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TO HIS EXCELLENCY, GOVERNOR WILLIAM T, CAHILL, AND
HONORABLE MEMBERS OF SENATE AND GENERAL ASSEMBLY:

The County and Municipal Government Study Commission is
pleased 1o submit its fifth report, Consclidation: Prospects and Problems.

The Commission is charged with responsibility to study the
structure and function of county and municipal governments, including
their constitutional and statutory bases; to inguire into the structural
and administrative streamlining of county and municipal governments
as proposed in New Jersey and other states, including consolidation,
federation, special districts, contract purchase of services and abolition
or strengthening of existing forms of government; to determine their
applicability in meeting the present and future needs of the State and
and its political subdivisions; and to study the interrelationship of State,
county and municipal governments.

Accordingly, . the Commission explored various alternative app-
roaches for improving local government service capabilities, including
strengthening county government; joint service provision; better utiliz-
ation of federa! and state aid; State assumption of welfare and judiciary
costs, and most recently the prospects for political consolidation.

In this report, we suggest ways for simplifying the process of
consolidation; for providing the necessary incentives to initiate a locatl
examination of its feasibility; and for overcoming the understandable
concern of municipalities regarding its fiscal impact.

As an approach for dealing with municipal service problems con-
solidation is most likely to be utilized in certain situations described in
this report, however, we feel that where applicable this approach merits
serious consideration.

This report is respectfully submitted by the undersigned.

(st William V. Musto, (s} _Richard J. Coffee,
Chairman Vice-Chairman

(s} Alfred D. Schiaffo ~
{s) JohnF. Brown {s)__RobertH. Fust

fs) Richard R Stout

(s} _William E. Schluter {s}. William T. Somers
{s) FredG. Stickel, Il {s) NicholasHeil

(s) _Alan Augenblick {s) _MylesJ. Gilsenan




This report is dedicated to the memory of Jack L. Scott who
devoted his career to the improvement of local government in New
Jersey and whose work on municipal consolidation laid the foundation
for the Commission’s study and continued until his untimely death.

We wish to acknowledge the contributions of Michael A. Pane,
formerly Research Director of the Commission, who supervised the
preparation of this study, David Gladfelter for additional research and
final editing of the report; and Arthur Finkle and Ronald Berman for
their general assistance,
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“Yet municipal institutions constitute the strength of free
nations . ., . A nation may establish a free government, but
without municipal institutions it cannot have the spirit of
liberty.”

Alexis de Tocqueville

“No man is an island, entire of itself. . .”’

John Donne



SUMMARY

This report is intended by the Commission to be the latest of a
series deating with the same general probiem, rather than a document
complete in itself. The general problem was stated succinctly in the
Commission’s very first report, Creative Localism: A Prospectus.

New Jersey is in desperate need of a better
allocation of the fiscal and governmental
responsibilities for the planning, financing,
and performance of the functions anc ser-
vices provided by its local governmental
system - especially those of area-wide or
regional scope.

in 1968, County Government: Challenge and Change recommended
new legal, fiscal and administrative options for modernizing county
governments and giving them powers and resources adequate to dis-
charge their responsibilities. In 1970, Joint Services — A Local Response
to Area Wide Problems presented recommendations for encouraging
inint services among municipalities.

In the present report, the Commission holds out yet another
strategy for strengthening the State’s local governmental system —
municipal consotlidation.

Rationale

It is recognized that of the three strategies mentioned above,
consolidation is the most far-reaching from a municipal point of view,
in that it involves basic alterations to municipal corporations and basic
changes in the powers and scope of tocal government. However, it is
also believed that consolidation may strengthen local government better
than ether alternatives in certain situations. It is not the Commission’s
position that consatidation should be recommended uncritically in every
situation even though it might be argued that it would resuit in cost
savings, improved services and strengthened local potency. However,
consolidation does merit far more serious consideration that it has
received in the past, and this report is intended to stimulate that consid-
eration.

in addition, it is held that the State, as creator and ultimate
guarantor of the local government system, has a paramount interest in
its viability. This interest is already being demonstrated through a wide



range of state-aid programs to local governments in many fields. From
the Commission’s standpoint, this interest is expressed not only §n

studies of improvement and reform methods, but in programs 7
legisiation designed to promote them. v

Unfortunately, the mere mention of improvement and reform is
perceived in some quarters as somehow threatening, and motives are
ascribed and consequences inferred that were never intended. Ac-
cordingly, at the outset it might be instructive for the Commission to
deiineate its position narrowiy, to avoid such misunderstandings.

1} It is not recommended that as a general rule consolidation be
used in situations where local service and finance problems can be
adequately resolved by less fundamental approaches, The Commission
believes that in these instances i1 is more feasible to consolidate services
rather than governments.

2) The Commission’s research indicates that consolidation should
not be attempted where it would be more feasible to strengthen the
the county as a middie level of governmerit and transfer area-wide
responsibilities to it. In Bergen County, for example, where local units
are numerous, individuatlly small and urbanized, there is less to be gained
through merging a few isolated pairs of municipalities than by stream-
lining the county itself and equipping it to handle problems that tran-
scend local boundaries or abiiities.

3} The Commission does not believe that consolidation can be
employed as a means to arrest severe urban problems and service
deficiencies. Such problems have increasingly been recognized as the
proper responsibilities of higher levels of government — the State snd
Federal fevels — and it would be unwise to seek solutions for t
through a device that would merely shift their burden to more loval
shoulders. As pointed. out in Creative Localism, the older suburbs of
New Jersey partake themselves of the same desperate circumstances as
the core cities adjoining them:"

The choices in these suburbs are guite {imited.
Their fate is tied closely with the core city
and other continguous municipalities.

4) 1t is the Commission’s findings that consolidation should not be
seriousty considered unless it shows promise of mutual benefit to both
municipalities, and would require mutual contributions from each
municipality. )

5} Above all, the Commission does not suggest that any munici-
pality be “eliminated” according to some arbitrary standard. The

~



decision to consolidate or not 1o sonsolidate should remain the citizens’
prerogative to the greatest extent possible.

it is our belief that the strategy of consolidation has value to pairs
or groups of municipalities that together constitute a single community
of interest and share common functions. This concept of “community
of interest” will be eloborated later in the report, but in the final
analysis it is not a concept that lends itself to precise, exact measure-
ment. It exists where people percaive it to exist; historically the concept
has had the most significance to New Jersey’s “hole and doughnut”
municipalities — typically boroughs surrounded by townships but may
have meaning for other municipalities as well.?

Statement. The position taken by the Commission in this report
can be summarized as follows:

Consolidation is recommended to New Jersey municipalities as a
means toward more rational contro! of growth and development, more
efficient provision of local services, more viaple and capable public
administration and the healing of local government fragmentation, in
those situations where bonds of interdependence form a recognized
community of interest between or among the municipalities.

In addition, the considerations listed above mandate a State
interest in facilitating consolidation between or among willing partners.

