf it is the philosophy of this Legislature and the people of *:Y“'“

‘the State to treat veterans equally, l would urge a conuz
j]stitutional amendment to provide that the basis for exemption

*be revised from the $SOO assessed value deduction to a flat tax
| 37 A
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dollar reductlon of $h0 or’ $50 per. annum, .

| You gentlemen of the Senate Committee on Rev1sion and.
Amendment of Laws, and many of your leglslat1ve colleagues,
have labored long'and intenslvely in an attempt.tossolve;the X
\nproblem of property tax in this State ~and forithis 1 wish to
,express my s1ncere thanksn‘ To attempt a general rev1slon of the
property tax laws, as we allvknow, 1s a stupendous and frustrating
experience and I have Just about arrived at the conclusion that 1t
is not p0531ble to wrlte into a 81ngle bill all of the amendments |
- Wthh are presently con31dered de31rab1e~and at the same time
foresee and overcome the problems which will arise w1th any |
,rev151on;r With thisvln mind, perhaps the best procedure would
‘be to‘amend£8enate'9 in its important aspects, get 1t through
both Houses,’and then stand by for further amendments and
revisions as. called for by our exper1ences and observatlons ofv
- the results of the new leglslation.

Your patlence is appre01ated o _ |
. CHAIRMAN DUMONT: »Are there any questiohs»of Mr;'WilsOn?

Mr. Weilerz | | |

“A. E. WElLER - Mr. Wilson;bin yourcstatement you
" mention. that your preference runs to the statew1de unlformlty’t
. phllosophy |
N MR, WILSON:  Yes, sir.

V-MR;_WElLER:F’ AndAthat;‘Ifassumeélistn:real-propertyl .
MR, WlLSON° | Thatls:right . o
"‘.MR; WEILER ;l ln a few llnes down you see no serious’
obJectlon to compromls1ng for the County ratlo phllosophy |
MR. WILSON: = That's right | N
K i 38A



"‘tfoptlon?

Vb'vMR WEILéR; ihlnlother?wohdst you are’comoromislng7vt,}

o MR WILSON Yes, it“s fairly 0bV10uS, Al This As- done; ‘

i-ﬁI think w1th realism 1n mind : Apparently, we couldn't get through
aa statew1de uniformity bill 1ast year,. For some reason or another,gh;iftftw

the county unlformity seems to have caught the fancy of the Assembly,

VVat least ‘= 1t was carrled

'ith quite a few votes »»and therefore

~ to be, practical 1ﬂ11 settle for. 1t°»5' R |
| ,}:jMR; WEILER But by the same. toké , the electorate was =~ ° =

‘t,j;againStfit weren't they?

_v?MR? WILSONf; 1 don“t know what you mean by that Al.au_,nff:7V
| '-\.4.___1\:/{12"9 WEILERf' Dldnﬁt the electorate vote for something fftfi~v5ﬁ x'
'i'jlike that two years ago? Or agalnst it“rathero_5ff;;fﬂ775frd><-7ﬁ»i'

MR WILSON Oh, you mean the referendum that failed in

'f’1956?

MR WEILER e ";"f

MR WILSON Nh That was for local optz *lfthat wasn?t ’jlit.T

COunty option That was the Beadleston package that you are ygalatffuf

nreferr1ng to

MR WEILLRf _Yes, that's right. ' That was for local

MR, WILSON, Yes,gﬁ

MR WEILER, Do you think that the electorate would be

‘_more satlsfled w1th county optlon? % o

: MR WILSON - Well éactuallyg l must confess that I SR
;:;belleve that 1f we had been able to explaln what that Beadleston
l {

"Package was all about the result would have been dlfferent -iThhﬂ;izﬂi"%&

i’don't thlnk the public understood what they were voting on

o;you thlnk it”s good prautice to have

MR WEILERQXQK_

lﬁjdifferent ratios throughout the dlfferent countles, or even

!

»d1fferent mun1c1pa11ties?
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MR, WILSON:  Actually, I think, like a great many of us,
I would concede‘that,local_uniformity is the only test we really

need to be concernedeith. ~However, I.think that it'ie_betterpifh

we can—broaden thisi»_if we‘oan,bfoaden thiS/to‘the»county_level,

. fine; better still, if we could broaden it to the state leVel,? But’

for some poiitioal reason, it just seems that we can't get. through
the state uniformity bill. » k
‘MR, WEILER° Has there been any activ1ty to get this. true

value on the state. 1eve1° in other words, there has been no com- |

pulsion on the part of_the\assessor to assess at true value except

in somevinStances. u |
 MR. WILSON: Exception, yes; there is a gneat-deal of -
pressure right now‘in Bergen County, and I éuspect it will spread
MR WEILER° But don't you think that we could get a true
value bill throughout the State? ) _
MR. WILSON: You mean, for statewide uniformity?
MR. WEILER;  Yes. |
‘MR, WILSON: I would be for it if we could, Al,/but,L:am‘
trying to take into considerationfwhat appears to be a paychologioal
block on the part of some of’the 1egiélators,
MR, WEILER: I don't think it is. |
MR, WILSON: Well then, why didn't we get S-81 through
last year”that Senatof Dumont introduced?“ | ‘ |
MR. WEILER: We had a SO per Cent b111 last year° . we.
had a 4O per cent ‘bill last year
MR. WILSON; Do you think the ratio was what kllled that?
MR. WEILER: I th1nk SOy . because it intenfered with Hudson

County, and Hudson County was afrald of the taxes that they were

901ng to receive from the railroads
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MR WiLSON I can“t believe that the representatives of

,iHudson County are so. blind to the facts of life i think that i
L ‘ § |
_ ,1tvs uniformity in any degree that is a problem to Hudson County

MR WEILER°" They“re not blinda They are. trying to r*”'f"

iprotect their constltutents, and rightlyisoi

MR WILSON So it was uniformity that blocked them’

*;'yrather than the ratios that were prescribed by the bill ’ At least

R : X .
E
- i

.dthat“s my opinion

CHAIRMAN DUMONT° I might say that the Hudson County

:lAssembly delegation voted against A 198 this yeargitoog-'”
‘MR WILSON° , They"re consistent,.~":‘“ i
i'aiCHAIRMAN DUMONT Right | ? - ks
'7“}CMwaWBILER»Z All right “thatrs ailoéﬁ“"fs
*fCHAlRMAN DUMONT Any further questions?

CLARENCE DELGﬁD@ ' l am IVII‘° Delgédi,

Assessor for T

R if' S
1

.:Rldgewood,Vv~«ﬁ7‘“

‘Mr. Wilson, you are a member of theCExecutiveﬁCommittee o

'é.ﬂof the Bergen County Assessors Association?;yﬁ”'dﬂﬁ':v'w

1 MR WILSON°» I“m not under oath You know I am,

MR DELGADQ

MR, WILSON You tell me; L donvt knowc, 1 am'perfectiy_ya'

- w1111ng to answer any queStionsn-yﬂ“;“'

MR DELGAI@ Well you Were at the meeting the

- other night,o What was the recommendation of the Association's : o

"Executive Committee on- Mr Greeneﬂs Tax Study Committee?

MR WILSON°? Weii”iit's a pretty*broad subJect Del

“Refresh my memory as to wh *“you have in| mind

).

MR, DELGAD@ Uy ‘fi

' County Assessors Ass001ation would approve

ul A

‘f'What was - their recommendatlon on theanfff;v‘”

1; what we voted that the Bergen ;ytn;
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,MR{ WILSON: ﬂiYouimean justssuppOrtjthe statement that
Mr;‘Greene made7' s o R
MR. DELGADQ v;:Y’es, that!s right
i MR, WILSON: Yes, that's substantially correct
F‘MR. DELGADQv~ - And you also spoke ‘about revaluations-'

every eight to ten years and the ease that it would be for tre

' assessors to continue this work after revaluation but don't’ you

think under the present assessment adminlstration, with the’
ramifications of the JOb that the assessors have been changing
too often to keep this in order? “ o o o
| MR WILSON That's perhaps a good question and I think
1t's designed to be a leading one, Yes, I'm in favor of theﬁ
county assessor system or the regional assessor I think that-"
with our present complement of nine hundred and fifty odd

assessors it's almost impossmble to hOpe that we can get any \

degree of uniformity, statew1de or countyw1de either for that

matter. The,turnover in the assessors! ranks, I guess, has been

close to‘ZOyor 25 per cent a year-for the past few years; and
this is brought about of course by several factors- first“of'all,
the low Tate of pay, the bad working conditions, the additional
work that has been put upon them, and this is particularly

difficult for the. part- t1me man who doesn't have too much tlmeig '
at his disposal I recognize thet difficulty it would be for theh~

average assessor today to really maintain a revaluation program,

let alone devise one of h1s own, but I'm still optimistic

enough to believe that wecan train‘enopgh of them so that it

will not be necessary every ten ‘years for every town to have

- a completely profe331onal revaluation program.

Is there anything else you want to refresh my memory on?



NR. DELGADQI-*» That's all. | Lo

CHAIRIVIAN DUMONT " Are there any other questions? |

MR, JOHN CONNOLLY° I am Mr Connolly from South Orange
1

,j_Russ l an a little puzzled on one thing here-' On page

:h, paragraph h, of the State League's Report under tangible

personal property, you say,»"tangible household personal property S

including personal effects."‘ Do you, mean "excluding" or "including°"

in'other words, do you want personal effects to be assessed where

| there is a referendum on it? ﬁj L ‘j y ,, ;‘dh\ ' 'EH
G MR WILSON N¢ﬂ I want household personal property pl,'f
1’ abolished ; I think »so far as 1. am concerned that the bill

s-9, proViding for local option, is satisfactory here - but vso“'fﬂ -

far-as l'am concerned 5if this bill were to pass, l would under-f-ﬂ -

take to have it abolished

MR CONNOLLY I agree With you there. However, 1et's‘_':‘35‘-v”

L PN

.”assumelthe municipality wants to continue to assess household
personal .would you also have them assess personal effects? L
_ MR WILSON This is a difficult question Jack Youkr..‘
and l have discussed it ‘as we know 'and I did refer to that in
the League's statement We were afraid that by the wording
of that bill W there might be an attempt to discriminate as
between household furnishings as such ‘and personal effects as
_ such.- As far as. I am concerned ~in my assessment of household o
goods,‘it has included furnishings and personal effects.,’l'7i
haven't Singled out diamonds specifically i As a matter of fact »_t‘»
I don't believe I“ve got a single diamond‘assessment in fv’;.' o
- Englewood although I‘m sure there is one or.two there bjéutil
| I haven't attempted to distinguish between the two, so. I regardbh
1t as - an all inconclusive thing. Have I answered your question:‘

lryet?
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“MR. CONNCLLY: D Don*t you think that it would e an_*zf_

impossible task for any person to assess the personal effects?

1 believe with household yOu could arrive at some . formula some-‘

where, but on personal effects 1 think it is almost an 1mpos31bility
and as long as 1t's 1mp0551ble it shouldn't be in there in any form.i

MR, WILSON: 1 thlnk that's a fair statement - Jack. ,i :
would be inclined to agree with you. I don't know how we Would
ever get a measure of personal effects as such -1 would agree |
that,they should be excluded even w1th those communities that nteq,
w1sh to carry on household personal. _ | » -

| SENATOR. DUMONTo'- AL right.  Wr. Hatnes.

