M.O.R.E.

MUNICIPAL TAX AUTHORITY SUB-COMMITTEE

MEETING MINUTES

TUESDAY, APRIL, 23TH, 2013

11:00 AM IN ROOM 1C OF THE LOB

Present: 

Rep. Berger, Rep. Vargas, Rep. Genga, Rep. Becker, Rep. E. Wright, Rep. Cuevas, Rep. C. Wright, Rep. Zoni, Rep. H. Santiago, Rep. Lemar, Rep. Boukus, Rep. Candelaria, Sen. Meyer, Sen. Fasano, Joe Brennan, William Donlin, Jim Finley, Matt Hart, Scott Merchant, Susan Merrow, Ron Pugliese, Peter Thor, Steve Werbner.

Absent:

Rep. Ritter, Rep. Vicino, Rep. Mikutel, Rep. Janowski, Rep. Widlitz, Rep. Albis, Rep. Arconti, Rep. Lavielle, Beth Bauer, Susan Bransfield, Alma Carroll, Gisela Harma, Steve Michalovic.





         






                  Rep. Berger convened the meeting at 11:07am.

Rep. Berger made a motion to approve the April 18, 2013 Meeting Minutes.  The motion was seconded by Rep. H. Santiago.  After reviewing the meeting minutes the Sub-Committee approved the motion unanimously on a voice vote.

Rep. Berger moved onto the third agenda item, which was a discussion of the proposed recommendations, both of the Sub-Committee and from CCM.  Rep. Berger said CCM’s recommendations included municipal tax options such as an entertainment tax, meal tax, hotel tax, etc.

Rep. Berger also pointed out that the Sub-Committee had four other recommendations in the form of Working Drafts from LCO that were distributed to members in a folder.

Rep. Berger introduced the first proposal as a Pilot program for the Land Value Tax.  Rep. Berger pointed out that CCM made a similar recommendation and as Jim Finley if he would like to comment.

Jim Finley said this proposal is definitely worth considering.  He also suggested that consideration should also be given to extending the life of the Sub-Committee to continue to look at issues such as these.

Rep. Berger agreed and added that the Sub-Committee should continue to look at regional sharing possibilities and ask Jim Finley how this can be done where the money would be deposited.                                                                                                                                                           

Jim Finley said that any shared money can be placed in one of the regional performance incentive account.

Rep. Berger agreed and added that the funds could be placed in a MRSA or regional incentive account.  Rep. Berger asked Finley if he had anything to add.Finely stated that giving municipalities more flexibility without radically changing Connecticut’s tax landscape.

Rep. Berger asked if it was a competitive grant.

Finley stated that it was.

Rep. Berger than focused back on the Land Value Tax recommendation, , which would be enabling legislation for three towns to base taxation on the highest and best use of the property similar to the Pennsylvania model.  Rep. Berger added that section 2 also addresses the revenue side of the Land Value Tax and provides funding to DRS for conducting a Tax Incidence Study as was discussed at the last meeting.  Rep. Berger than asked if there were any questions.
Joe Brennan asked whether when looking into enhanced revenue we are looking to reduce the amount of property taxes or just increase revenue to towns. 
Rep. Berger stated that it was the short and long term goal to reduce the reliance on the property tax, and perhaps the language being drafted could reflect that to protect the Sub-Committee’s intent.

Joe Brennan stated that the ultimate recommendations should help with economic growth in the state and that all of the commission’s recommendations should work toward that goal and not just raise revenue. 

Jim Finley stated that there is an interest in in revenue growth, but that the protection of business security is also a concern.
Rep. Berger said that adding “may” language so that MRSA funds can be used to for public safety and other purposes, but property tax abatement as well. 
Rep. Becker pointed out the Commissioner Sullivan said the Sub-Committee should also look at the expense side and that finding a universal system to compare data amongst towns would help in finding more efficient ways to spend revenue and it should also be a part of the goal.  Rep. Becker also mentioned Senate Bill 620 which creates a uniform accounting system through OPM starting in 2015. 
Rep. Berger agreed that this was a good recommendation asked Rep. Boukus if this proposal had passed the Finance Committee.

Jim Finley said CCM would not be opposed to such a proposal and said that it might be beneficial.  
Rep. Berger asked LCO staff to add language from SB 620 as a part of the working draft.

Rep. Berger asked if that language could be added to the working draft.

Steve Werbner stated that he has concerns about just increasing revenue that can be “here today and gone tomorrow.” Werbner said the goal should be to make the system more efficient and provide for more stability over time.
Rep. Berger agreed and said they would be looking to add language to reflect that.

