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You asked for (1) the history of PA 00-85, ACC Voluntary Municipal Revenue Sharing, (2) whether it has been used since enacted and, if so, the process used, (3) if other states permit local revenue sharing and, if so, how it works.
summary

PA 00-85 permits the chief executive officers of two or more municipalities to start a process to share real and personal property tax revenue; their legislative bodies must approve the final agreement.  The Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations proposed the concept following a 1999 study of municipal cooperation. 

The bill’s proponents said it addressed three issues: (1) a property tax system that rewards only the one town where a business or developer chooses to site a project, (2) consequent intertown competition for development projects, and (3) sprawl.  They also believed the bill would clear up confusion among town officials and attorneys who were divided as to whether towns had authority under their general statutory powers to share revenue or needed specific authorization. 
Michael Walsh, legislative chairperson of the Connecticut Municipal Finance Officers’ Association is unaware of any towns that have used PA 00-85 to share revenue.  We also contacted the Connecticut Conference of Municipalities (CCM) and the Office of Policy and Management.  Neither has responded to date.  We will forward to you any information they may ultimately supply.
Wisconsin permits local and county governments to share property tax revenue.  Virginia permits them to share tax and other revenue such as fees.  Minnesota requires local governments in the Minneapolis-St. Paul region to share a portion of the growth in their commercial and industrial tax base.

statute Summary 
PA 00-85 permits the chief executive officers of two or more municipalities (towns, cities, boroughs) to negotiate an agreement to share real and personal property tax revenue.  The public must have an opportunity to participate during the negotiation process.  Each participating municipality’s legislative body must approve the agreement by resolution.  

The agreement must contain all of the provisions on which the municipalities agree and procedures for amending, terminating, and withdrawing from it.  The provisions can identify the tax revenue to be shared and collection and distribution mechanisms.  Municipalities can enter these agreements notwithstanding other state laws, charters, or home rule ordinances
The act is codified at CGS § 7-148bb. 

history of pa 00-85
Proposal History

The Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations (ACIR) initially proposed the bill that became PA 00-85.  The ACIR is a 24-member agency created in 1985 to study system issues between the state and local governments and to recommend solutions as appropriate.  Its members represent the legislative and executive branches, municipalities and other local interests, and the public.

In 1999, the commission formed a subcommittee on voluntary property tax sharing and joint powers to examine and develop policy options, including voluntary inter-municipal revenue sharing, to enable the effective and efficient delivery of local public services.  The subcommittee developed two policy papers, one of which recommended to the commission that it propose legislation allowing municipal revenue sharing.  The ACIR proposed such a bill in the 2000 session, which the Planning and Development Committee raised (SB 77).  
Public Hearing Testimony

According to public hearing testimony, the bill addressed three issues:  (1) the zero-sum nature of the property tax system that rewards only the town where a business or developer chooses to site a project, (2) the intertown competition for development projects that arises from that reward system, and (3) the sprawl that results from decisions that are not always based on the best land use policy.  For example, Howard Dean, Marlborough’s first selectmen, stated that the bill “would provide a tool for municipalities to work together rather than compete on development projects and other initiatives.”  He also said that the proposal “can help towns implement sensible land policies which encourage growth where it makes the most sense….”
Representative Sonny Googins, an ACIR member, testified that the legislature had considered several revenue sharing proposals in recent years.  She also noted that SB 77 fit in with the “smart growth” concept.  
CCM stated that SB 77 was among its legislative priorities.  It also implied in its testimony that town attorneys and others were not clear as to whether existing law, which permitted municipalities to enter into mutual agreements, encompassed revenue sharing agreements.  The bill, it stated, would clarify towns’ ability to do this.
Senate Debate

In bringing out the bill, Senator Coleman noted that the Senate had passed a revenue sharing bill in 1999 (SB 1055), but that the House had not acted on it.  He characterized the bill as one to allow two or more municipalities to share property tax revenue “for the purpose of acting together on ventures and initiatives that would be…mutually beneficial…” to them. 