MR. HAINES- | I am Mr. Haines from Vineland Russ,'you

'heard Mr. Hunt's comment this morning about exemption for persons

overgagekéb Would you care to comnent on that at this time? |
E'MR WILSON° ‘ Thank you° I'm glad you asked that quest1on :
A Of course, SO . far as I'm concerned I think I said it 1ast
year at the Senate hearlngs - I would like to see all exemptions‘ |
abolished starting w1th the churches, to the educational 1nstitu—
tions, and 1nclud1ng all exemptions as. they now exist. However,
thlS is not a very realistic thought to express.i But dealing |

espeC1aily w1th the 1egislation which is now before you gentlemen,,

bgsome of it dealing w1th relief for the aged - or the elderly I
prefer to think of it - 1 donlt believe that this is the solution p'
'_to .the. problem. I don't think that a homestead exemptlon is g01ng

: to accomplish what we would wish it might accomplish l\am

extremely sympathetic with the plight of people 11V1ng on ; R

limited income- dividends, SOClal security, etc., but it seems to
me that the moment we start alloW1ng homestead exemptions for these

people we are merely shifting the burden to other people in similar

_cxrcumstances° Thls is not- necessarily my own view. It was very
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,f‘clearly and.ably'expressed“in the Newark Sunday paper not too
many . weeks ago lt‘wbuldrmerely'be a shift§of burden‘to:other”'

'gpeople retired who are renting instead of owning their own homes,

'and I Just don't believe that this is the solution to the problem L

On the subJect of personal property assessments‘- I am

speaking of business personal property assessments -1 am desirous

, .

of" one thing \ l want teeth in the law,,I want the requirement
,that business be required to submit a statement under oath with
penalties for failing to file“etc It is my belief and 1 don't
want this to be carried back to Enqlewood as a threat to anybody,
_but it is my belief that 1f buS1ness perSonal property can be
properly and con501entiously and formally assessed it will
represent some small relief for the homeowners in my district at a
least because 1 know that 1 am not assessing business personal
property on any uniform basis,‘ And 1 must confess there w1ll be'
. a shift in the direction of business personalty in my opinion
I don't really know the value of it.; | ,:f : |

H» GEORGE LINGER- My name is George Linger and I am Taxii
-,Assessor in South Plainfield e | | '""i S

Russ, it is not a criticism° I want to compliment you,:ir‘ﬁ

and it's the first time I have heard anyone take a stand on

soldiers"exemption, which has been my pet peeve ‘1 believe/

that is one of ‘the most discriminatory taxes that we have on the .

statutes° For 1nstance 1n my municipality a solder gets $2b
“rWe have a. tax rate of five° Twenty-five dollars exemption for

%SOO because of the tax rate being 5 Our neighboring munici-.:f

pality, which we border, has a tax rate of 14, and he gets %70 tax“'

) exemptiono‘ If that isn't discriminatory, I donlt know what is

So I believe that that statement that you made is one that. I

WS



endor‘se and T ‘-:hcfpve-~'othe-’ff"'s}w‘il1 -takéi ‘heed, 'a'n”af espe’ci.ail'yg intu
-~tarktng'about:pantitime asseSsora.V“This is workeinn the*anofef'
areas;‘wherevthe‘peopie-have summef residenceShwherevthe'aaéeaaof
Cannotcheck. tln;faet;n‘Ifencourage:tnem to‘take»theiniaséeSSmentn;
down' to the shore. | h _/_v |

MR. WILSON: I don't blame you. So do L.

CHAIRMAN"DUMOI\IIT-' Aillright' Mr. Greene,

ALFRED Jo GREENB°'- Russ, and Senator Dumont's Commlttee, t
Just want to state that the Tax Study Committee of the State
A35001at1on also undertook thls study, so far as the veteranst*;
- ‘exemption and d1scrimination as it ex1sts:today, and the .
_figufeéiyou came out with are aimost identical with onr‘own;
We recommend the flat dollar sum. We did’ not put a bill in here,
"because we confined our: comments to A~ 198 but we are completely .
in accord W1th this. We do- recognlze that thls dlscrimlnatlon:av*:
exists 1n-this form. It's.also nlce to see,that you'agree w1th«‘
us/in so many other thlngs._i~“ | v a | ‘

'MR WILSON We don't have many disagreements, Al. We -
are all in the same bu31ness . | bll»»

j CHAIRMAN DUMONT : Any other questlons now? '(Novfesponse);5

Russ, I mlght say, too, that I was very much interested |
‘when I heard you make thls suggestlon about a month ago, If"
think, at;a'meeting'here 1n Trenton in rtgard to the veteranstv
tax eXemption beoanaehif'we’get.into'countywide:fatios; “

obV1ously there isn’t any way we “are 901ng to be able to'

~ amend the. $SOO exemptlon that is going to make it fit with

fairness to all: the 21" countles " So perhaps the answer lies
rlght here 1n what you suggest and what Mr. Greene says his

group-agrees with,«of~fixing a flat'dollar amount;vwhich
o . L6 A



-again, of course would involve a constitutional amendment‘but
at, least it would prOV1de for the same treatment to all veterans
Sthroughout the ‘State.. y_ v\, i s j | | '_

MR.. WILSON p Thls; l‘think s about the simplest way and f
the ea51est element in which we. can f1nd‘comp1ete unlformity -
Thls is one that we can really na11 down.- A ;

~CHAIRMAN DUMONT°\ Any other questions? hYes,Mrthorrissey,

DONALD T MORRISSEY° Mr,4W1lson,llntconnection‘wlth‘yourh
reference to household goods,‘do you meam anythlng that may'befd
in ‘the house to be exempted or specifically furniture that islp'
 used 'in’ the everyday operation of your home? |
| 'MR WILSON Well 1 was referring & this was ln response
v to Jack Connolly?s question, In the first place, l would

habolish household personal property tax in my own community

(]

The question was~'lAre‘furnlshlngsvand personal-effects all»t
}runder the same category, and Mr. Connollyﬂs questlon was: »
if this S 9 were to pass which leaves it with local optlon |
‘to retaln or abollsh the household personal property tax,
hshould personal effects as. such be deleted as an assessable
fltem? And 1 thlnk they should be, because I Just don?t see
how we can ever set a- pattern for the assessment of such
thlngs - for those towns Wthh wish to retain household personal
MR MORRISSEY ~Suppose~now,.1n a partlcular house are_'
thousands of dollars worth of Jewelry » : | 'M o |
-[ MR WILSON ; There mlght be but how would you be.surev3eh o y‘.," .

‘that you had d1scovered them all? y iz | e b‘ h_

| _.MRg,MORRISSEY- ‘Well ‘aside from discovering‘it‘—‘assuming
”lt is there. Now, if you ellmlnate household effects, and the‘_
‘_Jewelry and what have Yo are there,_verygvaluable?property 1sy

’ golngvto»escape taxation.'
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MR, WiLSON:iaeﬁhqueshiphablyg-_J'L;wgo spgfarfas_to_ggﬁurn

to the old intangible tax if you want to, but that's the only. .

basis, on which you could 1pc1ude peréonal;effecﬁ-inumyigginion-
I)meaﬁ,.it's just as hard to discover a‘mahrshbank aceouht(orn_
his'mottgages,gor;the assets he might-havehinNhis safe depoait"

box. Ith'just one of'those undiscoverable.thiugs it seems to

‘me. I don't see how itrs possible to compete with 1t.;';

CHAIRMAN DUMONT-~, Any other questions?.s

Russ, is the average tax rate about $10 a hundred in the

3 State today?

MR WILSON- It's just about $1o I would think. Have .

any of the fellows from the Local Property Tax Bureau got theVJ

-dope on'thatQ

'CHAIRMAN DUMONT:  Mr. Kingsley, what is it? B
MR. WILLIAM KINGSLEY: It's just a little under $9.00, the

average rate.

MR. WILSON: = Wait until you add up this year's, Bill.
MR, KINGSLEY: - I'm afrald it is very p0351ble that that

rate is going to 9o down as 1 th1nk you have already covered

in speaklng of ‘the publlc utility tax billy that 15, the higher f
hthat the“ratios are 901ng to go up throughout the State thefet

- is a:great'po$51b111ty that~the_tax pate ;s‘go;ngvto_gobdown,

v,~QHAIRMAN,DUMONT;o:‘Butgpaking,all;the»ratiQS'that:exist'

- and we have a .very wide‘range*Of'them;'as weiknow .in New Jersey,‘

lthe average tax rate. is a 11tt1e less’ than $9. OO today

" MR.. _WILSON:- Therefore, that $Lo to $50 range that l

"suggested in the veterans' exemptlon would be just about

rlght 1r you split 1t in the middle, it would be right on

-



CHAIRMAN DUMONT:~ Anything more of Mfe Wilson? - (No
response). | | |

‘Thank ‘you very much, Rués. ‘We"appre¢1ate your being herée -
today and your statements. |

' Now, Mr: Raymond Wheeler, Collector of Haddonfield, in-
Camden County. = | | |

RAYMOND WHEELER: - Senator Dumont and the Cbmmittee; ﬁy
name is Raymond Wheelefj~and 1 am Treasﬁrer and Tax Collector
of the Borough of Haddonfiela;

| We are one of the few municipalities in the State of New
Jersey'that is assessing at 100 per cent. As far as Haddonfield
is dohcerned‘and our experience with rOOHper cent in 1959, we
have experienced no trouble. The people at least know the °
value of their prbpefties; wéfhave‘no ratios - they talk to-us
and say, "What is our”prdperty assessed at?" And we tell them
the full value.” There is no prbblem‘With‘a hundred per cent;
I, as a tax collector, would like to see a state ratio at 100
per cent., I Say theilaw is all‘right as it is. The problem
with the law is that it's not enforced.

‘*Régarding ouf‘persoﬁai prbpefty;tax,:from a tax collector's
staﬁdﬁbint,”l'thihkvit’shouid’be eliminated. I am bpposéd‘tof'
Section 12 on page 6 Of‘SenatéﬁBillbe,79 where it gives the
govérﬁiﬁg body the right tO'asseéSvpérédhal property for their
own useé. I question what that would do to‘a‘vetergnﬂs‘exemption,
I don't know whether we, as a local mhnicipality,‘woﬁld have -
the rigﬁt*tovexﬂend'thé vetépéns'*éxemption;“ Personal property
is a nui§aﬁce‘towcoileCt;~it=is5ﬁafd'to collect; your collection
ratios aféiﬁot“td3fg66d;i In Haddonfield, we are very success-
ful with it. We are a home toWn, about 90 per cent owner=-

occupied, and the 10 per cent that owe us personallproperty
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tax, if they are there as of'the‘tax year, 'we collect 1t mWe

- make no bones about 1t. We collect the personal property tax.v_

So, you see that personal property tax in our town is collected

"When I close my . books as of 19)9, I walk out of the Borough Hall

~

and. there is not one cent of delinquent taxes due the Borough B
of Haddonfield.beyond 1959. That has been a record that has “i
beenusuStainedgfqr the‘last ten or twelve years,hincluding
perSOnal property. If we. eliminated personal property tax 1n
Haddonfield we would suffer, on household furniture understand
a loss of around $300 000 1n ratabla Wthh to me, is not too

much when you consider our personal property is over three

mllliong plus eight hundred million‘on bu31ness.

As far as the county ratios are concerned 1 believe‘we

should have state ratioso_ I think that if we had county

- ratios we would soon be faced;with,the same»problem as we- are

today in theumunicipalitjes,dyWe_have.problems with‘Haddonfield

,at 100 per cent our'Sister municipalities at 25 per cento Our

veterans' exemption amounts to $ll SO and in the next munici-

pality itts $SO, We didn?t experience too much of a problem

with ‘the veteransnfj‘ M | | |
In Camden County there ‘have been about ten or twelve:V

munic1palities that have spent almost half a million dollars

in revaluation. There are some muniC1palities in Camden County

that have done nothing to bring their’ valuations up to \
equalize ‘assessments w1thin the municipalities. That 1s the

whole purpose of asses31ng - equalize asse351ng within your

bmunicipalityg_ l?m not talking as an assessor I know nothing

about values; I can't assess property, ‘but as a tax collector

who handled the problems 1n Haddonfield when we sent out our

vbills at 1OO per cent I can see the advantage of an equalization :
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program w1thin the municipality o We had one person in Haddon-”t*

field whose taxes were $u00 in 1958 and under the revaluation Sy
sprogram hlS taxes went to $1200 That person was very much

upset When I talked to him about values I said to that

particular taxpayer,,"What do you think your property 1s worth?“ﬁ

w'He said ‘"I wouldn?t sell it for less than $56 OOO " I said
1"We have it assessed at $52 OOO Now, what’s wrong wlth that7":
tHe said "Nothing is wrong with that but T don't want to pay
'iftlzoo taxes . f:fft;"fgion“f”*ff,xijﬁ“p-u' o o

Now, that's tax lightning and that‘s where you get into

'ptrouble, but for the last eight years, I and a lot of other taxf’

:‘payers 1n Haddonfield have been helping him out We have been

»tpaying his share of taxes,' I have heard talk today about

S ir you assess at 50 per cent of value, it's much better than

1

| 100 per cent because of the fluctuation of valuations lf you ; ST

\

,ahave a revaluation and you value at a standard of value,»your 7-2_"

”,fluctuations w1ll be the same under SO per cent as they would B
fbe under lOO per cent | Tffrﬁ,ﬂ {ffie;?f?"’”frbhﬂt.‘ ,
o Haddonfield “the first year, we thought we were withinh
,ba hundred per cent of valuation, know1ng that we did have a 5
:cushion, and the county and state ratios came out at 93 58

T ThlS year, I understand it‘s going to run around almost 91

'&per cent To me, I think that looks pretty good I don't see _t?

