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- EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Chapter 525 of the Laws of 1984 established an alternative property tax
exemption for wartime veterans, which was first applied to the 1985 assessment
rolls. On the 1985 rolls, statewide, close to 197,000 exemptions appeared using
the new exemption criteria, exempting $1.6 billion in property value from
taxation. Some of this reflects changes from the prior veterans' exemptions,
which declined from almost 507,000 in 1984 (exempting $6.2 billion) to only
458,000 exemptions in 1985 (exempting almost $6.4 billion from the 1985 rolls).
The net increase in veterans' exemptions of ali kinds between 1984 and 1985 was
almost 148,000. The additional exempt value derived from the new exemptions
and changes from the former exemption criteria produced tax shifts for county
and gity/town purposes of approximately $18.3 million.

Three. cétegofies of exempti;)n are | included in the newly-established
veterans' exemption, based on (1) period and location of service and (2) service-
incurred disabilities. Up to certain. authorized maximum exempt amounts,

veterans serving during a presecribed period of war are entitled to:

° a basic 15% exemption,
] an additional 10% exemption for duty in a combat zone, and
° an additional exemption based on one-half of a disability rating.

The enactment of this percentage exemption was partially due to the
criticisms brought against the eligible funds veterans' exemption, especially the
inequities inherent in a fixed dollar assessed value exemption and varying’
assessment levels. Additionally, problems with the local administration of the
exemption have been alleviated by standardizing the exenption qualifications.

Participation in the alternative veterans' exemption is determined at the

local level by allowing muniecipalities the opportunity to opt out ‘of the
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exemption if they adopted a local law to that effect. Less than one-third of New
York's counties and slightly more ‘than one-third of New Y o‘rk."s cities ahd towns
exercised this option. Municipalities granting the exemption had the additional
option of reducing the maximum exempt amount by either .25% or 50%, but in
any case could not grant any new eligible funds exemptions after March 2, 1986.

Statewide, the alternative exemption for combat veterans outnumbered
noncombat exemptions by almost 25,000 and produced almost a half billion
dollars more of equalized exempt value. Places with the greates.t number of
combat exemptions were: New York City (13,724), Nassau County (12,108), and
Orange County (8,662)." Less than five percent of the veterans who were
qualified and were granted noncombat and combat exemptions were also granted
a disabled exemption. . Statewide, 9,226 exemptions were given to disabled
.wartime veterans under this sect&on of law. .

The added exempt value of all alternative veterans' exemptions caused
$18.3 million to be shifted to property owners not receiving the exemption. This
tax shift was composed of an $8.4 million tax shift for county purposes and a
$9.8 million city/town tax shift. Combined county and city/town tax shifts were
highest in Erie County ($2.4 million), New York City ($2.1 million), and Monroe
County ($1.9 million). A tax shift also occurred in villages, but data is not
available to measure the impact.

The new alternative veterans' exemptions on the 1985 rolls brought the
total number of all veterans' exemptions to nearly 655,000. This 29% increase in
the number of veterans' exemptions from the 1984 assessment rolls meant that
56% of all partial exemptions granted in New York State in 1985 were for
veterans. On the other hand, the exempt percentages associated with veterans'
exemptions resulted in an equalized exempt value ($8.0 billion) that represents

less than one-third of the value exempted by all partial exemptions.
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These exempt percentages are not uncommon for exemptions g-ranted to
residential property owners, e.g., aged (RPTL  §467) exemptions (133,107)
accounted for nearly 15% of all partial exemptions, but the equalized exempt
value of these exemptions ($1.7 billion) represénted less than 7% of the total
equalized value of all partial exemptions. In contrast, business investment
(RPTL §485-b) exemptions (11,835) made up only 1.3% of all partial exemptions,
but the equalized exempt value generated by these business exemptions ($2.8
billion) was almost 119% of the total equalized exempt value of all partial
exemptions.

The total number of alternative veterans' exemptions on the 1985 rolls was
highest iﬁ New York City (22,910), Nassau County (22,410), and Orange County
(16,070). Counties with the highést amount of value exempted by the new
veterans' exemptions were: Nassau ($233.4 million), Suffolk ($146.9 million), and
Monroe ($144.8 million) counties.

Genesee and Orange counties experienced the largest change in the number
of total veterans' exemptions from 1984 to 1985 with increases in excess of
200%; likewise their exempt value growth was the highest in the state with,
respectively, 900% and 696%.

Total tax shifts resulting from all veterans exemptions increased by 24%
from 1984 to 1985 from $76.2 million to $94.5 million. This figure includes a
county tax shift of $43.2 million and a city/town tax shift of $51.3 million.
Suffolk ($17.7 million), Erie ($13.6 million), and Nassau ($12.7 million) counties
" had the largest combined tax shifts in New York State.

First year results of any new exemption do not prediet total participation,
for participation in similar programs usually rises in response to the publie's

increased awareness of the exemption.
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Alternative Exemption for Wartime Veterans

Introduction

Unless local governments opt not to allow it, section 458-a of the Real
Property - Tax Law (RPTL) provides an alternative to the m"eligible funds"
veterans' exemption available previously. The new statute (L. 1984, ch. 525)
mandates three categories of exempt benefits based on (1) period and location of
service and (2) service-incurred disabilities. The alternative exemption for
wartime véterans applies to general municipal taxes, but does not extend to
school taxes or to special district levies and assessments.

This alternative veterans' exemption provides veterans who were on active
duty during a period of war with a 15% exemption (not to exceed $12,000 or its
equalized equivalent). An additional exemption of 10% (not to exceed $8,000) is
available to those who served in combat zones. Veterans who sustained service-
relatéd disabilities, as evidenced by receipt of a disability compensation rating
from the Veterans Administration or the Department of Defense, are eligible for
a percentage exemption equal to one-half of their disability rating (not to exceed
$40,000) in addition to the wartime and combat zone exemptions.

Municipalities electing to allow the alternative veterans' exemption need
not pass any local legislation, but cannot grant any new eligible funds or pro rata
veterans' exemptions after March 2, 1986. On the other hand, taxing
jurisdictions not desiring the alternative veterans' exemption must have passed a
local law opting out of the exemption no later than 90 days prior to the 1985
taxable status date of the jurisdiction. The local law may be repealed at a later
date, if the taxing unit subsequently decides to allow the exemption.

A jurisdiection which allows the alternative veterans' exemption has the
additional option of using either of the following reduced maximum exempt

amounts instead of the maximum amounts authorized by state law:



State Law Reduced Maximum

Maximum Pursuant t_o,Local Law
Wartime veteran (15%) $ 12,000 $ 9,000 $ 6,000
Combat zone veteran (10%) 8,000 6,000 4,000
Disabled veteran (1/2 of rating %) 40,000 30,000 20,000

The wartime and combat zone exemptions are limited to a period of ten
years, generally commenecing with the assessment roll prepared on the basis of
the second taxable status date after December 31, 1984. Veterans who did not
own qualifyin.g property at that time may receive the exemption for 19 yéars
commencing on the first assessment roll with a taxable status date at least 60
days after the acquisition of the property. There is no time limit for the
duration of t.he disability exemption.

In its initial year, for the 1985 assessment rolls, the alternative veterans'
exemption expanded the total number of veterans' exemptions from about
507,000 in 1984 to almost 655,000. This 29% increase in the number of
exemptions contrasts with the decreases that occurred from 1983 to 1984 (1.8%)

and from 1982 to 1983 (0.3%).

History

In 1890, the Court of Appeals interpreted section 1393 of the New York
State Code of Civil Procedure as exempting real property owned by a military
pensioner from levy and sale on execution so long as the property was at least
partially purchased with. military pension monies and necessary or convenient for

the support and maintenance of the pensioner and his family. In that case (Yates

County National Bank v. Carpenter, 119 NY.55_0) relief was sought from the
execution sale of property bought with the proceeds of a military pension by a

disabled Civil War veteran. Lawyers for the veteran relied on a liberal
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interpretation of an 1864 statute exempting veterans' pensions from execution.
Finding in Carpenter's favor, the court reasoned that the existing "exemption for
veteran's pension monies can produce no.beneficial effect, unless it is extended
beyond the letter of the Aect." Following the Carpenter decision, the lower
courts held that military pensioners' dwellings were exempt from real property
taxation to the extent U.S. Government pension monies had been used to
purchase the dwelling.

