Significant Sales Tax Legislation

The significant statutory changes to the sales tax since 1994 are summarized below.

_Subject Description Effective Date
Legisiation Enacted in 1994
Racehorses Exampted certain registered racehorses used in authorized pari-mutuel June 1, 1994
events.
Vendor Allowance Enachdﬂnwndwallowmendlthrﬂmelyﬂlodquarbﬂyounnual September 1, 19094

mmmatunhofuwmdsutommmaeduptoa
maximum of $100 per retum. -

Legisiation Enacted In 1995

Homeowners' Exsmpted dues paid to homeowners' associations operating social or  September 1, 1995
Associations athletic facilities for their members.
Meteorological Services  Exempted the sale of meteorological information services. September 1, 1895

Legislation Enacted In 1996

Clothing and Footwear Exsmpted ciothing and footwear priced under $500 for the one-week January 18-24, 1997
period of January 18-24, 1997.

Promotional Materials Expanded the exemption for certain printed promotional materials March 1, 1907
distributed by mall to customers in New York Stats.

Legisiation Enacted In 1997

Buses Provided an exemption for buses used to transport persons for hire,  December 1, 1997
and related parts and services.

Clothing and Footwear Exempted clothing priced under $100 for the one-week periods of September 1-7, 1997
September 1-7, 1897, and Seplember 1-7, 1998. September 1-7, 1998
Permanently exemptad clothing priced under $100. December 1, 1999

Homeowner Association  Exempted parking services sold by a homeowners’ association to iis December 1, 1997

Parking members.

Various Coin-Operated Raised the exemption threshoid for bulk vending machine sales o  December 1, 1997

Devices S0cents from 25 cents, exempted coin-operated car washes,

Vendor Allowance increased the sales tax vendor allowance from 1.5 percent to March 1, 1999
3.5pemmofsuhuxeulodod.uppodlts150perquarhr.

Legislation Enacted In 1998

Clothing and Footwear included footwear in the September 1-7, 1908, femporary clothing September 1-7, 1998
exemption and raised exemption threshold to $500 from $100.
Exempted clothing and footwear priced under $500 during the January 17-24, 1999
January 17-24, 1989, period.
hmmarhummmmnﬂoanwing on  December 1, 1999
Dem1,1999.lndnhedmmpuonﬂwﬁoms100to$11o.

Coin Telephones Increased the exemption threshoid for coin-operaied telephone calls to Seplember 1, 1898
. 25 cents from 10 cents.

College Textbooks aempummwmmwmmmmummd June 1, 1998
for their courses.

Computer Hardware Exempled computer system hardware used to design and develop June 1, 1996
computer software for sale.

Intemet Access Service  Codified State policy of exempting charges for inlemet access February 1, 1997
services.

Materiaimen Allowed certain materiakmen (l.e., buillding materials suppliers) to remit June 1, 1999

saies lax returns on either a cash or an accrual bas's.

Telephone Central Offics Emamwm&nmmmbruophanamnlofﬁuoqulpnmh September 1, 1998
Equipment lndudasuehoqﬂmmturlppmmwumm.muving,
processing, transmitting, and re-transmitting telephone signals.

Source: 2006-07 NYS Executive Budget - Economic and Revenue Outlook: Analysis and Methodology,
pp. 230-233.
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_ Subject Description Effective Date
Legisiation Enacted in 1999

Clothing and Foolwear Chanoodhooﬁocﬂndmofﬂnpommmempﬁmfudoﬂw March 1, 2000
and footwsar priced under $110 from Decamber 1, 1999, to March 1,
2000.

Temporarily exempted clothing and footwear priced under $500 for the September 1-7, 1998;
periods of Septamber 1-7, 1989, and January 15-21, 2000. January 15-21, 2000

Ct;mpularHque valdodmmmpﬂonformmmmmuwbdeﬂgn March 1, 2001
and develop Intemet web sites for sale.

Famm Production mmummmmmpuontommmmm March 1, 2001
building materials. Converted the refund for tax paid on motor vehicles

TMM Exunpbdmadﬂwyu:doqulpmmtusedbmmbmm March 1, 2001
Equipment mwmmm«muub-mmm
Intemet access sarvice for sale.

Theater wmmmlmwummmm March 1, 2001
prochacﬂonolhe«amaﬁcormlmpemrmam.

Legisiation Enacted in 2000

Farm Production Exouphdpropeﬂy.buﬁdlngmmﬂabanduﬂltymuudmhm September 1, 2000
production. Expandoddoﬂriﬂonofhmbmmwdalhom
boarding operations. .

intemet Data Centers Exempted computer hardware and sofiware purchased by Intemet  September 1, 2000
mnm(mmmum)omhmvm.
Included required equipment such ss air conditioning systems, power
smma.rllsednooﬂng.ublm.wl\emrelmdtome
exempted property.

Vending Machines Enmptodbodmddﬁr&soldhoughawngmadﬁnothatm September 1, 2000
75 cents or less.

Telecommunications Exempted property used to provide tslecommunications services,  September 1, 2000

Equipment and intemet access services, or a combination thereof, Also,

Communications Services ceriain services to the exempled property, such ss installation and
maintenance. Prwldodaﬁne-yaumnpionformehmw
equipment used to upgrade cable television systems to a digital-based
technology.

Radio and Television Exampted machinery and equipment (ncluding parts, tools and  September 1, 2000
Broadcasting supplm)mdmmundmwdbrprodudbnandtrlmmlwmof

live or recorded programs. A broadcaster includes Federal

communications licensed radio and television stations, television

networks, and cabie television networks.

Pollution Abatament Exempted manufacturing and industria) pollution control equipment and March 1, 2001
machinery.

Transmission and Phased out over three years the sales tax on the separately purchased  September 1, 2000

Distribution of Electricity  transmission of electricity and gas.

and Gas

Empire Zones Exempted property and services used or consumed by qualified March 1, 2001
businesses within Empire Zones.

Purchase of Gas or lmpoudaeompommumhxonpurd\auso'wormmy June 1, 2000

Electricity from Outside of from vendors located outside of New York.
New York

Legisiation Enacted in 2001

Empire Zones Added eight new Empire Zones, for a tolal of 66 zones throughout  October 29, 2001
the State. Four of the eight new Empire Zones became effective
immediatety.
Legistation Enacted in 2002
Temporary Exemption in Temporarily exempted most tangibie personal property priced under June 1, 2002
Liberty Zone ssoosouhmouunyamnwmmzammmvmcnym

the periods of June 8-11, July 8-11 and August 20-22, 2002,
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_Subject Description Effective Date
EFT Threshold Change Lowered the Electronic Fund Transfer threshold from $1 mifiion to September 1, 2002

s

Legisiation Enacted In 2003

Surcharge Ralsedhsutsulumnbtom4b425pommmu9hmy31. June 1, 2003
2005.
Temporary repeal of Temporarily repealed the exemption on ltems of clothing and footwear June 1, 2003
clothing exemption prlcodmdorsﬂowmmmuimmpﬂonmnme
same $110 threshold.
Use tax line on PIT retumn quuiredallmonPlehmaforhxpamtomponmhxowed. May 24, 2003
Legisiation Enacted in 2004

Extend Temporary Repeal Emwu\oexphﬂondahtomym,zooa,forhbmmry repeai August 20, 2004
of Clothing Exemption ofmomwﬂmonﬂomofmwfoomrpﬁudmdﬂﬂw
and created two exemption weeks at the same $110 threshold.

Alrcraft Parts and Exempted parts used exciusively to maintain, repair, overhaul or  December 1, 2004
Services rebuild aircraft parts or aircraft sarvices.

Vessels Providing Local Pmmm:wamwmmmmpmmmn December 1, 2004
Transit service and certain related property and services.

Contractors and Affliates Required contractors, subcontractors and their affiiiates who make August 20, 2004
mmmmummmmmmn
moromanssoo.DOOIoNewYorkloaﬂomtorogmamm
vendors.

Legislation Enacted in 2005

Extend Temporary Repeal Exiended the expiration date to March 31, 2007, for the temporary Aprit 12, 2005
of Clothing Exemption repeal oﬂhoexompﬂonmlhmcofdommindbdwurpﬁcodum
$110 and crealed two exemption weeks at the same $110 threshold. If
ﬂnzooe-OTEnwuangmpmpmmmMycﬂ-mm
exemption for such items takes effect on April 1, 2008,

Manhattan Parking Made permanent the sales tax enforcement provisions relating to April 12, 2005
Vendors parking vendors in Manhattan.
Metropolitan Commuter Immmmwmmmhummmmuw June 1, 2005
Transportation Transportation District (MTCD) from 0.25 percent to 0.375 percent.
Sales Tax Rate
Sales Tax Medicald Pmmmmsmwummmmlw:momﬂ April 12, 2005
Intercept and for such amount to be intercapted from local sales tax distributions

and directed to the State.
Amusement Park EMedmthdobortm.hummuluhxmmpﬁmof April 12, 2005
Admissions the amount charged for admission to a qualifying piace of amusement.
Lower Manhattan Office valdadubstummpﬁonformiyuudhﬁmbhoroqﬁp August 30, 2005
Spacs lower Manhattan office space.

