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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

Section 485-b of the Real Property Tax Law, enacted in
1976, provides for a ten year, tapered, partial exemption from
taxes on improvements to real property used for commercial,
industrial or retail business purposes which exceeds $10,000.
The maximum exemption allowed in the first year of the program
is 50% of the increase in the assessed value of the property
due to construction, alteration, or general improvements to
the property. In each of the succeeding 9 years, the amount
of the exemption is decreased by 5% so that in the second
year the value of the exemption is 45% of the assessed value
of the improvement, 40% in the third year, and so on.

A local option clause is contained in Section 485~b which
allows each local taxing jurisdiction - counties, towns, cities,
villages, and school districts - to either reduce the amount
of the tapered formula (i.e,, start at 25% rather than at 50%)
or to opt out of .the program entirely. As of July 1978, 5
counties, 8 cities, 58 towns, 61 villages, and 191 school dis-
tricts had elected to opt out of the program. In the remaining
taxing jurisdictions there was a total of 1,222 485-b exemptions
granted with a total market value of $383,848,663 as of Sep-
tember, 1979. .

Like similar legislation enacted in other states, the
485-b program is designed to stimulate business investment
activity. Proponents of the program maintain that the exemp-
tion can promote the following objectives:

® provide the additional tax incentive required to
stimulate business expansion

0 attract new businesses to New York State

0 encourage businesses which may be con31der1ng an
out of State relocation move to remain within the
State

¢ improve the State's overall tax image in the eyes
of the business community

The number of local taxing jurisdictions which have decided
to opt out of the program, particularly the large number of
school districts which have taken such an action, is an indi-
cation that local governmental officials are not unanimous
in their support of the program. In 1976 the New York State
Association of Towns, an early critic of the law, maintained
that there were significant problems w1th the program, among
which were the follow1ng-
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¢ the exemption is not effective in stimulating busi-
ness expansion and development which would not
otherwise have occurred without the exemption

¢ the exemption adversely affects the tax base of
local government

® businesses for which a tax exemption would clearly
not function as an investment incentive, such as
public utilities, are presently eligible for such
an exemption under 485-b

¢ the ten year, tapered, partial nature of the exemp-
tion creates significant problems in the calculation
and administration of the exemption for local assess-
ing and taxing Jjurisdictions

Additionally, a significant number of the exemptions under
the 485-b Program have gone and will continue to go to complex
industrial and utility property for which the State Division
of Equalization and Assessment is required to provide advisory
appraisals. As a result, the Division anticipates a substan-
tial increase in the number of requests for such advisory
appraisals (one for every year of the exemption's 10 year ‘
life). Specifically, in 1980-81 the Division estimates that
6,500 such appraisals on complex industrial and utility prop-
erties will be required by the 485-b Program. .

Because of these and other problems with and criticismsg
of the 485-b Program, the State Division of Equalization and
Assessment initiated the following 1978/79 legislative pro-
posals which were designed to improve the State and local
administration of the exemption program:

® change the exemption from a ten-year, tapered, par-
tial, exemption to a flat, 100%.two-year exemption
(the approximate value equivalent)

0 exclude public utilities from eligibility under the
485-b exemption program

¢ limit each construction project to eligibility under
only one exemption program (i.e., either 485-b or
JIB) '

0 exclude retail stores, farms, hotels, motels and
other service businesses from eligibility for the
485-b exemption

¢ require evidence of project completion before the
exemption is granted

8§ establish a cut-off date of one year from the com-
pletion date of the project for eligibility to file
for the exemption
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Because the State Board wished to obtain the reactions of
both the business community and local governmental officials
to its legislative proposals, a survey of these groups was
carried out during 1979. A combination telephone and mail-
back survey of some 180 local government officials (@ssessors,
mayors, town supervisors and school superintendents in areas
which have granted 485-b exemptions and in those.areas which
have opted out of the program), and some 200 bUSln?SS leaders
(100 businesses which have received a 485~b exemptlon-apd 100
which have not received the exemption but are located within
areas which grant the exemption) was carried out.

The survey findings, summarized in more detail in pages
viii-xi, revealed, among other things, that local government
officials were divided on the proposals to exclude retail and
service businesses from eligibility and the proposal to change
the ten year, tapered, partial exemption to a flat, two year,
100% exemption. Businessmen, on the other hand, supported the
change to a flat, two year, 100% exemption. As a result of
these findings the proposal to exclude retail and service
businesses from 485-bp eligibility is hence dropped. Because
of the nearly impossible administrative problems with the
current ten year, tapered program, it is now proposed that
the exemption be for five years at fifty percent a year.

Because the State Board is responsible for overseeing the
administration of the property tax in New York State, and be-
cause the State Board has long recognized that the effective-
ness of any exemption program requires the full understanding
and acceptance of that program by both the local government
officials responsible for administering that program and the
business community which may seek the exemption, the question-
naire included a wide variety of questions. For example, in
addition to questions regarding respondent reactions to specific
State Board legislative proposals, the questionnaires contained
businessmens' assessment of the present and future State economy,
as well as their assessment of the importance of the 485-b exemp-
tion as an investment incentive. In addition to their reactions
to State Board legislative proposals, local governmental officials
were asked such questions as whether they generally favored or
opposed the present 485-b Program, whether or not their board
or council had considered opting out of the 485-b Program, and
whether or not the State Board's legislative proposals would
possibly affect future board or council actions.