' yanything wrong 1n that.

o So, you see An a mun101pa11ty that has a revaluation

nfwhether you use bO per cent or lOO per cent the shift is.

"¢§901ng to e Just the same and itis 901ng to hurt the other

‘ person Just as much

On Assembly Bill 127, riwéﬁidjiike.ta*séé?thé]tegiéiature 2

: pass ‘that. »I,would'like tofseexthat?become‘law;',Tobme, it is

‘SI.A"'
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a big help especially, as I. work: on thé SR l's for thé asséssors.
Our assessors:are.part. time, andvl«go over. most ofzthem,for them. -
Itts arbig-help to me;‘and‘it»WOuldube;augreatefahedp€to?ué e

we had real valués of What»iheapehsoniéctuallyﬂpaidi You know

~stamps’ are not always workable.’

)

As 1 get toward the end ‘of some of the notes I made, I'm
like the last fellow who was waiting to spéak,vand this man said,
"Weil, geeﬁ,-itﬁs~sweilIthat you stayed here" and 1istenédft§-my
speech." -Well, that's what I am. ‘Russ Wilson and' I have con-

curred in the statement that he has made. 1 analso a member of

- the Tax Policy Commission and I had notes about that, and Russ

covered that very weiif, We have agreed on most everything that .
is in that. fl.haveiused'upamést'of'my notes,:Senator, and:you::
have heard from]most_eVeryone;'nl.just.wénted you to know what
has héppened to a municipéiity'that did go to"lbo.pervcentr

As IﬁSay, I am afraid of “county ratios; because  =.and the
assessors could probably tell me bétter'- would théré<be a
possibility of competition between the'counties?‘ I don't know,:
If a‘plant'thatwcbuld~be‘bﬁiltﬁin-Senator Haines' county for .
a million\dollars‘and he was at SQ per.cenf, would there be. an .
advantage to that plant buildihg in Camden County'ifVWé weré
at 25 per-cent? I:dontt know. I would have to ask;my.asseSSor.

Does anybodyvhave ény idea whether that would create'c6m~
petition that we have today?>bRuss?'

MR, WILSON: -I'll volunteer a suggestion. i don't “think
the competition wéuld exist, becauée,.under-normal”circumw
stancés;iitawourd be reflected in thé téx.rate.

MR. WHEELER: ~‘That's right. . | |

v’MR;‘WILSON: .aAndgeverything”else beiﬁg equal,.that\éhOuldQ.

be the case. ’



MR, WHEELER; , 0.K. Well, I want to thank you for having

- ‘this opportunlty to appear before you My views are pretty

well set through the State as to what l th1nk about 100 per cent -

'valuation It has worked 'in Haddonfleld _ _
SENATOR DUMONT: Are there any questions of Mr. Wheele'r?vv?--v:
SENATOR HAINES Mr; Wheeler, would you recogn1ze that

‘dyour communityls problems are perhaps more simple than the

ﬁvproblems in some other municipallties with respect to assessment7

MR WHEELER Yes, ‘1 would I would recognlze the fact |

hzthat Haddonfield 1s a re31dentlal community, probably close to

90 per cent owner-occupled 1 can see. the problems 1n a c1ty llke

Newarkuo’ruepsey Ctty or Trenton, but I don't think they are

‘insurmountable problems, I thlnk they could be worked out

| :CHAlRNAN DUMONT° Are there any other quest1ons?
”lWill you 1dent1fy yourself please?r.g
,JOHN CONNOLLY° S am-Mr Connolly of South Orange.r
gM Wheeler, you mentioned that you were in it IOO per- cent
ftand you have no problems and you have no rat1os Actually,
'you are in: at 90 this year, accordlng to the sales ratios.-
'Correct? | TN o ‘;
VMR..'WHEELER ~ According to the sales ratios.
MR, CONNOLLY~e'The chances are~you;had a.revaluatlon,f
A»:Inwould'assume, two years ago. :
" .MR.,WHEELER_. ‘Yes, in 1958' s o
'MR,-CONNOLLY; ‘ Therefore, your base year was 1958
MR. WHEELER: - Yes. o ‘
.EMR,;CONNOLLY-' Now, - if a home were built. today, brand new‘
for $10 OOO the assessment would ‘not be $1o 000, would it
today? It would be based on the 1958 base year, which may be

,$9 OOO based on this ratio°
53 A
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~¢Qnt,_and you, do have problems

MR WHEELER° _ It would probably be,.‘ o L B
MR CONNOLLY° _§o, therefore you ane.not 1n it lOO pef
-ﬁMR, WHEELER; We have problems aséfar as-~hj_:l-bn
" MR. CONNOLLY. ' Unless you use a base year =m‘ .
MR WHBELER- As far as using a base year. °iw¢11;‘1hét Wllla,
happen no matter what base year you use. o o o
MR. CONNOLLY: So;.therefore, you need a base year
\FMR WHEE;ER;' Youuneed‘a base year. You have to have a
base year. RS S L S L S
MR. CONNOLLY That's right : N ‘ - -
MR WHEELER- ’ And I believe, too; that the assessment rolls

should be either three or. flve years, whlchever we bel1eve is

' the right thing to freeze them and then after maybe f1ve years,‘

due to economic condltlons, the rolls should elther go up or

.down, because 1n f1ve years there could be some economlc
changes that would affect the values of the properties. I -

'know in ten or eleven years there was qulte an effect on my

own . property I bought the. house for $3800 and today, 1

have offers of twelve or th1rteen thousand for it So economic

‘condltions should control the revaluation or the reconsideration

- of a base year

MR CONNOLLY - Well the only reason I personally, would
be opposed to lOO per cent 1s if you had a dip ln any one year,

you would actually be in over lOO per cent on value and you

o would have to ¢ hange your complete roll 1n that ‘one year. 55;"

_‘therefore if you plcked a ratlo of 50 or under,vyou would have,

. \.4

'qulte a cushlon on any drop, and the chances are it wouldn“t

drop SO per cent w1th1n an elght or a tenwyear perlod 'So‘

vyou would always be under IOO per cent°
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MR, WHEELER: Well, as I say, I'm not’an assessor. You

fellows know more about that, but if you have a revaluation

and you use 50 per cent, I canft see why the same effect wouldn't

happen at 50-per cent as would happen at 100, Wouldn't it?
Do you understand my question? o |

MR. CONNOLLY: Yes, I do. It would happen on the base
itself. | R | | | |

_MR.‘WHEELER:‘ -Why?

MR. CONNOLLY: It would, that's right, You would still be
‘ using that base. | o |
MR. WHEBLER- You WOuld still be using the base, and if you
‘had it at 100 per cent, as we have and you ‘went to 50 per cent,
if there was a fluctuatlon of an economlc condltlon, it would
affect the 50 per cent the same as 1t would affect our hundred
per cent,p | | _ |

R CONNOLLY: 1‘ believe you are right. I withdraw my
obJectlon to that. o | |
MR. WHEELER Understand me, who sits in a tax office all

day long and meets the public, I think that what we ‘should do
with legislation on taxes in New Jersey is to make it plaln
‘so that John Q. Public can understand it and know what we are
talking about. I had dozens and even hundreds of people come
in on this revaluatlon at IOO per cent and I had no~prob1em
&with them at all. I would say, "What do you.think your
property is worth?" And they would tell me , and we‘did haye
about 180.appeale Ten or twenty ‘of them failed to pursue
them. There were 7O adgustments Now, of the ones who came
into the office to discuss it with me, I was able to smooth
over 200 of them without any problem,: aéisoon as I said,

"What do you think the value of your property is." And there

55 A
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it;ia,right‘on-ourutax'follsl You‘cankleqk at,lt,. Yon‘Can_n.ﬂ
look at your-neighbor and see what your neighbor is. Whereas,
.lf yodﬁdeal‘wlthwpefcentagesiJtheaﬁaxnayengis lost._ It's like‘v"
opening up_thefabstract-of.ratahles to,._th_emo ~They don't know :
what it's all about, so. they look at it and say,, "Yes I under-:
stand, " and walk away. That?s what happens w1th percentages.vlf‘
a property 1n Haddonfleld is assessed at $10 000 and they pay
' at the rate of $2. 30 they would pay no more money if that same
‘property was-assessed at $2500 and ‘the rate was $9.20, and?ltls
muchgeaslerefon me,hthe tax collector?_todeay;'"Yourhproperty.,
isaworth $10}OOO"‘- not that your:property'is assesaed at $2500h'.
and ‘we have to multiply it by four before we. get the value° |
'1 try for 31mp11city, and 1 think that that's what we should do.'
And I dontt think that you as legislators should accept a half
a blll if you are not satisfled or if you believe in your own
heart that state ratios are the thing to have - I don?t thlnk .
we should accept county ratiosa- I thlnk we should stick with
vstate ratios if you believe that is what we should have.

I think one of our troubles, even in a- munlcipallty,}la__
that you do th1ngs and you thlnk ?Well, only half a loaf is
better than none." I don't ?93331W1Fh_£h3t! I_absolutelybdontt

agreé. _ - ’“‘ - l '7 ,; . o . o Ao _v .

We had a meetlng the other nlght at the Borough Hall ,;Weg!
had three or four ordlnances and one person came in and obgected
'to a heatlng code, and the Commlssioners have postponed the o
hearinga l dont t thlnk that was: rlght One person out of .

13,000 1n our munlcipallty or borough came in and obgected
to it. Now, if there had been three or four hundred people
had come in and. obJected to that heating code, 1 would have,
said,.‘Yes, letls;consider it,-'.bdt not one person., It was
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'ddveftised" So they postpone it. To me, ‘I think it was wrong,

‘and I told them it was: wrong l don't th1nk they ‘should have-

postponed it. I thlnk 1f they felt that that was the right

vlegislation for Haddonfield they should have passed it. And 7

I think that's what we are faced w1th here I know we have‘“‘95'

,problems in our various counties,vbutfplepemeal.jegislatlon:g
to me never works. . ll‘ » Kt . :_ ‘ »~ : | ‘
CHAIRMAN DUMONT°_iviEdwafdtmafkowieh,hAssessofAfnoﬁh*'“"
MR, MARKOWICH» amf[ Wheeler,bisTyourtpefsonaihpfopepty}
assessed for lOO per cent? t“;._ o R
| MR WHEELER Well now, that's another questionTb We need
another R1dgefie1d Park That's why 1 would like to- see us’ do
away w1th household personal property » | _ ‘
MR MARKOWICH°v BuS1ness personal, is that 100 »eé Cent?
MR WHEELER-“ You would have to talk to the assessors on’

ﬁbus1ness personal They use a dlfferent formula on that. 1

»don't know what they have that assessed at They have taken‘”v'

“the business personalty and went down and gave us d1fferent

figures,vbut on the household personal there is no rhyme or.

\reason for 1t They take 5 per cent of the 1mprovement assess-

ment and they say, "That's your personal property " ’SO: you L

see, to me household personal 15_-_; t,iin - -:*
MR, MARKOWICH- | Well you are'dlscriminatinq, then, in

\h.other words. " i R

MR WHEELER E Well if you want to call 1t that

MR. MARKOWICH | Well, you Just told us that the lOO per o

© cent creates no problem Try putt1ng lOO per cent on:
L 1ndustrial personal property and see if you don't have problems

'T 57 A
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'MR"WHEELER~ 1 believe this, that business personalr
property was nearer assessed properly than the real estate.f
MR, MARKOWICH: It was?_} o B
MR, WHEELER:,‘ i would think so.
© MR. MARKOWICH:  On book value? o L |
AMR WHEELER 1 would think that they were closer,'I“donitf
hnow’ I'm not an assessor, lecouldnit,tell you. | o
E CHAIRMAN DUMONT:  Mr, wé11er2jf_’vv_' S |
MR WEILER Dontt'you‘believe. not“hnowing too nuchiabout

it, that there isn?t any business personalty or household

'.personalty assessed at 100 per cent in the State of New Jersey?