In 1897, the statute from which the present section 458 of the.Real
Property Tax Law is derived was enacted by amending the Tax Law of 1895.
This enactment (L. 1897, ch. 347) incorporated the veterans' exemption, as
interpreted by the courts, into the Tax Law and established a procedure for
granting the exemption. These provisions have been retained and constitute the
principal provisions of subdivision 1 of section 458.

Over the yeafs, the‘re have been only sligh't changes to tﬁe statute.
Chapter 278 of the Laws of 1914 amen.ded the statute to provide a $5,000
assessed value ceiling on the amount of the basiec exemption added.
Concurrently, language was removed requiring that the property be the residence
of the veteran and the implicit requirement that the veteran be a resident of the
State. No statement of legislative intent can be found for either ehange. Two
additional exemptions were added and made available to disabled veterans by
chapter 139 of the Laws of 1946 [RPTL §458(3)]7, and by chapter 708 of the Laws
of 1950 [RPTL §458(2)]. Subsequent amendments during the next 28 years mainly
elaborated the list of sources which could be considered eligible funds for
determining the amount of exemption.

The most recent legislative enactments, with respect to the eligible funds
véterans' exemption, concefned themselves with maintaining the ratio of exempt

value to the total value of the property. Chapter 134 of the Laws of 1979



4,

" created RPTL §458(5) and provided that the ratio of exempt value to total value
of a veteran's property be maintained when a court-mandated conversion to full
value assessment takes place. This subdivision also provided a local option>to
sustain the exempt percentage for those localities that voluntarily undertook
such a conversion. Subdivision 5 was designated to expire on December 31, 1980.
It was subsequently extended three times by the Legislature to August 30, 1984,

In Burrows v. Board of Assessors for Town of Chatham, 64 N.Y.2d.33 (1984), the

Court of Appeals.declared unconstitutional the dichotomy between automatic
pro rata exerﬁptions where a revaluation was mandated and optional pro rata
exemptions were a revaluation was voluntary. Chapter 525 of the Laws of 1984
removed the expiration date provision, and authorized taxing jurisdictions to
elect the "pro rata" provision by adopting a local law to such effect on or before
August 30, 1985. In a footnote to.its decision, the Burrows court indicated that
the constitui:ion,al infirmity had been resolved. | '

Chapter 525 also provided ‘a veteran receiving a pro rata veterans'
exemption with the ability to transfer the exempt percentage of his or her
existing prope’f‘ty to a replacement residence, provided: (1) the replacement
takes place within the same assessing unit; and (2) the total dollar amount of the

new exemption does not exceed the previous exemption.

Concerns with the Eligible Funds Veterans' Exemption

Throughout the 1970's and early 1980's there was continuing eriticism of
the eligiblé'funds exemption‘l. Confusion over the legislative intent in granting
the exemption often provided the fuel for this criticism. As has been previously

noted, the statement of legislative intent for imposing the $5,000 assessed value

1 nyeterans Real Property Tax Exemptions in New York State," New York
State Divison of Equalization and Assessment, May 1982, pgs. 4-5.
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ceiling and the removal of the residency requirement from the exemption has

never been discovered. It's easy to speculate that the ceiling was imposed to

limit the impact of the exemption -on local governments; but deletion of the -

residency requirement may have been done inadvertently.

For whatever reasons, these two provisions have added to the confusion
caused by the fact that RPTL §458 makes no distinction for need, type or length
of military service, or for the type of property against which the exemption can
be applied. Because of the determination of eligibility and the local
administration of the exemption, widely varying benefits to Néw York veterans

have resulted in differential shifts in tax burdens to non-veteran taxpayers.

Eligible Funds Criteria

1. While the amount of the exemption is based on the amount of
the "eligible funds", the definition found in RPTL $458(1) for
such funds is simply stated as "proceeds of a pension, bonus or
insurance, or dividends or refunds on such insurance, or
dividends or refunds on such insurance, or payments received as
prisoner of war compensation from the United States
Government." The precise determination of which funds meet
this definition has been left to the courts and the State Board
of Equalization and Assessment (SBEA). Over the years SBEA
has identified nineteen distinet categories of eligible funds.

2. Entitlement to these funds has no direct relationship to whether
a veteran served honorably or not, length of service, heroism or
need. A case in point is payments made under the G.I. Bill of
Rights. The portion of these payments applied to the cost of
real property satisfies the eligible funds criteria. An annual
benefit is thus derived from a payment intended to assist the
continuance of a veteran's education. Readjustment
allowances, a form of unemployment insurance granted after
World War II, are another example. These payments are
considered eligible funds, but the veteran who immediately
resumed working upon discharge would not be entitled to such
eligible funds.

3. The type of benefits available to veterans has changed. Many
of the benefits obtainable by veterans of earlier wars were not
available to Vietnam veterans. For example, mustering out
pay, certain insurance - benefits and other compensation
available to veterans of World War II and Korea, were not
granted to Vietnam veterans.
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Additionally, the veterans' exemption statute has been
interpreted to require that in order for moneys to be considered
eligible funds, they must be traceable to' the original
compensation. This means that the veteran who spent his
benefits upon discharge, but subsequently saved the equivalent” -
of these funds to purchase real property, is technically not
eligible for the exemption. ‘ '

Fractional Assessment

Since the eligible funds exemption is applied against the
assessed value of the veteran's property, the degree to which
the assessing unit assesses at full value (100% of market value)
greatly effects the percentage of the property which becomes
exempt, Exempt property located in a municipality assessing at
10% of full value receives a disproportionate exemption
relative to the property located in a locality assessing at 100%
of full value, as per the following example:

Town A Town B
Property Value 50,000 50,000
Level of Assessing 10% 100%
Assessed Value . 5,000 50,000
Exempt Value ) 5,000 5,000
Percent Exempt 100% 10%

The use of fixed dollar exemptions, combined with varied
fractional assessment practices in different assessing units
produces inequities among similarly eligible veterans.

Administrative Problems

" The burden for administering the eligible funds exemption falls

on the local assessor. He has to verify not only eligibility, but
also. the source of funds claimed for the exemption. This
procedure is cumbersome for both the assessor and the veteran,

especially the traceability requirement. If the veteran has not
kept his eligible funds in a ‘separate bank account as

recommended by SBEA, it may be difficult to prove that these
funds represent the original benefits. '

The confusing nature of the exemption's eligibility requirements
has prevented many veterans from applying for the exemption
and has resulted in applications being denied. Different

~ assessors require different documentation for determining proof

of eligible funds. The variability of documentation can provide
markedly different benefits for similar veterans. Veterans
lacking an initial awareness of the exemption are at a distinet
disadvantage when it becomes necessary to document the
required information.



Alternative Veterans' Exemption Qualifications

The majority of the criticisms directed against the eligible funds veterans’
exemption, detailed in" the previous section, have been alleviated by the
introductioh of the alternative veterans' exemption. Inequities caused by
inconsistencies in the receipt and documentation of eligible funds have been
removed by the standardization of qualifications and inconsistencies brought
about by uneven assessment levels have been equalized in the abplication of the
percentage exemption. Other aspects of the exemption have also been made
more consistent. )

The alternative veterans' exemption is primarily based on period and
location of service. The veteran applying for exemptipn must initially
demonstrate that he or she served during a period of war and that an honorable
discharge was received. A period of war is defined as the Spanish-American
War, Mexican Border War, World War I, World War II, or the Korean {(June
27,1950 - January 31, 1955) or Vietnam (January 1, 1963 -May 7, 1975)
hostilities. An honorable discharge is evidenced through a copy of the separation
from service form such as the DD214 or other written evidenée which provides
proof of dates of service and type of discharge or release.

~ In order to receive the additional 10 percent exemption for service in a
combat zone or combat theatre, the veteran's separation form or other written
evidence must show such participation. Certain awards, when included on
separation forms, document service in a combat zone or combat theatre, e.g. the
Korean or Vietnam Service Ribbon. This supplementary exemption recognizes
the distinetion between a veteran -who has served in a combat zone and one who
has not.