Finally, because so little is known about property taxes
on businesses either within New York State or across the entire
United States, the present report identified and assembled
available information and included it in the present report
along with background information on New York State's economy .
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Business and Employment Trends

Over the past two decades an increasing number of indus-
tries have left New York State and the Northeast Region for
other states. As the following chart indicates, between 1960
and 1975 the South experienced an employment growth rate of
70% while the Northeast's employment increased by only 22%
and the Middle Atlantic states of New York, Pennsylvanla and
New Jersey experlenced the smallest employment growth in the
nation - 19% In fact, by 1975 the South had surpassed the
dominance of the Northeast in terms of total employment with
23.5 million jobs compared to 18.5 million jobs in the North-
east. Within the Northeast, New York State has been hardest
hit in terms of employment growth. Between 1960 and 1975,
the number of jobs in New York State increased from 6.1
million jobs to only 6.9 million jobs. Such Statewide employ-
ment statistics mask significant within State employment
shifts, as the hardest hit area of the State has been New
York City. Between 1970 and 1975 alone, New York City lost

over 500,000 jobs and is projected to lose another 300,000
jobs by 1985

Figure i

REGIONAL EMPLOYMENT SHIFTS
BETWEEN 1960 AND 1975

Employment
(in millions)
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Perhaps more ominous for the future is the fact that not
only has New York and the Northeast in general fallen signi-
ficantly behind the South and Southwest in terms of overall
employment, but the area has also been eclipsed by the South
and Southwest in terms of capital construction. Figure two,
which shows the percentage regional shares of the value of
total nonresidential construction in the nation, indicates
that the South's and West's share of the nation's non-residen-
tial construction grew substantially between 1969 and 1976,
while the Northeast's share declined substantially.

Figqure ii
PERCENTAGE REGIONAL SHARES OF

VALUE OF TOTAL PRIVATE NON-RESIDENTIAL
CONSTRUCTION IN 1969-70 AND 1976
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The Tax Climate and Business Location Decisions in New York

A -number of reasons have been cited as the source of the
economic "decline" of New York and the Northeast in general -
including high wages, and energy costs, but none has received
more attention than the State's overall "tax image" in the eyes .
of the business community. A recent study of the business
community by Louis Harris and Associates for the New York
Telephone Company revealed that, although recent improvements
have been recognized within the business community, generally
business leaders do not evaluate New York State highly as a
place in which to conduct business when compared to other
states as Figure 3 indicates.

Clearly it is the personal income tax which is highest on
the minds of the business community when they think of tax
reform. Fully 74% of the business leaders in the Harris survey
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listed the State's personal income tax as the tax they would
most like to see reduced (first or second choice) while only
42% listed the property tax as their first or second choice for
tax reduction. Among those firms reporting an intention of
leaving New York, however, high real estate taxes was mentioned

almost as frequently as high crime, high business taxes, and
the need for more space.

T
0 d Figure iii
NEW YORK STATE COMPARED TO OTHER
STATESAS A PLACE TO CONDUCT BUSINESS
(167 N.Y.S. BUSINESS LEADERS)
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Although it is the personal income tax which is highest

on businessmens' list of taxes they wanted lowered, it is the
property tax which they overwhelmingly believe has received the
least effort for reform. As the following table indicates, a
significant proportion of the New York State business community
believes that the State government has become increasingly
responsive to their concerns and is believed to have undertaken
significant reform efforts in all areas except the property tax.
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Table i
PERCEIVED EFFORT TO IMPROVE TAXES
OR GOVERNMENT PROBLEMS WHICH
WERE MENTIONED AS CAUSING LOSS OF BUSINESS

Perceived Reform Effort

Reasons for Business Loss (Great Deal or Some Effort)
State Personal income tax 60%
Business taxes 53%
Need for state legislative encour- 41%
agement of private sector growth
Responsiveness of state government 65%
to business concerns
Keeping lid on state government 57%
spending )

‘Reforming high property taxes - 25%
Development of business tax 67%
incentives

Property Taxes on Business

Because the property tax is a local tax, it can vary sig-
nificantly from location to location within a state., Addition-
ally, not only can the tax rate vary from one locality to another,
but assessment practices also vary significantly between localities.
One locality may assess business and commercial property at higher
levels of full wvalue than other classes of property, while other
areas may assess business property at lower levels of £full value.
This variability makes it extremely difficult to make precise
cross—state and even within-state business property tax burden
comparisons.

Despite such problems, it is possible to develop some
meaningful comparisons. One of the clearest conclusions is
that the absence of a personal property tax in New York places
it in a decidely competitive position relative to
a large number of other states. A study by the Wisconsin
Department of Revenue revealed, for example, that although New
York had one of the highest statewide, effective property tax
rates, its lack of a tax on personal property resulted in its
consistently being one of the states with the lowest overall
property taxes paid by various hypothetical firms in 16 states.

Finally, although the business community may rank the
personal income tax as the tax most in need of reduction, it
is clear that property taxes on business property can repre-
sent a substantial proportion of the overall taxes paid by
a business. The New York State Legislative Commission on
Expenditure Review
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examined the taxes paid by several hypothetical firms in 15
different locations within and outside New York State. On
some firms property taxes within New York State can represent
as much as 60% to 80% of the total taxes paid by the firm,

The SDEA Survey of'LOCal'GOVthmEh‘OffiUi&lS’and“thE‘BuSinESS
Community ‘

. The SDEA survey of the business community and local governmental
officials attempted to ascertain perceptions of the New York o

State economy, attitudes toward the effectiveness of 485-b

as an investment incentive, and attitudes toward the Division's
legislative proposals on 485-b. The findings of that survey
are summarized below.

'Businessleaders’“PerceptionSAof'the'state*and‘Local‘Ecbnomies

8 Consistent with other surveys, businessmen in the
present survey rated the New York State business
climate poorly - only 13% gave the economy a favor-
able rating, although 31% believed it has improved
in the last 5 years,

¢ Little in the way of differences in the perceptions
of the New York State business climate exists be-"
tween businessmen whose firm has a 485-b exemption.
and those businessmen whose firm does not have the
exemption. o

¢ Businessmen give better ratings to their local
economy than they do to the State's economy. Fully
34% gave their local economy a "favorable" rating
compared to 13% "favorable" rating they gave to the
State's economy. :

- Business Leaders' Assessment of the 485-b'Exemption

0 Whether 485-b functions as an effective business
investment incentive is somewhat problematic,
depending upon how one interprets the SDEA survey findings
Fully 65% of all businessmen with the exemption
felt it served as an investment incentive, although
only 27% felt it was a "major" incentive, 38% a
‘ "minor" incentive and 30% felt it was "no" incen-
i tive.