MR WHEELER: Oh 1 agree with that.- I agree that in any

'municipality it is not assessed at 100 per cent

~ MR. WEILER: 1 think that's true.,_ .
MR MARKOWICH But the point is that we are trying to

establish something that is going to be equitabie ) What are _:,

‘we going to do with business personal? Are we going to put it

on a hundred per cent or on ‘a ratio? N »
MR WHBELER- ‘ Well» I'm not an assessor Do you want my
opinion on business personal after sitting here for two days?

It's a bad tax,\and I think we ought to find another base for

- a tax on . business property, because no one here ‘and you fellows

are the experts not_me, on assessing, and you can't agree, so
how can a lowly tax collector agree? I've heard arguments from~
the Chamber of Commerce, the railroads, the assessors -_now, Just»
as an ordinary tax collector and a citizen, I think‘itis a,Jokeb
all the way down the line, andzlvthinkvwe shouidafind,atnew base
for 1t for a tax | | ( | |

MR MARKOWICH Well my p01nt in asking the question is

'that business personal property is Just as much a probiem as

‘real estateo'r : . 58 A -



MR. WHEELER; We could do away with that.

MRoAMARKOWICH: You're solving the real estate problem
by going to a hundred pencent° I have no'objection to it;:
but what is‘your eolutlon for'business personal property?

'MR. WHEELER: I don't think the business peréonel property
tex.is equitable either. I think we should find another base
for it' That's my opinion.

CHALRMAN DUMONT:  Mr. Morrissey?

MR MORRISSEY' Do you‘éSsess business personal property
in Haddonfield? | -

MR, WﬁEELER: Oh, yes. The assessors attempt it, let's
put it that way. L | .

MR. MORRISSEY: To what extent?

MR. WHEELER: Well, that's something you would have to ask
themo“They‘tell me on the abstract of ratables, it's worth
about‘$800,000}f'they have it assessed at; and:we de not have »
tcc big'e bnsinees area in Haddonfield.’ Our business area fqﬁs
,’about two’and a half blocks = stores, The rest is residential
.On our residential personal property, we have some $2,800, 000.

MR MORRISSEY - Did I understand you to say that you -
collected 100 per cent of the tax leV1ed? |

MR. WHEELER: - No. Let me correct that We collected
100 per cent of the,feel estate levy, and the only personal
pfcpefty:tekes'that I lose are those who steal out in the
“nigﬁt that'the.cops can't catch up with. Otherwise, we get
lt,'but:there are onesv- for instance, somebody might owe us
twenty flve or thlrty dollars and they move to North Jersey
Well, it's simple to try to collect that, butvw1th the
enforcement of our moving ordinance we are fairly successful
on‘collectlng ourvperscnel property tax, as long as the police
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~out “of town on us.

goods? :’«,-;-

; WaﬁChfit' They are - very good on bu51nesses, they don't have anyvfwu'

ttroubleﬁon~that~at-all but on- household furnlture once in a .

while one 6f them gets away from usi- I think last year, out of

the whole levy of personal property, there was about $35@ skipped*_"

MR, MORRISSEY:f“ Do you have a moving perm1t7’w°“

MR, WHEELER:  Yes, “we do.

Mﬁ;‘MGRRlSSEY° Did you ever go after any of them?
:MR{ WHEEﬁER In the municipality o

'f'iMRf MORRISSEY°" Any other way?

MR, WHBELER°J“ N I have never gone out of the municipal1ty; |

no. I don't thlnk itfs practlcal but‘in the munlcipallty-w

.they have tried to move atvnight and the police ‘have. called me”

‘np;“and I have sa1d "Well lim not coming-down» Tell them to;"

put the furnlture back ini and 1111 be there tomorrow morning L

MR MORRISSEY You say the household tax is a bad tax

'Vand ought to be repealed Do you have any substitute to offerfg

"for it?

TR WHEELER rWéIi«*lnfoar_municipality, the shift would

"“be very 11ttle°" As far as lim concerned I have a $SOO

'"7personal property tax. on my tax bill° If that went over 1nto'f~

either real estate ‘or went up lnto a tax rate, it wouldn?t make‘

_'any difference to me.~ I wouldn?t pay any ‘more- taxes. Our _5

Shlft WOuld be very light outside of tenants‘ it would amount

;to 1n the Borough of Haddonfield, something llke $9 OOO

1f we d1d not assess tenants.1”

MR MORRISSEY Would you . be in favor of transaction tax

'h to overcome the loss ln business tax if it was eliminated on

:,6O;Aj,rw,2‘l



'»iMR. WHEELER: :béune.‘,l would befin-favon;of;any tan thatgg,’
wouid,eiiminategthe'pevsonalfpropebty ta&feven}ongbusinessﬁ”
because,_eSyI havexheardgithese4days-it"seems to be,anfalmost‘}
.‘1mpossible»taskgb | . | ‘}l_ . _ |
MR,;moRﬁlsSEngfsWe?gotisome sﬁpportzhefe,today,wl can see
_that’ v . ':v g | : o | _ | “_.

thHﬁiRMAN'DUMONTQ:L Any other questions .of Mr, Wheeler?

‘~“Ray, I might say that 1 got ,as I~remember, one 1etter

recently from a resident of your community, and‘I‘think~*‘

both he and h1s w1fe were veterans and they were asking why their
~exemptlon had gone down so much, or why they were getting only

$li_off or: something like that. IR | _ v

‘ MR;;WHEELERo~e Well, that‘s the reason for it | We'haveﬂ%§5
tried;élof coursev there is ‘one. thing that I have tried to
| expiain to the~veterans-v Under our old»system, in- 1958 we -had
~ to load uo¢ 1nto the tax rate to give the veterans their
exemption, Now this year, we only had to load 10¢ in,,so

they haven't lost the whole works, The tax rate has been

gadjusted with it but it's awful hard to adJust that w1th them,

but some of them understand it

N CHAIRMAN'DUMONT:‘ Are’ you 1n favor of ‘the same ratio through-

_»out for both real and personal property as has been advanced by
‘a lot of the assessors today? | F
MR. WHEELBR° _,Yes, if we have thevsame ratio for all
CHAIRMAN»DUMONT?-f-L~mean, the.same natLO;for bothppersonail
'property and real property | ‘ L | | |
MR. WHEELER' Yesi, I would go along with that.
CHAIRMAN »DUMONT-‘ Well, as a matter of fact, being at
100 per cent you are satisfied ihtake it, with the‘gresent

‘law. Is that correct?
61 A
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| ©-me., there

R, WHEELER' l"sufé I'm satisfied with 100 per cent. The

ionly adJustment 1s 1n your personal property, provided you

equallze assessments W1thin your mun1c1pa11ty, whlch I think _

'1s necessary

| CHALRMAN DUMONT" By a revaluation.
MR. WHEELER-‘ By revaluation,

| CHAIRMAN DUVONT: .Thank you very much. We appreciate your

vbelng here.»#nf-

RAYMOND BURK- ;;M f Chairman, I have 2 questlon.:'v
MR WHEELER°! That's my next door neighbor i T,
; MR. BURK: My name is Raymond Burke, President of the

fBoard of Assessors of Collingswood.;r Mr. Wheeler made a

remark about hlS neighboring community.: I would 1ike to geta‘;,]

"clear on. the record whether he meant Haddon Township or

N

_Collingswood.v..

MR, WHEELER" Well,»now,lour neighborlng community —.:lef°m

“}well Haddon Township and Delaware Township are right around_trsﬂ”

* S

» MR BURK° , Because we had a revaluatlon program, aﬁdfit;,;'

‘ goes on the books for 1960

MR WHEELER° Yes I understand that Ray. You're one of

“arthe 10 or ll in Camden County that dld spend some money and e t

fdid have a revaluatlon.

CHAIRMAN DUMONT:  All righto Thank you very much.
Mr.vDonald Morrlssey,bof Irenton,:“ o |

rMR.’MORRISSEYf vMemoers of the~Committee -I'speak'as an’

lindividnal 1 express no v1ews of my oity other than my own
,I am 1nterested in tax reform Assembly Bill 350 appeared toj
,me to be a very good b111 The tools in it glve the assessors

- an opportunity to deal 1n a broader way in arr1V1ng at falr‘_r,
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assessment
I am in favor of establlshment in this Statevof a system f? )
of a maX1mum tax rate. I believe that there is no solution to}
our tax 1lls without the establishment of a maximum tax rate
The ratio of property I amin favor of a 50 per cent
. throughout the county._ o | N ‘1
Now everybody seems to be represented here today - the rail-

_roads, the business people,vother than the small homeowner

He seems to be forgotten 1n the whirl of this legislative hearlng,"

With an- unlimited tax rate, the power lies with the govern-
ment to actually, over a course of time to confisoate his'h"
.property especially when he's in need as a- result of unemploy~:h
'ment.' I would suggest substitutes to try to transfer a part -
V'of the burden that is now ‘on- the back of the real estate owner'
’to some other forms of taxation through the medium of a’ |

blimited tax rate, Number One ; A transact1on tax to apply on
"all busrness, both at the wholesale and retail levels° a head
tax - politically this may be unw1se, but I'm going to 1et 1t
go -,a head tax to apply to all citizens above the age 18

The veterans' exemption ,'It has been brought out here ‘that
“it's more valuable in one community than in another, due to
the 1 rising-tax rates, I would suggest a flat %25 to apply in f'
all communlties.:: o - ' ’ '

Now, in the sale of real estate - copy of all agreements
to be filed with the County Clerk and w1th the C1ty Clerk
A transaction ‘tax of two per cent on all sales

And last but~not»1east a tax,exemptionyforvouf citieensh
tovef 65; If it's good for one, 1tts‘§ood'for anothef; - |
| ‘Thank you o " o # .7 ; | v