The Commission proposes to implement this position in the
following ways:

1) By recommending simplifications to existing consolidation
statutes that will make consolidation easier to achieve where it is desired,
without eliminating provisions for local self-determination.

2) By recommending new legisiation providing for ‘“degrees’” of
consolidation to encourage wider accepiance, ease sudden transitions,
and provide options not now available, as for example, staged consolid-
ation.

3) By recommending a program of state aid within a “‘system’’ of
state aid to localities as an incentive to consolidation and as a means of
overcoming the most serious objection of voters — incurring increased
taxes or debt. The aid formula would provide: first, an assumption by the
state of all extraordinary initial operating costs: attributable to con-
solidation; second, a state “save harmless’’ payment for several years
which would mitigate possible tax rate increases for the consolidating
municipalities;



4) By providing State aid to all municipalities requesting it for
preliminary studies of the feasibility of consolidation, weighing the
options and focusing on practical methods of implementing cor
solidation. Where consotidation is found to be feasible, State aid wo(
also be available for later, in-depth technica! studies, under provisions
similar to those proposed in the Joint Services Aid Bill.

Although this report was completed prior to the release of the
findings and recommendations of the New Jersey Tax Policy Committee,
an examination of the proposals for comprehensive tax reform in the
state supports the Commission’s conclusions on the need for concomit-
ant actions to improve the service capabilities of local government —
joint services, service consolidation and a strengthened county govern-
ment. The Commission feels that the spirit and the principles of its
report on consolidation are reinforced by the findings of the Tax Policy
Committee, Moreover, if those recommendations pertaining to a vastly
increased state role in financing public education are implemented, and
the state assumption of all county welfare and judiciary costs reduces
local taxes for county purposes, some of the main obstacles impeding
municipal mergers will be removed, as such costs may account for up to
four-fifths of the local tax levy. Financial incentives recommended by
the Commission will then go a long way towards the reduction of any
remaining disparities between those municipalities considering con-
solidation.
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The Problem and its Background

A wag once called New Jersey “‘a city governed by 567 municipal-
ities.” The description reveals much about our State - its urbanizati
its interdependence, its mosaic of self-governing localities and the
relative weakness of the higher entity which created them and holds

them together.
How did such a situation develop?

Origins of Mini-Government

The pattern in 1790, the year of the first U. S. Census, was that of
small settlements in New Jersey, linked by rivers and colonial stage
routes. The State had only 70 municipalities then and only a few of
them -- Burlington, Elizabeth, Newark, New Brunswick, Perth Amboy
and Trenton -- were of any substantial size. The form of government of
these early settlements {see Chart 1) was almost exclusively that of the
township. Geographically, they were self-contained and self-defined
communities. As two observers of the State’s development have noted: !

A tour of the principal cities and towns of New
Jersey just before the Revolution would have taken
several weeks of rugged travel, with nights spent in
some of the four hundred or more taverns which
marked places of existing or future development.

With the improvement of transportation in the 19th Century and
with the growth of industry, new sites were opened to settlement,
and the State's population grew. So did the number of municipal,’
corporations. Both had doubled by 1850; the industrial boom seef,
to favor not only the creation of new local governments but the split-
ting-off of old ones:2

More and more urbanized areas won political in-
dependence. Movements for incorporation quite
frequently pleased everypoay. ine ouuying ais-
tricts' were happy to avoid paying taxes to the new
urban center, and the city people rejoiced over lib-
eration from rural control ... The legislature en-
couraged incorporations. The balkanization of locat
government had the political merit of increasing
the number of offices and jobs ... The process of
municipal fragmentation was the easy way under
a constitutional and political system which offered
no serious obstacles - or ready alternatives - to
creation ‘of new municipalities.

6.



Between 1850 and 1917, when the Legislature passed the Home
Rule Act, the number of municipalities in New Jersey tripled, exceeding
500. During that period also, the State’s population increased sixfold,
from 484,000 to 3-million, and the increase in the number of munici-
palities can thus be viewed as a parallel to the increase in residents
(See Chart 1). Indeed, about half of the newly formed governments
resulted from incorporation of population centers and from the splitting
of large rural areas into townships. However, a new phenomenon also
took place between those benchmark years: an increase in the number
of boroughs from 5 to 193.

The boroughs - which have been called '‘postage-stamp com-
munities’”” because of their frequent small size® - resuited from the
existence of very permissive legistation. The laws of the period put a
premium on both geographic and population smallness; until 1896, a
borough could incorporate merely by majority vote of its citizens, with-
out any requirement for legislative approval, provided that it met
maximum population and area criteria and had a minimal taxable
valuation of property.? In many situations this led to the breaking up
of previously existing communities - a rationale opposite from that
which led to earlier incorporations. A particular group of inhabttants,
finding themselves sufficiently different from their neighbors to want
their own institutions and laws, could form their own government
very easily. A case in point was cited in a recent study of a pair of
“hole and doughnut’’ municipalities which had shared "‘a common
historical heritage -- for a hundred years after the Revolutionary War
they were one community.”” Despite this century-long association, the
borough separated itself from the township in 1888.

The boroughs that were formed during this period may be class-
ified into four types, the locations of which are shown on Map 1:°

® shore and island boroughs, resuvlt}ng initially from the desire of
estate owners in seaside resort areas for exclusiveness. According
to an 1878 law, these boroughs had to have at least $100,000 in

taxable valuation and had to be /ess than two square miles in area.

@ railroad or commuter boroughs, formed mainly in the 1870-1890
period along the main lines of commuter rail routes. A variety of

standards were in use during this period as to population and area.

e school district boroughs, formed principally in response to an
1894 law which provided ‘that any unit of government that in-
corporated as a borough could have its own school district. Mest
of these boroughs are in Bergen County.



e boroughs formed by - separations of population centers from
surrounding townships - the “hole and doughnut’ municipalities.
These are found in 16 of the State's 21 counties. A

it was usual, in the case of the last mentioned type of boroug(
for its population density to be greater than that of the surrounding
area. As a developed center, it offered amenities and services which the
undeveloped surrounding areas did not. However, because of the
boroughs’ small area, it was not long before their growth reached its
limits and ceased. The “‘doughnut’’ municipalities, with land to spare,
then experienced population growth, atong with the accompanying
service problems. The table below indicates these divergent growth time-
1ables for selected pairs of municipalities:

Table 1

1920 and 1970 Population
Selected “'Hole and Doughnut” Pairs

Municipality 1920 1870
Alpha Bar, 2140 2829
Pohatcong Twp. 1559 3924
Bordentown City 4371 4490
Bordentown Twp. 596 7303
Burlington City 8049 11991
Burtington Twp. 1620 10612
Fiemington Bor. 2590 ; 3917
Raritan Twp. 1677 69
Freehoid Bor. 4768 1054
Freehold Twp. 1498 13185
Hightstown Bor, 2674 5431
East Windsor Twp. 733 11736
Morristown Tawn 125648 17662
Morris Twp. 2607 19414
Passaic City 60841 55124
Ctifton City 26470 82437
Princeton Bor. 5912 12311
Princeton Twp. 1424 13651

o



The Effects of Mini-Government

This thumbsketch history has thus far shown how municipal frag-
mentation in New Jersey came about. it is the conclusion of the Com-
mission that such splinter government often results in impotent govern-
ment. As stated in a previous report:®

Our municipalities by 1917 had been given broad
grants of power to provide all the services their
citizens needed. Yet, as society became more com-
plex, and problems grew with suburban sprawl, the
proliferation and fragmentation of governments
which shared this grant of power was so great that
no one of them, in spite of legal powers, had the
resources, the skills or the area-wide jurisdiction to
get at the roots of any probiem, because 1t may
have been from two to twenty-two municipalities
away.