This shift in focus from eligible funds requireinents to period and location

of service goes a long way toward preventing future inequities among veterans
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with similar histories of military service. The veteran who did not or could not
receive particular types of insurances, bonuses or certain other benefits is
treated no differént'ly undef this exemption than the veteran who was granted
such benefits.

Veterans ciaiming a disability exemption under RPTL 458-a must submit
written evidence from the Veterans Administration or the Department of
Defense showing the disability rating percentage. Prior to-the enactment of this
section of law, a disabled veteran might apply for one of two exemptions: RPTL
§458(2) (Subscription Veté); or RPTL §458(3) (Péraplegic Vets).

Real property owned by an honorably discharged veteran of World War [ or
II or the Korean Confliet which was purchased with moneys collected by popular
subseription is eligible to receive exemption under RPTL §458(2). The exemption
is limited to the lesser of $5,0‘00 of assessed value or to the amount of the
coll‘ected'moneys used to purchase the property. Apparently, very few veterans
can meet the qualifications imposed by this statute. The 1983, 1984 and 1985
assessment rolls each showed only two instances of the applicable exemption
code statewide.

Alternatively, .a seriously disabled veteran may be eligible for exemption °
under RPTL §458(3). The primary residence (including necessary land) of a
seriously disabled veteran of World War I or II or the Korean or Viétnam conflicts
which was purchased with financial assistance from the United States
Government and is equipped with speecial fixtures or facilities to accommodate
the veteran's disability qualifies for exemption from taxation. For the 1982-1985
assessment rolls: (1) the use of this exemption ranged from a high of 618 (1983)
to a low of 611 (1982, 1985); and (2) the equalized exempt value saw a high of
$38.3 miliion (1985) and a low of $32.1 million (1982). ‘Obviously, this exemption

is the more widely used of the two disabled veterans' exemptions.



Even though both. of these exemptions provide relief to veterans, the
exemptions appear to be air.ned solely at the veferan who is extremely disabléd.
The flexibility of the disability exemption detailed in"RPTL §458-a provides (1) a
lower percentage exemption for disabilities that are not so severe as to require
special residential equipment, but are severe enough to require finanecial
assistance from the Veterans Administration and (2) a higher percentage
exemption to veterans who are more seriously disabled.

Administratively, the alternative veterans' exemption is less cumbersome
for both the assessor and the veteran. The documentation submitted to the
assessor must contain certain very specific information concerning what the
assessor is looking for, i.e., dates and locations of service and type of discharge.
This uniformity works to the advantage of the assessor (less time needed to.
verify documentation) and the veteran applicant (tréceability of benefit
compensations is no longer an issue). .

Lastly, because the exemption is applied as a percentage of the property's
total equalized value (up to certain equaliied value limits), the problem of

varying assessment levels leading to uneven exemption levels has been resolved.

Participation in Alternative Veterans' Exemption, 1985 Assessment Rolls
Considering the local option aspeets of this exemption and the rising value
of exempt property in New York State, it is notable that slightly more than two-
thirds of the counties (68%) and a similar percentage of the cities and towns
(61%) allowed the alternative veterans' exemption. The table below shows the
number of cities, towns, villages, and counties that allowed the exemption for

1985 assessment rolls, as well as any reduced maximums that had been enacted:
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Number of Cities, Towns, Villages, and Counties
Allowing Alternative Exemption for Wartime Veterans

1985 Assessment Rolls

Dollar Amount ‘ »
of Exemption Limit Cities Towns Villages Counties

12,000 8,000 40,000 28 409 26 27
9,000 6,000 30,000 0 20 0 0
6,000 4,000 20,000 10 147 10 12
Number Allowing Exemption 38 576 36 39
Not Authorized | 24 356 96 18
No reply 0 0 423 0
62 932 555 57

TOTAL

The next two tables show in detail which counties and cities sustained the
alternative exemption for wartime veterans and at what maximum the
exemption is allowed. Due to the incomplete information available for villages

(as noted above), this report will not incorporate village impacts.



Table 1.  Cities Allowing Alternative Exemption for Wartime Veterans,
1985 Assessment Rolls.

city
Albany
Amsterdam
Auburn
Batavia
Beacon

Binghamton
Buffalo
Canandaigua
Cohdes
Corning

Cortland
Dunkirk
Elmira
Fulton
Geneva

Glen Cove
Glens Falls
Gloversville
Hornell
Hudson

Ithaca
Jamestown
Johnstown
Kingston
Lackawanna

Little Falls
Lockport
Long Beach
Mechanicville
Middletown

Mount Vernon
Newburgh
New Rochelle
New York City
Niagara Falls

North Tonawanda
Norwich
Ogdensburg

Olean

Oneida

County

Albany
Montgomery
Cayuga
Genesee
Dutchess

Broome
Erie
Ontario
Albany
Steuben

Cortland
Chautauqua
Chemung
Oswego
Ontario

Nassau
Warren
Fulton
Steuben
Columbia

Tompkins
Chautauqua
Fulton
Ulster

Erie

Herkimer
Niagara
Nassau
Saratoga -
Orange

Westchester
Orange
Westcehester

Five Boroughs

Niagara

Niagara
Chenango

St. Lawrence

Cattaraugus
Madison

Exemption
Limit

12,000 8,000 40,000
12,000 8,000 40,000

Not Authorized

12,000 8,000 40,000

Not Authorized

6,000 4,000 20,000

Not Authorized

12,000 8,000 40,000

Not Authorized
Not Authorized

6,000 4,000 20,000
6,000 4,000 20,000

Not Authorized

12,000 8,000 40,000
12,000 8,000 40,000

12,000 8,000 40,000
12,000 8,000 40,000
12,000 8,000 40,000

Not Authorized

12,000 8,000 40,000

12,000 8,000 40,000

Not Authorized

12,000 8,000 40,000
12,000 8,000 40,000
12,000 8,000 40,000

Not Authorized

6,000 4,000 20,000
12,000 8,000 40,000
12,000 8,000 40,000
6,000 4,000 20,000

Not Authorized
Not Authorized

6,000 4,000 20,000
12,000 8,000 40,000
12,000 8,000 40,000

Not Authorized

6,000 4,000 20,000
6,000 4,000 20,000

Not Authorized
Not Authorized
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Table 1.  Cities Allowing Alternative Exemption for Wartime Veterans,
1985 Assessment Rolls (continued).

Exemption
City County Limit
Oneonta Otsego Not Authorized
Oswego Oswego Not Authorized -
Peekskill ‘Westchester Not Authorized
Plattsburgh Clinton Not Authorized
Port Jervis Orange 5,000 4,000 20,000
Poughkeepsie - Dutchess Not Authorized
Rensselaer Rensselaer -12,000 8,000 40,000
Rochester Monroe Not Authorized -
Rome Oneida - 12,000 8,000 40,000
Rye Westchester 12,000 8,000 40,000
Salamanca Cattaraugus 12,000 8,000 40,000
Saratoga Springs Saratoga 12,000 8,000 40,000
Schenectady Schenectady 12,000 8,000 40,000
Sherrill Oneida Not Authorized
Syracuse Onondaga 12,000 8,000 40,000
Tonawanda Erie - 12,000 8,000 40,000
Troy ’ Rensselaer 12,000 8,000 40,000
Utica Oneida 6,000 4,000 20,000
Watertown Jefferson Mot Authorized
Watervliet Albany 12,000 8,000 40,000
White Plains Westchester Not Authorized
Yonkers Westchester Not Authorized
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Table 2. Counties, Cities, and Towns Allowing Alternative Exemption for
Wartime Veterans, 1985 Assessment Rolls.
County Number of Cities and Towns

Exemption Exemption Limits ($000)