| CHAlRMAN”DUM@Nf{ Any questions of Mr. Morrissey?
- e 63 A



How much of an exempt1on do you have 1n m1nd for the;@b__ o

senlor c1tlzens?, B

"t MR MORRISSEY

SENATOR HAINES $1 OOO on the assessment? :'M.‘ T
:‘xk MR MORRISSEY ﬁxN on the value, lan exemption of $1 OOO Ciu
”:on the value.nl;fﬁ;QLfff};;315;?‘ FE e T | |
| SENATOR HAINES | The full value of their property?
MR MORRISSEY t That's right e LT T
SENATOR HAINES v That 1s 1rrespect1ve of what the U fﬁ;_,,
‘assessment ratlo 1s 1n the munlclpallty?vtglln7v}? |
MR MORRISSEY Yes,xklltlb \ ’_ 'l, N T P
ASSEMBLYMAN FARRINGTON | Well Mr. Morflssey,«lsn't that |
;hllncon31stent w1th your suggestion that the veterans' exemption‘,
"aought to be a flat rate? f:jﬂi. ;h ‘l S, | |
MR, MORRISSEY'“h Well it ds. It ié'”i,,, el T
' ASSENBLYMAN FARRINGTON How‘would you propose going -about.
”°1establlsh1ng a max1mum tax rate and somethxng has to glve - thlv
:helther the assessment the rate or the--,fﬂ' ST :
MR, MORRISSEY Well this is what would give-‘ Those
*communitles that have to operate within the framework of ,
u-,thelr total values tlmes their tax rate.: Those who could notly
wouhﬂhave two ch01ce3'- e1ther cut down the cost of operatlon
or be annexed to other communltles,‘ We have watched the schoolf'
'.tax 901ng up each year to the point where there is no 11m1to
| ?There 1s no 11m1t to the county spendlng,‘ What chance has a.
': person got who happens to own a home 1f we don't put the
.hhbrakes on somewhere »:‘ | ‘ i o S
| CHAIRMAN DUMONT-:_‘Anv‘fufthertquestionS?l*lNo pésﬁoﬁse)
l guess that‘s all Thank you very much Mr.vMorrissey.
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Are there any other witnesses who désdre tO'testifyl
That Completes the.list 'M . Becker? A ‘ |
“FLOYD BECKER: I am Floyd Becker, Roseland New Jersey,
_dairy farmer, representing a small group of 1ndependent
‘farmers "_ | | )
Sometimes T think a lot of these tax laws were made a‘
hundred or more yearS'ago Sometimes it reminds me of taking a
team of horses with a load of hay and putting them- on the Turn-
pike. 1 mean, that's the background as you hear this testimony
conflicting SRR - | :
'Now, in the agricultural end ‘which you\don'tvhear much of
| because the average farmer doesn't want to come down here - he'll
,growl but you try to - get him here, he doesn't want’ to come. |
But from Cape May to the New York State line, there are thousands
and thousands offarmers where‘the‘farmsiare dovetailed into sub-“
urbanf deVelopments, ltls aisituation in?the suburban[develop-
ment ‘that did‘nOtdexist,when'our‘bresentlaws we re made Years
ago, at the city line‘you generally went7into the rural area,"
“and naturally your tax. laws covered the rural -areas, or they
called it rural land 'but the new look in the Tax Manual here,
1ssued by the State Property Tax Bureau, goes into "Ruban.""
fIQ simpllfy that 1 think that the regulations should class-
ifvahere agriCulture”is actively engaged;in; you should
simplify this ‘thing and instead of saying "rural lands,ﬁ‘
Mruban- lands," suburban lands"i- eliminate that and substitutet
the words ﬁfarm land," Itts a simple thing - substitute for
'all these”odnfusingnnames, the.words'"farm land." Thaths’
Number One. 1 | | N |
Number Two - Some regulation enabling planning boards,

zoning boards, assessors, ‘or other governing bodies to clas51fy
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a given piece of land as agriculture or farm land Ihatﬁs{
Number Two | S ‘

= know I've talked to people out 1n the halls here once

| a while last spring, and they.say, "Well jsell your:ﬁarmawmu
A farmer can't get up and sell hlS two hundred five . hundred'\'f

~or six hundred or‘thirty,wforty, fifty acres, over nightfwv"’

he«canwt do that-as easy"asfhe can»sell avhouse orva factory.jfif‘

,you did ‘move back 20 miles or 30 miles or uo miles, you wake up
'some morning and there's ‘an industry alongside of you and
_vthere's a development on . the other side of you.' What is he going
“to do-- keep pushing and pushing and pushing? This situation

7you are going to face always from now. on, with the new roads and

the high speed I know a place in Long Valley today where a

"farmer was right next to a large industrial building and now i
'they want, to raise s’ taxes. Well, why should that man have
to pay more taxes just because there is an industry alongside of

‘him7 He can move back :and then some morning he will wake up

and there's a new hlghway through the middle of his farm,

which\he;doesn}t want _ Those things are very aggravating, they

arefdiSrupting, and they are not good for the State of New Jersey.

5 ;AgriCulture, as you_know is classified separately by the

Unitedvstates Government"’and we'’ feel that there should be some

reV131on and make 1t 51mp1e -for the assessor to say' "Thatlsivf
ffarm land itls been farmed for 20 years or 30 years it!s;‘“ -
. been actively grow1ng crops n He should be ableito»have

“that ina c1a551fication of its own.‘:l‘know theyjsay,»"Well

don't have class1fication You turn to pages 36 and 37 in‘

jthis manual that is issued by ‘the Locai Property Tax Bureau -

_ and 1t's full of cla331f1cations - urban, ruban, rural,‘and'

S e



all_this sort of stuff. 'We'are’not“asking'for any subsidy;‘
We don't object to the cities getting subsidies from the
Federa1~Govesnment“and not paying any taxes. We don't object
’tc\thét; It's simply somethlng ‘that we feel should be
thought over in this revision of taxes. 'So if it was labeled
farm land or agriculture, providing it was used for tilling
" the scil'énd,grOWingecrops - all right, label it what it is,
not‘rﬂban or rdral. -When the'laws were made, yes, because
'when.ycu'gct'cutside theVCity'it was ruralg today,/no,"and’it
‘never WIIl'be,_and'yod‘will:ccntinually3have‘£his:prob1em.

‘We favor S-1. Of course, we would like 30 or LO per cent
as the Princeton Surveys recomﬁended ) We favor statewide
assessment»ratlolinstead‘of codntywide, and we favor the use
of the3WOfds»“fafm 1and" in7piéce cf rural lands and raban
lands because conditions areeSd*different than they}were5a
hundred years ago, | V

- The planning boafds;.zcning boafds, éssessofs, énd otheri
gcverningfbodies should be enabled to classify farm land as
farm land. ~The State of ConneCticﬁt; the State of Maryland,
and the State cf‘Delawafevafe'ruﬁning into these same problems
on'agricultufe'end they are working today to give agriculture
a category of itself and, wheresit'is actively farmed, to get

)

some relief from taxation.

Some people say, "Well, yes} the farmervs home, the farmef's‘

house, and an acre of ground should be classed as any other'
residence," But some . people say; "Well, we're ccmparlng th1s~:
and comparing that," ‘To my mind andvthe minds of other fermers,
there aren't enodugh words in the English ianguege to compare
agriculture with business, industry, and all of that; there’
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2 glven piece of land as agriculture or farm land. That's
:;Number Two “b L . »‘ | v.v' . . .

I know I've talked to'beople out in the halls here once in;n:
a while last spring, and they say,J"Well sell your farm "lf
:f A farmer can't get up and sell hlS two hundred five hundred

_or 31x hundred ;- OT. thlrty, forty, or . fifty acres,iover :night; .

" he can't do that as easy as he can sell .a. house or a factory..hlflr

;t.you did move back 20 miles or. 30 miles or 1o miles, you ‘wake up.
[‘:some morning and there's an industry alongside of you and
*yvthere's a development on the other 51de of you., What is he going C
E""to do - keep pushing and pushlng and pushlng? This situation

| fyou are going to face always from now on, with the new. roads and |
l_ the hlgh speed 1 know a place ln Long Valley today where 8 _,t°
; ‘farmer was. right next to a large industrial building and ‘now 3g )
l 'they want to raise his taxes Well, why should that man have

i] to pay more. taxes Just because there is an 1ndustry alongside of '

"7him7 He can move back and then some morning he will wake up

vf fand there's a new highway through the middle of his farm,:__lyy

X which he doesn't want.w Those things are very aggravating, they
| Aare disrupting, and they are, not good for the State of New Jersey.

Agriculture as you know 1s classified separately by the

ﬂ,vUnited States Government and we feel that there should be some

;-_reV1s1on and make it 31mp1e for the assessor to say,b"That'silain-

:farm land it's been farmed for 20 years or 30 years,,itls B

been - actively grow1ng crops " He should be. able to have yfg:.i"

",that in a cla551fication of 1ts own¢L 1 know they say,‘"Well
‘don't have cla551fication " " You . turn to pages 36 and 37 in/

t»this manual that 1s issued by the Local Property Tax Bureau ’

and it's full of class1f1cations L urban,;ruban,yrural, and-
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.all this sort of stuff We are not asking for any subsidy.
We don't obJect to the cities getting subsidies from the |
Federal Government and not paying any taxes. We don’t object
 to thati It's simply something that we feel should be
thoughthover 1n this ' reV1sion of taxes So if it was labeled‘v
farm’land5or agriculture, providing it was used for tilling |
'*thefsoil%and“growing crops -»all right, label it what it is,
notvruban70r7rural; When the laws were made, yes, because
when:you got outside the city it was rural°'today, no, ‘and’ it?'
never will be, and you will continually have this problem.-'
: We favor S l° Of course,iwe would 1ike 30 or uO per cent,7
efas the Princeton Surveys recommended We‘favor‘statewide
assessment'ratio,instead of countywide, and_weLfaVOrfthevuse -
‘of,the'Wordsf"farm”land"xin_place.of“rural lands:and‘ruban o
'landstbecauschonditionsJarefsotdiiferentfthandtheygwere a
\'hundred years ago. S »b ,‘ = | | F ‘
The planning boards,‘zoning’boards;‘assessors, andhotherhv
‘governing bodies should be: enabled to class1fy farm' land as
}farm land The State of Connecticut the State of Maryland
7and the State” of Delaware are running 1nto these same problems
,on agriculture and they are working today to give agriculture
a category of itself and where it is actively farmed to get

"some relief from taxation.’

~ Some’ people say,t"Well, yes, the farmer?s home, the farmer's L

house, and an acre of ground should be- classed as any other
'residencee But some - people say, "Well we"re comparing this
and comparing that," To my mind and the minds of other farmers
there arenit enough words in the English language to’ compare‘“

agriculture with business, industry, ‘and all of that; there

67 A

W



-is noiconpaf{son hv‘The farmer W1th 600 acres of land may noti{'i
| make as. much as an industry on 5 acres of land\ and there areﬁgy‘
Aa lot of 1nstances of farmers ail down the line 1n certain 75{5
sectlons - they are isolated -vwhere, I know one farmer who is -
‘-paying 20 per cent of the school tax and he's only got three b
kids, Wthh 1s less than one half of one per cent going.‘ Well
‘he don't ObJQCt to that but when they start raising hlS taxesli
rup to almost 1ndustry, he does obJect.f And I think he's rlght
7;, There are certain natural laws in the world today, and | V'
there always were; with a big capital "N "illn regards to health>
-what,you eat the growing crops and a lot of other thlngs
j_even as‘to@financeoh There are certain natural laws, and iflweft
don"t try to go- along with those natural laws - we get into_:
trouble {we get into confusion, we get 1nto disruption,Yand;aggyw
:lot of other things N ﬁ | B | A

And another thing Taxes today are the farmer's chief com- v

_petitor ' When 1 say that taxes are the farmer?s chief com~ﬂ- i

B apetitor, l mean Just that : It's gotten to a point where,- you

take up in Sussex County,;the farms up there'- if you go over the

:line to New York State, the farmer there has an advantage because

:he has lower farm taxes S N Y |

So we can go on and on, and I think the hearing masters

J'and the Senate and the Assembly have used unpnecedented patience
on this line, but it isn"t their fault,, It‘s the old laws,
wThe Constitution,ll can't go 1nto because l donft know enough ‘T

‘_about'it but it may be, and this 1s only my oplnlon, that we‘?

R may have to go along w1th something and get something done

:and later on see where the Constltution has to be amended up

to the present status because, so far as farming is concerned.
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the whole setup, and the suburban lands, we'll always have
that because the way things are today, you go back twenty
miles, you go back thirty miles,‘and you might wake up in thew
' morning and there's a factory over here and tha@"s a development
over there You can't ple up three or four hundred acres of
‘land and sell it and go somewhere else. It isn't in harmony
cw1th the natural laws of life . i
1 don't know of anything else here If there are any
questions, I would like to have them shot right at me right here.
| CHAIRMAN DUNONT' Are ‘there any questions of Mr Becker? y‘
| MR.. BECKER :‘ There's an . old saying that "Gold may be
the life blood of the land but agriculture is its heart and
soul, , ‘, o L el S "
Yv‘_ SENATOR HAINES« | This isn't in the attitude of shooting
anything at you, I wouldn't want to do that but I Just wanted
'to ask you° With reSpect to two of these bills which are being
'seriously con31dered Senate 9 and Assembly Bill 198 there is
a prOV1sion in those two bills which says this "In the assess -
_ment of acreage which is actively devoted to agricultural use,
‘.1t shall be. presumed,.aa that there was not in fact a market for
ithe bona fide sale thereof by private contract except for - _
agricultural purposes.p Now, the 1dea of that as I understand
it, is to protect agriculture Iland: in use for agricultural
‘purposes, against the sort of thing that you appear to be
concerned about and afraid of ~Were you conscious of the fact
'that that provision was in these two bills? |
MR.. BECKER' I didn't know that that was in the-- |
SENATOR HAINES 1. think you can take a lot of comfort in ,:
the fact that that wording 1s in there, and it doesn't use the
words "urban," or "ruban," or anythinq of that kind; it spells
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~out the word "agrlculture

.alb‘these‘other7names Rural lands years~ago X you had a.