In other words, by giving hundreds of units equal
and broad powers we made those units in great
measure powerless to sclve their problems. By thus
fragmenting authority we have substantially weak-
ened not only focal government and home rule, but
-also the chief virtue of the system -- the individual
municipality’s ability to meet its citizens’ needs.”

A government that controls a small area or population often
commands a2 meager tax base as well. Without sufficient resources, such
a government wiil be unable to perform the full range of municipal
services that citizen have a right to expect, For example, police protec-
tion is commonly considered a standard municipal function. In a 1970
study of thisservice in 35 "*hole and doughnut’* pairs of municipalities,’
it was found that seven pairs had no police service at all, either individ-
ually or jointly, and were relying upon the State Police to provide it.
In nine of the pairs, only one of the two communities had a fuli-time
force.

Other communities that provide police service may not be able
to offer satisfactory performance of that service. Continuing with the
same example, a ratio of one policeman per 1,000 residents is gener-
ally considered a satisfactory standard. In the study cited above, of the
28 pairs of municipalities that offered some police services, 11 failed to
meet that standard and one had a ratio as high as one policeman per
11,510 residents. Put another way, only 17 pairs of municipalities ~



slightly fewer than half the study sample of 35 pairs — could be said to
be providing an adequate level of service for a standard municipal
function. -

it has long been suggested that there might be an optimum a.
population or tax base, short of which local government is not con-
sidered viable. Were such an optimum demonstrable, it couid be argued,
it might be possible to apply it to test the feasibility of municipal
consolidation. All other factors being favorable, if the two municipa-
lities were individually below the optimum but together above it, con-
solidation would result in a viable situation; if even the consolidated
municipality could not meet the optimum standard then some addi-
tional means or different means of achieving workable government
would need to be found.

The Commission has not determined such a standard, although it
has proposed that an attempt be made to determine optimum standards
for performing the functional responsibilities of government. In its first
report, Creative Localism: A Prospectus, the Commission noted:8

The primary question to be asked in each func-

tional study is:what is the minimum or optimum

service area for the most effective and efficient
performance of each function or aspects of a
function? An inventory made by the Commission

of the available studies delineating standards and
guidelines ‘in each functional area revealed serious

gaps in the information necessary to make the
recommendations concerning the realiocation of
governmental responsibility for the performance of
functions. 1t should be noted, however, that some (
useful work has been done in New Jersey ... While ’
these efforts are important first steps, they need to

be supplemented by -further work within each of

the functional areas in which there are studies. In
addition, pioneering work must be undertaken in

many of the functional areas where no studies or

data are available.

Distinction should be made between optimum service standards,
which is the topic proposed for study in the discussion above, and
minimurn viability standards, which was the question raised in the
preceding paragraph. In the latter area it may be impossible to arrive
at any objective standards acceptable to all, since the term “‘viability”’
implies a value judgment. in the former area, one can attempt a standard



based on efficiency of services, as was done in the preceding discussion
of police services; on this basis, the Committee for Economic Develop-
ment has suggested that a population of 50,000 is a commonly but not
universally accepted minimum efficiency standard for focal law enforce-
ment, welfare, and public road construction and maintenance. Only 19
of New Jersey’s municipal governments met that standard in the 1870
Census.

Another standard frequently argued is that of economies of scale-
— that as a municipality gets bigger, its overhead and therefore its cost
per capita of services will drop. However, in a recent study of this
phenomenon in which data from New Jersey and two other states were
used, the Advisory Commission on !ntergovernmental Relations deter-
mined that economies of scale were realized only for the highway fun-
ction and were not important for communities in the 25,000 to 250,000
population range.? .

But perhaps an even more basic reason for the Commission’s
reluctance to search for fixed standards of viability arises from the
belief of its members and its staff that a municipality represents more
than-merely a service district. A municipality is a basic element of our
federal system of government; it is that level of general government
ciosest to the citizen himself, in which he shouid have the greatest
opportunity for direct participation. The Commission is certainly

. in favor of service capability, particularly as the task of governing
increases in difficulty with the new complexities each passing year
orings; yet it is anxious that community self-government be preserved,
and in fact restored where it has been split apart in the past.

On the matter of standards, suffice it then for the Commission to
observe that in 1870, New Jersey had: 17

177 municipalities of less than two square miles in area -- nearly
'one-third of the entire total.

e 117 municipalities with fewer than 2,000 inhabitants.

¢ 190 municipalities with a tax base of less than 55,500 per capita.

Some of these municipalities may find it well worth their while to
consider joint service agreements. Other may soon be in a position to
share their service burdens with a modernized and efficient county
government. Consolidation may be a practical approach for some to
pursue, These alternatives will next be considered.

11.



Consolidation and lts Alternatives

Two basic criticisms of New Jersey's local government system -
its fragmentation, and its conseguent inability to carry out consisten{
its expected responsibilities — have been woven not only through this
study, but through all of the Commission’s preceding work as well,
Since the Commission, as it stated at the outset of this report, regards
the present study as an extension of its earlier work, it seems germane
at this point to review the highlights of two previous studies.

Strengthening the Counties

The Commission’s report, County Government: Challenge and
and Change, recommended steps to strengthen the potential of the
counties to provide regional and area-wide services, and to meet sub-
regional and interlocat service needs on a contract basis. Such arrange-
ments, it was argued, would rapidly increase the capabilities of local
government to deliver services over a broad geographic area, and would
do so with a minimum of institutional change and without any alter-
ation whatever of established political boundaries and ties. In the
report, -the county was viewed as & ready-at-hand but underutilized
middie-level government, already posessing an administrative structure
and politicai powers, although in need of considerable reorganization
and injection of professionalism to be able to assume the challenges
foreseen. The Commission recommended that the counties be em-
powered to ¢hoose their own administrative structures from among four
modern options to be made available under new legislation, each option
appropriate to a county with a particular urban-rural makeup and other
devetopmental characteristics. The legislation has been introduced and
at the time of this writing is awaiting action.

The Commission’s research indicates that this particular strategy,
when compared with consolidation, has the following advantages:

e A wider area would be affected. Consolidation usually involves
two municipalities, occasionally three or more; county reorgan-
ization could have an impact on as many as 70 municipalities
{in the case of Bergen County).