Limit Opting ‘
County ($000) Total Out 12/8/40 9/6/30 6/4/20
Albany 12/8/40 13 1 10 - 2
Allegany Not Authorized 29 29 -- -- --
Broome 12/8/40 17 6 8 -- 3
Cattaraugus 12/8/40 34 27 7 -- --
Cayuga 6/4/20 24 8 5 1 10
Chautauqua Not Authorized 29 26 2 -- 1
Chemung Not Authorized 12 9 3 -- --
Chenango 6/4/20 22 -- 7 - 15
Clinton Not Authorized 15 15 - —-- --
Columbia’ 12/8/40 19 -- 16 1 2
Cortland 6/4/20 16 5 8 -- 3
Delaware Not Authorized 19 8 2 - 9
Dutchess Not Authorized 22 14 4 - 4
Erie . 12/8/40 28 3 24 -- 1
Essex . Not Authorized 18 15 3 -- -
Franklin Not Authorized 19 17 2 -- --
Fulton 12/8/40 12 2 10 - --
Genesee 6/4/20 14 1 3 1 9
Greene 12/8/40 14 2 11 1 --
Hamilton 12/8/40 9 1 3 - -
Herkimer Not Authorized 20 18 2 -- -—
Jefferson 6/4/20 23 12 4 -- 7
Lewis Not Authorized 17 14 3 - --
- Livingston 12/8/40 17 -- 18 -- 1
Madison Not Authorized 16 13 3 - --
Monroe 12/8/40 21 1 18 1 1
Montgomery 12/8/40 11 - 8 -- 3
Nassau 12/8/40 5 - 5 -- -
Niagara 12/8/40 15 1 12 1 1
Oneida 12/8/40 29 1 27 -- 1
Onondaga 12/8/40 20 -- 19 - 1
Ontario 6/4/20 18 6 3 - 9
Orange 6/4/20 23 3 14 -- 6
Orleans 12/8/40 10 1 1 -- 8
Oswego 12/8/40 24 4 18 -- 2
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Table 2. - Counties, Cities, and Towns Allowing Alternative Exemption for
Wartime Veterans, 1985 Assessment Rolls (continued).

Number of Cities and Towns

County ‘
Exemption '~ Exemption Limits ($000)
Limit ) Opting

County ($000) Total Out 12/8/40  9/6/30  6/4/20
Otsego Not Authorized 25 24 1 -- -
Putnam 12/8/40 6 -- 5 1 --
Rensselaer 12/8/40 16 - 13 2 1
Rockland 12/8/40 5 -- 5 -- --
St. Lawrence 12/8/40 33 3 24 2 -4
Saratoga 12/8/40 21 -- 18 -- "3
Schenectady Not Authorized 6 -= 4 -- 2
Schoharie 6/4/20 16 2 - 3 11
Schuyler Not Authorized 8 8 -- -- --
Seneca Not Authorized 10 10 -- -- -=
Steuben Not Authorized 34 29 4 -- 1
Suffolk 12/8/40 10 1 9 -- e
Sullivan 12/8/40 15 -- 13 1 1
Tioga 12/8/40 9 3 4 -- 2
Tompkins 6/4/20 10 7 2 - 1
Ulster 12/8/40 21 1 16 2 2
Warren 12/8/40 12 -- 11 1 -=
Washington 6/4/20 17 -- 8 -- 9
Wayne 6/4/20 15 -- 5 -- 10
Westchester Not Authorized 25 17 6 1 1
Wyoming 6/4/20 16 3 2 1 10
Yates Not Authorized 9 9 -~ -- -
New York City
(5 Boroughs) Not Applicable 1 == 1 - ==
Statewide Total 994 380 437 20 157
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In an attempt to explain why certain local governments would choose to

opt out of the alternative veterans' exemption, the following conjectures were

formulated:

1. Local governments with an existing high percentage of exempt
property will be more likely to restriet the amount of new
exemptions and thus not allow the exemption.

2. Local governments with a high percentagé of veterans will be
more likely to allow the exemption.

3. Local governments with a high percentage of Vietnam. and
Korean conflict era veterans relative to the total veteran
population, many of which do not qualify for the eligible funds
veterans' exemption, will be more likely to allow the
exemption.

4. Rural local governments with a low concentration of veterans
and relatively low absolute numbers of veterans will be less
likely to allow the exemption.

Although these conjectures were developed for all types of local governments
(i.e., cities, towns, and counties), 1985 veteran population figures were available
only at the county level.

The percent of property that is exempt for county tax purposes in a given
county on the 1985 assessment rolls in New York State ranges from a high of
55.1% (St. Lawrence County) to a low of 19.3% (Greene County). Had the first
conjecture been true, we would have expected a majority of those counties
opting out of this exemption to have exempt property percentages above the
statewide median of 24.2%. Such was not the case. Of the eighteen counties
that opted out of the exemption, only seven were above the median.
Additionally, the range of the percentage of exempt property in the

‘nonparticipating counties varied little from the statewide figures, i.e., 54.3%

(Clinton County) to 16.4% (Lewis County).
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Statewide, wartime veterans are estimated at 1,558,700 persons2 and
represent 8.8% of the ov‘era‘ll estimated population of 17,783,0003. At the
county level, the percent of wartime veterans ranged from 12.2% in Hamilton
County to 7.0% in Tompkins County. Of the 18 counties not participating in the
alternative veterans' exemption, 10 had veteran population percentages below
the statewide median of 9.4%. Additionally, 9 of the 12 counties allowing the
alternative veterans' exemption at a reduced level (i.e., 6,000; 4,000; 20,000) had
veteran population pergentages b.elow the statewide median. . These figures
demonstrate a sligﬁt tendency for counties with lower. veteran population
percentages to either opt out of the exemption or to grant the exemption at the
lowest ailowable level. Fof a complete listing of county populations versus
county wartime veterans see the Appendix.

Counties opting out of the alternative veterans' exemption'had at least
42.5% (Westchester County), but not moré than 59.5% (Clinton County) of their
total wartime veterans on active duty during the Vietnam or Korean confliet
eras. These figures deviate only slightly from the statewide range of 40.5%
(Montgomery County) fo 59.8% (Livingston County). The nonparticipating
counties fluctuated from the statewide median of 50.5% in a fashion sirr;ilar to
the total wartime veterans percentages; that is, seven counties were above the
median and eleven were below it. To some extent this supports a conjecture that
counties with a lower number of Vietnam/Korean era veterans will be less likely

to sustain the exemption, but the relationship is weak.

2 "New York Veteran Population by Sex, County and Period of Service as of
March 31, 1985", Veterans Administration, Office of Information Management
and Statisties, Washington, D.C.

3 wprovisional Estimate of the Population of Counties: July 1, 1985", U.S.
Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Washington, D.C.
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Urban ax;eas with relatively high concentrations of veterans' groups, e.g.,
Veterans of Foréign Wars, American Legion, Disabled American Veterans, may
have been better organized to deter local legislation-that -would disallow the
alternative exemption for wartime veterans. The map on page 18 shows the
geographic locations of the counties that opted out of the exemption and the
counties that did not. Generally, the nonparticipating counties fall into four

areas of the state: the northern region (Clinton, Essex, Franklin, Herkimer, and

Lewis counties); the central region (Delaware, Madison, Otsego, and Schenectady

countie_s); the southern tier (Allegany, Chautauqua, Chemung, Schuyler, Seneca,
Steuben, and Yates counties); and the lower Hudson Valley (Dutchess and
Westchester counties).

As can be seen from the map, nonparticipating counties are somewhat

clustered together, but they do not represent a distinetly rural/urban bias. On

‘the other hand, the apparent groupings tend to support an observation that

communications and information among counties in the same geographie region
may have spillover effects. For example, a decision by one county not to allow
the a_lter'native veterans' exemption may have influenced one or more
neighboring counties' decisions to opt out of the exemption.

The majority (15) of the twenty-four cities that chose not to accept the
exemptions provided in RPTL §458-a are located in counties that also chose not
to allow the exemption. This phenomenon is hardly surprising. The city's
decision may well have triggered the county's decision or vice versa. Large and
even small cities have a large voice in county government. As was the case with
counties, there was no tendency for cities with high percentages of exempt
property to opt out of the exemption any more than ci‘_cies with low exempt
percentages. In fact, fifteen of the nonparticipating cities had exempt

percentages above the statewide median of 35.7%. Comparisons of the
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'percentage of wartime and Vietnam/Korean confliect veterans were not

perfc;rmed due to insufficient data, but the nonparticipating cities do not appear
to exhibit any characteristies that ‘distinguish them ™ from other cities. An
exception to this generality is that three of the "Big Five" cities (i.e., the ecities
of Buffalo, New York, Rochester, Syracuse, and Yonkers) chose not to allow the
exemption. These nonparticipating cities were Buffalo, Rochester, and Yonkers.
This trend was almost exactly the opposite of the trend that occurred statewide,
where over 60% of the cities sustained the exemption.