8 Little in the way of difference exists over the
perceived "effectiveness" of 485~-b as an investment
| incentive when businessmen whose business is receiv-
ing the exemption are divided into "manufacturing/
wholesale” businesses and "retail/other" businesses.
That "retail/other" businesses do not give 485-b
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a bettgr rating than the "manufacturing/wholesale"
group is perhaps surprising since 485-b is the only
exemption for which the "retail/other" group is
gligible. (The "manufacturing/wholesale" group

is also eligible for the JIB exemption.)

0 Another possiblvy surprising finding is that the
smallest businesses, those with 1-19 employees,
were tpe group least favorably impressed by 485-b
as an investment incentive. Fully 45% felt it
represented "no incentive." This would appear to
indicate that if expansion of this sector of the
State's economy is desired, further thought must
be given to developing public policies which this
group of businessmen believe to be more responsive
to their particular needs.

';mpébt[ofﬂﬁﬁﬁbb"Exemptions*on'BusineSS\Attitudes-and
Decisions ‘ S B

3
\

¢ While having or not having a 485-b exemption did
not affect businessmen's evaluation of the State's
economy, it does appear to be related to business-
men's assessment of their local economy. 40% of
businessmen with 485-b exemptions viewed their
local economy tfavorably compared to a favorable
assessment by only 28% of those businesses without
the exemption. :

¢ If the effectiveness of 485-b is measured in terms
of its impact on the operating decisions of the
business community, then the program seems to be in
some measure a success. Only 13% of businesses
with the 485-b exemption reported seriously con-
sidering an out-of-state move, compared to 24% of
those businesses not receiving the exemption.

¢ It appears that 485-b has more of an impact on the
expansion intentions of manufacturing/wholesale
businesses than on similar intentions of the "retail/
other"” businesses, as 34% of the manufacturing/
wholesale firms with 485-b exemptions reported
seriously considering expanding their present
operations compared to 24% of manufacturing/whole-
sale firms without the exemption. Only 14% of the
"retail/other"” businesses with the exemption con-
sidered an expansion compared to 19% of those retail
businesses without the exemption.

pgs%ness'Communigy's Reaction to SDEA Proposal to Change
Ten Year, Tapered, Partial Exemption to rlat, Iwo vear,
100% Exemption ‘

® The business leaders surveyed showed substantial
support for SDEA's proposal to change 485-b from



a ten year, tapered, partial exemption, to a two
year, 100% exemption. 53% of the business leaders
surveyed supported the proposed changed, while only
11% opposed the proposal, and 21% indicated they
were uncertain.

Governmental Officials' Attitudes Toward Exemptions in
General and Business Exemptions ’

® As one would expect, more governmental officials
(mayors, town supervisors and assessors and school
superintendents) in areas which allow 485-b exemp-
tions support business exemptions than do govern-
ment officials in areas which have opted out of
the 485-b Program. Only 24% of government officials.
in allow areas oppose most business exemptions com-
pared to 64% opposition among government officials
in opt out areas.

¢ The position officials occupy within the local
government structure is related to their attitude
toward both exemptions in general and business exemp-
tions in particular. A significantly larger number
of assessors oppose both exemptions in general and
business exemptions in particular than is the case
with any other group of local officials. Only 12%
of mayors and town supervisors and 15% of school
superintendents compared to 39% of assessors are
opposed to exemptions in general. Opposition to
business exemptions among these officials is 24%,
27% and 58% respectively.

¢ Oonly 17 (19%) of all local officials in areas which
presently allow 485-b exemptions indicate that their
governing board or council had ever discussed the
possibility of opting out of the 485-b Program.

Local Government Officials' Reactions to SDEA 485-b
Legislative Proposals

¢ Support for the State Division's proposal to change
the present ten year, tapered, partial exemption
to a two year, 100% exemption is mixed among lotal
governmental officials. 39% favor the change, 44%

oppose the change and 17% are neutral or undecided.
Assessors favor thé change more than otner local"

officials, perhaps because assessors realize.that
the flat exemption would be easier to work with.
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¢ Local government officials show overwhelming support
for the State Board's proposal to exclude utilities
from eligibility for the 485-b exemption; 72% favor
the proposal and only 16% are opposed.

¢ Local government officials are evenly divided over
the State Board's proposal to eliminate service,
retail, farming, hotel, and motel businesses from
eligibility for the 485-b exemption; 39% favor the
proposal, 39% oppose it, and 11% are undecided or

neutral.



INTRODUCTION

New York State has traditionally been a major center of
the nation's business, industrial, and financial markets. In
1972 New York was one of the six leading states in wholesale
sales with total sales greater than California, Illinois,
Texas, Ohio, or Pennsylvania. The 1972 United States Census
of Manufacturing reported New York as the leading manufacturing
state based on employment statistics with the heaviest concen-
tration in the areas of publishing, apparel, non-electrical
machinery and electrical equipment. Manufacturing employment
in New York City alone is greater than in most states.

While New York State remains a dominant center of business
and finance, an increasing out-migration of business along with
much stronger economic growth rates in the South and Southwest
have become matters of considerable concern for government,
business, labor leaders and the public in general. One finds
numerous newspaper articles and reports which repeatedly document
the growth of the "Sunbelt" and the decline of the "Northeast."
A recent report from a conference of Northeast government and
business leaders on the economic problems of the Northeast, for
example, reported that between 1969 and 1975 nonagricultural
employment in the Northeast increased by only 1.7% while the
"New South" experienced an increase of 13.5%.1/ Furthermore,
the problems of slow or negative business growth have not been
distributed evenly within the affected states but have tended
to be concentrated in urban centers. Between 1970 and 1975 New
York City, for example, lost 500,000 jobs and the city is gro—
jected to lose another 300,000 jobs between 1975 and 1985.2/
Thus, to the multiple problems already facing urban areas must
be added business and employment decline.

A number of reasons have been repeatedly cited for New
York's "decline" in business and employment. Higher energy
costs resulting from a. greater dependence on foreign oil than
other parts of the country, high personal income tax rates
on middle and upper management, aging plants and limited capital
reinvestment, urban problems and industrial decentralization
made possible by a revolution in communications, improved inter-
state highway systems and other transportation networks and a
general shift in population and labor force preferences for
warmer, sunnier climates have all been cited as reasons for
population and industrial migration.