® A broader range of problems wouid be affected. In its report,
the Commission cited air and water pollution, traffic and transit,
jaw enforcement, drainage, and solid waste disposal as examples
of problems calling for regional management, at feast in some
of their aspects.

12.



© Municipal boundary changes would not be required. Nor would
the complicated process of combining the laws, procedures,
facilities, equipment, personnel, debt, and so forth, of two
corporations.

e An existing unit of government with “'strong pofitical, admin-
istrative and functional roots”’ could be used to better advan-
1age.

The disadvantages would be these:

o While the modernized county might take on new services, it
would probably be less effective in eliminating duplication of
services, and their high cost to taxpayers.

® Where accidents of history have produced artificial boundaries
that serve more to divide communities than unite them, these
separations would continue.

Joint Services

inanother report, Joint Services — 4 Local Response to Area Wide
Problems, .the Commission pointed out the possibilities for improving
services, and extending them to municipalities that had not found it
feasible to undertake them, through joint municipal provision or through
county-municipal provision. in a survey of municipal attitudes on this
subject, the Commission found that the overwhelming majority of the
municipalities were anxious to enter into joint service agreements on a
wide variety of services, and would welcome the incentive of State
financial aid and technical assistance. Such state incentives were recom-
mended and legislation was introduced to carry out this recommendation.

Joint service arrangements and consolidation have the common
advantage of not only minimizing duplication, but encouraging com-
bination of the best features of services previously conducted separately.
For example, if one town had a computer and another town had an
experienced tax assessor, both towns could benefit from a merger of
the assessment functions, either via consolidation or joint services.

The advantages of joint services over consolidation are perceived as
follows: o ‘

® They may be undertaken via the relatively simple mechanism
of a contract. Again, no alternations to municipal corporations
or boundaries would be necessary; they would operate within
existing governmental structures, :

13.



e They may be undertaken selectively. A municipality could, if
‘ it wished, contract with the county for some services, witha
neighbor for other services, and with several municipalities fo-
still others, and retain those services it wished to perform itse{’
for whatever reasons. )

® The possibilities for quickly demonstrable success of the joint
provision of a single service would be higher than for an across-
the-board consolidation. Thus, a joint service agreement could
be used as a pilot between two municipalities interested in the
possibilities of full consolidation at a later time.

The disadvantages would be:

& Certain services do not lend themselves readily to being carried
out by this means. For example, a water or sewer system serving
more than one municipality would require considerable capital
investment, and would require more permanent authority than
a contract which can be terminated.

& Certain municipal powers cannot be delegated via joint service
agreements. As a recent sttidy by the Department of Community
Affairs pointed out:’

A joint police department would create a number of policy,
administrative, and operational accountability problems.
What would happen if a patrolman, paid in part by each
community, were dismissed by one community?

e As with county modernization, joint services is an alternative
that would leave unchanged the basic problems of community
fragmentation caused by random municipal boundaries.

The Commission should point out that it does not consider they
alternatives necessarily to be mutually exclusive. Consolidation wh..
stil! 'be viewed as advantageous in counties that modernize and assume
broader functions; it might also take place between a pair of munici-
palities that has experimented successfully with joint services. Although
the alternatives address themselves to the same general probiems, each
has particular usefulness in certain situations, and it would be quite in
order for more than one approach to be tried if desired.

Consolidation in Practice: Many Proposals, Few Marriages

New Jersey's record an consolidations since 1900 has been no match
for its record of separations -- 183 of the latter, but only six of the
former. There has been but a single successful consolidation since
- passage of the Optional Municipal Charter (Faulkner) Act in 1950;
that was in 1952, between the former Borough of Vineland and the
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Township of Landis, into Vineland City. In recent years, consolidation
has fared little better in the nation as @ whole than it has in this State;
between 1965 and 1969 there were only 20 municipal consolidations
in the United States. Evidently a decision with such permanent con-
sequences is one that local citizens and governments prefer to avoid.

This has not prevented a number of New Jersey groups and in-
dividuals over the years from advocating consolidation, The New
Jersey State Planning Board in 1925 reported that:?

Not the least of the State’s administrative difficulties is due to
an excessive number of local government units, county and
municipal. Wholesale consolidation of counties and munici-
palities coupled with the elimination of rural townships will be
helpful if not essential to public economy and effective public
service.

And Governor A. Harry Moore, in urging a study of consolidation by
state, county, and local groups, said in 1933:3

| believe, however, that advanced steps must be taken in the

direction of consolidation of small governing areas and that

some plan as is here outlined is necessary to create the interest ...

The most recent series of consolidation proposals has been the studies

performed by the New Jersey Department of Community Affairs at the

reqguest of municipalities interested in the subject. Not all of these

studies recommended ‘in favor of consolidation, although they attem-
pted a thorough anatysis of all the factors involved.?

Among the constraints upon the operation of municipal consolida-
tion in"New Jersey are the difficult requirements of the taw itself. The
Local Units Permissive Consolidation Act requires concurrent petitions,
each signed by 20 per cent of the voters of each municipality involved,
to initiate the procedure, It also requires a majority vote in favor of
consolidation in each municipality involved, to adopt the final plan.
There is a long series of intricate steps in between. The Commission is
proposing to amend - the law to simplify these steps, to make it easier
for communities that desire to consolidate to do so, without changing
the safeguards that protect them from action adverse to their interests.

Another barrier to consofidation, the most formidable in the
Commission’s view, is that posed by differing tax rates, per capita
ratables, ‘and rates of growth. Unless tax rates are very close, prospects
are dim of obtaining a majority of favorable votes for consolidation in
- the municipality whose tax rate would go up as a result of consolidation
{see Table 2}. Also, while tax rates of any given pair of municipalities
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may be close at oo+ ponwt, their per capita ratables may be
considerably di't i, onlting in different levels of service, these
factors may inlluence voler judgment that in the future the munici-
pality would be Letier off “yoing it alone.”

TABLE 2
FISCAL DIFFERENCES FOR 35 SELECTED PAIRS OF
INNER BOROUGHS AND SURROUNDING TOWNSHIPS
1970 Effective 1970 Tax for
Tax Rates ) Municipal Pur_poses
Boro. Twp. Boro. Twp.
{Merdian
Equalized
Rates} $4.69 $4.24 $1.19 $0.72
TABLE 3

MEDIAN POPULATION, DENSITY AND LAND AREAS:
35 INNER BOROUGH ~ TOWNSHIP PAIRS

1970 1970
Population Pop. Density Land Area
Township 9533 1430 Per ’ 20.46
Square Mile Square -Miles
Borough 5574 3115.1 Per 1.81
Square Mile Square Miles
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decade, 1960-1970, upon per capita municipal expenditures, excluding
schoo! costs.