Residential Solar Energy Exempbdﬁnulolndmuloﬂonofmldonﬂalmmmylm July 26, 2005
equipment from sales and use taxes.

In Bay Car Washes Exempted coin-operated or fully automated car washing, waxing or  December 1, 2005
vacuuming from sales and use taxes.

Exempted certain machinery and equipment for marine container December 1, 2005
terminals in New York City from State sales and use taxes.

Waste Transfer Stations  Exempted certain waste transfer services om State and local sales December 1, 2005

Marine Terminal Facilities

and use taxes.
State Charter Credit Exempted State charter credit unions from sales and use taxes. March 1, 2008
Unions
Direct Shipment of Wine  Provided for certain iimited direct interstate shipments of wine. August 11, 2005
Electricity Eumphddmtdtynﬁm:ndm.mmmdumdbya March 1, 2008

cogeneration facility Bwnod by certain cooperative comporations.
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Sales Tax Sharing Agreements
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Frequently Asked Questions on the Sales Tax

—

“

®  What local jurisdictions can impose the general sales tax?

Cities and counties. (See §1210 of the Tax Law.)
® At what rate may the tax be imposed?
Generally, up to 3 percent, in increments of 0.25 percent.

(Note: Most counties and certain cities, have received legislative approval to impose sales tax
at a rate in excess of 3 percent. Most often the additional sales tax s | percent in addition to
the 3 percent.)

® Can a county, and a city in a county, both im[iose in the city the general sales tax at the
rate of 3 percent?

Yes, but in the absence of a statute providing otherwise, the maximum combined rate in the city
may not exceed 3 percent. As a rule, the county and the city each have a prior right to impose
within the city the general sales tax at the rate of 1.5 percent. This can occur in a variety of
combinations. For example, a county could impose a 2 percent rate and the city a 1 percent
rate or the county could impose a 1 percent rate and the city a 2 percent rate. (See §1224 and
§1262 (d) and (e) of the Tax Law.)

If a county is imposing a 2 percent rate and the city wants to impose a 1.5 percent rate, the city
may do so. However, the county must be notified in advance. When the city’s 1.5 percent tax
rate becomes effective, the county’s 2 percent tax rate (in the city boundary) rolls back to 1.5
percent. As a result, the total sales tax rate within the city will be 3 percent. In the area of the
county outside the city, the tax rate remains 2 percent.

®  Who administers the sales tax?
The New York State Department of Taxation and Finance.
® When may a local sales tax be imposed?
The local sales tax (including increases to the sales tax) may be imposed on December 1,

March 1, June 1 or September 1, unless otherwise approved by the law. (See §1210(d) of the
Tax Law.)
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®  Who distributes the receipts from local sales taxes?

The State Comptroller distributes net receipts monthly to the local taxing jurisdictions (counties,
or cities that impose their own sales tax) on the basis of amounts certified by the State Tax
Commissioner. Distributions within a county are made by the chief fiscal officer of the county
and must be made at least quarterly.

®  Can a county share its sales tax receipts with other local governments or for educational
purposes?

Yes. Unless the city in the county imposes its own sales tax, the county also has the option to
retain all of its sales tax receipts for county purposes. If, however, a city in the county imposes
its own sales tax, the county is required to allocate a portion of its sales tax receipts to the cities
and towns other than the city imposing its own sales tax.

8 Can a county voluntarily share its sales tax receipts with just the cities in the county,
without also sharing a portion of the receipts with the towns in the county?

Yes, but only pursuant to a sales tax agreement between the county and the cities within the
county. In the absence of a sales tax agreement, to the extent that a county does not elect to
use its sales tax receipts for county or educational purposes, the receipts must be allocated to
all cities and towns within the county.

m  Can a county distribute sales tax receipts to school districts but not to cities and towns in
the county?

Yes. (See §1262 (a) and (c) of the Tax Law.)

u If a County gets approval to increase its sales tax rate above the 3 percent allowed by
statute, must it share that additional sales tax with other localities, in accordance with
existing sharing agreements?

Maybe. It depends on the terms of the legislation authorizing the additional sales tax, the terms
of any existing sales tax agreement, or both. '

®  Whois entitled to the interest earned by the county when investing sales tax receipts during
the period prior to distribution to other municipalities?

While sales tax receipts are in the custody of the county, they are considered to be county moneys.
The interest earned on the temporary investment of these moneys belongs to the county. (Opinion
of the State Comptroller No. 79-472.)
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a Ifa county voluntarily shares its sales tax receipts, and a town and all villages within the
town elect to receive their shares of sales tax receipts in cash, how may the town use these
moneys?

The town must use the sales tax receipts to reduce taxes levied for “part-town activities,” and
any balance remaining or portion thereof, in the discretion of the town board, may be applied
to reduce general town taxes, county taxes levied in the area of the town outside the villages,
or may be used for “part-town activities,” or any combination thereof,

m  Cana county, city or school district get help from the State regarding sales and compensating
use taxes?

Yes. A county, city or school district should contact the Office of Counsel at the New York
State Department of Taxation and Finance (Tax Department) at (518) 457-2153 to ask for help.
The Tax Department will answer questions about how a locality goes about imposing sales
and use taxes, changing its rate of tax, repealing taxes and providing exemptions (clothing and
footwear, residential energy sources, solar energy equipment, Empire Zone businesses, etc.).
The Tax Department will also answer questions about what happens when a county and a city
in the county each want to impose sales and use taxes.

® Does the Tax Department have model enactments for localities to use?

Yes. The Tax Department has model local laws, ordinances and resolutions that localities are
required to use. The locality should contact the Office of Counsel at (518) 457-2153 to request
the appropriate model enactment.

s Are there deadlines for a locality to adopt a local law, ordinance or resolution relating to
local sales and use taxes?

Yes. New sales and use taxes and changes to existing sales and use taxes must take effect on the
first day of a sales tax quarterly period (March, June, September and December 1st). General ly,
the locality is required to adopt its local enactment and mail in accordance with statutory
requirements a certified copy of the enactment to the Tax Department at least 90 days prior to
the effective date. The locality should contact the Tax Department as early in the process as
possible, in order to ensure that its enactment can take effect on the desired effective date.
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Sales Tax Rate Table

L= Publication 718-A
Enactment and Effective Dates of Sales and Use Tax Rates

Use this publication to determine the enactment and effective hPublicuion?lS,NmYorkSmuSaksMUuTawaby
dates of sales and use tax rates imposed, increased, or decreased Jurisdiction, for the combined rates. Any items changed from
by the various localities. The rates indicated cannot be added to the previous version are noted in boldface italics.