1/ The Northeast: Managing a Way Out. Proceedings of a
Symposium on Legislative Actions for Survival in the Credit
Markets. (Boston, Massachusetts: February 10-11, 1977),
p. 6.

2/ James W. Hughes and George Sternlieb, Jobs and People: New
~  York City - 1985. (New Brunswick, New Jersey: The Center
for Urban Policy Research, 1978), pp. 2-3.




Although business location and expansion decisions are
clearly the result of a number of complex factors, none has
received more attention than the actions of state and local
governments. In fact, "business climate" has come to be vir-
tually equated with actions and decisions of state and local
governments. Thus, because the state of the economy is so
directly tied to governmental fiscal capacity and to the public
programs and services which that capacity supports, state and
local governments have increasingly engaged in competitive pro-
motional campaigns designed to attract new business. As a
recent New Jersey Commissioner of Labor and Industry stated,

What the South has been doing to New Jersey for

fifteen years, I'm doing to New York. It's cut-
throat, regrettably, but its every state for it-
self.l/

New York, like other states, has attempted to retain and
attract business and industry through promotional campaigns
which extoll the economic, social, recreational, and other vir-
tues of the State. Undoubtedly, the most important action open
to state and local governments, however, is in the area of tax-
ation. Whether in reference to the personal income tax, corpor-
ate taxation, or the property tax, overall taxing levels and the
administration of those taxes have become the basic public policy
tool by which states attempt to affect business expansion and
location decisions. In New York the following tax incentive.
measures have been adopted: o

® business investment tax credit
® no tax on personal property
® reductions in the corporate franchise tax

elimination of the former highest income tax bracket

¢ évailability of public financing for business expan-
sion :

¢ property tax exemption programs

Because the property tax typically represents the largest
local tax on businesses it has received considerable attention
in New York State's efforts to improve its overall taxation and
business climate. A number of property tax exemption laws have
been enacted in recent years which have been designed to provide
localities with tools by which they can stimulate business
expansion and encourage business relocation. Some of the more
important of these programs include the Job Incentive Program

1/ Promoting Economic Development, (Albany, New York: New
York State Senate Research.Sexyice, October, 1976,]




(JIB), The Business Investment Exemption Program, the
Industrial Development Agency Program, and the ten-year
exemption on farm building capital improvements.

Although property tax exemptions for businesses have been
widely adopted throughout the United States, a number of ques-
tions have been raised about such programs. For example, are
they effective in stimulating business expansion or would most
businesses which receive these exemptions have invested and
expanded without the incentive? Similarly, are such incentives
effective in attracting new businesses to a locality? Do such
exemption laws create, reinforce, or simply reflect existing
competition between states and between the localities within
states? To what extent do such exemptions create inequities
between different classes of property owners (i.e., business
vs. residential), and to what extent are they unfair to those
businesses which do not or have not expanded? How administra-
tively complex are particular exemption laws and how are they
interpreted and administered by each of the independent and
autonomous assessors within the different taxing jurisdictions
of a state?

The New York State Division of Equalization and Assessment
is, of course, deeply concerned with these and other issues in
the area of business property tax exemptions, 'The State Division
has long recognized that the effectiveness of any exemption pro-
gram requires the full understanding and acceptance of that pro-
gram by both the local governmental officials responsible for
administering that program and the business community which may
seek that exemption. Lack of awareness, understanding, or
acceptance of such programs at the local level can seriously
erode their effectiveness. This is true in all areas of the
property tax but particularly so when a local option exists.

Given this fact and the fact that the Division is faced
with severe administrative difficulties in providing advisory
appraisals, a statewide telephone and mailback survey
of local government officials and business officers was con-.
ducted during the past year. The survey was conducted to
ascertain current levels of awareness and understanding of
existing business exemption programs and attitudes toward
these programs., To broaden the scope and increase the useful-
ness of the study, property tax business exemption programs
in other states were examined along with literature on the
effectiveness of property tax business investment exemptions
and previous surveys of the business community's attitudes
toward the property tax.

This study was also undertaken because the Division
has proposed several changes in the Business Investment Exemp-
- tion Program (485-b). The present exemption provides for a
ten-year tapered exemption on industrial, commercial, retail,
utility, and farm construction projects which exceed $10,000.



Unless a local taxing jurisdiction (village, town, city, county
or school district) passes a resolution to either opt out of

the program or reduce. the amount (percent) of the exemption,

such construction projects are eligible for a 50% exemption on
the assessed value of the improvement in the first year and five
percent less in each of the succeeding nine years (i.e., 45%

in the second year, 40% in the third year, etc.).

Numerous assessors and other local government officials
as well as some businessmen have, since the exemption was
created in 1976, made note of some problems with and objections
to the present 485-b law. For example, it appears that the
ten-year exemption and the local option clause are misunderstood
in a number of taxing jurisdictions. With complex, multi-stage
projects, calculation of the ten-year tapered exemption
poses significant local assessment administrative problems.
Some localities also appear to be uncertain regarding the
amount of their local discretion over which types of businesses
are eligible for the exemption and even over whether or not
they can legally opt entirely out of the program. Confusion
also exists over whether or not localities can opt out at a
future date and the effect of such action on construction pro-
jects which are already receiving an exemption under the program.

These and other problems led the Division in 1978/79,toﬁ
propose the following changes_in the 485-b exemption law:

® change the exemption from a ten-year tapered
exemption to a flat 100% two-year exemption.

® exclude utilities from eligibility for the exemp-
tion because their capital investment decisions
must be based on serving the public and are largely
controlled by State and federal regulatory agencies.

® exclude retail, hotels, motels,:services, and farms

© from eligibility for the exemption because these
businesses serve a local market and therefore their
location decisions could not be affected by such
an exemption.

® require evidence of project completion before the
exemption is granted.

® limit each construction project to eligibility under
only one exemption program (i.e., either 485-b or
JIB).

¢ establish a cut-off date of one year from the

completion of the project for eligibility to file
for the exemption.