A specia! problem in consolidation is that of school costs where
regional school districts are involved. Where two or more municipalities
operate aregional school district, the costs of operating that district may
be distributed between or among the municipalities either on a per-pupil
basis or a property vatuation basis, and are then added into the tax rate.
Should these municipalities consolidate, there would have to be an adjust-
ment in the cost distribution within the consolidated municipality so
that the costs were distributed equally throughout the consolidated
municipality. This is a requirement of the New Jersey Constitution,
which provides {in Article VI, Section 1 } that no two residents of the
same municipality be taxed on differing bases. In addition, if the
regional school district were coterminous with the consolidated munici-
pality, it would cease to be a regional district, but would become &
single district in which case the school costs would have to be distributed
on the basis of property. In cases where costs were shared on a per-pupil
basis, a significant shift in taxes could develop.

The Commission has nof weighed the school cost implications of
consolidation, but observes that 63 per cent of the 36 pairs of municipal-
ities in its sample are in regional school districts with each other, and
recognizes therefore that school costs will be an important factor in
proposed consolidations, that should be studied thoroughly on a case-
by-case basis.” The Commission is recommending state aid for consoli-
dation studies as part of its incentive program.

A final constraint which should be noted is that arising from social,
housing, and racial differences between two potential consolidation
partners. These differences include such factors as average per capita or
per family income, percentage of nonwhite residents, average level of
educational attainment, type and value of housing and its age, the
average age of the population, and other less tangible factors present in
the social composition of a community. The weight given to such
differences by voters when considering a referendum is hard to assess,
but the Commission has attempted to analyze the differences objectively
and has found that they are not only less sharply pronounced than
might be supposed, but also that they tend to even out over time, as do
some of the other differences discussed above. Table 4 presents some of
these data for the 35 sample pairs, taken from the 1960 and 1970
U.S. Censuses. To summarize: Although more than 60 percent of the
pairs analyzed manifested significant differences in major social
characteristics, these differences do not uniformly favor the township
{“doughnut’’}. On the contrary, the mixture is sufficiently close so that,
if anything, it adds to the possibility that both sides may stand to gain
much and lose relatively little through political consolidation. These
potential gains are examined in further detail below.
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Why Consolidate?

To reiterate, the decision whether to consolidate or not is a local
decision. This is not only a matter of judgment; it is a matter of law.
Although municipalities legally are creatures of the State the Leaislature
has provided (in N.J,S.A. 40:43-66.1 et seq.} that a majority favorable
referendum vote is necessary in each municipality affected in order to
accomplish a consolidation.

Consolidation is recommended to New Jersey municipalities as a
means toward more rational control of growth and development, more
efficient provision of local services, more viable and capable pubic
adminjistration and the healing of local government fragmentation, in
those situations where bonds of interdependence form a recognized
community of interest between or amonyg the municipalities. In addition,
the considerations listed above mandate a State interest in facilitating
consolidation between or among willing partners,

Though qualified and imited, this position is consistent with other
approaches previously advocated by the Commission as practical
methods to achieve “creative localism.”” Rather than being mutually
exclusive, these approaches are regarded as complementary. Further, it
should be noted that the most favorable situation for consolidation is
where a “community of interest’’ exists between or among municipali-
ties; most commonly, the "‘hote and doughnut” boroughs and townships.
Finally, it should be stressed that focal self-determination on consolida-
tion is batanced by the State’s general interest in promoting consolida-
tion through law reform, financial incentives, and studies.

Benefits to municipalities.

" The first point mentioned in support of consolidation is rational
control of growth and development. Without belaboring the obvious,
one need only observe the numerous instances of one municipality’s
adlverse impact on its neighbor -- a nuisance industry abutting fine homes,
the traffic from a garden-apartment complex spilling into the narrow
streets of an adjacent town; the upstream town's sewage polluting the
downstream town's water; the daily intrusion of untrammeled commer-
cialism into forests and farms -- to appreciate the need for a better systemr
of guiding the course of inevitable development in arapidy growing State
The consolidation of municipalities would at least enlarge the municipa
frame of reference in ptanning for land use to include a geographica
area big enough to merit the description of community — a place con
taining not only homes, not only fobs, not onty shops, schools, churche:
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and the whole market-basket full of private and public services — but all
of these. One of the most pitiable victims of New Jersey’s lacal govern-
ment fragmentation has been local planning and plan enforcement cap-
ability; the strengthening of this capability through consolidation could
increase measurably the benefits and reduce the costs of continued
growth.

The next point, efficient provision of local services, has aiready
been discussed previously.” The increase in efficiency possible through
consolidation would result not only from the pooling ot manpower,
equipment, and facilities with a larger service area, but also from the
peoling of tax resources, across-the-board elimination of duplication,
and application where possible of economies of scale through improved
work schedules and personnel deployment.

The third point concerns viable and capable public administra-
tion. Many of New Jersey’s smaller municipalities do not have full-time
administration; in many cases the elected public officials must assume
administrative duties for which they are not technically qualified, as
well as their proper policy-making duties. Consolidation of such munici-
palities would, through strengthening of the tax base and creation of a
larger service area, make full-time professional administration more
feasible, thereby revitalizing “home rule’’ potency. A pertinent example
may be quoted from one of the Community Affairs Department con-
solidation studies.

Neither of the .... governments provide for full time
executive leadership. They are forced to rely upon
part-time officials to supervise increasingly compiex
municipal operations. In recent years, many New
Jersey municipalities have found it necessary, and
in their best interests, to provide for full time mun-
icipal administration, utilizing either a manager or
admiaistrator. And although it is true that either ...
could hire such administrative talent on their own,
as a consolidated community of 16,000 people
they could more easily afford to retain the highly
qualified professional that is needed. An admin-
istrative officer would provide full time supervision

*For discussion of specific service efficiencies that could be
realized through consolidation of particular New Jersey munici-
palities, in more detail than is possible withjn this report, reference
is made to the Department of Community Affairs consolidation
studies listed in footnote 4 of the section — Consolidation and its
Alternatives.
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and direction for the variour municipal activities.
Three specific and critica! areas that would benefit
by the presence of an administrator are budget pre-
paration, purchasing, and personnel administration.

The final point, healing of focal government fragmentation, needs
little elaboration. The Commission believes that fragmentation more
than anything else is crippling the ability of home rule 1o perform up to
the expectations of New Jersey citizens. After discussing this problem
at some length in its Creative Localism report, the Commission con-
cluded:? ,

The resuits of jurisdictional fragmentation, then,
“have been felt in many areas. Often things are not
done at all because of limited resources, in spite of
the fact that with better liaison a willing partner
— Federal, State, county or municipal — might
have been found to aid or join in the undertaking.
Often things are not done as well as they might be
with more information, or they are done much
more expensively than they might be in a joint
venture,

Community of Interest

Persuasive as the benefits of consolfidation may be, it is recognized
that they are counterbalanced in the minds of voters by other conside-
rations, such as were discussed in the preceding section. Consolidation
is a basic and fundamental change in the structure of iocal government,
astep not taken Jightly. it is, to be sure, no more basic and fundamental
a change than separation; perhaps there is something in the human
V,psyc‘he”,that finds it easizr to opt for a more restricted unit of govern-
ment than for a more enlarged one. At any rate, the Commission
believes that a necessary precondition for consolidation is the perception
by the voters of a “community of interest” transcending their mun-
icipal corporate limits. For consolidation to succeed, the votérs must
believe that it will restore to them a sense of governmental wholeness
‘and that the give and take on both sides will be approximately equal.
They must realize that the prosperity of one unit has spiliover benefits
to the other, and conversely, that the decline of one unit will ultimately
mar the character of the other. Such a. strong mutual interdependenct
is most likety to be perceived within the “’hole and doughnut” municip
alities: the surrounding townships’ heart is in the boroughs; and there
can be .no commerce or interchange to and from the boroughs bu
through the townships, To a perspective merger the borough coulc
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bring its developed town center with established services; the tovmship
could bring its new land resources and growing population base. Through
consolidation, such a pair would form a stronger municipality in teyms
of area, resources, population, planning capability, and ability to deal
with state and federal govemments. These are the interests the
Commission has in mind when discussing the “cosmmunity of interest”
concept.

