M.O.R.E.

MUNICIPAL TAX AUTHORITY SUB-COMMITTEE

MEETING MINUTES

TUESDAY, APRIL, 9TH, 2013

11:00 AM IN ROOM 1D OF THE LOB

Present:

Rep. Genga, Rep. Vargas, Rep. Becker, Rep. Zoni, Rep. Albis, Rep. C. Wright, Rep. Berger, Rep. Mikutel, Rep. E. Wright, Rep. Lemar, Rep. Cuevas, Rep. H. Santiago, Sen. Meyer, Ron Pugliese, Joseph Brennan, Susan Merrow, Matt Hart, Steve Werbner, Beth Bauer, Scott Merchant, Gisela Harma, Susan Bransfield; Ray Rossomando; Peter Thor;
Absent:

Rep. Ritter, Rep. Arce, Rep. Vicino, Rep. Janowski, Rep. Butler, Rep. Fritz, Rep. Holder-Winfield, Rep. Candelaria, Rep. Widlitz, Rep. Adinolfi, Rep. Arconti, Rep. Ryan, Rep. Lavielle, Alma Carroll, William Donlin, Dan Drew, John Elsessor, Jim Finley, Steve Michalovic, Andrew Nunn

Rep. Berger opened the meeting and congratulated Rep. Matt Ritter on his newborn son. Rep. Berger then asked for approval of the minutes on a voice vote, and it was approved unanimously. Rep. Berger asked if the committee could take a moment to review the revised version of the mission statement.  Rep. Berger mentioned that it contained revisions as suggested by Matt Hart, Rep. E. Wright, and Rep. Genga.
Steve Werbner stated his concern over the second paragraph, as it doesn’t address the comprehensive nature of the task of the commission.

Rep. Berger stated the changes would be reflected in the revised copy. Rep. Berger then recognized Rep. Vargas and asked him about the viability of the land value tax in Hartford, as mentioned in last week’s meeting.

Rep. Vargas stated a phased in land value tax would encourage development in Hartford’s empty lots and stated that it would be beneficial to have a pilot program. Rep. Vargas stated that leasing property would also be better than selling municipal land. Rep. Vargas stated that selling municipal land has short term benefits, but is negative in the long term.
Rep. Berger stated that committee members could look that over and come up with some language at the next meeting.
Rep. Vargas stated he would appreciate that.

Rep. Berger asked if any other committee members had any comment
Joe Brennan stated the necessity to keep the proposal revenue neutral and mentioned the uncertainty regarding how the market would respond.

Rep. Berger stated his agreement.

Rep. Vargas stated he agreed that it needed to be revenue neutral and phased in slowly, but that the commission should give the option of a land value tax to municipalities.

Rep. Berger asked if there were any other comments. Rep. Berger stated that they would move onto the discussion of tax model scenarios from the OFA. 
Rep. Becker asked if the base would be distributed to towns.

Rep. Berger stated that individual municipality assessors would collect the tax, rather than the state.

Rep. Santiago asked if the models were being discussed as recommendations.
Rep. Berger stated that they were but that the percentages could be adjusted and that the models were more important overall.

Rep. Santiago asked if this would require a charter revision at the municipal level.

Rep. Berger stated that some municipalities would require a referendum, but the language intends to ensure that whatever enactment process is needed is provided for before it is implemented.

Rep. Santiago stated that she would like to see which model would provide the optimal outcome for different municipalities.
Rep. Berger stated that they would hopefully have the town rate data from OFA next Tuesday.

Sen. Meyer stated that it was important to consider how fair each of these different models were, considering the critique of the current car tax on egalitarian grounds.

Rep. Berger stated that the broader purpose of all of the models was to fairly evaluate vehicles on their value rather than the location of their registration.

Steve Werbner asked how the depreciation schedule in Model 1 was arrived at.

Rep. Berger stated the depreciation model was based on what the state of Nevada does, but they could ask the assessors more about it.

Steve Werbner stated that it put another layer of pricing on top of vehicles that complicated the process.

Rep. Berger stated that assessors had said it was possible.

Steve Werbner stated that it might be burdensome.

Rep. Berger stated it was a valid concern and asked if there were any other questions.

Beth Bauer asked about the 15% tax in year 10.
Rep. Berger asked what her concern was exactly.

Beth Bauer asked what has been improved upon with the depreciation schedule from what they have now, when their real goal is uniformity.

Rep. Berger stated that it was an appropriate question and asked if there were any questions on Model 2. Rep. Berger described the exact provisions of Model 2.

Gisela Harma asked how a two year registration worked into this model.

Rep. Berger stated that it was based on initial registration.

Gisela Harma asked if there was a tax every year.

Rep. Berger stated that this was the case.

Gisela Harma stated it was difficult to issue an annual tax on registration when you only register every two years.

Rep. Berger agreed.

Susan Bransfield asked how would the state of Connecticut get its share of revenue.
Rep. Berger stated that the revenue would go back to municipalities and the state would make it up in sales tax.
Susan Bransfield asked how the state would recoup that revenue.

Rep. Berger stated that it would have to be done and it was a question they need to get answers to.
Susan Bransfield stated that Model 2 would add to the state’s costs.

Rep. Berger described the provisions of Model 3 and asked if there were any questions.

Ron Pugliese asked about the one time title fee.

Rep. Berger stated that the “one-time” language was erroneous and thanked him for the clarification.
Rep. Zoni asked what would happen after 10 years.