.MR.;BEGKER;H,gWell thatls good Agrlculture 1s better than o

d1fferent concept of the whole thing fﬁfff%}tngl&ﬁfjgwﬁ_ﬁpgggg_n
SENATOR HAINES-» Yes I think you can . take some comfort I

'.‘v‘from the fact that it is 1n here.w, e

5‘.MR- BECKER». Well _may S ask you a question? DQ?s'Ihéﬁi‘-."

Hcompare favorably w1th S 1?- How does that read?

SENATOR HAINBS Well the intent I belleve, iS‘the;sam?af,f’

;_and if I'm wrong, Senator Dumont may correct me, beCause”hez;Q V"
i.knows more about this'thanfl do, but it says here 1n S l:

'"In the assessment of acreage which is actively devoted to

agricultural use such value shall not be deemed to include

afuture»value:fon»subdiv1sxons,or~nonagricultura1vuseaﬂglipif-

;would say “the 1ntent 1s the same, would you not Senator?v_fg;tv'

CHAIRMAN DUMONT Well I think the only distlnction,

Mr Becker, is that ln Senate 1 the language Wthh we adopted

_last year and put in S 81 1s very definlte language- 1t doesn't '
“”stalk about any rebuttable presumption, which is- true of Senate 9

vand Assembly 198 It is true there that they say - there s a

presumption that the assessment of farm land in active agrl-‘;nu'

vqcultural use will not 1nclude nonagricultural -use, . building sub—n

/}div131ons, 1ndustrial sztes et But 1t also says that pre- e

sumption can be rebutted by clear proof Therefore, we. don‘t

fput 1nto Senate 1 at. all anythlng about a rebuttable pre-l*'

_sumptlon,'we Just say that such value shall not be deemed to

1nclude future value for subdiv131ons Cor nonagrlcultural use.-:

We. don't put 1t into the realm of a, presumptlon 1n favor of

:irthe farmer which can be rebutted by clear proof on. the part of

ilthezassessor Even 1f he brings in clear proof under the
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language of Senate”l :there-isnlt any duestion'aboat'a pre-
‘fsumption in- the first place - land shall not be deemed to
include future value for subdivisions or building or industrial
sites, whatever it may be. In other words, 1t is mandatory
language whereas in: the other bills it is a presumption Wthh :
~ can be, rebutted by the assessor. o ," e ‘ '(
MR BECKER°v“ Well - we had a meeting of a group of about lh
vof us the other day - well it was last week - and they all
\favoredls~1»v Now, this is nothing against you.»»l am speaking
now as to how the maJority of us felt and I-feltfalong'theasame
' line., Some of these fellows were a little better lawyers than
’I Was, or am, because I'm no lawyer at all The~older I get,
"il find the less I know.i I would rather stick to S 1 and the-ff
’rest of them were all in favor of that and I think 1 would
'irather stick to that if it's all right with you. E
Now, are’ there any other questions?
CHAlRMAN DUMONT°‘ Any further questions of Mr.‘Becker7
'!(No response) | " .
Thank you very much for coming over.:~»
Now we’ have here a statement by Mr. Alfred Weiler, Assessor
~of Maplewood,‘;v | | | | |
| Do you want to‘comment on this, Mr,‘Weiler, orijuStvhaVe'itt
»'entered in the record? | ‘\' | | |
MR. WEILER: “Just enter it in the record. o
~CHAIRMAN~DUMONT'*‘All*right-~LIs there\anybody?herefnow‘frOm
the National Automatic Merchandising Association? Apparently not

There’are two resolations-here~toﬂbe-entered in the reoord;

‘one from the=Borongh‘of=Emerson3in Bergern County, and*the’otherf\

from the Townshlp of South Hackensack in Bergen County, both
| 71 A
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»Of:themféallingtfor eXemptiOn:from'aséesSment~of:allrhousehoid'
furniture and personal effects. These resolutions, I think,

' are identicait;andtweJWiLi’pFObably get more of these from

Bergen County in view of the Ridgefield Park case, because they'
both refer to that.’ 1 will ask that they be included in the -
record. - Then we:- have a letter from the City of Bayonne, from.'

the Mayor, Alfred Brady, Wthh has.to do w1th the. report of the

'study ‘on the. effect of including certain public utlllty personal
.property.yaluations in the_county‘tax base.- He asks that thlS "

reportgbe~inciudedma5ja part:of the.fecofd; and it will begsofﬁﬁ

included. = o
2L£fﬁhereais:no one else who desires to testify, Ivthink

that “that-winds: up the hearing, and I want to. thank everyone s

‘who came either for testimony or: for listening, and we.p,

' appreciate your suggestrons and_recommendations andiwili“nowlel'

take them under consideration.

The;heafing.isvadjonrned.
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‘W*ffnot to be outdone

‘TnvI warn you, my thcught,

'MﬁtSTATLMLNT OF A.vE. WEILLR ASSESSOB OP MAPLmWOOD N J{'
. L at
HEARTNG O -ASSESSMENT - & TAXATLON BILLS
: ASohMBLY CHAMBERS
'TRENTON, ‘NEW JERSEY.

 Wed. March 2, 1960.

Almost two years have elapsed S1nce an attempt was made' L

i ‘fby th”}Senate Committee on ReV151on and Amendment of Laws o oo

'ﬂgchange‘the true;:alue clause of the statute. During this

‘5f‘period every conceivable organization has presented their case.57;{H

'vx‘v

15?The thou hts of the representatives of these have merit but

’1feel a need to add to- the confusion._;{ffff

j;ill not bring forth "pearls of wisdom;ﬁgiid
‘kI represent no one, and am interested only in a’ practical S
ﬁ}approach to the assessor's problem.jm,.=.»'ni- ‘ ‘
i The Courts of our State in each decision made in the past
x'five years have ins1sted that "the assessor shall value pro—w
T,perty as he believes it would sell for on October 1st, prior
,to the tax year." (Title 54 4-25) pOnly'in rare instanoeS'hasv
'this been done.' | | RO | S
Instead of‘compelling the assessor to proceed in a manner J
‘which he has violated for ycars, this Committee and others
Chave submitted 407 of true value bills, 507 of true value-d'
lonew description of true value- increases in veteran's exemptions,'v
:l-househcld property exemptions-‘old age exemptions-'freeholder )
';ratios for each county and’ classification of real. property plus
~ the added confusion of the 1960 bills. These I have not read.

‘ Practical experience admonishes us that the seeking of

R true value 1s not a pure science-‘we do not deal with mathematicalA.M
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-analy51s, true value merits a ran“

_fand one hundred and ten percentg

certainties, but mtii the whims -—ana ‘ é'ap’r:’rce»s '»cf‘»pé'oplﬁe-‘ and

our tests of value deal primarily With sales. The contractor :
who is desirous of keeplng hlS organization together may f‘t"
'”sign a: contract for considerably less than he who has plenty of lf,‘.

”*work ahead. ThlS may increase the confusion of true value.‘ Inv:

i

-a "fluttering“ market.an owner may reduce the rent of a tenant ph
jwhose lease expires,'others may be increased.» Either case has 5t‘*
i its pitfalls for the assessor.' The pattern is akin to an ebb and
‘flood tide.j The mean is true value, but in valuation and equal-k_r

o izatlon the ebb and flood form an integral part. From this -

ufhat range between ninety

;Our statute should be amended

to thls extent - not more nor less.‘cff;au

Veteran's exemptions were not set up on a- 1egislative intent

‘that 1n one municipality the benefits recelved should be one Me o
'hundred fifty (%lSO ) dollars, and in another, fifteen($15 OO) dollars‘
“with tax rates of thirty and three dollars respectiVely on a’
,_$10 OOO property., If the veteran loses by virtue of true value d;;“
‘assessments, 1t is because the assessor has subs1dized part ,t'
iof his tax bill over the yearso; The legislature could only

'consider true value When the original exemption law was passed._»_]

The railroads have their problems, so have we all."If T

~believe my assessment too high my recourse is through the County

and State Boards or the Courts,, I must submit an appraisal to

5show the value of the property., The rallroads have been remiss
~~in this approach except in Hudson County._ Greater coOperative

,effort on the part of the assessors, the State and these taxpayers

4are»necessary." Greater understanding and better public relations
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',p_assessment foundation of true value has been established keep

_'are needed in this phase of taxation.-p' o

L The bonded indebtedness 1aw should be amendede, This ~
Comm1ttee is fuiiy cognizant of its perils. S e e

o ‘The freeholder ratio bill for each county is weak. @Aﬁggll”'

'#ﬂfrit. Only with this approach can we expect to solve our problem AT
’_:efficiently, properly and immediately. " |

' ClaSSification of property has no place in our systeng ;iih
T'tLets get the true picture before we make radical changes. Many

?.f,municipalities have created benefits for certain classes.‘ In;jr

others they have been penalized with excessive taxation. ji |

Article IV Section 7 Paragraph 12, of the Constitution,.‘f

'.ffas amended in 1875 provided that "property shall be assessed

VTEffor taxes under general laws, and by uniform rules, according

’vf;to its true value." (Title 54 4-25 ) - '"The assessor shall ﬁr~% gvf"t

"ifdetermine the full and fair value ef each parcel of real property

iTSituate in the taxing district at such price as in his judgment it

S bwould sell for?a fair and bona fide sale by private contract on B

5i;éf0ctober lst next preceeding the date on which the assessor shall

' “.;?complete his assessments, as hereinafter required." The Con--‘n

ipstitution of 1875 confirms the statute and vice versa. Unfor-

:tiidtunately, the oonstitutional amendment of 1947 dropped the true |

' ,Value clause._. . '~" S

True value, forty, fifty, or any other percent will not

'*wdiaffect any tax bill. Those tewns who have had,revaluations and

5: are assessing at true value appear to be satisfied. It gives
lﬁthe owner a ready means of comparisone. ObViously, it has affected

’.the tax rate,lbut comparisons can easily be made within the town,

'i'-fffwithin the counties or State.rgli"ﬁhfdﬁ
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- Aside from true value and the prior suggested amendment
vsome mandatory laws should be passed. | _: | '

l. The assessor should be compelled to assess at true
value‘_ With sales reflecting a; yearly average, each municipality
can be ea31ly checked.“ If the assessments should remain in—-5
n‘con31stent with true value, the municipality should be compelled

‘acto immediately have a revaluation by an outside professional
".eroup- e R el
2. Tt should Do mandatory that the revaluation of any
;municipality be maintained for a period of three years after g
s:revaluation, so further changes may be made by the revaluation
»,firm. A better confirmation of value is reflected from a, study
~of later sales. ‘ S | |
| 3. Only the sizes and values of land addition of improvements,_
“gnew properties or changes in economic conditions should be re-
'quired after a’ program has been properly maintained for a three
’ f,year period unless discrepancies creep in as. noted in paragraph,-vp
"~one.:-:. ; v L o , _ S
4. It should be mandatory for each municipality to have a
tax map prepared within five years and this map. should be |
A,maintained yearly by a New Jersey 1icensed land surveyor.
- 5. Revaluation companies should be licensed and bonded
by the State at their expense.‘_ i ‘ o v_
- In conclusion, it is. my hope that the'"true value" clause
5 Will remain. 1f 1t must be qualified With the term of "market
| value" there is no serious objection but it should not be con—y
fused with a lot of qualifications or definitions as how it shall
be determined._ Any educated appraiser is aware of the approaches

\required and if he does not ‘he should seek another professione
76A |



’ fTheiasééssors of the State of New Jersey have no easy
road. They‘are presently floundering”in a maze of local and

county pressures. They look to this Committee to clear up

'archaqtic situation and are certain youfs,will be'a; prOmpt ‘

“and intelligent decision.
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, petitidned to é.mend the Tax La.w of New Jersey in order to exeﬁ-pt"frdmf o