determine the combined state, county, and city tax rate. Refer

e N ___._m‘
New York State 2 _-M_-MMMM 1.Aug. 1968 #&mm "Lz 27 July 1965 |1 Aug. 1968 |
3 | 29Mar. 1969 | 1 Apr. 1960 | 3 | 30Nov. 1971 | 1 Mar. 1972
4 | 2Apr.1971 | 1 June 1977 | 4 | 10Dec. 1984 | 1 Mer. 1965
4% | 15 May 2003 | 1 June 2003 | 4 | 18 Dec. 1986 | 1Jan. 1987
K2 | 78 May 1 June 3| Eflective 1 Jan. 1988 - 9 Jan. 1988
M4 | 7Jan.1968 | 10Jan. 1088
Abany County 2|11 Dec. 1967 |1 Mar. 1968 L] 4% |23 June 2006 | 1 July 2005
3 | 15Dec. 1060 | 1 Mar. 1970 | C| 4% [ 10Jan. 2008 | 15 Jan. 2008
Cl 4 | 31Juy1962 | 18Sep. 1002 Essex County 3 | 4Dec.1967 | 1 Mar. 1968
Aliegary County 2 | 18Nov.1087 | 1 C[ 3% 70 July 2004 | 1 Sep. 2004
3 | 140cL. 1976 | 1 Mar. 1976 W—Tvﬁw@! T0oc. 1
4 14 Oct. 1986 | 1 Dec. 1966 3| 2 1968 | 1 1968
C|[ 4% | 138ep. 2004 | 1 Dec. 2004 WTT%W
ronx on 3 ci{ 4 8 Aug. 2005 | 1 Dec. 2005
e P b B oo T e
3 | 19Feb. 1974 | 1 June 1974 3 | 26 Nov. 1980 1 Mar, 1981
Cl 4| 3Feb.1904 | 1 Nar. 1994 C{ 4 T22June 1904 | 1 Sep. 1904
Cattaraugus Counly | 3 | 21 Nov. 1967 | 1 Mar. 1968 Greene County 3 : ne
C| 4 | '30Dec. 1965 | 1 Mar, 1966 3| 1Feb.1977 | 1June 1977
Cayvga County 31770 Mar. 7688 |1 June 1088 C[ 4 | 4Fe0. 1003 | 1 Wiar. 1953
Cl 4 |28 July1962 | 1 Sep.1962 [Familon Counly | 3 ] 4Jan. 1088 |1 Jone 1
Chautauqua County | 3 ] 1 1966 Herkimer. County 3 | 14 Dec. 1967 | 1 Mar, 1088 |
Gl4a% | 4Feb.2005 | 1 Mar. 2005 cl 4 SJuly 1004 | 1 1994
Chamang Comey [ 2 1 20y O | 1A 0| |ty | T
3 | 12Dec. 1967 | 1 Mar. 1968 8 | 14Nov. 1967 | 1 Mar. 1968
Cl 4 [ 12Aug.2002 | 1 Dec. 2002 C[3% | 27 July2004 | 1 Sep. 2004
Sherargs Ty T2 T2 Do T T e a3
3 | 235ep.1991 | 1 Dec. 1991 %— BERm - &m
4 15Ju¥m % 3 [ 6Jan. 1967 | 1 Mar. 1967
ol 38 Ao 2004 |1 o704 CTW%%%
2 [Tivingaton County | Al
Columbia Counly 2 | 29Nov. 1071 ] 1 Mar. 1573 CI 4 | 1Apr.2003 | 1 June 2003
3 | 8Dec.1982 | 1 Mar. 1963 WTW&WW
4 |28 Jan. 1996 | 1 Mer. 1996 3 | 28Aug. 1964 | 1 Dec. 1064
["Cortland County 3 Cl & | 1Apr.2004 | 1 June 2004
4| 5Aug. 1992 | 1 Sep. 1992 ionros County ]
[ Delaware County 2 1S£Lw 1 [9% | 3Aug.1982 | 1 Sep. 1982
3 | 14 Nov.2001 | 1 Mar. 2002 H{ 4 | 10Feb. 1993 | 1 Mar. 1993
Cl 4 | 80ct.2003 [ 1Dec.2003 C| 4 | 10Feb. 1993 | 1 Dec. 1999
Dulchess County  A[_1 2 Monigomery County 1 3|
3 | t1 Dec. 1988 1 Mar. 1990 4 aﬂm 1
C| 3% | 28 Feb.2003 | 1 June 2003
A — Enacted July 11, 1981, sffective 1, 1881, an F— March 1, 2007, %% wil
BRI I, B o te |
benefit of the Metropokitan Commuter Transportation District H—abmmm.immmmmm
(MCTD). Enacled April 12, 2005, elfective June 1, 2005, the expired, replaced effactive December 1, 1993, by addiional 1%
Whmmbhwmd“ see footnote C).
MCTD to x-&r.m. 31, 2028, additional 1% tax will expire.
8 — Effoctive December 31, 2013, additional %% tax will expire. J — Effective Novamber 30, 2007, %% will expire.
S_Ehmnmm,%'axu e f-mmhummﬂdm
E—Mummau.zooﬁmmmwlm u—mm&yhmmmmmm

Note: This table is updated periodically throughout the year and can be accessed at
http:/fwww.tax. stat, -ny.us/pubs_and_bulls/publications/sales_pubs.htm
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Page 20f 4 Publication 718-A (2/06)

Jurisdiction % Jurigdiction %
Nassau County 2 | 9Dec.1968 | 1 Mar. 1060 Schoharie County 2 | 20Jen. 1984 | 1 .June 1964
3 | 20Nov.1971 | 1 Mer. 1972 3 | 17 Dec. 1991 | 1 Mar. 1992
A | 16 July 1676 | 1 Sep. 1976 4 | 12 Mar.2004 | 1 June 2004
A[3 16 July 1976 | 1 Sep. 1977 [Schuyler County | 3| 27 Nov. 1 Mar. 1963 |
4 | 25Apr 1083 | 1Jun. 1963 C[ 4] 14Dec. 1999 | 1 Mar. 2000
4 | 10Sep. 1964 | 1Jan. 1986 [Seneca County 1 1" 12Jan 1983 |1 Mar, 1062
3% | 1050p.1984 |1 Jan, 1986 S | 13July 1982 | 1 Sep. 1962 |
Cl4au | 230y 1901 | 1 Sep. 1991 Cl 4 |"73Aug.2002 | 1 Dec. 2002
o Yook Courdy o0 5203 L L
County 3 1 Mar, 3 [ 22Nov.1971 | 1 Mar. 1972
C[ ¢ T 227an.2003 | 1 Mar. 2003 4 | 260ct 1992 | 1 Dec. 1902
Oneida County ] ) [ 1 Dec. 1082 | "Suflokk County E3 1 Mar. 1069 |
4 | 3Aug 1982 | 1Sep 1992 Al'S | 8Feb.1972 | 1Sep.1972
C[ 8% | 3Feb.2006 | 1 Mar.2006 B{ 3% | 12Sep. 1984 | 1 Dec. 1964
Onondaga County 2 [~ 1 Dec. 1087 | 3% | 31July1991 | 1Sep. 1991
3 | 110ct 1968 | 1 Dec. 1968 44 | SAug. 1992 | 1Sep. 1992
C| 4 T 153uly2004 |1 Sep.2004 4 | 16 Nov. 1995 | 1 Jan. 1996
Onitario Counly 07 1 C{44 | 8May2001 | 1dune 2001
3 | 12Mar. 1970 | 1 June 1870 ["Sullivan County ) E‘b%ﬂ'ﬁr 2
Orange County Al 11 7 Dec. 1082 | 3 | 6Jan.1975 [ 1 Mar, 1975
2 | 260cL 1963 | 1 Dec. 1963 | Cl3% | 9May2003 | 1 June 2003
3 | 13Dec. 1991 | 1 Mas. 1992 Tioga County ]
CI3% | 2Apr.2004 | 1 June 2004 3 | 14May 19684 | 1 Sep. 1964
Orieans County 2 1 Mar. 1068 | 3% | 10Jan. 1904 | 1 Mar. 1
3 | 4June 1970 | 1 Sep. 1970 C| 4 | 198ep. 2003 | 1 Dec. 2003
o T ihariw | T is] et e 23]
Oswego County 3 | (1 Apr. 1008 | 1 Mar. 1907 | Cl 4 | 1Sep. 1982 [ 1 Dec. 1992
Cl 4 124 une 2004 | 1 Sep. 2004 Utster County 1 | 13Feb. 1968 | 1June 1969
"Stsego County 2 70&.1“7'_{%7”' : 3 | 90ec.1976 | 1 Mer. 1977
3 | 160ct 1991 | 1Dec. 1901 3% | 12 Aug. 1983 | 1 Dec. 1993
Punam County 1110 1 June 197) Warren County 3 | 27 Nov. 1967 1:::%
A{ 2 | 140ct. 1960 | 1 Mar. 1901 L - :
T 17 oL 1983 |1 Dec-1383 [ Washington County 3 | 25Feb. 1970 | 1 Sep. 1970
2 | 6 May 1067 | T Sep 1967 'Weyne County 2 | 15Nov.1967 | 1 Mar. 1968
3 | TNov.1988 | 1 Mar, 1080 3 ] 20Feb. 1968 | 1 June 1968
cis% | 15 2005 | 1 Sep. 2005 C| 4 | 18 Nov.2003 1 Mar. 2004
Queens See / on 3 Waesichester County A| 1 | 22Dec. 1971 | 1 Sep. 1972
'W%T h 1% | 28 Dec. 1981 | 1 June 1982
3 | 270ct 1962 | 1 Dec. 1982 2% | 22 July 1991 | 15 Oct. 1991
Cl 4 [ 25Xdy1994 | 1Sep. 1904 3 | 24Feb.2004 | 1 Mar. 2004
"Aichmond County 1 on page 3 Wyoming County 3 | 25Nov.1980 | 1 Mar. 1981
[Tockiand County AL C[ 4 [T130cL1982 | 1 Dec. 1992
Af2% | 27 Nov. 1900 | 1 Mar. 1991 Yates Counly 3 | 20 Nov. 1967 | 1 Wiar. 1968
F[ 3] 19 July 1991 | 1 Sep. 1991 c[ s | 30 July 2063 ] 1 Sep 2063
J[3% | T4Feb.2002 | 1 Mar. 2002 -
ﬁl.mC«m 3 3 1 Mar, 1068
Cou 3 . 1 June 1982 | a—mmal.mmmmmmm
C—MQNW&W.WUM]!M
iy | % T Dec. 1088 D — Effective November 30, 2007, 3% wil supire.
3 | 24./an.1989 | 1 Mar. 1969 E — Effective November 30, 2007, additional % wifl expire
3% | 140Uy 1998 | 1 Sep. 1998 z—enmmk'zm.msmwy&“
EN{ 4 | 28Apr.2003 | 1 June 2003 H_ME“ | ml : 'ao.m'ma.mu “mm
@xpired, repiaced efieciive December 1, 1963, by additional 1%
A — Enacled July 11, 1681, effective 1, 1981, an fooinols C).
additional tax of %% is imposed in locasities for the l-&m-mat.m.m % tax Wil sxpire.
benefit of the Metropolitan Commuter Tranaportaion District J — Effective November 30, 2007, %% will expire.
mb).szmm;z.mmmi.mdm& f—mwm.ﬁo&wmw
MCTD to H%. benefit u—mm’hmmti'mwm