Table 3 details the counts, total equalized values, and equalized exempt
values for the noncombat, combat, and disabled exemptions provided in RPTL
§458-a. These statistics are summarized at the county level and are taken from
the 1985 assessment rolls. Exemption counts for counties include the number of
parcels with an 'alternative veterans' exemption for either county, city/town, or
combined county ar.1d city/town purposes. For this reason, counties that chose
not to allow the exemption usually show exemption counts greater than zero.
This simply means that at least one assessing unit in that county allowed the
exemption and granted it to at least one veteran. For example, Clinton,
Schuyler, Seneca, and Yates counties are the only counties of the eighteen
nonparticipating'c'oun‘cies without a noncombat alternative veterans' exemption.

Where a county has opted to allow the alternative veterans' exemption at a
different maximum level than the majority of its cities and towns, double-
counting of number of parcels and equalized values will occur. This is
particularly true in Orange County where 16,070 alternative veterans'
exemptiohs worth $130.7 million was a produet of (1) 8,740 exemptions applied to
county tax purposes and 8,914 exemptions for city/town tax purposes and
(2) $76.5 million exempt from county tax purpose and $65 million exempt from

city/town purposes.
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Alternative Exemption for Noncombat Veterans

Preliminary calculations currently being performed by the Veterans
Administration indicate that approximately 44% of all Vietnam era veterans
were stationed in Vietnam. Figures are not available for the Korean confliet, "
but given the amount of military stations and personnel outside Korea during this
period (June 27, 1950 - January 31, 1955), it is difficult to imagine that the
percentage would be higher than in the Vietnam era. Considering these figures
and the initial assumption that post-World War II veterans were expected to be
the primary recipients of this exemption, it would seem logical that mc;re
noncombat exemptions would be granted than combat exemptions. This”did not
occur. Combat exemptions (which are an additional ten percent exemption)-
outnumbevred noncombat exemptions by almost 25,000 exemptions. As wi’thf'féll
averages, there has to be éome deviation from the mean, but fhere were more :
combat exemptions than noncombat exemptions in all but two counties
(Delaware and Otsego).

Whatever the cause, a little more than a billion dollars of equalized exempf
value resulted from these combat exemptions. The noncompat exemptions
produced less than half of this amount or $514.6 million. The exempt ‘valu“e
difference is explained by the difference in the number of exemptions and by the‘.
difference in the exevmption percentage granted: 15% for the noncombat Versué"
259% for the combat exenﬁption.

At the municipal level, the noncombat exemption provided in RPTL §458-a“
was granfed by at least one local government .in. all but four counties in New
York State: Clinton, Schuyler, Seneca, and Yates counties. Of the remaining
fifty-four counties, thirty-six counties had exemption counts ranging from 1 to a
1,000; twelve had 1,001 to 5,000; and six had more than 5,000. Nassau County

with the second highest wartime veteran population in the state had the greatest
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number of noncombat exemptions (10,176) and was followed closely by New York
City (8,224) and by Erie County (7,751). At the other énd of the Spectrum‘,
Franklin and Otsego counties each had only one exemption, while Herkimer
County had two noncombat exemptions.

The exempt values generated by these counts did not always produce the
same rankings at the upper end of the scale. Even though New York City had the
second highest number of noncombat exemptions, it ranked eighth among New
York State's counties in terms of exempt value. Again, Nassau County had the
greatest amount of exempt value with nearly $79 million being removed from the
1985 assessment rolls. Suffolk County ($55.8 million) and Erie County ($51.9
million) placed second and third in this regard. Franklin County with $2,000 of
exempt value; Otsego County with $6,000 of exempt value; and Herkimer County
with $7,000 of exempt‘value retained their positions.as the counties with the

least amount of exempt value among those where exemptions were granted.

Alternative Exemption for Combat Veterans

Combat veterans received exemptions under RPTL §458-a from at least
one local government in all but six counties in 1985. These counties were
Clinton, Delaware, Otsego, Schuyler, Seneca, and Yates. As was the case with
the noncombat exemptions, the majority (28) of the counties that had at least
one combat exemption also had no more than 1,000 exemptions. Counties with
combat exemption counts between 1,001 and 5,000 numbered eighteen, while six
counties had greater than 5,000 combat exemptions.

New York City had the most combat alternative veterans' exemptions on
the 1985 assessment rolls (13,724), but Nassau County did not lag far behind
(12,108). Herkimer, Steuben, and Franklin counties, on the other hand, had the

fewest exemptions, respectively, with six, nine, and ten combat alternative
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veterans' exemptions. With respéect to equalized exempt values, Nassau County
with $153.5 million of exempt value had considerably more exempt value than
the next two counties: Monroe County ($93.6 million) and Suffolk -County ($90.2
million). New York City ranked fifth with $73.7 million of exempt value. The
three lowest ranking counties in this regard were: Herkimer County with

$44,000; Franklin County with $51,000; and Steuben County with $53,000.

 Alternative Exemption for Disabled Veterans

Less than five percent of the veterans who were qualifi'éd and were granted
noncombat or combat exemptions under RPTL §458-a were also granted a
disabled exemption. Statewide, 9,226 disabled exemptions were given to disabled
wartime veterans under this section of law. The resultant equalized exempt
value was nearly $'63.4 million, less than the Nassau County amount for
noncombat veterans alone.

There were‘ten counties in the state that did not =ontain a single assessing
unit in which a disabled exemption occurred. These counties were Allegany,
Clinton, Delaware, Franklin, qu‘kimer, Otsego, Schuyler, Seneca, Steuben, and
Yates counties. The counts in the remaining 47 counties and New York City
ranged from a low of one exemption (Essex and Hamilton counties) to a high of
1,395 (Orange County) with the bulk of these counties (35) having between one
and two hundred exemptions: Orange County's disabled:count represents 15% of
all the disabled wartime exemptions granted under RPTL §458-a. Onondaga
County with 982 disabled exemptions and New York City with 962 exemptions
placed second and third when considering this factor, while Chemung and Lewis
counties tied for next to last place with two disabled wartime veterans'

exemptions each. -
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Orange County's prominent placement with respect to the number of
disabled wartime exemptions translates into a high amount of exempt value for
this portion of the altérnative veterans' exemption. The $9.1 million of exempt
value in Orange County was only marginally higher than Onondaga County's $8.9
million of exempt value, but almost 50% higher than third-ranked Rockland
County's $6.2 million of exempt value. Lewis and Hamilton Counties had the
least amount of exempt value with.$1,000 each, while Madison County had only

$7,000 exempted.

Tax Shifts, Total Alternative Exemptions for Wartime Veterans

The total equalized exempt'value of all alternative veterans' exemptions
amounted to just over $1.6 billioq on the 1985 assessment rolls and caused almost
$18.3 million to be shifted to property owners not receiving this exemption. This
tax shift was a combination of an $8.4 million county tax shift and a $9.8 million
city/tow.m tax shift.

Before going any further with this tax shift analysis, an understanding of
how these shifts were calculated ié in order. Most important is the exclusion. of
the exemption for village tax purposes. This exclusion was necessitated by the
form of the data. That is, the exemption counts and values were taken from
the data files used in the 1985 exemption report and are summarized at the
city and town level. Thus, veterans' exemptions granted in the village portion of
a town were treated as if they were granted in the town outside village portion
of the town for tax impact purposes. This will result in a slight underestimate of

overall tax impacts. While parcels located in the village portion of a town have

4 "Exemptions from Real Property Taxation in New York State: 1985
Assessment Rolls,” New York State Division of Equalization and Assessment,
April 1987.
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different tax rates than their nonvillage town neighbors, the differehce is almost
e_llways one of addition, i.e., combined village taxes in full value- terms are
~ generally higher than taxeson parcels outside any village portions. After making
this exclusion, municipal equalized exempt values were multiplied by the
appropriate county and eity/town full value tax rates. This process generates a
county tax shift and a city/town tax shift for each municipality, which, when
aggregated, results in the estimates of total county tax shifts and total
statewide tax shifts.