 RESOLUTION

| tWl—].ER.J:.AS the Supreme Court of N..w Jersey, on .Ianua.ry 25, 1960, in
gthe case of the Vlllage of R1dgef1e1d Park, _et als VS, the Bergen County'<.
.> Board of 'I‘a.xauon,’ et: a.ls, held that the Assessors of the several

mu‘nicipalities in New J‘ersey are req_uire‘d t‘o aSSess , for t_ax‘purposes,

all tangible per(sona.l'prvo'perty, including household furniture and

B lpe'rs'on.al'effectsy at ‘t'n'ei"r_' \t“ru‘e‘ 'o:r“l'OO% valu}e,“ and
. ?W-HERI.EAS,‘\_fofx”' many ‘yéa,rbs pastmany mumc1pa1 a.s'sesservs itx New Jevl'SlévY
have'either,‘ totelly .e.xemét_e‘;’i ‘frOr.n Qe}ua;tton for/taxv.;.)urposes ‘é.lll houv‘se-.
" hoid fur_nit{;,f*e': _artd‘ person_all'_effec:tev or hai)e :levi-ed only anommal -

"assessment on the same, and

WHEREAS, the assessment at this time of' such nousehold furniture and

. personal effects on the san.e basis as real estate, as required by the
,Supreme Court, would result in the imposition of a substaritia.l new and

'additional tax on every household, with a corresponding decrease tvo

the beénefit of the owners of other classes of p,roperlty; .
THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the governing body of the
Township | of South Hackensack that the Govern@xr and

the Members of the LegiSla.ture be and they are hereby respectfui_ly '

~. -

B a.s.,essment. for ta.xatmn all houqehold iurmture and persanal etfecta

o g E%m

EDWARD J, PERFETTO,

February 18, 1960 . Township Clerk
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Introduced by Councilman V., I, Newman
Seconded by Councilman W. F. McVey

RESOLUTION 88-60
WHEREAS, the Supreme Court of New Jersey, on January 25, 1960;

in the case of the Village of Ridgefield Park, et als, vs. the

»

Bergen‘Couniy Board of Takation, et als} held that the
Assessors of the several municipalities in New Jersey are : | ' o
Fequired to assesss for tax purposes, all‘tangible personal |
property, including household furniture and personal,effects,
at their true value or 100% Valueﬁ and
WHEREAsg‘fér many yeaPS past many muﬂicipal assessors in '
New Jersey_ha?e either totally exempted from valuation‘fof
'tax purposes all household furniture and personal effects of
have levied dnly a nominal assessment on the same, and
WHEREAsg the asseésment at this time of such household
furniture and personal effects bn the.same basis as real estate,
as required by the Supreme Court, would resulf in the imposition : L E
of a substantialknew and additional tax on every household,
with a corteSponding'deérease to the benefit of the owners
of other ciasses of property;
THEREFORE; BE IT RESOLVED by‘the governing body'of the

Borough of Emerson that thé»Governor and the Members of
the ‘Legistature be and they are hereby respectfully petitioned
to amend the Tax Law of New Jérsey iﬁ order to exempt from .
assessment for taxation all household fﬁrniture and personal
ef fects. |
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED9 that a copy of this Resolution be sént.to
Governor Robert B. Meyner, Senator Wayne Dumont, Jr., State

Senator Walter H. Jones, and the Assembly members from Bergen
County. ' ‘

Q.

This is to certify that the foregoing is a true and exact
copy of Resolution adopted at meeting of the Mayor and Council
held Feb. 23, 1960. | |
/s/ Michael D. Franco, Borough Clerk
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f.jaaamqua%ﬂ law c@ntro lﬁng th

- éUBMI TTED' BY‘ MAYOR, ALERED BRAD_Y‘,\ CkaTY‘ OF»;BAYONNE

Giﬁj mf Bayannu ha@ baen paying an exhorbitant ahare of th@

Fudacw ﬂ@wﬂwy ewp n%@& for many yearao‘ For 1959 our paopl@, bu inesm

~and &ﬁdu &Py paid 9323 OOO« more than our fair share of County eXe

3

pense @m This amoumt n@arly %l OO in our tax rat@, ia in addition to

the alr,mdy eh@@ﬁSiVb money which Hud@on County extracta from its

mmunities @n aecount of its high axpcnditurao o :
T@m mf tne twaJv& citiea in Hudson are adversely affected by the :

”f”expensea amongj,

tﬁ citia , ThﬁY ﬂr@ 3h0wn withﬁthe approximate amounta_of ovwr»;gﬂ‘“

paym@mt QuBOd cn th@ Hud»on County ﬂ 1959 budget }n‘Tab1e l;
Tabls ﬁu, L | -
'ﬁayoﬁna;;nfi
 Pﬂwt N&w&rk
 i&utt@nberg
 ]§@@@?@&
'éQJm?a@y Giﬁyﬁ}l
ffﬂgyhh Eargam

| u@ﬁamuu%

";Umtmﬁ Ciﬁy

'fhmuh&wm@n .Qgg”

‘twudt N@w Yark

..Mwi a%gv@ wﬁ%i¢& hmve b@@n p&yin 3imilar amountm toward paet

‘ebkhkv haagutﬁ and wili cantinua to pay an ax@aﬁﬂiv& 3hare in futurw‘

county aa&?uta until aorractiva lagi%latimn reliav&a th@ dituutimmu
Qﬁh@f asmmuﬂitaea thrnughcuu New Jersey ara aimilarly aff@amed

by the unf Cair apportimnmant of thﬁir ceunty bax@aav,‘; ~‘
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fmb. of Crass . Velustion of Personal

Heseipts Tax ??uywwry on which
recelved Min the tax is anpar
lisu of tax?, o ticned, ‘ \

C§o13g,607. 0 g2 133 823,

5 s 188, : b{.', Shl.
Gubhend . 9,967, S 155,127,
CHaprison , 1,020,969, ~;335,36155L5¢5'
'ﬁm@gkmﬁ R | 154,907, M 2, 39a,~96 o
dJe f“’c'}r G.u.-}' . ) l 931 8300 : 29 91? 9270
ﬁ h@arny-*”  ;} . .iju,1k9,105a | ij:33 388 h8sg:  
 North Bergen | }fﬂ' 175 65h;f | ,f,616ﬁ8$75 -

- Secaueus

 fUni0n>GifY!&‘ |

agt.-ﬁ‘hd‘a' '@n' “.’ o
fzozﬂszga_
$go 322, 728a<x.

'“.éﬂb cmmputation of'the mhar@ cf caunty'tax whi¢hf:

T”Eéat  'w Y@rk

?city pays sb&rtﬁ

,:fwiih bh@ dat@xninahion cf Column 11 in th6’CountyuAbatract of Ratableﬁejf»
This is tha city'@ @qu&liaed valuationa of privately owned raal proparmy'“

Loplua uh@ perqenal property adﬁeaamwnt plu& the ﬁacond uluwa railroad

}p”CWGT?y, 1@&3 th@ vateranﬁ ex@mptians;wiA ratio cf this aum to the totel

for %h; mﬂunty a tabliahma th@ pcruemta&e of the County tax total for H"‘
 mnvch a- @iby ia liabl@o Statutory adju@tmants ar@ uh@n made to d@tarmine:’
» Lha ﬂbuﬂ&l mmount of meney Whiﬁh th@ city pays tu the countya ;”‘ |
o T ble 3 ahow& how th%uw amaunta are d@hermimed for th& taxing dis
'“vawt“ in Hud on. Ce:mn‘ty° Buyenne, by way of explanation, has an

anJﬁi @d value of @2&5 698 8660 on which lts caunty tax tar 19;9
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‘is preSently éppértion@d“ The ratin'furqu by this ambdnt'diviéedlby=
51,866,729,708, for th@‘who?abﬂounty amauntJ to 1?,,’16420,90 When this i
iperuﬁnuage is applied to the total amount of money to be ralsed by jf
taxation for county purposes 1% gives deunna“s hare b@fare it is
vmod¢iied by btatutory adjustments, S -
If we inclnde the wz 133, 82?0 valuation ef the persanal propertyﬁ
ovmed by Pub1 ¢ Service Companieﬁ in quonne with the @2&5 698 8669
defined &bOVug wWe &et a nnw*equelized value in Column ll County

Abstract. of ﬂatablea of $?&? 832,689, for Bayounee< Repaatiug this

iprocedure for each municipality givea rwvised @qualized values'an &

 revi@ed tot&l for the. County“v A new ratio would be, determined,,or,

‘fBayonna by dividing the revisad equalization amuunt by the'revﬁﬁe 1

étotal for th@ GQUGtY Of 8, 957 05? h36 The new ratio wdul be 12.6636%.

;Thare is a diffarence of 0. h98uﬁ be ween the prasent and€th revised.
zratiosn: Thia is only a fraction of one percent but whe,{
}to tha extremaly high county tax budget the money it. 2
1&123 687° based on 1959 caunty requirementa._ If the inequity 8
?corrected Bayonn@ will pay about %123 6?7° less to the CountyF ,;,

;does naw._;g"' P, § L
: The effect on aach City”s contributicn to Hudson Countyﬁia_ﬁ' wn
1n Table 30 o | | o

A atudy of the in@quitable affect of excluding fram the county tax

;apportionmant baae the money reueivad by a taxlng di&trict from the
Gross R@e&ipts Ta& and also the rrauchise Tax has baen completede- The

vactual valuations thhin 9ach taxing diatrict on which thg Fra chisa

: I#'e

Sr®eh? "p?ggene%%ion

'Grcsa Reeaipts Taxea are diatrihuted wore not available /80 & 5ub3t1bute

method was d@visﬁdo The totael amounts of actuul money received as a

district's share of the Gross Receipts Tax and»br¢nchiaa‘Tax was. converted

83A
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'@aljmwed im the»emplanation uamng the Gross Receipt'mValuatiOns*alone}

1f0v HudSQn_County"

,a@@h«Wmmn to tha {aw cantrollln@ th@ appwrtienm&nc of cuunty : 

]

to a Pobative or ﬂsavmcﬂ ! :gessmant by the application of tha local tax

Amtc Lo uhm‘msnuj reﬁoaveuo‘ jhib ﬁFOVldbﬁ an as sessmant figura COMes

Q&SQULQ tevaﬂ a e8s went on ordinary propertyo The qssessmenn so ob»

'%airaa WAB addnd ta %ha equalized value on which County Taxes are ap~f*

e“hﬁﬂned mnd a new equqllz@d value ob?ﬁin@d,> The same procedure waa

"H1LOWQﬂ *n detarminxng,tqe gain or loss to each taxing district as waa

the ?ubxis“, vice
':Tﬁlﬁgﬁﬁﬂ@ Utilit

and oth@r

b@ cQuntv ﬁﬁx apyartiowmmnt bas@"

o

The ﬁmumdm&ﬁt heuid b@ daVuloped in th@ 8tate Tax Department and

A

%Kp@ng@d 80 &ﬁ tﬁ bm eff@ctive during the year 1960."
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BERKELEY HEIGHTS TWNSP.