Because the Division wished to obtain reactions to
these legislative proposals, the survey guestionnaires used
in the study included questions on these proposals. Thus,
local governmental officials (assessors, town supervisors,
city mayors and managers, and school superintendents) and
business officers were asked a series of questions dealing
with the following issues:

¢ How do local officials view property tax exemptions
in general? Do they favor or oppose them?

® How do local officials view the 485~b business exemp-
tion program and what changes, if any, do they believe
might be advisable?

¢ How do businessmen perceive the business climate of
New York State?

¢ How important is the 485-b exemption as an invest-
ment incentive to businessmen?

® Does receipt of a 485-b exemption affect business-
men's perceptions of the State and local business
climate?

¢ How do local officials and businessmen evaluate the
Division's 485-b legislative proposals?

The results of this survey are presented in this report.
Before turning to the survey results, however, background infor-
mation is presented on New York State, regional and national
business trends, property taxes on businesses in selected states,
along with a brief description of several New York State prop-
erty tax business incentive exemptions. This information is
intended to provide a broader, contextual perspective within
which the results of the SBEA survey can be,viewed.



BUSINESS AND EMPLOYMENT TRENDS

Over the past decade an increasing number of industries
have left the Northeast region for states in the South and
West. Higher energy costs in the Northeast, less certain
fuel availability, strong labor unions, high crime rates,
changes in product demand, higher tax rates, and other reasons
have been cited as sources of this relocation trend. Whatever
the reasons, there appears to be little guestion regarding the
reality of the regional economic trends over the past decade.
As Sternlieb and Hughes note,

A very powerful momentum has built up over the
past fifteen years, sweeping employment and
population growth away .from the older metropolitan
centers of the Northeast and North Central states
to the newer growth poles of the South and West .1/

One of the basic indicators of regional economic trends
is that of employment. Table 1 presents total national employ-
ment by region and the changes which occurred between 1960 and
1975. Employment within the entire United States during this
period increased by almost 47%, or 24 million jobs. Inspection
of the table indicates, however, that the distribution of this
employment growth was not spread evenly across the country.
While the South and West experienced an employment growth rate
of almost 70% during this period, the Northeast's employment:.:
increased by only 22%. In fact the smallest increase (18.7%)
was experienced by the Middle Atlantic states of New York,
Pennsylvania and New Jersey. Such percentage changes cannot
be minimized or dismissed as simply a function of Southern
employment increases from a small base, for by 1975 the South
surpassed the dominance of the Northeast in terms of total
employment with 23.4 million jobs compared to 18.5 million jobs
in the Northeast. Employment trend variations within five-year
periods between 1960 and 1975 further reinforce these patterns.
Between 1970 and 1975, when the nation's economy as a whole
experienced a decline, the Northeast lost 35,000 jobs but the
South actually gained 3.3 million jobs. ‘

What explains this dramatic decline in employment in the
Northeast and the corresponding rapid growth in the South and
West? While it would be inappropriate for this report to attempt
to address this question in detail, there are several parallel
economic trends which should be noted. A great many federal
public policies and programs in the previous decade were directed
toward the decay of the country's urban areas, the oldest of

1/ -George Sternlieb and James W. Bughes, "The- New- fFconomic

~  Geography of America," in George Sternlieb and James W.
Hughes (eds.) Revitalizing the Northeast. (New Brunswick,
New Jersey: The Center for Urban Policy Research, Rutgers,
University, 1978), p. 76.




Table 1

TOTAL EMPLOYMENT CHANGE: 1960-197S
BY REGION AND DIVISION
(Numbers in Thousands)

Change
1960-~1975
Region and Division 1960 1975 Number  Percent
Northeast Region 15,229.5 18,535.4 3,305.9 21.7
Middle Atantic Division- 11,676.4 13,864.9 2,188.5 18.7
New England Division 3,553.1 4,670.5 1,117.4 31.4
North Central Region © 15,291.8 20,826.7 5,534.9 36.2

East North Central Division 11,318.1 14,957.5 3,639.4 32.2
West North Central Division 3,973.7 5,869.2 1,895.5 47.7

South Region 13,818.0 23,480.3 9,662.3 69.9
South Atlantic Division 7,054.2 12,078.8 5,024.6 71.2
East South Central Division 2,606.0 4,353.0 1,747.0 67.0
West South Central Division 4,157.8 7,048.5 2,890.7 69.5

West Region 7,734.3 12,110.4 5,376.1 69.5

Mountain Division "1,765.9 3,353.9 1,588.0 89.9

Pacific Division 5,968.4 9,756.5 3,788.1 63.5
U.S. Total 52,073.6 75,952.8 23,879.2 46.6
Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, J

Employment and Earnings (Washington, D.C.: U.S.
Government Printing Office, Monthly).'

w

which, of course, are located in the Northeast. The appro-
priateness of these policies, at lecast in terms of need, is
clearly revealed in Table 2 which indicates that the loss of
jobs in the Northeast has been largely concentrated in the
area's major urban centers. In fact, between 1960 and 1965,
when New York City lost almost 4,000 jobs, the rest of the
State actually gained 235,000 jobs. During the national
growth period between 1965 and 1970, when New York City expe-
rienced a 7.4% increase in jobs, the rest of the State expe-
rienced a job increase of over 20%. Finally, between 1970
and 1975, when New York City lost 439,000 jobs, the rest of
the State experienced an increase of 161,000 new jobs.