There is né legal requirement for villages to provide SDEA with
information corcerning the property tax exemptions: they have granted. - While
many villages voluntarily provide SDEA with their exemption data, many also do
not. This lack of comprehensive data is the reason village impacts have not been
showﬁ.

Table 4 summarizes the noncombat, combat, and disa'bled portions of the
data contained in Table 3 and adds the averag"e percent exempt for each county,

as well as the eomputed tax shifts.
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Almost 60% of New York State's 196,673 alternative exemptions for

wartime veterans are located in the seven counties containing more than ten

thousand exemptions each. -The magnitude-of these-new exemnptions is-even more =~ -

apparent when it is noted that twenty-two percent of all partial exemptions
granted statewide on the 1985 assessment rolls were for this purpose.

Two of the three places with the most alternative exemptions also have the
highest number of wartime veterans or the highest number of Vietnam and
Korean conflict veterans. These were New York City with 22,910 exemptions
and Nassau County with 22,410 exemptions. The third-ranked was Orange
County (16,070). Orange County is eighth in overall number of wartime veterans
and ninth in the number of Vietnam and Korean conflict veterans. The ranking
may be due to either a high ownership percentage among these two groups of
veterans, or a high recognition among veterans that the exemption was available
and that they met the qualifications for exg’emption. |

As was the case with the total nurhber of alternative veterans' exemptions
in each county, most counties had relatively low total exempt values.
Specifically, thirty-six of the fifty-four counties granting this exemption ‘each
had less the $20 million of value exempted, but 62% of the total statewide
equalized value being exempted under this statute was located in the seven
counties with more than $100 million each. The three highest of these seven
were Nassau County (233,273 exemptions), Suffolk County (146,936 exemptions),
and Monroe County (144,794 exemptions). Not surprisingly, the three counties
with the fewest exemptions had the least amount of equalized value exempted.
These were Otsego County with $6,000 of exempt value, Herkimer County with
$51,000 of exempt value and Franklin County with $53,000 of exempt value.

Due to the relatively low exemption percentages provided to nondisabled

veterans under RPTL §458-a —— no more than 15% for noncombat veterans and no
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more than 25% for combat veterans — and the small numbelﬂ" of alternative
exemptions for disabled veterans in each county, the distribution of exempt
percentages for .all alternative veterans' exemptions-ranged-from a low of 11.8%
(Otsego County) to a high 24.8% (Franklin County). Statewide, 22% of all partial
exemptions are coded as alternative veterans' exemptions, but these same
exemptions account for only 6.2% of the total exempt value of all partial
exemptions.

As was previously discussed, 18 of the state's 57 counties opted out of the
alternative exemption for wartime veterans for county tax purposes on the 1985
éssessment rolls. In addition, New York City does not levy a county tax. The
county tax shift caused by the alternative veterans' exemption in the remaining
39 counties was distributed as follows: 14-counties had tax shifts up to $50,000;
14 counties had tax shifts ranging from $50,001 to $100,000; and 11 counties had
tax shifts exceeding $100,000. ‘ |

Erie County's $1.7 million ecounty tax shift was the largest ‘in the state.
This shift was 40% higher than Monroe County's $1.2 .:nillion shift and almost
90% higher than third-ranked Nassau County's $0.9 million shift. Conversely,
-Hamilton County, with a $349 county tax shift, had the lowest impact from the
alternative veterans' exemption of those granting it. Hamilton County was
followed by Tompkins County with a $1,256 shift and then by Schoharie County
with a $10,788 shift. Continuing the distribution trend set by county exemption
counts, 60% of the statewide county tax shift is located in the top five counties.

The $9.8 million statewide c¢ity and town tax shift resulting from all
alternative veterans' exemptions was one-sixth higher than the statewide county
tax shift of $8.4 million. This situation is generally due to-the lower level of
taxation imposed by county governments compared t§ the tax levels of the cities

and towns ¢ontained therein.
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New York City's $2.1 million shift wés far and away the greatest city/town
tax shift in New York State. This magnitude is lessened to some degree by the
“absence of county taxes: Thus,as will be shown later, New York City fails to
maintain this front position when county and city/tqwn taxes are combined. The
next largest city/town tax shifts occur in Rockland and Suffolk counties, with
tax shifts of approximately one million dollars each. The lowest rankings belong
to Otsego County ($47), Chemung County ($190), and Herkimer County ($241).

Taxes amounting to $18.3 million wére shifted to property owners not
reéeiving the alternative exemption for wartime veterans on the 1985
assessment rolls. While most counties (39) experienced a total tax shift of less
than $200,000, seven counties were in excess of one million dollars. These seven
counties also made up more than two-thirds of the combined county and
city/towﬁ taxes shifted statewide by the exemptions provided in RPTL §458-a.

With an average total tax shift of about $152 per alternative ve;cerans'
exemption, Erie County had the largest combined tax shift of any county. This
high average tax shift, second only to Rockland County's $179, and Erie County's
fourth place ranking with respect to total number of alternative veterans'
exemptions, were in large part the cause for Erie County's total tax shift of
almost $2.4 million. Second-ranked New York City's average per parcel tax shift
of over $91 was considerably lower than Erie County's, but New York City had
7,219 more alternative veterans' exemptions than did Erie County. The third
position in this regard was Monroe County with a total tax shift of over $1.9
million. Monroe County's determina;tion was made for much the same reason as
Erie County's rank, a large number of exemptions (ranking fifth, statewide) and a
high average per parcel tax shift (ranking third, statewide).

Other than Clinton, Schuyler, Seneca, and Yates counties which had no

alternative veterans' exemptions and thus no tax shift, the same five counties
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that had the least amount of city/town tax shift also had the least amount of.
combined county and city/town tax shift -- Otsego, Chemung, Herkimer,
Franklih, and Lewis counties. The fact that ‘theseé low-ranked counties are
among the eighteen counties that chose not to sustain the alternative veterans'

exemption for county tax purposes explains much of this phenomena.

Total Veterans' Exemptions, 1984 versus 1985 Assessment Rolls

Thus fa'r? t]{'_e discussion has ceéentered on the alternative veterans'
exemptions provided under RPTL §458-a. In order to get a broader perspective
on the changes that occurred within the different veterans exemptions, the
analysis will now focus on the total of all veterans' exemptions. In addition to
the alternative exemptions for wartime veterans, future references to "total
vetgrans;' exemptions" or "all veterans' exemptions" will include those exemptions
provided in RPTL §458, i.e., veterans, generally (RPTL §458(1)); subseription
veterans (RPTL $458(2)); paraplegic veterans (RPTL $458(3)); and veterans'
exemptions due to change in assessing level (RPTL 458(3))2.

The 196,673 new alternative veterans' exemptions on the 1985 assessment
rolls brought th‘é total count of all veterans' exemptions to 654,550. This 29%
increase from the 1984 rolls meant that 56% of all partial exewmptions granted
statewide in‘ 1985 were for veterans. To put this into perspective, the senior
citizen exemption (RPTL §467), with not quite 15% of all partial exemptions, is

the closest competitor in this regard.

5 Tax distriets which had a full-value revaluation could adopt a local law
on or before October 31, 1985 to increase or decrease existing RPTL §458(1)
veterans' exemptions in proportion to any change in assessed values resulting
from the revaluation. The "pro rata" exemption preserves the prerevaluation
ratio of veterans' e*cefnptmn to total assessed value on property receiving the
§458(1) exemption prior to revaluation.
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In the face of a declining stétewide veteran population and without the
imposition of the alternative veterans' exemption, the natural expectation would
have been that veterans' exemptions-as a -whole would have dropped from 1984 to
1985. With these increases in to‘_cal veterans' exemptions, it is obvious that the
belief that a large number of honorably discharged veterans, some of which were
in combat situations, were being denied exemption for lack of "eligible funds" or
for some other reason has been confirmed.

While more than 196,000 alternative veterans' exemptions were on the 1985
assessment rolls, the total number of all veterans' exemptions rose by only
147,516. Eithér almost 10% of the property owners receiving veterans'
exemptions in 1984, for whatever reason, failed to qualify in 1985 or a portion of
these same veterans switched from the eligible funds exemption to the
al‘ternative exemption for wartime veterans. Most likely, a combination of the
two factors was at work, but for the veteran who had a small amount of eligible
funds and conse_quenﬂy a small exempt amount, the switeh to a fixed pércentage
exemption made very good sense.