Publicstion 718-A (208) Page 3 of 4

[ —Jwedcon T % |_Enacied | Ehectve | [ __duicion T % | Facied T Eiecive |
Clties Norwich &) 1% § 27 June 1889 | 1 Mar. 1990
Amsterdam a 2 3 [Ogdensburg . &] 1% | 13 June T088 |3 Mar 7060
= offctive 1 June 1994 — 1 Dec. 2000
Auburn 0] 2 1995 |1 Mar, 1008 | Olean a1 2 A
[Batavia T 1Ak | 1 [ TMar.1081| [Oneida i 072 | 1Dec. 1072 ]
= offective 1 Mar. 2000 a[ 1 [ 13June 1972 | 1 Mer. 1973 |
| Canandeigua T 113 [ 1 Aug. 1965 | ol 2 | 20Apr. 2004 | 1 June 2004
al 1% | 13 iy 1967 1 Mar. 1968 Oswego 2 . T Mar. 1988
— | Repeal effectiye 1 Mar. 2008 Pl 3 | 10Jan. 1972 | 1 Mar. 1972
Coming a| 1% | SAug.1074 |. 1 Dec. 1574 | t| 4 [20June 2004 | 1 Sep.2004
Cortland ] 3 [12June 1900 | 1 Mar. 10971 | Platisburgh o 2 18Iy 1088 | 1Aug.1
— efiective 1 Mar. 1995 — | Repeal eflective 1 Mar, 1993
T SREas i R e - Y Sy 1088 | T sy 1888
= ofiective 1 Mar, 1993 2 | 9Jan. 1968 | 1Mar. 1969
[ Fullon T%ﬂf 87 |1 Mar. 1968 | — %m1m1m
3 | 9Dec.1971 | 1 Nar. 1972 Tiome c| &
¢] & | 28Feb.2003 | 1 June 2003 | 1% | 27 June 1990 | 1 Sep. 1990
Geneva T 114 June T087 | 1 Sep. 1087 | k* | 1% | AddiSonal rate expired 1 Sep. 2000
o[ 1% [ 14June 1967 |1 Mar. 1968 Salamenca &' 'ﬂrm‘—%ﬂ
— offective 1 Mav. 2006 "Saraloga Springs 1 1 T June 1
Glen Cove . ah]| 1% | %ﬁ [~1 Mar, 1960 | 2 | 3Aug.1970 | 1 Dec. 1970
M 2 [28June 1963 | 1 Mar. 1964 [ 3| 28 July 7980 | 1 Sep. 1960
— [ Repesl offective 1 Mar, 1988 — | Rapeal effective 1 June 1985
[Giens Falls 8| 1% | 190June 1968 | 1 Mar, ¢l 3 | 18 Dec.2001 | 1 June 2002
[Gloversvile _ a] 1% | 196 2 [ Scheneciady 3 | 28 Oct. 1982 | 2
t[3 12~u% 1 Dec. 2008 2% | 5Dec.1963 | 1 Mar. 1984
Hornell 1 TApr. 1980 | e — offactive 1 Mar. 1969
a*| 1% [ 23 June 1970 | 1 Mar. 1971 (Sherml 9] 1 %ﬂ' 1
(Thaca _ &'| 1% | 1 Troy 1 |6 Dec. 1968 | A
Johnstown t 7 al1% | 4June1970 | 1 Mar. 1971
e 2 | 10June 1970 | 1 0 | 270ct. 1962 | 1 Dec. 1962
- olfective 1 June 1985 Utca NEL A T dune 1962
Mount Vernon 1 072 |_1%ine [Whis Plaine 2 2 [ 1Sep. 1073
de[ 2 [27June 1074 | 18ep. 1974 ni 2 [ 28July1993 | 1 Sep. 1993
qj 2% | 28 Aug. 1984 | 1 Dec. 1984 Yonkers 1 1.June 1
Newburgh T 1 27 2 | 10Dec. 1968 | 1 Mar. 1969 |
— | Repeel effective 1 Mar, 1588 b 3 | 3Jan.1970 | 1 War. 1570
[New Rochelle de[ 2 | 4Way 1078 | ode/g] 4 | 25Nov. 1975 | 1 Jan. 1976
m{ 3 [ 27TJuly 1993 | 1 Sep. 1993
m 3 1 Sq). i —Eﬂoetlv.mryi.!als.eummb to
4[4 [T aune 1974 | Tl 1674 B the tase o1 rpay @ 1% for the period January 1, 19es,
4% | 4June 2003 | 4 June 2003 k—:%wm.ﬂ;ymmmi.mw.amm
8| 4 4 June 1 June 2008 preemption by county.
- county tax; within clty, county September 1, repeal; within
* qvm mumﬁ.hm? thxrate county fax rate is 2% and clty tax rate is 2%.)
e s o g s e i
¢ — Within clly, the county rale is 1%%. ’ .
- , 1981, 1, 1981, n — Additional %% is not subject to presmption; will expire on
d WE'”“UL},}?,'“'““:WM“” 961, an August 31, 2007. (City rate I8 2% through that dais.)
the benefk of the Commuter Tr 0 — Chy 2% of the county tax.
District (MCTD). Enacted April 12, 2005, eflective . p—&wwwmmwdhmmﬂvmh
Benait f e UCTD rcrsaedio o FZ Cou ...J,’.‘.&'p".";.m’w” the cly's tax. City rate is
! = ooy el % Ehecre , 2007, additional 1% tax wil
9 — Within clty, the county rate is 2%, sxdusive of any sdditional rate. §
fh— tax. Within oty, the ate is 2%%. s — May 31, 2008, additional 4% expired.
i_Wmmmhmmmew‘ﬁmmhwwu? c—%mmummmmmh
i:g::brhpubdlﬂuehij“d,ﬁwghbmnhr 1, « — The city may not any of the addit tax the
county is presently allowed 0 impose.
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New York State Office of the State Comptroller
Alan G. Hevesi, State Comptroller

Division oF LocAL GOVERNMENT SERVICES & EconomIc DEVELOPMENT
DIRECTORY

{Area code for the following is 518 unless otherwise specified)

Executive .............. e e e e e ob b e et e r s er s SRS b se AR e nne b st e nenet enseneememe s ssees e 474-4037
Mark P. Pattison, Deputy Comptroller
Steven J. Hancox, Assistant Comptroller
John Clarkson, Assistant Comptroller
John Traylor, Assistant Director
Gregory Smith, Assistant Director
Financlal Reporting (Annual Financial Reports, Constitutional Limits, Real Property
Tax Levies, Local GOVEMMENt ADPIOVAIS)..................cocooooeceeceeeceeeeeeereeeeeseeeee oo oeoeoeooeoeoeeooeeoeeeeoeeeeee 474-4014
Information Services (Requests for Publications or Government DAata)....cvrreecrentee e 474-6975
JUSHICE COURFUNM ................ooono et eesmsssssssenasssassesesesseess s sms s s ee e eees 473-6438
Local Government Services (Audits, Technical ASSIStance, 3CS)..................oemeemeerereroerreovomssooooooooeoosoooo 474-5404
Professional Standards (Auditing and ACCOUNING) ...........oe.ceeemmeeveroresesrresoeeee oo pevsnsassasenanennens 474-5404
ROBOATCH ...t an s s st teeese e smmes e eeeeeeeeseeees oo 474-8456
Statewide and ReQIONAIPIOJECES .................coooonneneieeeececeece e eeeeeeeeeeeemeeeeessoemsmmmse e eeeeeeeeeeeos 315-428-4192
Training (Local Official Training, Teleconferences, Videotapes)..................oooooooooooooomooroooooo 473-0005
Electronic Filing
Questions Regarding Electronic Filing of Annual Financial Reports ........... .. 474-4014
Questions Regarding Electronic Filing of Justice Court ROPOMS ...t esese e 486-3166
New York State Retirement System
Retirement Information Services
Inquiries on Employee Benefits and Programs...................ccooeveoeevemrressosssooooosooeoeooeesesoesns 474-7736
BUreau of MOmbDer Services .........................wveecevveseeeeeesssssssssssssmseesssssssessessesssessssossnssees s 474-1101
Monthly Reporting Inquiries............ 474-1080
Audits and Plan Changes................ 4740167
All Other EMpIOYer INQUINES................cc.oommrerrveemsesnnrecnssssnensesesmsssssssssssssssssosesseomses s sees oo 4746535
Division of Legal Services
Municipal Law Section eseesbeaeseeae et et nasaesasasa e snatsaeesesar et eneannsanaans rrrereereaeenrraenne 474-5586
Other OSC Offices
Bureau of State EXPONItUres .............................onvoveeeecrenssersesesesseoesseoos oo eeeseooessee s 486-3017
BUFGAU Of STALB CONTACES ..................coovevecvemureersisssssonesssessssssssssssmsessssssssssessessessessssoeoeosoeo 474-4622
Mailing Address for All of the Above:
Office of the State Comptroller, 110 State St., Albany, New York 12236
(Zip Code for Retirement System is 12244)
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New York State Office of the State Comptroller