Rep. Berger than went on to discuss the proposal on revenue enhancement that would increase driving infractions and fines by 20 percent, with half of that increase going back to the municipality (10 percent to MRSA and 10 percent to the state).  

Rep. Santiago asked if the ticket revenue would go to the state.

Rep. Berger stated that the revenue would go to the state but be redistributed later back to the town where the ticket was issued.  He used the hypothetical of a $100 fine increasing to $120, where of the extra $20, $10 is kept by the state and $10 is sent back to the town.
Rep. Santiago asked why waste time sending it to the state, when the town could send the state’s portion to the state.

Rep. Berger stated that the latter option would be difficult administratively.

Rep. Santiago stated the former option would cause a delay in towns getting their money back.

Rep. Berger stated that there was a framework already in place.

Rep. Santiago stated that it seemed like double work.  Rep. Santiago stated that the burden of paperwork made it very difficult for local law enforcement and that is why they don’t issue certain tickets.
Rep. Berger stated that he would look into this with Public Safety and law enforcement and take it into consideration.

Steve Werbner asked if under the ticket proposal, in line 71, if state highways are included because a lot of towns respond to highway calls with no reimbursement.
Rep. Berger asked for LCO staff to help answer.
Nick Bombace, LCO Attorney said the way it was written now is that when the ticket was issued, whoever is writing the ticket, half goes to the state and half goes to the municipality where it is issued. 

Steve Werbner stated that the new revenues could be used to offset the costs of responding to these calls.

Rep. Berger said the Sub-Committee could even consider increasing the amount of the benefit up from 10 percent, to 15 or even 20 percent.  Rep. Berger also said it could be given to resident troopers and asked how many there may be in the state.

Jim Finley said there are 66 different resident troopers in the state.
Rep. Zoni thanked Jim Finley and asked how the entertainment, hotel and meals taxes would be redistributed.

Jim Finley stated it was ambiguous and that they needed to sort out between which revenues would remain in the municipality and which would go to MRSA.

Rep. Berger stated that he had based this on how the state currently does the hotel tax.
Steve Werbner cautioned that with the local sales tax proposals that the Sub-Committee also consider smart growth principals so that towns don’t sacrifice zoning codes to over develop their host community.
Rep. Berger stated that revenues from moving violations could remain with the community.

Jim Finley stated that we can get some language to reflect that.
Joe Brennan asked a question about the Tax Incidence Study and the issue of tax transparency making sure that certain sensitive company information isn’t made public.

Rep. Berger said that issue could certainly be addressed.
Joe Brennan stated that there were concerns about the land value tax and having different mill rates. Brennan then stated that it was concerning that putting an onerous tax on a property without an economic climate for development.
Rep. Berger said his concerns about the land value tax were duly noted and that why at this time it would only be a Pilot for three towns.

Joe Brennan said we might be putting the cart before the horse.

Rep. E Wright stated that she hoped the tax incidence study would include a balance of state and local revenues combined.  She added that she hoped it would also include a build out analysis for urban areas as recommended by the Blue Ribbon Commission.  Wright then stated that municipal revenue sharing account had made progress at providing new avenues of revenue to municipalities, and would like to see other local options to pay for site work and infrastructure costs through impact fees and user fees.  She added that the previous commission allowed for municipalities to collect a fee for road maintenance.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   
Rep. Berger stated they had discussed the 1% fee increase on vehicles in previous models and used the question as a segway to ask the Sub-Committee for their thoughts on the models for the car tax. Rep. Berger said previously there were four models based on the MSRP value and there is now a Working Draft on a uniform mill rate model for scenarios of a 25 and 30 mill rate with corresponding town runs.  Those runs also include 50 percent of any increase in revenue a town receives going toward a municipal vehicle property tax account with the state to encourage regionalism.  Rep. Berger added that there would be one more final run handed out at the next meeting that will be based on the universal mill rate of 27 and address the revenue loss that might be experienced by such towns as Waterbury, New Haven and Bridgeport.  This model would also include remitting 50 percent of any increase a town receives to offset losses some towns may suffer. 

Rep. Becker asked if the spreadsheets could be made more user-friendly by having the heading on each page. Rep. Becker also asked how there could be a $75 million loss if the mill rate was going up.  He said the numbers should reflect a gain.