A recent opinion of the New Jersey Supreme Court comained an
excellent description of two municipalities which Sliustrates the kind
of relationship the Commission is attempting tc postray. The Court’s
description noted that the two towns had once been a single entity, but
had split apart along “arbitrary boundary fines” during the 19th Century.
The description is worth quoting at length:3

Despite their official separation, the Town and the
Township have remained so intesrelated that they
may realistically be viewed as a singie commmity,
probably a unigue one in our State. The Town isa
compact urban municipality of 2.9 sguare miles
and is completely encircied by the Township of
15.7 square miles. The boundary lines between the
Town and the Township do not adhere to any
natural or physicat features but cut indiscriminately
across streets and neighborhoods, All of the main
roads radiate into the Township from the Green
located in the center of the Town and it & -
practical to go from most Township areas to other
Township areas without going through the Town
itself.

The Town is the social and commercial cernter of
the community whereas the Township is primarily
residential with considerable undeveloped area for
further residential development. The Town has
many retail stores and other commercial establish-
ments surrounding its Green while the Township
has only a few retail outlets located on its main
roads. The Township has no business center or so-
catled “downtown’ area but the Town’s substantial
shopping center serves in that aspect for both the
Township and the Town. Most of the associations,
clubs, social services and welfare organizations
serving the residents of both the Town and the
Township are located within the Town and, as
members of the aforementioned organizations, the
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Townuand Townshiy it are routinely together
at both work and. piay Tie {Town) Green is a
common meeting place Tor young people from both
the Town and the Township: day care centers and
park and playground facilities in the Town are
used by the residents of both the Town and the
Township; and little leagues and the like generally
involve Town and Township teammates who play
on both Town and Township fields.

There is also considerable interdependency in mun-
icipal public services. Thus the Town's Water De-
partrnent supplies water to most of the Township
residents; sewer service is rendered by the Town to
some parts of the Township; Town and Township
Fire and Police Departments regularly assist each
other; and the Town and Township jointly operate
the Public Library located within the Town. There
are socio-economic and population differences bet-
ween the Town and the Township but despite these
differences the record before us clearly establishes
that the Town and Township “are integrally and

- uniquely related to one another” and *‘constitute
a single community."”

In this example, the two municipalities demonstrated their interdeper
dence not only through the social habits of their people, but through
variety of shared services and facilities, The Commission believes that !
would be to the advantage of communities already engaging in join
services to explore the possibilities for consolidation. As noted earlie
in this report, nearly two-thirds of the pairs of municipalities surveye
by the Commission are now in regional school districts with each othe:
Where such tangible evidence of coeperation already exists, consolids
tion should be further investigated and the State should create th
incentives to make such investigation possibie.

State Interest in Promoting Consolidation.

As previously indicated, the State has a strong interest in enhancir
local government's ability 1o manage its own affairs — those affab
which are properly of a local nature and not, like welfare, left t
locatities by default of higher levels of government. For one thing, ot
federal system of governmant requires that all partners to the syste:
be strong, and our citizens have a right to expect performance of th:
system. Without performance, “home rule’ is an empty phrase.
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Second, and from the State’s own practical viewpoint, local govern-
ments capabie of handling their own probiems today will be less likely
to require the State to.handle them in the future, They will be able to
do their share of the difficuit tasks involved :~ preventing the decline
and maintaining the vitality of the human environment. While the State
recognizes the legitimate need to return a high proportion of its budget
to the local level as state-aid, it also recognizes that these funds should
be invested wisely in public programs, and not drained away in vain
efforts to support unviable units of local government,

All of the benefits to municipalities mentioned earlier in this
section ultimately can be viewed also as benefits to the State. Certainly
orderly development is a goal of all levels of government; so is service
efficiency. The majority of the inner boroughs discussed herein are old
market towns, county seats, and focal points for transportation and
commerce. To allow them to decline would to permit the appearance
of additionai pockets of blight. Similarly, many of the townships con-
tain the only free land available to future generations of New Jerseyans
for development, conservation, or whatever its best use is. To allow
thisscarce land to be wasted and tost now through municipal inefficiency
would be to rob our own children of their right to a decent environment,

The Commission therefore proposes a series of State actions aimed
at enhancing the prospects for municipal consolidation, and thereby
holding out promise of significant benefits to those municipalities willing
to consolidate, as well as to the State as a whole,

29.



Conclusions and Recommendations
1. Law Revision

The Commission finds that the "Local Units Permissive Consol
dation Act” (N.J.S.A. 40:43-66.1 et seq.), the basic law authorizing cor
solidation of municipalities, is in need of complete revision, with majc
substantive as well as technical changes required. That taw, basically ur
changed since its enactment in 1939, has become archaic, cumbersom
and inflexible as a legal framework for communities desiring to study c
adopt an effective pian of consolidation. The concurrent petition pr¢
cedure for initiating the consolidation process is unwieldy; options fc
effective change open to the joint consolidation committee are 1o
limited; the act, moreover, is not keyed into more recent and integrally
related legislation such as the Faulkner Act (N.J.S.A. 40:43-66.1 et seq.
and the Consolidated Municipal Services Act {N.J.S.A. 40:48B-1 et seq.

fn addition to a compiete technical revision, the Commission make
the following recommendations for substantive change in the law:

A.initiation of Consotidation Study

Under the present act, consolidation proceedings may only b
initiated by a cumbersome and difficult procedure requiringa petitio
signed by 20% of the qualified voters in each of the participatin
municipalities. 1t is recommended that the law be revised so that ther
be two alternative procedures for initiation of consolidation proceedings
First, would be to maintain local citizen initiative by authorizing th.
initiation of a consolidation study by a more simplified form of petitios
signed by 10% of the qualified voters in each participating municipality
Second, the Commission recommends an alternative process whereby th
local governing bodies of the municipalities involved may initiate a con
solidation study by the enactment of concurrent ordinances.