Rep. Berger stated that there would be a minimum value and, for some, no car tax.  Rep. Berger stated that it was calculated by a computer formula and was standard across the state.
Steve Werbner asked about the guaranteed base of 2% growth.

Rep. Berger stated this language was already eliminated.

Rep. Becker asked if this would be collected on the municipal level.

Rep. Berger stated that it would be.

Susan Merrow asked if the split would be 50/50.

Rep. Berger stated that it would be, but could be adjusted.

Rep. E Wright asked if there was an appeals process.
Rep. Berger stated that the MSRP and depreciation were straightforward, and that these models could eliminate the need for appeals to some extent.

Rep. E Wright asked the committee to consider the conditions that affect the value of a car would be incorporated.
Rep. Berger stated his agreement and that there should be some mechanism for appeal.
Rep. Zoni stated that this model made a case for moving away from an ad valorem model.

Rep. Berger described the provisions of Model 4 and asked if there were any questions.
Ron Pugliese asked if it was possible to tax off of purchased value rather than MSRP, because many purchase vehicles at below MSRP.

Rep. Berger stated that the assessors would use a computer model to calculate the value. Rep. Berger stated that they would likely see a rise in purchases in new cars in previously high tax areas.
Rep. Berger introduced a handout that showed the current and potential car tax revenues for municipalities, including a “winner and losers” scenario.

Steve Werbner stated that there would be winners and loser in all 4 of the scenarios.

Rep. Lemar stated that the handout demonstrated that the current system currently has winners and losers.
Rep. Berger agreed with Rep. Lemar’s point.

Sen. Meyer asked which model had a uniform mill rate.

Rep. Berger stated that this model would have a uniform mill rate of 27.49.
Rep. Zoni asked if the statewide mill rate could be phased in slowly over time.

Rep. Berger stated that phasing it in would entail revenue losses and gains for others.
Rep. Zoni stated that this was inherent to this reform. Rep. Zoni stated the ad valorem model was not the problem, but rather the differences between the municipalities.

Rep. Cuevas stated possibilities for offsetting the car tax.
Rep. Berger stated that it was a valid point and that he was concerned that eliminating the car tax entirely would unfairly burden businesses and homeowners.
Rep. Santiago stated that Meriden would lose $2 million and that homeowners would have higher taxes.
Rep. Berger stated that there would be no loss of revenue on a statewide mill rate.

Rep. Santiago stated that towns like Greenwich have less need for services and that she was concerned about her town losing revenue.
Rep. Berger stated no municipal motor vehicle revenue would be lost from the towns with a short fall.
Rep. Cuevas agreed stated that he would like to see how the shortfalls would be made up by the fund.

Rep. Berger stated that the reimbursement of towns’ shortfalls would be necessary with a statewide mill rate.
Rep. Lemar stated that under the current unfair system, Hartford loses while citizens of Greenwich benefit, as demonstrated in a bill introduced by Rep. Berger two years ago.
Susan Bransfield asked what the cost of collection and redistribution of revenues would be. Susan Bransfield then mentioned the fact that it is rare to collect all available car tax.
Rep. Berger stated that this was correct

Rep. Santiago stated that the appeals process was necessary also.

Rep. Becker asked if the statewide rate would be adjusted annually, or would it remain static.

Rep. Berger stated that previous legislation had a fluctuating mill rate based on grand list.
Matt Hart asked if property tax payers could pay more under this system.

Rep. Berger stated that this was correct.

Rep. Zoni stated that this inequality would be reflected in the grant list.
Matt Hart asked if this was the best way to increase property taxes.
Rep. Zoni stated that this was already taken into consideration.
Rep. Berger stated that it was a valuable discussion but he did not want to have philosophical discussion.
Rep. Zoni stated that value of cars don’t change based on their location.

Gisela Harma mentioned the fact that some pay both municipal car tax as well as fire district motor vehicle taxes.
Rep. Berger thanked the committee for the discussion and moved on to the discussion of antique motor vehicles. Rep. Berger stated that the goal was to increase the integrity of the antique vehicle designation and asked the commission to review the definition.
Rep. Berger asked if the committee could think about possible fee changes for the Department of Motor Vehicles, and the possible return of some revenue to municipalities.
Rep. Berger then asked about establishing special taxing districts, such as central business districts. Rep. Berger asked about any other revenue streams and regional savings the committee could think of.
Matt Hart asked if CCM would present the commission with additional options.

Rep. Berger stated that Fred Carstensen from the University of Connecticut will hopefully be at the next meeting.

Rep. Santiago asked if they could provide a list of state revenue streams.
Rep. Berger acknowledged Rep. E Wright.

Rep. E Wright stated that she would like to invite Daphne Kenyon from the Lincoln Institute to do a presentation on property tax circuit breakers.
Rep. Berger stated that the administrators could follow up with her about that. Rep. Berger stated that Fred Carstensen from the University of Connecticut, CT Center for Economic Analysis (CCEA) and DRS are confirmed for next Tuesday.
Susan Merrow stated that they should contact the “sister” committee to ensure they aren’t overlapping.
Rep. Berger stated that they were in contact.

Matt Hart asked if other committees would ask the committee for potential revenue sources.

Rep. Berger stated that this was possible.

Susan Merrow stated that the fair and equitable element of the mission statement, which they were underequipped to deal with. Merrow stated a desire for more resources for data collection and analysis.
Rep. Berger adjourned the meeting.