On a county basis, the changes in the number of veterans' exemptions were
both widespread and dramatie. On one hand, five counties (Clinton, Herkimer,
Seneca, Otsego, and Yates) actually had a decrease in the total number of
veterans' exemptions from 1984 to 1985, but five other counties (Genesee,
Orange, Orleans, Jefferson, and Wayne) had their number of veterans'
exemptions at least double in 1985. At the same time, 45 of the 53 counties with
an increase in veterans exemptions had changes of less than 5,000 additional
exemptions and 22 of these added fewer than 1,000 new exemptions to their 1985
rolls.

The changes reducing the number of exemptions were relatively minor.

Clinton County with a total loss of 62 exemptions or -2.5% had the highest
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county loss. On a percentage basis, Seneca County's -2.2% loss (32 veterans'
exemptions) ranked it next to last statewide, but Herkimer County's loss of 37

veterans' exemptions (-1.2%) was higher in absolute terms.

The rankings for the counties with the greatest positive changes in the
total number of veterans' exemptions were Nassau County (14,304); Orange

County (13,441); and Erie county (11,934).



35.

¥88°0% 0°2¢ CG6“F91 260°‘9V¥ 029°¢1 1°6¢ 1L0°P¥1 81L°89¢ I8 1T BPIBUQ
618°L¥ L7 0% L60°221 05L°F19 €9LVT 1°0% 8€%°6L 098°¥6¢ 9L0°0T BIBSBIN
216°88% 862 226°CP9‘1  LSE61S‘S  SB0°T6 G'0g - 0T0°GSE‘1 T128°9€%‘v  T18L°LL nesSBN
018‘e 1°¢¢ 23 AF A G91°2L6 6L°¢ €°2¢ Pr9°¢81 17668 098¢ Krowodjuon
€8 181 1°9¢ 28V ‘66¢ 90€°%¢S‘T  L09°1¢ €62 0S9°29% 998°¢C16 gLV 0% QOJUOIN
91% 0°11 £L0°L GLZ‘Y9 99L°‘1- 0°11 1689 86¢°%9 LeL°1 UOSIPB
rATSUN 66 ‘se AR 44 620°¢ £°30C 6SLETIT 61299 269°1 UOISSUIAIT
7444 ¥°9¢ LEV Y 1891 009 6°9% £61‘Y L09°G1 LLS SIMOT]
88G°¢1 £ Ve AN €62 C1T 798°¢ G° 8% ah9‘el €68 LY £96°1 uosiajjop
€8¢ 0°%¥ 0.5°¢e SH6°6. GLICE 9° 1% L81°¢¢ G0L 6L A FARS JOWINIOH
09 9°0L 7629 gegts 60¢ L'EL 069°¢¢ 029°¢) tAXA UuojjiusH
8¢6°¢ G 8% 11%°¢e 020‘28’ 7002 0°62 eLv61 e1129 12L°1 QU99ID)
6£2°9¢ 891 G9% ‘0¥ 9L.6°6€% 068°‘S 1°¢ 9%0°‘F L0V‘6L 286°1 29S9UdD)
169°¢ K7 P8L ST 68.L001 £6Ge LY ge1Lop L60°G8 P91‘¢ uoing
¥LS 0°¢v 8F1‘¢el 88G6°0¢ eeI’l G %v FL8°C1 696 ‘6% 2ol uip{uBayg
9111 L°€9 GL9°1¢ 9%L°‘6% 606°1 6°¢9 6GG°0¢ 238 LY 8681 X98SsY
899961 1A 8LV CSL 7218°82¢‘C  8GE°LS 6°¥¢ 018°G6S veL‘90L‘1  Pev sy oLy
S 27114 AR LY 9Y 2S190% 0vL‘8 £°6 0€0°9% L68°08% 66€£°9 ssoyoIng
9%9°% 27 1% Gee I 15629 966°1 1°1% 6vL 1T 609°GS L19°1 aadMBIA(
8G1°‘6 191 016°TT 8€%‘¥8 G1£°C 0°9 eSL°%T 1£9°¢c¥ 185 1 puenIo)
L18°%1 8°2¢ VoV ey 661°651 L90°¢ A4S L8668 2€9°98 081°C BIQWNOD
S 1°8 7689 £E6‘V8 99¥°¢ 1°8 618°9 ¥86°¢8 8%6°% uojuI D
79¢°8 191 AARA €0L‘08 vLE'C: A 8e0‘e 021°C¥ g1e‘l odusuayD
089°1 6°2¢ $30° LY 180°€¥1 891V 9°¢¢ vhe sy 8L0°GET 60V dunway)
6€0°9 0°%I 069°1¢ L8EPST 189°v A 119°sT L0% 221 $28°¢ BnbnwineyD
68501 2° 1% 967 ‘7% A AR 280°¢ 1°¢% L99°¢€T 968°19 808°1 ednke)
608°¥ 1°6% IS AN G9L TTI 669°¢ ¥°62 679°L% £0% ‘96 S AAE sngneas}1Bd
F10°¢1% ¢ 1¢ 90%°901 0£6°6€¢ 611°6 8°9¢ Z61°68 LT 188 0S¥ ‘9 UWI00.ag
0S0°T1 8°8¢ 02L°ST 1870¥ 00%°1 "6°8¢ 0L9‘%1 60L°LE 18€°1 Auwsary
90S‘¥¢ 6°¥¢ 98¢ ‘991 L9L69LY 81L°11 0°6¢ 088°1¢€1 960‘8¢¢ P88 Kurqry
(000$) dwaxy  (000$) (000%) wnop  jdwexyg  (000%) (000%$) unop Auno)

angep X3 JU90J9g aneA by anyep bi Jjueoaad ongeA by anyep ‘byg

U] 9seoaJdau] .ww«zw>< umeNm 1°e0d8d vwﬁhm>< HQEQNM [e9d8d

G861 ¥861

*G86 1 SnsdoA §861 ‘Auno) Aq suorjdwaxy] SUBILIOA [BI0], G 2198l




36.