B. Election of Join Consolidation Study Commission

The present law provides that after the voters in each of the
municipalities have approved a proposed consolidation, the joint con
solidation committee members shall be appointed by the governing bodies
of each of the municipalities. The Commission contends that this
procedure may foreclose the existence of a committee that is representa-
tive of important community interests. It is recommended that a Joint
Consolidation Study Commission consisting of three members from each
municipality be elected at the time of the referendum on whether 1o
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undertake the study. it is further recommended that the Commissioner
of the Department of Community Affairs be authorized 10 appoint one
additional member of the Commission who shall participate in all pro-
ceedings of the Commission, but shall have no vote except in the avent of
a tie.

C. Joint Consolidation Commission to Act as Charter Study
Commission

One of the key functions of a consolidation plan is to establish
the most appropriate form of government, and administrative and legal
framework, for the proposed consolidated municipality. The present taw
unduty ties the hands of the joint consolidation committee by limiting its
discretion on what it may study and the options it may propose. The
Commission recommends that the Consotidation Study Commission
should be given all of the rights and powers of a Charter Study Com-
mission under the Faulkner Act, including the power to make findings
and recommendations as 1o any of the Faulkner Act optional pians of
government or a special*charter for the proposed consolidated munici-

pality.

In addition, it is recommended that the Consolidation Study Com-
mission be given the authority to make alternative findings and recomenda-
tions so that, in lieu of political consolidation, specific functions or ser-
vices could be consolidated and a plan provided for such consolidation
of services. Another alternative that should be open to the commission is
to recommend a potitical and service consolidation staged over a period of
up to five years. Such staging would smooth over some of the adjustments
of immediaie consolidation and would provide a sufficiently tong period
for tax rates and service costs to be brought to parity without either
community. assuming an undue burden of costs.

D. State Approvai Role

The present law provides for state approval of any ptan sub-
mitted by a joint consolidation committee, but authorizes enactment of
any plan subsequently adopted by the local joint committee regardiess of
of state disapproval. The Commission recommends that the state shall not
be obliged to grant any of the incentive aids described in the following
section to any consolidation plans that it disapproves.
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2. Financial Assistance
A. Grants for Feasibility and Technical Studies

Consistent with its conclusion in its report, “‘Joint Services —
Local Response to Area Wide Problems’, the Commission recommenc
that state-aid funds be appropriated to the Department of Communit
Affairs to pay the cost of conducting studies of potential consolidatio
situations. The Consolidation Study Commission, or where such con
mission has not been formed, the governing bodies of the municipalitit
concerned, could make application for an initial feasibility study grant 1
the Commissioner of Community Affairs. The feasibility study woul
focus on the practical aspects of consolidation and would not onl
recommend whether or not consolidation were feasible, but also tt
most practical details for carrying it out. Upon completion of a feasibilit
study, state-aid funds would be available through the Community Affai
Department for additional technical studies covering such matters .
altocation of costs, detailed governmental, political and personnel blu
prints, and levels of service. The state aid fund would pay for the L
costs of these studies, but only a Consolidation Study Commission wou
be eligible to apply for funds for a detailed technical study. The Stat
possibly through the Department of Community Affairs would supervi
the conduct of studies it funds.

‘B. Considerations for Incentive Grants to Municipalities th
Consotidate

in the view of the Commission, state financial aids as incentiv
for municipalities to consolidate should be part of an overall “'system’’
~ state aids to achieve clearly defined state goals with respect to the delive
of local government services. The -challenge in formulating such an a
system is to balance competing objectives, to clear away outworn ar
undesirable arrangements, to achieve consistency among related polici
and programs, and to provide for future conditions and needs.

As previously stated, municipal consolidation is not an end by itse
but should be encouraged to the extent that it achieves some of t
foliowing conditions:

- focal governments  with jurisdictions broad
enough to cope adequately with forces that
create the probiems which citizens expect them
to handle;

— local governments with the capability to raise
adequate revenues, equitably;

— local governments able to deliver a full array of
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services 10 meet needs, at adequate levels, and
permitting advantages of economies of scale;

— iocal governments accessible to and controllable
by their residents.

State financial aid as an incentive to encourage municipal con-
solidation efforts should be designed in a way to relate to other state
aids to encourage joint service provision, in some systematic fashion.
For example, legistative policy might seek to favor full political con-
solidation over joint. service contracts and multiple service agreements
over single service agreements, by offering greater incentives for the
more desirable areawide approaches. Moreover:

— state financial aids to localities should be
designed to encourage areawide arrangements
for the purpose of more effective delivery of
local government services, in the mose econ-
omical manner possible; .

— Wherever practicable no state tax resources
should be used to subsidize the consotidation of
small communities which fall below some mini-
mum standards for service level performance,
that is, consolidation should be considered to be
a means to create more viable units of govern-
ment and not an end in itself;

— The use of state consolidation incentive aids
should be monitored in a way to assure the
achievement of state program goals;

— Consolidation incentive grants should be coor-
dinated with any future state general support
grants which may have minimum population
cutoffs, so as to eliminate possible state-aid
windfalls to consolidating municipalities.

What the State needs to do is develop some minimum standards
for the performance of local government services. To date, few reliable
measures have been developed to indicate the minimum size and
resource reach of local units of government to meet these standards.
It is the continuing task of the Commission to develop data upon which -
these measures can be based; this work is underway. Consolidation
feasibility studies can indicate the desirability of individual consclidation

‘proposals, and state auditing of incentive grants can assure their
efficient use.

C. Proposed Incentive Grants to Municipalities that Consolidate

With these considerations in mind, the Commission proposes
33.



that state aid be made available th' Hugl- the Department of Community
Affairs, in accordance with statutory guidelines, to consolidating
municipalities, that would overcome the major deterrent to the imple-
mentation of consolidation, namely the fiscal burden that would be
borne by one or more of the partners. The state aid formula should
inciude the following elements.

1) An amount to cover all extraordinary operating costs
associated with affecting the consolidation, as certified each
vear by the consolidated municipality, and approved by the
Department of Community Affairs for a period not to exceed
four years from the date of consolidation.

and

2} An Adjusted “Save Harmiess’’ Payment granting an amount
to cover that portion of the consolidated municipality’s first
year operating expenditures required to guarantee each
municipality that the consolidated tax rate will not exceed
what its tax rate would have been if it had not consolidated
{based upon actual tax ievy and equalized valuations trends
for the most recent preceding vears}). As indicated in examples
1-4 in the appendix, payment by the state during the 2nd
year following consolidation will not exceed 75% of the 1st
year payment, Payments during the 3rd and 4th year, will be
50% and 25% of the 1st year grant, respectively. The jrant
will expire in the 5th year,

While the details must be worked out precisely in statuiory
tanguage, this formulation seeks to provide state funds sufficient to
cover extraordinary operating costs in the first years of consolidation,
and to mitigate sudden tax rate changes for consolidating municipalities
with low relative tax rates.