In addition to the loss of jobs in the Northeast being
primarily concentrated in the region's large urban centers,
numerous studies have revealed that job losses have been pri-
marily concentrated in the manufacturing sectors of the region's
economy. The Northeast, with its geographic advantages as the
center of international and national trade, was traditionally
the dominant center of the country's manufacturing industry.
As late as 1960 the Northeast still dominated this industry
with 5.6 million jobs. The North Central region followed
closely with 5.5 million manufacturing jobs while the South
had only 3.6 million such jobs. By 1975, however, the South
had surpassed the Northeast with 5.2 million vs. 4.8 million
manufacturing jobs respectively.
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Table 3, which presents regional manufacturing employment
trends between 1960 and 1975 by five-year periods, dramatically
confirms the long-term trends. Between 1960 and 1965 the North-
east lost 110,000 manufacturing jobs while the South gained
521,000 manufacturing jobs, 72% of the national increase of
723,000 manufacturing jobs. Between 1965 and 1970 when the
Northeast gained 265,000 manufacturing jobs the South gained
952,000 such jobs. Finally, between 1970 and 1975, when the
country lost 1.5 million manufacturing jobs, the Northeast
accounted for 64% of that overall loss; more than 936,000
manufacturing jobs. During this period the South experienced
a small increase in the number of such jobs. Finally, con-
sistent with overall employment trends, Table 4 reveals that
the loss of manufacturing jobs in the Middle Atlantic states
was concentrated in the-major-urban centeéers. Between 1960 and
1970, when New York City was losing manufacturing jobs, the
rest of New York State actually experienced an increase in
these jobs, and the loss of manufacturing jobs during the 1970
to 1975 period was significantly less in upstate New York
than in New York City.

‘Table 3
REGIONAL GROWTH SHARES OF MANUFACTURING
EMPLOYMENT CHANGE: 1960-1975
(Numbers in Thousands)

Absolute Growth Increment

Region 1960-1965 1965-1970 1970-1975
Northeast Region -110.1 264.9 -936.2
Mid Atlantic - 89.4 187.8 -724.1

New England - 20.7 77.1 -212.1
North Central Region 189.7 624.5 ‘ -579.8
East South Central 148.0 428.0 -585.4

West South Central 41.7 195.7 5.6
south Region 520.6 951.6 23.9
south Atlantic 250.4 424.3 ~ 73.6

East South Central 157.1 233.3 3%.4

West South Central ) 113.1 292.9 6b.L

West Region ' 122.7 372.5 25.1
Mountain . 25.4 ’ 82.9 54.0
Pacific .97.3 289.6 - 28.9

0

U.S. Total 722.9 2,213.4 -1,467.

Source: Sternlieb and Hughes, Revitalizing the Northeast, p. 86
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Nonmanufacturing employment trends presented in Table 5
show similar regional growth patterns. Between 1960 and 1975
the South and West experienced growth rates of 78% and 80%
respectively while the Northeast's nonmanufacturing employment
increased by only 37% and the Middle Altantic states experienced
the lowest increase (30.2%) in the country.

Perhaps of most direct importance to the present report
is the issue of revitalization of the New York State economy
through capital investments. Table 6 presents the total
value of nonresidential construction authorized between 1967
and 1976 for the different regions of the country. Nonresiden-
tial construction in the Northeast shrank consistently during
these years from 22% of the national investment between 1967
and 1969, to 16% between 1973 and 1975, and to only 11% during
the first five months of 1976. Again the South and West show
exactly the opposite trend with the South increasing its share
from 29% between 1967 and 1969 to 36% in 1976.

There appears to be little doubt, then, regarding the
validity of the popular impression that over the past 20 years
the industrial and commercial growth areas of the country have
been the South and Southwest, while the Northeast has been
characterized by contraction in both the number of jobs and in
capital investments in its industrial base.
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Table S

PRIVATE NONMANUFACTURING EMPLOYMENT CEANGE:
1960 TO 1975
BY REGION AND DIVISION
(Numbers in Thousands)

Change
1960-1975
Region and Division . " 1960 1975 Number  Percent
Northeast Regicn 7,672.4 10,470.5 ° 2,798.1 36.5
Middle Atlantic Division 6,025.2 7,847.0 1,821.8 30.2
New England Division 1,647.2 2,623.5 976.3 = 59.3
North Central Region 7,512.5 11,311.6 3,799.1 50.6

East North Central Division 5,252.6 7,876.2 2,623.6 49.9
West North Central Division 2,259.9 3,435.4 1,175.5 32.0

South Region 7,547.4 13,415.7 5,868.3 77.8
. South Atlantic Division 3,694.0 6,802.4 3,108.4 84.1
East South Central Division 1,285.5 2,243.4 957.9 74.5
West South Central Division 2,567.9 4,369.9 1,802.0 70.2
West Region 4,326.3 7,792.8 3,466.5 8§0.1
Mountain Division 1,113.9 2,136.5 1,022.6 91.8
Pacific Division . 3,212.4 . 5,656.3 2,443.9 76.1
U.S. Total 27,058.6 42,950.6 15,932.0 58.9

Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Emplovment

and Earnings (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing QOffice, .
FMonthly) i
SR .

Table 6.

VALUATION OF TOTAL PRIVATE,
NONRESIDENTIAL CONSTRUCTION AUTHORIZED
1967-197¢6

(Millions of Dollars; Numbers Represent
. Annual Averages for the Periods ;ndicated)a

North
U.s. Northeast Central South Wegt
Period Total Region Region Region Region
1967-1969 11,683.3 2,504.7 3,119.8 3,395.8 2,627.0 .
1970-1972 14,277.5 2,641.1 3,409.5 4,734.4 3,492.5
1973-1975 17.,932.1 2,848.4 4,431.2 6,157.5 4,495.0
1976 6,420.6 728.9 1,601.1 2,295.8 1,794.8

Percent Distribution

1967-1969 100.0 21.7 26.7 29.1 22.5
1970-1972 100.0 18.5 23.5 33.2 24.5
1973=1875 100.0 15.9 24.7 34.3 25.1
1976 100.0 11.4 24.9 35.8 28.0

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Construction Reports, Series C20
(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, Monthly).
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Industry

Agriculture, forestry, fisheries
Mining

Contract construction
Building construction
Construction (exc. bldg. constr.)
Special Trade Contractors

Services in:idental to trans.,
comm., public utils

Manufacturing :
Food and kindred products
Tobacco manufactures
Textile mill products
Apparel and finished textile prod.