061°G9L 1 9° .2 €L LL6 L 86V°6£6°8% 0SS PS9 2°62 ePS212°9 688°SFZCIC ¥£0°L0G TVLOL
01972 0" L1 190°€ay  169°t8v‘¢  904°G6  L°9T  1GV°8¥e  L0L°EG0°% - 8S8°18  AIID MI0X MIN
Ay 6 a20°c 6L 1T 18S v°6 726°1 $16°0¢ 686 sojex
6G6°P 6'2% 0V ¥1 ST F9 608°1 £°92 1PAAL eh0‘9¢ 8%0°1 Sutwohpm
gsyige 0°91 9g4°90¢ 286°116°T  ¥e8°¥2 8°6I1 €8¢ °89% 88¢‘669°T  9¥9°¢Q J&}SaYOISO M
8S¥ ¥¢ GFI £81°6¢ ~  1S6°00¢ £ee‘s 0°¢ GeL Y W0°v6 85T aukepm
8656 rAR s c16ee S00°%01 6I1°C - g£°8¢ L1892 9.9 C96°1 uo}3ulysepm
000431 (2 VAR % i 4 LSV 60T 080°c 841 eL1'l1 v19°%9 908°1 vaLIB M
¥67°8¢ 9°1¢ 160221 ¥£¢ 98¢ 6EF 01 FAKAY L66°¢€8 L00°8S2 C18¢L 4918
109°2 S8 G06°S 18269 . YAAN 1°9 v0g‘e 0T1°%S PC1¢1 surydwoy,
026°¢ }°6% ¥82° L1 89886 G ‘1 z°G¢ Fre‘tl 981°2¢ €18 r3o1],
) AL 7 iAK N7 7260°6¥ 178601 6gSe oot LL8 TF 818°06 c01‘¢ usAIlNg
2L5°9¢% A GTT‘668°1T 990°22%‘v 84Yc‘Cs8 8 b e¥6299°1 Z10‘60L°E T191°%A jNro3ing
er1e‘1 8°02 6981 79¢°06 960°¢ 8°2% rASAPAL 969°9. ShL e uaqgnalg
9% £°6 00€‘¥ 86% ‘9% L0%°1 £°6 2K 9%0 ‘9% 68¥ ¢ 1 BODUDG
609 9°¢1 986°¢ F09°1% L29 [ARA L38°% 8e8°81 g9 Jo1hnyog
08%°‘1 9°2¢ 920°0% 0.0°8¢ FLLC T 686 99681 90G°1¢ 686 a1reyoyog
161°%1 9°%¢ £€09°18 ch9‘1ee 0S0°‘6 0°0¢ 2S¥°69 FPei1ee 80L‘9 Aperosuayog
26092 1°9% c$9g8 6g8°91e 66 ‘2 8°9% £6G6¢9¢ 08L°01%. 006°‘S B301BIBS
AR 9°1¢ G89°‘g¥ 897 ‘¥S1 veLeC L 0% 027°cg 26198 6ee‘e 90UDIMBT 18
682601 L1 9L8°LLT 0S7°€60°T  28%°81 2701 L8289 L61°029 6I¥°01 puepiooy
061°0% L°€2 1108 08G‘8¢e €926 0°€% £26°6¢ 18¢°¢L1 tA A" Joe[ossuay
868°¢1 9°2% 199°19 6€E°CLT LSEY v°2% £0¢ 8y 15482 ¥4 0.8°¢ weuing
689 2 %% 991°LT 926°0L L06°1 8°¢% 18791 £21°69 £€36°1 099810
86G°01 9° LY 09L°G9 220°8¢€1 9L8°P 6799 291°6¢S €10°26 6G9°g odemsQ
GG LT L7 L1 0LV V7 F0¢ 8¢ €L8‘e 8761 c1eL 15V 9% 8IE‘T suBalIQ
£86°GT1 °91 829°eT1 89¢ ‘168 690°02 L°9 SH0 ‘81 296°0L% 8299 adueiQ
zL8°¢1 S F1 Y2262 9%9°10¢ 1547287 6°F1 AL | 6Le €01 L6%°2 _ONBUQ
ZLE V9 P62 LL9C0LE 1£9°616 199°¢g, L €€ S0€°90% 6SE 119 186° L1 BSBPUOUQ
(000%$) jdwaxy (000$) (000%) uno) 1dwaxy (000%) (000%$) juno) Ajuno)
aN[BA °Xq  Jud239g onpep *bg  anep by Jue0Idg onpep *bg  enep by
U] 9seaJou] 9deioay  jdwexy IEDRUE adevaoay  jdwoxyg e03eg
G861 ¥861

*(PONUIIUOD) G8GT SNSIOA F861 ‘Aluno) Aq suorjdwoxy SuBI9}ISOA T8I0 °S meH



37.

The equalized exempt value of all veterans' exemptions increased from
$6.2 billion on the 1984 assessment rolls to almost $8.0 billion on the 1985
assessment rolls. This change of nearly $1.8 billion came on the heels of the
initial application of the alternative exemption for wartime veterans which
exempted $1.6 billion of property value from the 1985 rolls. This $1.8 billion
increase in exempt value was distributed among the counties as follows: 28
countiés had an increase of less than $10 million each; 24 counties had a change
between $10 million and $100 million; and 6 had a change in excess of $100
million of exempt value. Unlike the chaﬁges oceurring in the number of
veterans' exemptions, every county saw a rise in the amount of exempt value due
to veterans' exemptions from 1984 to 1985.

With all the changes that were going on statewide, there were also some
constants. The four counties (New York City, Naéséu, Suffolk, and Erie) with the
greatest number of veterans' ~exemp‘ci'ons_in 1984 maintained their positions in
this regard in 1985; and these same four counties ranked among the top four
counties with respect to total amount of exempt value in 1984 and in 1985. As
- was previously discussed, these four counties also held the first four rankings for
both total number of wartime veterans and total number of Vietnam and Xorean
confliet veterans in 1985. Additionally, Yates and Schuyler counties retained
their bottom positions, 57th and 58th, with respect to exempt value rankings
from 1984 to 1985.

When analyzing absolute changes in the total amount of exempt value of
veterans' ‘exemptions, the expectation was that the counties with the highest
values in the base year, in this case 1984, would also be the same counties that
experienced the greatest change. This expectation was borne out among the top
three rankings. Specifically, these counties were: Nassau County with $288.9
million of added exempt value added; Suffolk County with $236.6 million of

exempt value added; and Erie County with $156.7 million of added exempt value.
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As has been the case with the low end of most of the rankings and
distributions, there was a tight cluster of counties with small absolute changes in
exempt value from 1984 to 1985 --- 10 counties had changes of less than one
million dollars each. The counties with the least change were Seneca County

($26,000), Yates County ($52,000), and Clinton County ($75,000).

Tax Shifts, Total Veterans' Exemptions 1984 and 1985

All the prevmus discussion has lead to the "bottom line." How many tax
dollars were shifted to property owners who did not receive a veter‘ans‘
exemption? Before going any further, two items need to be addressed. First of
all, the exclusion of exempt parcels located in villages still holds. Secondly, the
reasoﬁ tﬁat equalized exempt values on the 1984 assessment rolls were
multiplied by 1986 tax rates, normally used for the 1985 assessment rolls, was to
determine what the 1985 tax shift would have been if exempt values had
remained constant and if no new exemptions had been granted. These conditions
allow a better comparison of the changes between the 1984 and 1985 assessmént
rolls. Table 6 details these comparisons on a county basis.

On average, combined county and city/town shifts increased by 24% from
1984 to 1985. Considering ‘thét the statewide tax shift for all veterans'
exemptions in 1984 amounted to $76.2 million, this $18.3 million change
represented a significant ghange. The increase in combined county and
city/town tax shifts was comprised of an $8.6 million county change and a $9.7
million city/town change. The relatively small spread bétwéen these figures is
even further modified when relative changes are computed. Statewide, cbunty
tax ShlftS rose by 25% and c1ty/‘cown tax shifts rose by 23%. A possible
explanation for this close balance may be found in the participation levels of the

alternative veterans' exemption: (1) 68% of New York's counties and 61% of
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New York's cities and towns opted to grant this exemption; and (2) 28% of the
state's participating counties and 29% of the state's participating cities and
towns passed local legislation reducing the dollar amounts of the makimum

exemption.
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Conclusion

In the initial year of its application, the alternative exemption for wartime
veterans (RPTL §458-a) added 196,673 new exemptions and $1.6 billion of
equalized exempt value to the assessment rolls, Statewide, this added exempt
value resulted in $8.5 million of county tax shifts and $9.8 million of city/town
tax shifts.

At least in part, this local option exemption was enacted to alleviate so’m‘e
of the concerns surrounding the eligible funds veterans' exemption (RPTL §458).
Specifically, the local determination of eligibility problems prevalenf‘. in the
eligible funds exemption have, in large measure, been solved with the
standardized documentation reqﬁirements of the new exembtion. Addifionally,
the alternative veterans' ‘exemption is applied against the equalized valﬁe of a .
veteran's property, rather than‘.the assessed value, thus removing the 1océ_11
assessment level from the exemption determination. Considering the rising
value of exempt property in New York State, the participation of more than t’wb—
thirds of the state's counties and nearly two-thirds of the state's cities and
counties demonstrates an awareness of this exemption's increased equity, vis-a-
vis the ‘elaigible funds veteran's eXer‘nption. ‘,

With the addition of the alternative veterans' exemption, the total humbef
of veterans' exemptions (654,550) represented 56% of all partial exemptions on
the 1985 rolls, but the total equalized éxempt value associated with thesé
exemptions ($8.0 billion) amotinted to less than one-third (30.7%) of the exémpt
value of all partial exemptions.

It is difficult to predict the popularity and magnitude of this exemption for
future years from these first year results, but, at least over the short term,

individual participation in a program such as this can be expected to rise simply
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because of the public's increased awareness of the program. Another variable
hindering any forecasts of future exemption levels is the status of munieipal
involvement. Nonparticipating taxing jurisdictions can opt back into this
exemption by rescinding the local legislation that removed them from the

exemption in the first instance.
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