He proposed an amendment to make it clear that the chief elected officials of the potential partner towns initiated the negotiation process.  As in the file copy, the towns’ legislative bodies would be responsible for approving any agreement.  The amendment was adopted by voice vote; the bill passed 28 to seven.
House Debate

Representative Stone brought out the bill in the House by saying it was “designed to facilitate cooperative agreements between communities to take advantage and make the best use of public resources.  …It allow[s] municipalities to determine the appropriate circumstances within which to work together and maintain business development.”
Representative DelGobbo raised the question of whether towns could enter into development or revenue sharing agreements under existing law.  Representative Stone acknowledged that Planning and Development Committee had heard testimony on both sides.  Some people believed municipalities could share revenues under the general municipal powers statutes; others were not so certain about this implied authority.  The committee, he said, determined that the bill’s passage would clarify municipal authority. 
Representative Prelli argued that the only way a town would benefit from the bill was if another town lost revenue.  He opposed it, saying it was really “starting us down the path of regionalism….”  Representative Googins countered by saying, “I don’t think we have to brand anything that says one town is doing something with another town as creeping regionalism.”
The House passed the bill 113 to 23.

Revenue sharing in other states

Wisconsin
Wisconsin adopted an intergovernmental property tax revenue sharing law in 1995.  The law permits two or more municipalities to share revenue with each other, and it allows a single municipality to share revenue with an American Indian tribe.  The law also permits counties to share revenue with each other or municipalities and tribes.  A participant to the agreement must be contiguous with at least one other participant.

The law requires a revenue-sharing agreement to (1) last at least 10 years, (2) specify the boundaries within which the revenue will be shared, (3) spell out the formula or other terms for determining the amount of that is shared, (4) specify the date on which revenue will be distributed, and (5) contain a method for invalidating the agreement after 10 years.  The agreement can also address any other matters the parties consider appropriate.

Each participant must hold a public hearing on the proposed agreement at least 30 days before it is approved.  A participant’s governing body can, within 30 days after the hearing, opt to hold an advisory referendum on the proposal.  Or voters can force such a referendum by filing a petition with a sufficient number of signatures within 30 days after the hearing.
A majority vote by a quorum of each participant’s governing body is needed for final approval of an agreement (Wis. Stats. § 66.0305).
Virginia

Virginia has two broad revenue sharing laws.  One targets economic development; the other is linked to annexation and other relationships between cities and counties.  Since annexation no longer occurs in Connecticut, we look only at revenue sharing for economic development.
Voluntary economic growth-sharing agreements permit counties, cities, and towns to enter into agreements to share in the benefits of economic growth related to public services or facilities, any type of economic development project, or “any purpose otherwise permitted.”  Governments may share tax and other revenue, such as fees.  The agreements must be for at least one year.

Before finalizing an agreement, it must be submitted to Virginia’s Commission on Local Growth for an advisory review.  After this review, each participant must hold a public hearing.  Any agreement that would create debt for a county is subject to a binding referendum.  The participants’ governing body must approve any final agreement (Code of Virginia 15-2-1301).  An article on Virginia’s revenue sharing schemes is enclosed (West and Glass, “Revenue Sharing: An Important Development Tool For Virginia Localities,” Virginia lawyer, April 2000).

Minnesota

Municipalities in Minnesota’s Twin Cities (Minneapolis-St. Paul) region share property tax revenue as a way to reduce the fiscal disparity between large cities and their surrounding suburbs.  The disparity arises from the fact that the Twin Cities have little or no undeveloped land with which to attract new, taxable development, while their outlying suburbs and rural areas have vast tracks of undeveloped land. 

Since 1971, municipalities within the Twin Cities region have been required to contribute 40% of the growth in their commercial and industrial tax base to an areawide pool.  Each municipality then receives a portion of the pool based on its population and relative fiscal capacity, which is the ratio between its equalized net grand list and the average equalized grand list for all towns.  A municipality’s share equals its population multiplied by its relative fiscal capacity.  As a result, municipalities whose fiscal capacity is below the average receive a greater share than those whose capacity is above the average (Minn. § 473F.001 et seq.). 
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