The impact of future tax policies emanating from the report of the
New Jersey Tax Policy Committee on fiscal conditions of “hole-in-
donut” municipalities, and others most likely to consider consolidation,
will be assessed in the coming months. However, a preliminary analysis
of the tax report supports the thrust of the foregoing recommendations
and the general approaches suggested for strengthening local govern-
ment’s viability. To the extent that all or part of the costs of education
is assumed by the State, and assumption of all county weifare and
judiciary costs reduces required local taxes for the support of county
government, the absolute fiscal disparities among municipalities will be
reduced. The “‘save harmless” provision would then apply primarily to
tax expenditures for municipal purposes which consume a relatively
smaller part of the local budget (less than 25% in suburban com-
munities), and, of course, the cost of such aid to the state would be
substantially smalier.
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APPENDIX

The effect of a “Save Harmless’’ provision for state aid to con-
solidating municipalities is indicated in the foliowing four examples.
Calculations were made for four pairs of municipalities representing
types of potential consolidation opportunities within the State. First,
a situation where the tax base in both the borough and the surrounding
township has been growing; albeit at different rates. In Example 2,
computations were made for a retatively stabie borough surrounded by
an expanding township. In Example 3, the borough’s growth has
virtually stopped while the tax base of the rural township has developed
slowly. In Example 4, the borough indicates a relatively better fiscal
balance than the surrounding township.

. 1t is likely that economies of scale and changes in the service sys -
tem of the consolidating municipalities would take place after the
initial year of consolidation. No attempt was made to compute the
second, third and fourth year tax rates and levies. It should be noted
that any extraordinary costs directly attributed to consolidation would
be underwritten by state aid.

School costs accounted for 70% of the tax levy in the first pair of
municipalities cited in the appendix. in the second pair the tax levy for
educational purposes consumed 75% of the total tax levy in the bor-
ough and over 80% in the township. in the third pair the figures were
60% and 65% for the borough and township, respectively, while in the
last pair these figures ranged from 65% in the borough to 75% in the
township. Thus, the state assumption of all educational costs, as
recommended by the report of the Tax Policy Committee, would mean
a reduction of state subsidies needed to support the ‘‘save harmiess’”
provision of approximately 60% to 80% of the costs indicated in these
examples,
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COMPUTATION OF STATE SUBSIDY
UNDER “SAVE HARMLESS” PROVISIONS

Example 1 — A: Commercially active borough: B: Fast growing

township.
Municipality  Municipality

v A R Combined
Tax Lewy'
Base Year?- 1,500 3,000 (4,500)4"
1st year projected®- 1,800 3,750 5,550
Tax Rate
Base Year 3.30 3.15 (3.25)*
1st year projected 3.50 3.85 3.75
Tax Yield
@ 3.50:
{L.owest projected
1st year tax rate) 1,800 3,400 5,200
Shortfalt
at first year tax
levy to maintain
-$3.50 tax rate 0 360 350
State Subsidy @ declining Consolidated Tax Rates
Percent Scale {Per $100 Eq. Val.)
% 000 With State Without State
Subsidy Subsidy
st year 100 350. 1st year 3.50 - 3.75
- 2nd year 75 262.5
3rd year . 50 175.
4th year 25 87.5
4’year total 875.

1. Tax levy, yield and shortfall in $000; tax rates indicated are per
$100 of equatized valuations.
2. Base year indicates last year of actual data {not projected).

3. Projections based on average annual increases in equalized valuations,
total expenditures, tax levies and tax rates 1965-70,

4. Theoretical, consolidation not in effect in base year.
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Example 2 — C. Small stable borough; D: Fast growing township.

Municipality Municipality :
) C D Combined <
!
i Tax Levy!
Base Year? 250 4,000 {4,250)%"
1st Year projected? 300 5,000 5,300
Tax Rate
Base Year 415 3.75 {3.77)4-
1st Year projected 4.30 3.80 3.83
Tax Yield
@ 3.80 {Lowest
projected 1st
year tax rate 265 5,000 5,265
Shortfall
at first year tax
levy .to maintain 35 0 35

@ $3.80 tax rate
Adijusted ‘‘Save Har " Payment

State Subsidy @ declining Consolidated Tax Rates
Percent Scale {Per $100 Eq. Val.}
% $ With State Without State
- ° Subsid Subsid
1st year 100 35,000 1st year 3.80" 3.83
2nd year 75 26,250
3rd year 50 17,600
4th year 25 8,750
4 year total 87,500

1. Tax levy, vield and short fall in $000; tax rates indicated per
are per $100 of equalized valuations.

2. Base year indicates last year of actual data (not projected).

3. Projections based on average annual increases in equalized valuations,
total expenditures, tax levies and tax rates 1965-70.

4. Theoretical, consolidation not in effect in base year.
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Example 3 — E: Stagnating rural borough; F: Slow growing rural
township.
Municipality Municipality Combined

E F
Tax Lewy!
Base Year 2- 75 800 (875)4-
1st year projecteds 85 975 1,060
Tax Rate
Base Year 3.50 3.15 (3.18)4
1st year projected 3.75 3.25 3.30
Tax Yield
@3.25 (Lowest
projected 1st year
tax rate) 69 9756 1,044
Shortfall
at first year tax
levy to maintain
$3.25 tax rate 16 0 16
» State Adjusted “Save Harmijess”’ Pavment
State Subsidy @ declining Consolidated Tax Rates
Percent Scale ( Per $100 Eq. Val.)
% $(000) With State Without State
_ Subsidy . Subsidy
1st year 100 16. 1st vear - 3.25 3.30
2nd year 75 12
3rd year 50 B.
4th year 25 4,
4 year totai 4Q0.

1. Tax levy, vield and short fall in $000; tax rates indicated are per
$100 of equalized valuations.

2. Base year indicates last year of actual data {not projected).
3. Projections based on average annual increases in equalized valuations,
total expenditures, tax levies and tax rates 1965-70.

4. Theoretical, consolidation not in effect in base year.
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Example 4 — G: Developing rural borough;* H: Rural township,
moderate development.
Municipality Municipality Combined
H

) G
Tax Lev
Base %ar? 270 1,850 (2,120)4-
1st year.projected=- 315 2,100 2,415
Tax Rate
Base Year 3.65 4.55 (4.40)%
1st year projected 4.05 4.80 4.65
Tax Yield
@ 4.05 {Lowest
projected 1st year
tax gate) 315 1,800 2,115
Shortfall
at first year tax
levy to maintain
$4.50 tax rate v} 300 300
| State Adjusted “‘Save Harmiess”” Payment
State Subsidy @ declining Consolidated Tax Rates
Percent Scale {Per $100 Eq. Val.)
% $(000) With State  Without State
_ Subsidy Subsidy
st year 100 $300. st year 4.05 4.65
2nd year 75 225, -
3rd year 50 150.
4th year 25 75.
4 year total ' » $750.

1. Tax levy, yield and short fall in $000; tax rates indicated are per
$100 of equalized valuations.

2. Base.year indicates last year of actual data (not projected).

3. Projections based on average annual increases in equalized valuations,
total expenditures, tax levies and tax rates 1965-70.

4. Theoretical consolidation not in effect in base year.

* Borough in retatively better fiscal condition.
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