Alan G. Hevesi, State Comptroller

Division oF LocAL GOVERNMENT SERVICES & ECONOMIC DeveLoPMeNnT
DIRECTORY

VISIT OUR WEBSITE AT “WWW.0SC.STATE.NY.US"

Steven J. Hancox, Assistant Comptrolier (518)474-4037
Cole H. Hickland, Assistant Director - Direct Services (518)486-6535
Jack Dougherty, Assistant Director - Direct Services (518)474-4247

NEED HELP?
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE IS AVAILABLE AT THE FOLLOWING REGIONAL OFFICES

BUFFALO REGIONAL OFFICE

Robert Meller, Chief Examiner

Office of the State Comptroller

295 Main Street, Room 1050

Buffalo, New York 14203-2510

(716)847-3647 Fax(716)847-3643

Email: j-

Serving: Allegany, Cattaraugus, Chautauqua, Erie,
Genesee, Niagara, Orleans, Wyoming counties

ROCHESTER REGIONAL OFFICE

Edward V. Grant Jr., Chief Examiner

Office of the State Comptrolier

The Powers Building

16 West Main Street — Suite 522

Rochester, New York 14614-1608
(585)454-2460 Fax (585)454-3545

Email: j-

Serving: Cayuga, Chemung, Livingston, Monroe,
Ontario, Schuyler, Seneca, Steuben, Wayne, Yates
counties

SYRACUSE REGIONAL OFFICE

Debora Wagner, Chief Examiner

Office of the State Comptroller

State Office Building, Room 409

333 E. Washington Street

Syracuse, New York 13202-1428
(315)428-4192 Fax (315)426-2119

Email:

Serving: Herkimer, Jefferson, Lewis, Madison,

Oneida, Onondaga, Oswego, St. Lawrence counties

BINGHAMTON REGIONAL OFFICE

Patrick Carbone, Chief Examiner

Office of the State Comptroller

State Office Building, Room 1702

44 Hawley Street

Binghamton, New York 13901-4417
(607)721-8306 Fax (607)721-8313

Email: -Bi

Serving: Broome, Chenango, Cortiand, Delaware,
Otsego, Schoharie, Sullivan, Tioga, Tompkins
counties

GLENS FALLS REGIONAL OFFICE

Karl Smoczynski, Chief Examiner

Office of the State Comptroller

One Broad Street Plaza

Glens Falls, New York 12801-4396

(518)793-0057 Fax (518)793-5797

Email:

Serving: Clinton, Essex, Franklin, Fulton, Hamilton,
Montgomery, Rensselaer, Saratoga, Warren,
Washington counties

ALBANY REGIONAL OFFICE

Christopher J. Ellis, Chief Examiner

Office of the State Comptroller

22 Computer Drive West

Albany, New York 12205-1695

(518)438-0093 Fax (518)438-0367

Email:

Serving: Albany, Columbia, Dutchess, Greene,
Orange, Putnam, Rockland, Schenectady, Ulster,
Westchester counties

HAUPPAUGE REGIONAL OFFICE
Richard J. Rennard, Chief Examiner
Office of the State Comptroller

NYS Office Building, Room 3A10
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Summary of Findings

This rescarch brief summarizes issues associated with the property tax, provides

an overview of recent trends and analyzes the tax burden across tegions and

types of local government. '

* The property tax is by far the largest tax imposed by local governments in the State,
. fepresenting 79 percent of all local taxes outside of New York City.

* Per capita property tax burdens in New York are 49 percent higher than the

national average and property taxes measured as a share of personal income are 28
percent higher.

* This disparity is even greater for taxpayers in most of the State, since New York
City’s property taxes are telatively low compared with other local governments
(because it collects revenue from 2 aumber of other local taxes, including a personal
income tax). v , :

* Local property tax levies grew by 60 percent from 1995 to 2005, more than twice
the rate of inflation during that period (28 percent). Most of this growth occurred
in the last 5 years — when property tax levies increased by 42 percent, compared to
inflation of 13 percent.

* Levy increases have moderated somewhat in 2006, particularly for counties,
which benefited from last year’s Medicaid cap. However, growth rates continue to be
substaatially above inflation for most classes of government.

* Although taxpayers in suburban downstate counties pay the highest property tax
bills per houschold, they have some of the lowest full value rates in the State,
since their property values are much higher as well. These low rates are partly
duc to the growth in property values between 1995 and 2005, which was much
stronger downstate than upstate.

* Property taxes add to the overall high cost of living in downstate suburbs,
where property taxes per $1,000 of personal income average about $65 (compared
. to the State median of $53), and are a major contributor

" to higher housing costs.

* Assessment quality varies throughout the State, and in
many areas properties with similar market values
may have very different assessments and tax bills.
This can lead to dissatisfaction and challenges to
assessments that have a significant impact on the

property tax base.
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Overview

The property tax is by far the largest tax imposed by local governments in New York State, representing 79
percent of all local taxes outside of New Yotk City. Local property tax levies totaled $38 billion in 2005
—reflecting an increase of more than $11 billion (42 percent) since 2000 and generating more tevenue than
even the State’s $28 billion personal income tax. In fact, even
R:;:‘:“LGS?::::‘;M including other sources of revenue (such as State and Federal
(Excluding New Yoek City) aid) it is still the largest single source of all revenue for local
governments in New York State, accounting for 43 percent of
all municipal revenues in 2004.
Federsl Aid
During the late 1990s, the economic expansion allowed most
local governments to keep property tax increases below
inflation. More recently this trend has reversed, as economic
slowdowns and resulting contractions in other revenues have
placed additional pressure on local property tax levies. As a
result, the property tax is currently the fastest growing local

Sales and Other revenue in the State.
Taxes
12%

Unlike sales taxes and State aid, the property tax is a relatively stable, locally-controlled revenue source.
It pays for services like schools, roads and libraries as well as the local share of some State programs
such as Medicaid. Property taxes are generally used to balance municipal budgets after accounting for all
other sources of revenue — this means they tend to increase more quickly if other revenues stagnate or
decline. This tendency to grow during tough economic times — when combined with its sheer size and the
perception that assessments are inequitable or that the burden falls unfairly on certain classes of taxpayets
~ has made the property tax a lighting rod for criticism.

The magnitude of the property tax, its visibility and recent growth have all brought considerable pressure
to bear on State policy makers to provide relief. In 1997, lawmakers responded by enacting the School Tax

Average Annual Growth in Revenue Sources, 2000-2004
(Excluding New York City)

70%

6.0%

5.0%

4.0%

3.0%

2.0%

1.0%

0.0% -
Real Property  Sales and Other  Stmte Aid  Other Non-Tax
Tax Taxes Revenues
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Relief (STAR) program, which
exempted the first $30,000 of Dependence on the Property Tax as a Revenue Source
property value from taxation for .
homeowners ($50,000 for lower- While the property tax is the primary revenue source for most
income scniors).  Last year’s local governments in the State, reliance on it varies considerably.
State Budget included a cap on Counties and cities also rely heavily on the sales tax and receive
local Medicaid cost increases for only about one-quarter of their revenue from property levies.
counties and New York City and In comparison, fire districts receive over 90 percent of their
an increase in revenue sharing aid revenue from this source. For school districts, property taxes
for other municipalities. The 2006- make up just over half of total revenues, but among individual
07 State Budget also contains districts the petcentage ranges from less than 10 percent to
property tax telief initiatives, but more than 90 percent (this variance largely depends on local
the outcome of those proposals wealth and reliance on State school aid).
is currently caught up in the
budget disagreement between the
Governor and the Legislature.

Percent of Revenue from T 4
This research brief summarizes Froperty Thxes, 200
issues associated with the property
tax and provides an analysis of
recent trends. As the analysis
shows, the property tax burden
varies significantly among regions
and types of local governments,
and can be described very
differently = when  property
values or income are taken into
consideration. A discussion on
the methodology can be found
in the “Notes on Data” section at
the end of the report.

1585353 33%8

Local Tax Burden
Tax burdens in New York State are generally higher than in the rest of the nation:

* New York taxpayers have the highest combined State and local tax burden in the nation, with a
total tax bill of $131 for every $1,000 of personal income in 2002, nearly 26 percent higher than
the national average.

* New York’s high tax burden is entirely driven by high local taxes — State taxes are about average,
at $64 per $1,000 of personal income, versus $62 for the nation as a whole.

*  Local taxes are the highest in the country, at $67 per $1,000 of personal income, 60 percent higher
than the national average of $42. Miine is the next highest state at $55 — nearly 20 petcent lower
than New York.
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¢ Although New York does not rank fiest in any individual major local tax, it is among the top seven
states for the three major taxes: local property, sales and personal income. Itis the combination of
high local taxes across the board that causes the State’s overall local tax ranking to rise to the top.