Rep. Lemar stated that it was the “make whole” number.
Rep. Berger stated that he would check with OFA about a breakdown of those numbers. Rep. Berger stated that any questions could wait until the next meeting. 
Rep. Berger then introduced the special benefits assessment Working Draft, which would allow municipalities to establish organizational structures around central business areas for purposes of creating special taxing districts that can also receive and spend funds for infrastructure repairs and other costs.  Rep. Berger said these can be costs such as site work, facade improvements, sewer and water repairs, and lighting, etc. to be determined by the governing body.  Rep. Berger added that there would be language for reporting requirements and accounting of the money that is spent to ensure reliability of how funds are being used. 
Sen. Meyer asked if there had been any discussion of CCM tax options.
Rep. Berger stated that there had been earlier in the meeting.

Sen. Meyer voiced his support for these proposals and mentioned they would only be paid by those who could afford to pay.  .

Rep. Berger thanked Sen. Meyer for his contribution.

Steve Werbner asked for clarification on the car tax and its expiration after 5 years.
Rep. Berger stated that not all models have a planned expiration of the car tax in the future.

Steve Werbner asked which models included expiration and which were permanent.

Rep. Berger stated that it was all subject to the negotiation.

Steve Werbner stated his concern about eliminating the car tax when, because any gains the Sub-Committee maybe working on could be negated by a loss.

Rep. Berger wrapped up the discussion portion of the meeting by asking Sub-Committee members to e-mail administrators any additional recommendations and try to narrow down previous recommendations handed out to help establish a consensus. 
Rep. Becker asked if they needed to narrow it down to ten recommendations.

Rep. Berger stated that ten was preferable. Rep. Berger stated that they would take a break before Bill Cibes’ presentation. 
Rep. Berger reconvened the meeting and introduced Bill Cibes.

(See attached presentation of remarks)
Rep. Berger thanked Bill Cibes for this testimony. Rep. Berger stated that they had tried to address some of these issues, such as data collection. Rep. Berger stated that there was sensitivity and awareness on these issues amongst legislators these days.
Sen. Meyer asked how data and policy experts would alleviate the reliance on the property tax. Sen. Meyer acknowledged the need for expertise as well.
Joe Brennan agreed that the property tax was overly relied upon and also stated that there were other taxes that were problematic, but that it was hard to take any action without much data to analyze.
Bill Cibes stated that there was a need for analysis on bringing balance to are tax system.
Joe Brennan stated that the taxes had equalized and thanked Bill Cibes for the presentation.

Matt Hart asked Cibes about the sharing of resources and their relationship to the needs capacity gap.
Bill Cibes stated that need was measured based on factors that were outside local control and that the sharing of resources would not impact the needs capacity gap. Bill Cibes stated that regional schools should be the practice rather than the exception.
Matt Hart asked what he would recommend they focus on this session in the short term.

Bill Cibes stated that not reducing PILOT and picking up the costs of special education were options the Sub-Committee should consider.
Rep. Berger stated that there were other subcommittees that were likely considering proposals such as this.

Rep. Becker asked Bill Cibes about his capacity to assist the General Assembly in data analysis.

Bill Cibes stated that he was not an economist and did not possess the capacity to do so.
Jim Finley asked where a nonpartisan policy institute should be situated.
Bill Cibes stated that a policy center at a state university would not be sufficiently independent. Bill Cibes stated that some of the analysis could be done by the policy institute at the Federal Reserve Bank of Boston. Cibes stated that Yale could also be a possible location.
Jim Finley stated his agreement with the need to preserve PILOT funding.
Bill Cibes stated that towns often struggle with tax exempt land when they only have limited amount of property tax.

Ray Rossomando asked Cibes for clarification on his opinion on eliminating the car tax.
Bill Cibes said he would not support eliminating the car tax overnight, and attempts to replace it with other revenue measures like the Sub-Committee is working on makes sense.  

Rep. Berger asked Cibes if he could pick only one thing for the Sub-Committee to take action on, what that one thing would be.
Bill Cibes said it would cost a lot of money, but the State should find a way to equalize the ability of towns to fund municipal government services and education.  This would help reduce the inequities between towns with the infusion of more state dollars.  
Rep. Berger thanked Cibes for coming to testify and for his many contributions to the State of Connecticut.  This concluded the presentation.

Rep. Berger than stated the next meeting will be held on Thursday, April 25th at 11am in room 2A.  Rep. Berger also reminded Sub-Committee members to send them their recommendations to the Sub-Committee Administrators before the meeting on Thursday by e-mil. Rep. Berger stated that the administrators would send them a revised copy of recommendations so far. 
Rep. Berger adjourned the meeting.