Lumber and wood products
Furniture and fixtures

Paper and allied products
Printing, pub, and allied ind.
Chemicals and allied products
Products of petroleum and coal
Rubber and Plastic products

Leather and leather products
Stone, clay and glass products
Primary metal industries
Fabricated metal products
Machinery (except electrical)
Elect. machinery, equip., supplies
Transportation equipment
Professional, scientific instr.
Miscellaneous manufacturing

Wholesale trade
Motor vehicles, auto, equip
Electrical goods
Hardware, plumbing, heating equip.
Machinery, equipment and supplies

Retail trade
Building mat., hardware, farm equip.
Gen 'l merchandise, dept. stores
Food
Automotive
. Apparel
Furniture and furnishings
Eating and drinking places
Miscellaneous retail trade

Finance, insurance, real estate

Special banking services
Credit agencies (exc. banks)
Security, comm. brokers, dealers
Ins. agents, brokers, services
Real estate agents, brokers,

mgmt. and ownership
Holding and other inv. cos.

Table 7

NUMBER OF CORPORATIONS OF EACH INDUSTRY LOCATED IN NEW YORK STATE

Percentage
Change Between
1973 . 74,75 ‘75/76 ' 73-76
1,116 .1,105 857 -23%
332 320 306 -8
10,057 9,742 7,484 -26
3,799 3,785 2,927 -23
701 561 445 -386
5,557 .5,396- 4,112 -26
4,137 3,943 3,402 -18
23,419 22,020 18,717 =16
1,169 1,209 1,220 -13
... 15 15 20 +33
1,601 1,425 1,395 -13
4,501 4,089 3,595 -20
_422 473 362 -14
630, 524 440 -30
612 593 553 -10
3,855, 3,622 3,150 -18
905 823 848 -6
. 85 81 87 + 2
619 601 578 -7
. 426 422 401 -6
542_ 510 443 -18
306 313 337 +10
1,982, . 1,928 1,657 -16
1,760 1,702 1,539 -13
1,236 1,096 946 =23
313 296 285 -9
554 549 554 -0
1,878 1,749 1,507 -19
22,589 22,113 20,733 - 8
1,081 1,082 1,102 + 2
1,186 1,242 1,175 -
1,098 1,152 '+ 1,087 -1
2,449 2,936 . 2,643 + 8
24,368 23,785 18,339 -25
1,698 1,743 1,532 -10
1,574 798 578 ~-64
2;460 2,480 1,731 =30
3,634 3,561 2,809 =23
3,094 2,963 2,339 =25
2,139 2,059 1,665 =22 N
3,481 3,361 2,437 =30
6,288 6,820 5,248 =17
34,268 31,799 24,746 -28
110 125 109 -
804 750 642 -20
926 875 914 -1
2,801 2,839 2,703 -3
27,701 25,280 18,931 -32
;1926 1,930 1,447 =25

Continued next page
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Table 7 (cont.)
Percentage
. - _Change Between
Industry 1973 . 74/75 , 715/76 73=76
Services 20,825 20,628 16,988 -18
Hotels and lodging places 1,275 1,041 792 -38
Persconal services . 2,381 2,191 1,486 -38
Business services 7,645 7,719 7,142 -7
Automobile repair serv. and garages 2,077 2,147 1,659 =29
Miscellaneous repalr services 832 _ 895 650 =22
Motion picture industries 1,045 1,007 734 -30
Other amusement services 1,585 1,572 1,372 -13
Medical serv., hospitals, etc. 2,177 2,631 1,973 -9
Educational services 1,521 245 218 -86
Miscellaneous services 286 1,180 962 +2
Business not given 2,367 2,340 1,341 =43
Drugs, chemical 917 278 255 =72
Groceries » 2,367 2,375 2,281 -4
Farm products ‘ 291 288 249 -14
Source: Statistical Supplement To The Annual Report Of The
Department of Taxation and Finance and New York
State Tax Commission, 1976<«1977

W
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THE TAX .CLIMATE AND BUSINESS LOCATION DECISIONS

The overall tightening of the American economy and the
dramatic regional shifts which have occurred within the past
fifteen to twenty years have focused both public and private
attention upon the task of developing effective public policies
to revitalize the economy of the Northeast and make it com-
petitive with the high-growth South and West. While numerous
considerations enter into the expansion and relocation decision-
making processes of businesses, none has received more attention
than the relative position of states in terms of their level
of taxation.

The heightened concern of state governments over their
image in the eyes of the business community has been reflected
in the increasing number of studies of business leaders' opinion
of the "business climate"” of various states. One of the more
recent of these studies was conducted by Louis Harris for the
New York Telephone Company.l/ Harris surveyed 174 key business
leaders throughout New York State and conducted a representative
cross-section telephone survey of 1,450 New York State residents.

One of the more significant findings of that study was the
fact that while the business leaders expressed considerable
satisfaction with such New York State characteristics as proximity
to markets, the supply of skilled employees, municipal services,
and cultural amenities, these considerations did not rank high
on their list of factors considered in making location decisions.
High on that priority list, as Table 8 indicates, were State
and local taxes and only 1 in 5 business leaders expressed
satisfaction with the State's efforts to limit government spend-
ing and taxes including the level of local property taxes,
Curiously, while only 22% of the business leaders expressed
satisfaction with the level of State governmént responsiveness
to the business community, 46% expressed satisfaction with
State and local business incentives for investment and expansion.

When asked to compare New York to six other industrial
locations, business leaders do not presently rate New York
highly. Table 9 indicates that Texas, North Carolina, and
even the neighboring State of Connecticut are evaluated as
better places to conduct business than New York by a signif-
icant number of business leaders. Only Michigan and Penn-
sylvania are seen as having few advantages over New York.

1/ New York State Economic Development; Business and Public
Views, (Louis Harris and Associates, Inc., December,

1978.)
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Table 8

FACTORS IMPORTANT IN DETERMINING WHERE YOUR FIRM LOCATES ITS

OPERATIONS, AND SATISFACTION WITH LOCATION IN TERMS OF EACH FACTOR

Q.: Here is a list of some factors which business people tell
us are important in management decisions on where to locate
business operations. Please rate each of these factors in terms
of how important it is in determining where your firm locates
its operations. The rating scale ranges from "1" for very
important to "4" for very unimportant.

Q.: How satisfied are you with your present location as a place
to conduct your business operations in terms of these same fac-
tors --' very satisfied, somewhat satisfied, somewhat dissatis-

fied, or very dissatisfied?