* Local property taxes in New York were §1,406 per capita in 2002, or 49 percent above the national
average, and $40 per $1,000 of personal income, or 28 percent above average.

* This disparity is cven greater for avers Property Taxes Per $1,000 of Personal Income
in most Ic))f t?;e State, sing:c New Yott;x}():izy’s NYCvs. Rest of State va. US Average, 2002
property taxes are relatively low compared with
other local governments (because it collects
revenue from a number of other local taxes, (o
including a personal income tax). Outside of
the City, property taxes per capita are $1,634
— 73 percent above the national average.
Accordingly, and because its large size sways
averages, many of the descriptive statistics
presented in this report exclude the City.

*  Over the last 10 years, property tax levies have  $15 |
grown by 60 percent, more than twice the rate $10 :
of inflation during that period (28 percent).  ¢s
Most of this growth occurredin the last Syears  ¢p _
— when property tax levies increased by 42 . NYC Restof State  US Average
percent, compared to inflation of 13 percent.

Property taxes are also highly visible — mast homeowners see the amount on their tax bills twice a year
(once for schools and once for all other local governments). Tax rates are a subject of annual public
debate, and school budgets are appraved or defeated by popular vote in most districts (with the exception
of the fiscally dependent school districts in the “Big Five” cities).

Annual Average Percent Change by Class of Government,
Property Tax Growth 1995-2000 vs. 2000-2005

(Excluding NYC)

Property taxes are also
growing rapidly ~ a trend
especially evident in recent
years. Local governments
as a whole had average
annual  increases  in
property tax levy of only
23 percent during the
1990s, and counties, cities,
towns and villages all kept
annual levy increases below

Annual Average Percent Change

the inflaton rate of 2.5 Cities Villages Towns Special Counties School
percent. Slow property tax Districes Districts
growth during that period 1995 to 2000 M 2000 to 2005‘|
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was also related to increased growth in other sources of revenue (especially sales tax revenue growth due
to the healthy economy) and moderating costs, including low interest rates for capital projects and lower-
than-usual pension contributions (driven by extraordinary returns on pension fund investments during
that period).

School districts were the only local governments to have property tax growth that outpaced inflation
between 1995 and 2000. However, when the amount of STAR reimbursements (which were being phased
in during that period) is deducted from school levies, net growth was lower than inflation. The impact
of levy growth on local taxpayers varied, therefore, depending on whether they were eligible for STAR.
Homeowners saw much lower growth than rental or other commercial property owners, who account for
about half of the tax base.

From 2000 to 2005, the economic impact of the recession and the attacks of September 11, 2001 reduced
State aid at the same time other local revenues slowed. These changes, coupled with growth in local
costs for health care and employee benefits, produced more rapid property tax growth. All classes of
government shared in this acceleration, with levies growing faster than inflation during the period. School
district levies grew at an average annual rate of 7.3 percent, significantly outpacing inflation even after
accounting for STAR.

Although data are still preliminary, levy increases appear to be moderating somewhat in 2006, particulatly
for counties. In part, this is a result of recent State-level actions. The cap on local Medicaid cost increases,
for example, has had a

dramatic effect on county ’

tax levies. As described in a WAy Use the Property Tax?

recent OSC update, county tax : :

levy increases slowed from an  Despite the problems associated with the property tax, it is well-
annual average increase of 7.0 suited to local administration and is used in all 50 states to support
percent statewide from 2000 local governments. Among its positive aspects:

to 2005 to 3.3 percent in 2006.

State revenue sharing and ¢ Itis a reliable and effective way for local governments to raise

school aid increases may have tevenue, in that it is imposed on a known, stable tax base and
also had an impact. Preliminary can be relatively easy to administer.

school district and village levy

data show growth slowing for ~ * It is better insulated from economic downturns than other
those classes of government as taxes, especially the sales tax, which is the most common
well, although less dramatically major alternative tax.

(from 7.8 percent in 2005 :
to 6.8 percent for 2006 for Having a single major identifiable local revenue source for

school districts, and from 6.3 municipalities and schools offers direct accountability and
percent to about 5.5 percent keeps the pressure on these local governments to carry out
for villages). However, growth their operations in a cost-effective manner.

rates for most classes continue
to be substandally above * It taxes wealth missed by other taxes (such as the wealth of
inflation. non-resident second home owners or certain businesses).
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Regional Tax Burden Patterns

There is a great deal of variation across the State in property tax levels, growth rates and relative burden.
Adding together all the property taxes imposed by counties, cities, towns, villages, school districts and
other local entities provides a comprehensive view of the overall property tax burden by county and
region. The Office of the State Comptroller collects much of the levy and assessment data necessary
for such an analysis (see the “Notes on Data” at the end of this report for more detail). These data are
published annually on the OSC website, www.osc.state.ny.us/localgov.

The simplest measure of burden

is total taxes per household. Levy Per Household by Region, 2005
By this measure the property o

tax burden falls most heavily  $12000
on taxpayers in suburban
downstate counties. Nassau,
Putnam, Rockland, Suffolk and
Westchester counties have tax
burdens per houschold that are
more than twice the statewide
average. The remaining down-
state suburban counties -
Dutchess, Orange, Sullivan and
Ulster — are also well above
average. By contrast, several
western and northern counties [® Levy without STAR O STAR Reimbaracs ]
have overall burdens that are
20 percent ot mote below the
average.

Full Value Per Household by Region, 200
The fact that total taxes per e Per Household by Region, 2005

household are higher in those $500,000
counties, however, may not $450,000
indicate by itself that property  $400,000
taxes are more burdensome  $350,000
there.  Downstate residents  $300,000
are generally wealthier, and  $250000
therefore may be able to afford ~ $200000 |
higher taxes.  Property values ::osﬁ,'g .
— one measute of houschold $50,000 1
wealth and ability to pay — are, $0 -
in fact, three to four times ) &

higher in Long Island (Nassau &*f @é ff \V& @f 4,.4$A s o fé

¢ ¢ ¥ & & &

and Suffolk counties) and ot
much of the Mid-Hudson

Valley (Putnam, Rockland and
Westchester counties) than in

other regions of the State.
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Anomalies: Hamilton County, New Yotk City, and Eric County

Hamilton County, at three times the average tax butden per household, is not comparable to other
New York counties in several respects: its extremely small population, relatively high proportion of
vacation homes and large amount of taxed Adirondack State Pack land cause it to show up as an outlier
inall of the analyses. ' - ' v o

New York City, with its extensive service needs and high cost of living, might be expected to have
high property tax butdens, at least in terms of total dollars per household, if not per $1,000 of full
value or personal income. Yet, by all measures it is eithet average or low. This is because, unlike
other local governments in the State, New York City collects a large portion of local revenue through
a personal income tax and a variety of other taxes, lowering its dependence on the property tax as a
source of revenue. ‘

Erie County had a relatively low overall tax burden in 2005, but taxpayers saw an increase in 2006,
when County-level taxes rose by 19 percent in response to that County’s fiscal crisis.

Full value property tax rates give an indication of tax burden relative to property wealth. Overall full valye
rates in 2005 ranged from less than $20 per $1,000 in Hamilton, Suffolk and Warren counties to over $45
per $1,000 in Allegany, Chenango and Montgomery counties, with higher rates being generally found
in the western areas of the State, where property values are particularly low. By this measure, property
taxes look much more affordable than average downstate, especially in property-wealthy Suffolk and
Westchester counties.

But property wealth” can be Selected Homeowner Housing Costs as a Percent of

looked at from another perspective: I e, with and without Real Estate Taxes, 1999
. 14 ¢
housing costs, such as mortgage 30%

payments, are higher in downstate
markets. This could be an indicator
of taxpayer stress, rather than of
ability to pay more in property
taxes. The Census collects
information on housing costs as a
percentage of houschold income,
and by this indicator, housing
costs were, on average, somewhat
higher compared with income
in the two downstate regions
outside of New York City in 1999.
The recent “housing bubble” in
coastal metropolitan areas has 0 Median Housing Costs 43 % of Homeowner Income

probably exacerbated this further. ® Medisn Housing Costs 13 % of Homeowner Income, excluding property taxes
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However, further analysis of the data Trends in Full Value, Upstate vs. Downstate,

shows that the major reason for this (Excludi nio::q

difference is the property tax itself $800

— housing costs excluding real estate

taxes were fairly even as a percent of :: L

personal income actoss all regions of

the State. 1500 I

| —
Looking at the measure of ability to 2 ¢300 - —
pay that is most commonly used to $200 . .
compare tax burden across states — $100
levy per $1,000 of personal income o

— shows yet another picture. The

. 2000 2001 2002
tax burden on property-owners in 200 2004 2005

suburban downstate counties looks l"‘Downsute "'Upm;J
relatively higher by this measure
compared to the full value tax rate, Trends in Levy, Upstate vs. Downstate,
but relatively lower than the nominal 2000-2005

(Excluding NYQ)

measute of levy per houschold.