CLARK TWNSP,
CRANFORD TWNSP.
ELIZ3 BETH CITY
”FA\R 0D 20RO "

GARMOOD BORO
HILLSIDE TSP
KENIL¥ORTH BORO
LINDEN .CITY

HMOUNTAINSIDE BORO

5 PARK BORO
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THICN COUNTY 4360 GROSS RECEIPTS VALUATIONS PLUS

-195%-

EQUALIZED'?&LUE *959 % ng.%
OF ¥HICH COUNTY of .
s ase T razs  couey
[ APPORTICNED ~ PAID . TAX
68,712,002 24912  2.4653
82,579,273 2.9940  2.9665
120,621,204 46995 4.6585
368,403,658. 13.3567 13.3072
39,857,360 1.4451  1.L285
24,369,073 L8835  .8732
143,925,803  5.2181 15,1619
48,435,727 1.7561  1.7416
374,290,664 13.5701 14.3038
Z52,380,055>‘:*1:8991 | 1,8319
58,775,264 2.1309  2.1097
213,340,211 7.7348  7.6956
119,779,620 4.3427  4.3029
83,894,770 3.0416 3.0121
52,816,617 1.9149  1.8928
96,107,300 . 3.4844  3.4560
91,330,119~ 3.3112  3.2934
180,103,700  6.5298  6.4637

 GROSS

RECBIPTS '

1960

- YALBATION

$ 326,265

| 834,701
L;248,952
147,304
85,235
625,928

335,060
26,269,468

321,519
305,459
2,167,419

717,105

188,474

673,680

898,221
1,045,470

455,838

e

NEW rUzL;ZEﬁ
VALUE
- INCLUBING

GRO3S_RECEIPTS

$ 69,038,307
. hGh,948

83,074,221
130,455,995
372,652,610

40,004,664 -

24,454,308

144,551,731

48,770,787

52,701,574

59,079,723

215,507,630
120 ,496,725

s+,3so 658
53,005,091

96,780,930
92,228,340
181,149,170

£3,00,560,132

92c030

2902038

2920938
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2ee 200
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‘esecss

seen0a

239308
sa29ecs
200980
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s o993

| ;clasﬁ
.0172%
.0212%
.0392%
.0398%
. .0295%

.0221%
.0284%
.0178%
,0611%
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K‘L‘
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es2s0e
s288002
soevss
o&o;go
s9 2830

$62,230.
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CuNION
© VESTFIELD -

;%WIXFISiD E€~

"NEW EQUALIZED.
o VALUE & . _
INCLUDING A e SR RN
RCSS RECEIPTS f . A ~MORE. - ' LESS

EQUALIZED VALUE

ON: WHICH COUNTY-
©. TAXES ARE -
_APRCRTIGNED

S URMOUNT

$.°. ‘° a L $10,729;
e T

e

o g62,216,

100.0001% 99.9999% $2,800,383,613.

COUNTY TAX BUDGET
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RIDGF‘FIELD

. LI‘%D"N

. 'ﬂIIS SHO%iS THE EFFECT O? TEE GRGSS RECEIPTS .
TAIHDISTRIBHTIO‘I 0%3 THE CGU!!TY. B

: EQUALIZEB vmm : 1939 % K

._ 'B"Rszrf éémrrf

.Balance BE"G;;‘K comm

cmmn 'ro'm.

- j}fr.gx‘. Bungs;r' - 1959,,-

g mz:n“ cav.m'r | o L
‘ > $62,2309c..’¢ oco

_Balance UNIO’! CG’J\I 'y .%62,230,

COU\TY ?OTAL

_mx BUJGET o 1959 o
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'an. wayne Dumont, Jr., Chairman S
Committee on Review and Amendment of Lawa

- of the New Jeraey Legialature

v;State House, ol

Re' Assgmbly No. 1)8 -gg
State of New Jeraey}§

'*muSmenmww

: Socony Mobil Oil Company, Inc.\wishea to go on record with . v
. ~your COmmittee a8 being: opposed to Assembly Bill Number 198 ag- 1ntroduced
. January 18, 1960 by Assemblymen Mathews,. Farrington, Kurtz, Bradleston . ,
_and Barkalow unleas the amendatory'provisions aet forth belav are adopted.,

C lsﬁquhe words "true valne" appearing in: Sec. b on linefB,’should
""" 'be changed to "fair market value". The traditlional method - jv S
;‘[of arriving at taxablc values where ad; valorem taxation i T
. concerned 1s to start with the. fair: market value and-apply a = -
" .percentage thereto in arriving at taxable. value. “The terminol-v'
ogy we suggest 1s well understood by everyone concerned with =
. .ad valorem: taxatiop, und in ‘our opinion 1is less.likely to be SR
. ‘miginterpreted than any other.a Similar changes should:-be made
. throughout the entire bill wherever the words “true value" o
"1ﬁﬂappear.,;wt. o RS :

'f2;'que believe the provisions contained 1n Sec. S whereby it 13
-»:i%wproposed to ‘equate the falr value on.. tangible personal prop~,
. erty used in busineaa with its net book value will in no:
. sense produce any uniformity in asaesamenta.. ‘Various indua-

. tries keep thelr books on different bases and even companiea
~.within one’ industry have variations in. their methods of" account- '
“ing.  Again, it is our considered. opinion that tangible peraonal

._,":property used in buaineaa should be assessed on the basis of 1ts
:’?;;_fair market value whichﬂshould produce an eqnitable reault.

- 3. ¢:Sac. 6 relating to»the eatabliahment ofﬁvalues:for inventoriea
. 1is subject to the same objections which have been set forth'
. above pertaining to See, 5, ° Again, the value for 1nventories
N ~- " 'should be established by first considering their fair’ ‘market
~ “'value and then establishing the. taxable value at 1/& of the level
?;juaed for real estate. i NI : :

ol

;*h;j'fSec. 10 imposes ‘an unconsuionable burden in time and exyenSe on
- taxpayers having pexsonal property in most, if not all, of the

o9teAL
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Hon. Wayne‘DuMOnt, er, Chairman -2~ o February.26,,l960‘
567 taxing Jurisdictions in the State of New Jersey. For ex-

" smple, at the present time the manner in which our accounting.
 records are kept is such that we would be unable to meet the ju
“freqpirements of Séc, 10 for each and. every taxing Juriadiction
in the State of New Jersey.. This is especially “true with re=
gpect to the development of accurate depreciaxed ‘values for: '

- each piece of equipment. If we must revise our records in order
%o meet the- requirements of. Bection 10 it will be excesaively N
. expensive and time consuming. The gathering of. the basic informa-A S
“tion preaents a tremendous’ problem. Our accounting records. are .
- pregently designed to furnish information on a State wide and.’
- National basis. The compulsory filing of returna moy well add
© to the cost of governmant without ‘providing a compenaatins 1n-
“crease in tax revenues. We believe and ve recommend that the .
. gxisting law pertaining to the filing of ! returna should be conr
’xvﬂtinued in its preaent form.» e ;

5.  Seéc. 1 eetabliahes a penalty cf $2 for. each day the taxpayer .
~ is delinquent in filing & return, and if such return hag.not -
' “been filed after the expiration of three months a further penalty
~ “ig imposed of a sum equivelent to 25% of the amount of the tax'
- . determined to be due. This is an excessive penalty.’ Many aorq
. porations will undoubtedly have at least some peraonal property
‘in practically every one of the 567 taxing jurisdictions in the
State of New Jersey. 1In a great many instances the identity of -
“the taxing district cannot be determined since the only addresses
shown on the corporate records are the mailing addresses ‘vhich in SR
many cases are not the same as the address of the taxing Juriadie-_
‘tion. Substantial penalties could be imposed upon taxpayers undsr
this Section where no wilfull or fraudulent intent to refrain. from,/
- Tiling a return exists. It seems to us that if Sec, 11 were
. amended to provide that the taxpayer would lose its right to appeal
the assessed vaeluation 1f 1t falled to file ‘the return this would
' be an adequate. penalty and would be aufficient protection for the
taxing distrlct.x, T ‘ Do , R N S

- 6. It is recommendad that tbe 3 year revaluation requirement in Sec lh
. be changed to 10 years., It is belleved that the 3 year revalua-
- tion requirement is unrealistic. As a practical matter this. would
" .necessitate a continuous revaluation program at an unjustified -
- - ‘cost to the taxing diatrict 1n view of the probable reaulta which .
- would be obtained. ‘ . s

T+ . The bvill ahould provide that the assessor muat notify each taxpayer
cin writing of any change in assessment from the assessment for the
“previous year on or before December 15th in each year, .This will
_provide the. taxpayﬁr with an opportunity to have errors corrected
‘before the tax rolls are closed and should result in a eubatantial

_ _ureduction in the number of appeals taken from the assessed valuea ?
: ﬁ" : pla»ed on. the rolls by the aaaessora. SR . :

We are: in favor of the provisiona in Aasembly Bill No. 198 for the establishment

of percentage levels by the county boards of texation for the assessment of real
_estate; relating the assessment of business machinery and equipment to the real

92-A



‘.'.]\Hfon_.’_‘iwuayne-Dumont;_-Jr., Chaihné.ﬁ . S Feb’rua.fyr 26', ]_.96(,7'

e.,tate percentage level the establishment of A level for~ 1nventory assess~.

“ment equal to 1/4 of the level established for real estate; and the exemption R
from taxation of all inventories of raw materials, supplies, ‘work in lz:rc,%33 -

and small tools. These are steps in the right direction toward creating a.
favorable "tax climate" for industry in the State of New Jersey. They will

' -.__a.lso ‘nelp the State of New. Jeraey to main‘cain a better competitive position oo

o in relation to its neighboring States of DeLawa.re, Pennsylvanie. and New York,
where, as_you know, there is ‘no ad va.lorem tax on. personal nmperty and L
-merchandise 1nventor1es.:; . : ‘ B

,The amendments herein recommended will eliminate inequities and wil.l provide
& fair and equitable metbod of ad valorem tax administration for the State -

- of New Jersey as well as providing a ressonable distribution of the tax burden,1 ”
,.among a.ll of the taxpa.yers. S L L

i ;’Résp‘e,_ct:‘ﬁz‘lly _sx_ibmit‘téd,j

~ S0CONY MOQIL,QIL COMPANY, IHC

P. W. Mitchell, Ass((: Me.n,ager
Rea.l Esta’ce Department
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THE FOLLOWING EXAMPLES
ALFRED J GR ENE CJR.

 BATIO OF
- COMHON. LuVEL ASSM'T TO

BASE YEAR.,
'MARKET VALUE

YEARS ,: VALUE

. 19§Q: :[" 200 oooi??“”"' ﬂ'5 f7f1°° °°°f:J:}T {‘5¢% |
| | o ‘” 1?i£?48;¥ 
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.,filoo oooszi§9  fﬁ3°%';
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1962 200,000
1963~;}f’;;;2oo 000

1966 200, ooo}fﬁ;f “?100 °°°¥;¢~5;7;;
1965 200,000 115 .
1966 i‘]”}33200;5°°ﬂ'\ﬁf.f§f§¥ ﬁ%31 g =
'1967v‘2;f,:fongoqdffo-‘”ij V?E:i¥OQ;Q9biffy 1 i{43 % .

250,000 100,000 . 40 %

1969 ,:"n;zoo oooff -‘ 122
L% 1963 Market Value dr0p 12% due to economic condition- Thereforgb_

7'7’value is adjusted by cost 1ndex factor to 95p. V».<”““" 3'
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. Assume $1Qo,¢00~

>;<Straight
’*3L1ne R

Investment-

’"“'MACHINERY D EQUIPﬂENT o

'VfaFULL VALUE
. Defense

" 50%+First
5 Xears

. “Double

. NET BOOK

,jDeclining
f'Balancc

| | rma,‘Depre01ab1e Life- 10>years‘
L Normal Actual Life- 15 years

’Sum of Dlplts f~

*1st¢§ear

2nd1¥eéf

3rd Year
,4t5'¥§3r7"
' 5th Year
6th i¢érQ%
7th Year
oon our
9th Year»f
10th fﬂi

'Sub Total

| Average

llthmYeapf""
12th Year
‘13th Year
l4th‘Y§a} -
TOTALS
‘Avcrage,L

First1j“ﬁ
10 years

First

15 Years:

v
R
70,000

- 20, ooof,fl;;r])’;
L?flo oool€7‘

‘30"606 1

585 000"

 ”70@000; 21 i3

s, 25,

80,000 20,000

tf@@@&

‘ };tf¢81 818u;;f .
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uso 000;5
'f;gu5 ooonfff*nﬁ

369 050f?iliff;w
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’ 38 respondlng Townshlps 1ncluded at least one from every county exceptiHudsonsLCamden,;Ju?‘ ' ¥

'Unlon, Essex and Ocean. The i

T'may have llmlted the number, but 1t gave assurance ofdcarefully con31dered answers by

”those whlch dlvfrepl_7

7Ag‘1nst thls background the Assoc1at10n must take the p051t10n
~that Senate Bill 211 should be modified as 1ndlcated in the P
;fstatement, to carry out J‘Alterna’c:.ve 2" and to prov1de "Heplacement"ﬁ .
~for munlclpalltles.,g : : Hh 5

: ales Tax - Recommendatlons by the Assoc1atlon'should also T celve o
;7leglslat1ve con31deratlon. - o : : : v 3

: A I

quest for reply by formal actlon of Townshlp Commlttees'\sﬁ‘f,i L

B R
e
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