Outside of Hamilton County, levies :::
per $1,000 of personal income e
ranged from a low of $37 in Jefferson s e
County to highs of over $65 for most $12 —
of the Mid-Hudson Valley. S ’:: P —
/0 *>—
Much of the disparity in measures %
of tax burden between the full $
value tax rate and share of personal 2
income can be explained by the rapid $o T ; ‘ —
increase in property values downstate, 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
particularly in downstate suburbs. I"'Downmoe - Upstz—tev]
From 1995 to 2005, average full
value grew by 7.0 percent per year in Trends in Full Value Tax Rate, Upstate va. Downstate,
downstate suburban counties, almost 2000-2005
five times as fast as the average annual (Excluding NYC)
upstate growth of 1.5 percent. 4000
™ ___
As total property value rises, the 5 000
tax rate needed to achieve the same ;‘ $25.00 \\
total levy goes down. Thus, even g 2000 I
though levies grew slightly faster @
downstate than upstate from 19950~ § ¥5®
2005 (annual average change of 5.4 § $10.00
percent versus 3.7 percent), tax rates $5.00 4
responded by falling downstate while $0.00 . —~ : . .
rising upstate. 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

i:' Downstate -®- Upltate]
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School Taxes

School taxes represent the largest portion of the overall property tax burden (61 percent outside of New
York City) and, as noted above, have generally been increasing more rapidly than municipal property taxes
(counties, cities, towns and villages). The reasons for this are twofold. Fi t, schools consume more public

resources than other types of . .

. Distribution of Pro Tax Levy by Class, 2005
local government, accounting (Excludli,:gtgew\fork City)by
for 48 percent of total local

government expenditures in
2004, and demands upon public
education have been escalating.
Second, property taxes are
the only significant source of
local revenue for most school
districts. A relatively small
number of districts receive sales
tax distributions or impose a
consumer utility tax, and of
course, New York City is an
exception ~ being funded by
a municipal tax base which
includes personal income, sales
and other taxes.

As with total property taxes, school taxes vary around the State, with some of the highest full value tax
rates in high-need districts, where property values tend to be low, but some of the highest total bills in
wealthier areas, where property values are much higher.

Because of their magnitude, visibility and growth, school taxes have been the subject of many property
tax relief measures over the past decade. These include STAR — a $2.5 billion State-funded property tax
exemption program — and a variety of fiscal accountability measures including property tax report cards,
a single statewide school budget/school board voting day and contingency budget caps, all created at least
in part with the intent of dampening school spending and property tax growth,

Local Government Revenues As noted earlicr, STAR exempts the first $30,000 of cvery
by Cl;s 8’3‘?(“046 homeownet’s property value ($50,000 for lower-income senior
(Bxcluding New ) citizens), and the foregone local revenue is reimbursed by the
State. Renters (who pay taxes indirectly through their rent)
and businesses receive no benefit from STAR. Adjustments
are made for local assessing practices, and in counties with
higher-than-average home prices, the exemptions are increased
proportionally.

STAR benefits go disproportionately to higher-wealth areas.
The pattern of STAR funding is therefore the exact inverse
of the pattern of State school aid, which genenally provides

Property Taxes in New York State / OPFICE OF THE STATE COMPTROLLER



greater aid to lower-wealth, higher-needs districts. Big cities and other urban areas also receive a relatively
small propottion of STAR exemption benefits, because they have a much smaller proportion of homeowners
than suburban areas, and also because many have more complex revenue structures.

STAR was originally proposed with an accompanying spending cap, which was not enacted. A series
of proposals have been made since that time to link STAR to caps on the growth in school budgets or
otherwise govern or limit tax or spending increases (including this year’s Executive Budget). However, these
proposals have not been adopted primarily because of objections to limiting local school spending decisions
or governing them through a formula, particularly since voters have an annual oppottunity to accept or
reject local budgets and elect school board members.

Although often described as a tax cut, STAR exemptions are actually a transfer of tax burden, from
homeowners paying local school property taxes to taxpayers statewide. While STAR indisputably provides
property tax relief for those receiving it, its long-term impact may well be an overall increase in State and
local taxes. The reason for this is that STAR lowers the effective tax rate on homeowners — the largest group
of people who vote on and otherwise influence local school budgets. For many seniors, STAR effectively
eliminated their school tax burden. By reducing the local tax share paid for greater school spending, STAR
actually provides an incentive to increase school spending — an impact which has been described in several
studies. This incentive is strongest, ironically, in the some of the highest spending areas — where high taxes
and high home values combine to provide the highest STAR benefits.

This impact from STAR may have been
strongest during the period it was being

School Property Tax Levies phased in (from 1998-99 through 2001-
$18 .1 02), as the annually increasing amounts
$16 - of tax relief provided an offset to
$14 = annual levy increases. Now that STAR

$12 is fully phased in, however, increases
510 e {‘//4/ in school taxes have re-emetged as a

58 matter of concern — despite the fact that
% — STAR has lowered the direct property
$4 '_'—["‘O\'mll Levies -.-W tax burden pa!d by homeowners. The
%2 | implementation of STAR significantly
: . reduced the net increase in levies for a
N > n o time. That effect has now ended, and
» > ] ) . ]

FEfLH .@"é‘@d’.@# &S school property tax levy increases are
being felt in their entirety again.

The budget adopted by the Legislature this year added nearly $1 billion for STAR rebate checks cqual to
30 percent of each homeowner’s existing STAR benefit (for example, a taxpayer entitled to $1,000 STAR
savings off the property tax would get a check for $300). The rebate checks would be mailed out by the
end of October, based on the previous year’s STAR exemptions, and taxpayers may need to declarc them
as income on Federal and State income tax returns. In addition, the Legislature enacted 2 “cost-of-living”
increase in the enhanced exemption for moderate income seniors (at a cost of $72 million). Subsequently
the Governor vetoed the STAR rebate program, which differs significantly from his “STAR Plus” proposal,
which was set at $400 per homeowner, but was contingent on a school district’s compliance with 2 new
spending cap. The increase in the enhanced exemption for seniors was originally proposed by the Governor
and was not vetoed.
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Fairness Issues

A common complaint about the property tax is that it is unfair. This perception derives from a number
of factors, including that property taxes are often considered regressive (the burden falls more heavily
on lower-income taxpayers as a percentage of their income), and that home values may not accurately
reflect ability to pay — particularly for senior citizens ot others of modest means living in homes that have
appreciated substantially in value due to market changes.

Perceived and real inequities in the administration of the property tax also contribute to the poor public
image of the tax. Inequitable practices can cause many taxpayers to challenge their assessments, and when
major taxpayers achieve reductions through certiorari actions, it often has a significant impact on the
property tax base.

Since the property tax is based upon on a locally determined property valuation process, assessment
quality varies throughout the State, and in many areas properties with similar market values can have very
different assessments and tax bills. These disparities are frequently experienced where assessments have
not been updated or reviewed for decades. Although national standards call for property revaluation every

 few years, State law does not effectively require jurisdictions to assess real property at market value, or in
accordance with professional standards. The New York State Office of Real Property Services (ORPS) —
the State agency charged with oversecing assessment practices — produces detailed statistics and provides
financial and technical assistance programs to encourage good assessing practices, but it has no power to
compel local assessors to use acceptable, modern appraisal methods. As a result, recent ORPS statistics
show that only two-thirds of assessing jurisdictions are achieving satisfactory uniformity in residential
assessments. Moreover, some of the biggest problems with assessments are found in the State’s most
populous areas, including most of Westchester, Rockland and Suffolk counties.

A 1996 Interagency Task Force on Real Property Valuation recommended that assessment requirements
be strengthened in New York State. Specifically, the Task Force recommended that State law be amended
to require that all assessing jurisdictions assess real property at market value, in accordance with standards
promulgated by national standard-setting agencies — including updated assessments on a regular cycle, not
to exceed four years. Unfortunately, these tecommendations have never been acted upon.

Conclusion

New York’s property tax is large and growing fast, as it tends to do when growth slows in other revenues
or costs increase for local governments. The property tax is stable and casy to administer, but it has
some setious flaws, including a weak system for ensuring professional and equitable assessments. STAR
and related rebates will not fix these flaws, and may indeed magnify them, as they may encourage growth
in spending, particularly in higher-wealth, higher-spending areas. A rebate payment or State-funded tax
exemption is a transfer of tax burden, not a tax cut, and should be considered in the context of overall
tax policy in New York. While short-term property tax relief may be the perceived effect, the long-term
outcome may well be an overall increase in State and local taxes. Future research and policy analysis should
be directed toward structural changes and systemic reforms for the property tax.
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Overall Combined Levy by County, 1995-2005

Average Annual Percent

Comnty _lavy — Change
1998 2000 2005 19952000 2000-2005
Albany 348090412 399,149,026 537,749,699 2.8% 6.1%
Allegany 41,912,988 49,150,519 69,536,036 32% 12%
Broome 223218218 227,770,857 297,141,606 04% 5.5%
Cattaraugus 73,266,806 84,207,184 113,478,970 28% 6.1%
Cayuga 63,053,359 70,266,266 102,218,509 22% 1.8%
Chautauqua 149217,131 153,567,791 198,938,514 0.6% 53%
Chemung 74,196,456 81,632,379 106,278,505 1.9% 54%
Chenango 48,225,968 52,206,765 70,883,212 1.6% 6.3%
Clinton 59,821,084 69,520,406 107,320,456 3.1% 9.1%
Columbia 73,973,113 89,637,984 124,541,401 3.9% 6.8%
Cortland 40,050,573 - 45,207,200 66,009,806 2.5% 7.9%
Delaware 61,415,164 69,535,444 97,605,357 25% 7.0%
Dutchess 345457236 396,036,780 567,363,209 2.8% “1.5%
Erie 1,029,638,302  1,082,685,560  1,250,058,503 1.0% 29%
Essex 51,533,821 59,649,056 88,449,957 3.0% 8.2%
Franklin 43,541,708 48,961,799 70,495,393 4% 7.6%
Fulton 54,798,495 60,208,832 80,545,923 1.9% 6.0%
Genesee 56,453,457 63,210,412 83,881,924 23% 58%
Greene 61,846,608 69,865,699 98,662,027 2.5% 7.1%
Hamilton 19,749,434 22,073,033 31,249,726 22% 7.2%
Herkimer 59,542,466 66,424,680 87,498,431 2.2% 5.71%
Jefferson 81,961,692 91,502,059 116,505,443 22% 5.0%
Lewis 24,455,098 27,121,770 35,534,246 2.1% 5.5%
Livingston 54,802,325 63,474,758 87,397,953 3.0% 6.6%
Madison 62,218,608 73,286456 101,702,662 33%  68%
Mouroe 879,334,589 962,332,598  1,283,656,553 1.8% 59%
Montgomery 46,310,633 50,553,358 71,469,909 1.8% 72%
Nassau 2,890,366,265  3,579,381,927  5,053,266,951 44% 7.1%
Niagara 233428613 264471570 332,414,651 2.1% 4%
Oncida 216,560,385 224,708,623 278,829,690 0.7% 44%
Onondaga 557,667,780 -~ 572,266,822 733,051,340 0.5% 5.1%
Ontario 107,574,845  129,950263 177,968,954 3.9% 6.5%
Orange 399,483,265 492,604,554 768,973,282 43% 9.3%
Oricans 35,436,748 41,654,668 57,911,577 33% 6.3%
Oswego 191,855,773 155221424 167,620,503 4.1% 1.5%
Otsego 54,845,388 63,065,395 79,566,138 2.3% 4.8%
Putnam 166,492,853 200,040,534 295,473,963 3.7% 8.1%
Rensselacr 154,082,793 175,697,596 244,276,036 2.7% 6.8%
Rockland 562,962,635 672460476 928,095,253 3.6% 6.7%
St Lawrence 87,851,526 99,846,472 137,748,231 26% 6.6%
Saritoga 203,979,035 245,860,729 348,809,099 3.8% 12%
Schenectady 175,056,098 189,638,026 269,140,403 1.6% 7.3%
Schoharic 33,787,259 39,518,767 56,018,791 3.2% 12%
Schuyler 15,891,770 16,208,692 24,475,612 0.4% 86%
Seneca 28,693,670 32,042,888 47,833,907 22% 8.3%
Steuben 83,622,593 100466823 139,604,749 25% 6.8%
Suffolk 2,600,072,201  3,006,358,037  4,259,018,044 29% 7.2%
Sullivan 125,514,012 140,593,862 192,578,939 23% 6.5%
Tioga 41,497,388 45,383,435 62,391,933 1.8% 6.7%
Tompkins 93,107,236 111,867,762 159,432,122 3.7% 7.3%
Ulster 245896634 278,949,999 401,963,043 26% 7.6%
Warren 81,087,934 95271256 131,784,420 33% 6.7%
Washington 57,924,621 61,878,178 94,322,997 20% 8.1%
Wayne 96,390,195 110,855,891 162,640,596 28% 8.0%
Westchester 1.989.429,770  2,332,165426  3,328,384,768 32% 74%
Wyoming 31,306,988 36,512,122 47,681,274 1% 5.5%
Yates 26,119,728 30,081,026 39,204,897 29% 54%
New York City 7,889,763,851  8,374,300,959 12,720,048,530 1.2% 8.7%
Statewide 23,618,340.596  26,450,569373 37,687,208,123 23% 73%
Inflation (CPL-U) 2.5% 2.5%

Total Change
1995-2005
54.5%

65.9%

33.1%

62.1%
33.3%
43.2%
47.0%
79.4%
68.4%
64.8%
58.9%
64.2%
21.4%
71.6%
61.9%
47.0%
48.6%
59.5%
58.2%
47.0%
42.1%
45.3%
59.5%
63.5%
46.0%
54.3%
74.8%
39.4%
28.8%
314%
65.4%
92.5%
63.4%
-12.6%
45.1%
1.5%
38.5%

56.8%
71.0%
53.7%
65.8%
54.0%

57.5%
63.8%
53.4%
51.6%
71.2%
63.5%
62.5%
62.8%
68.7%
67.3%
52.3%
50.1%
61.2%
59.6%
28.1%
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Full Value by County, 1995-2005

Average Annusl Percent

Inflation (CPI-U)

Lounty _Full Valve
1998 2000
Albany 13,709,908,000  13,734,724,233
Allegany 1,105,653,411 1,298,618,151
Broome 6,578,138,745 5,719,987,594
Cattaraugus 2,184,956,783 2,533,181,848
Cayuga 2,366,267,180 2,444,740,237
Chautauqua 3,931,635,856 4,750,005,449
Chemung 2,342,182,592  2,504,443,051
Chenango 1,285,524,143 1,294,223,889
Clinton 2,342,796,794 2,600,643,286
. Columbia 3,452,029,779 3,415,636,366
Cortland 1,307,628,035 1,361,183,342
Delaware 2,646,071,911 2,765;106,153
Dutchess 14,132,514,687  14,039,760,281
Erie 30,687,612,139  31,749,141,509
Essex 2,766,465,637 2,912,934,358
Franklin 1,663,792,036 1,780,444,643
Fulton 1,686,055,835 1,676,051,987
Genesee 1,734,065,017 1,883,721,508
Greene 2,810,142,323 2,695,753,048
Hamilton 1,471,925,656 1,659,184,662
Herkimer 2,539,948,554 2,620,326,716
Jefferson 3,187,566,896 3,364,608,648
Lewis 889,752,939 941,789,380
Livingston 1,877,491,810 2,040,575,234
Madison 2,245,173,761 2,316,845214
Monroe 27,675,874,420  28,286,004,142
Montgomery 1,257,642,275 1,306,866,508
Nassau 95,159,458,696 115,091,989,297
Niagara 7,187,171,335 7.282,271,596
Oneida 6,959,003,753 6,358,504,033
Onondaga 15,887,330,872  15,978,621,763
Ontario 4,095,286,166 4,428,699,224
Orange 14,926,107,792  16,142,878,467
Orleans 1,037,340,961 1,160,350,782
Oswego 6,395,647,033 5.310,327,928
Otsego 2,101,917,111 2,227,436,702
Putnam 6,276,047,197 7,011,966,601
Rensselaer 5,174,582,350 5,149,959,155
Rockland 12,715,191,714  20,462,986,529
St Lawrence 2,918,584,716 3,333,926,562
Saratoga 8,347,471,986 9,166,882,190
Schenectady 5.503,016,725 5.379,330,845
Schoharie 1,273,669,731 1,263,609,188
Schuyler 569,434,838 628,207,146
Seneca 1,085,439,790 1,129,644,649
Steuben 2,881,759,164 3,155,499,730
Suffolk 85,858,798,711 107,766,704 405
Sullivan 4,356,940944  4,090,397,675
Tioga 1,392,287,398 1,403,663,356
Tompkins 3,612,193,986 3,566,329,088
Ulster 8,292,880,571 8,400,004,054
Warren 4,289,516,763 4,765,749,876
Washington 2,061,310,193 2,240,954,216
Wayne 3,107,552,764 3,391,056,534
Westchester 66,092,888,757  81,833,024,754
Wyoming 1,152,516,280 1,368,644,621
Yates 1,076,599,432 1,121,096,856
New York City 279,791,477,839  304,721,872,278
Statewide 806,453,242,782

2008
17,690,980,288
1,416,980,291
6,800,046,810
2,923,918,790

2,946,905,130-

5,323,987,7135
3,014,899,674
1,558,582,812
3,275,754,361
4,946,971,215
1,563.968,253
3,472,106,198
' 24,880,843,128
35.980,745,078
3,900,035,320
2,255,015,867
2,031,701,941
2,118,730,154
3,436,679,462
2,128,879,531
3,153,258,815
3,921,814,116
1,116,921,518
2,528,802,356