Importance

(Number of respondents ranges from 157 to 161} Mean Score. Satisfaction

} 2 Fy 5
A state government that holds the line on spending
and taxes . 1.43 21
Responsiveness of state government to the needs
of business 1.45 22
Level of state personal income taxes 1.46 11
Cost of labor 1.47 45
Level of corporate income taxes 1.59 17
Supply of skilled, trained employees 1.59 82
Utility services 1.63 34
State and business incentives for investment and
expansion 1.65 46
Level of local property tax 1.67 25
Efficient/honest local government 1.71 53
Proximity to major customers/markets 1.72 389
Degree of local/state controls, paperwork 1.87 15
State willingness to consider needs of business A :
in enforcing environmental laws 1.87 28
Construction costs 1.89 36
Adequacy of local municipal services such as police,
fire, and sanitation 1.94 75
Quality of education in public schools 2.00 56
Land Costs 2,31 70
Availability of cultural activities {concerts,
theaters, museums, etc.) 2.51 90

Source: Louis Harris and Associates, p. 21.
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Table 9

NEW YORK STATE COMPARED TO OTHER STATES
AS PLACE TO CONDUCT BUSINESS

I Q.: Overall, how would you compare New York State to the following states
as a place to conduct business generally? Would you say New York is better,
worse, or about the same?

: New York State Is:
(Number of Better About The Worse Not

respondents: 167) Than Same As Than Sure
Z % Z A
Texas 5 4 68 23
North Carolina 8 3 60 29
Connecticut 7 19 60 14
New . Jersey 18 30 42 9
Pennsylvania 12 33 - 30 25
Michigan 13 28 19 41

Source: Louis Harris and Associates, p.30

Table 10 on the following page shows business leaders'
responses to common business community criticisms of New York
State along with businessmen's evaluation of recent efforts
by the State government in each area. The personal income tax
and business taxes are rated as major reasons for business
exodus from New York with high property taxes listed as a major
reason by 61% of the respondents, Although a significant num-
ber of businessmen see "some" progress by State government in
such areas as reduction of the State's personal income tax and
an increased "cooperative" attitude (49-50%), few businessmen
felt that a "great deal" of effort had been made in most areas.
Perhaps most notable in Table 10 is the finding that 70% of
the business leaders felt that "not much" effort had been
expended to lower property taxes. In fact, of the listed
areas for improvement the property tax was rated as showing
the least improvement.
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times been noted, however, that per capita taxes is a poor or
misleading measure of "tax burden" because it does not take

the wealth of a state, or the ability of its residents to pay
taxes, into account. Thus, states with less wealth or lower
incomes and low taxes may in reality have a significantly higher
tax burden than a high tax state which has greater wealth.

Even when "tax burden" is calculated as a percentage of personal
income or per $1,000 of personal income, however, New York still
stands out as a high tax state. In 1975 New York was second
only to Alaska in terms of state revenue per $1,000 of personal
income with $250, while the average for the nation was $199 with
california at $220, Connecticut at $157, New Jerse{ at $173,
Massachusetts at $204, and North Carolina at $184._/

Property taxes represent a declining source of state and
local revenue both nationally and in New York State (33% and
35¢ in 1962 and 23% and 24% respectively in 1975], Nevertheless,
as Table 11 indicates, the property tax still represents New
York's single largest source of revenue with the next largest
source being the personal income tax at 16.1% of total State
and local revenue.

While New York is about at the national average in terms
of its dependence upon the property tax as a source of overall
state and local revenue, it is much less dependent on that
revenue source than most other Northeast states such as lMassa-
chusetts, Connecticut, New Hampshire, and New Jersey, all of
which derive. between 35% and 38% of their state and local
revenue from the property tax.2

Consistent with New York's overall taxation position, the
State ranks fifth among the states in per capita property taxes
with $412 in 1975 and seventh in terms of property taxes per
$1,000 of personal income with $63, as the maps on the following
pages indicate.

While comparisons between states in terms of overall taxa-
tion levels and taxes by revenue source are fairly straight-
forward, tax incidence comparisons ("who pays") by type of
tax (i.e., business property taxes vs. corporate taxes) are
much more difficult to come by and the available information
more fragmentary and, therefore, less reliable. One of the
more popular methods of comparison has been to describe the
statutory tax provisions of selected states. Table 12 from
the New York State Department of Commerce represents a typical
comparison. . As the table indicates, an important feature of

1/ Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations,

— significant Features of Fiscal Federalism: Volume II -
Revenue and Debt, (Washington, D.C., March, 1977), Table
31, '

2/ 1Ibid, p. 124.
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New York's tax structure from the perspective of the present
study is the fact that New vork does not tax personal property;
a significant feature for business and industry as will be seen
shortly.

Given the importance of the issue of state and local taxes
on business relocation decisions it is curious that few studies
are available which actually compare average business taxes paid
across various states. Similar information for single-family
residences and farms is readily available. One of the few
studies which did compare total state and local taxes on busi-
nesses was conducted by the Ohio Department of Taxation. Table
13 on page 26, taken from that study., indicates that in terms of
overall taxes paid per $100 of profits in 1974, New York has
the second highest level of taxation with $33 per $100 of pro-
fit. The average taxes per $100 of profit for the 50 states
was $21.70 in 1974. The table also shows, however, that such
other cost of business factors as wages are highly variable
from one region and state to another and that such non-taxa-
tion costs may be much more important determinants of busi-
ness location decisions than state and local taxes. In terms
of wages per $100 of profit, for example, New York, at $385,
is only slightly above the national average of $380 and there
are twenty-one states with higher wages per 5100 of profit.
Clearly that is at least as important a factor in business
location decisions as level of taxation.

such statewide average taxes on business appear to indi-
cate that New York State occupies a disadvantaged taxation
position relative to other states in its attempts to attract
and retain business., Statewide averages can be misleading,
however, because businesses occupy specific geographic locations
and taxes, particularly property taxes, can be highly variable
within states. This is clearly the case in New York where
there are significant taxation variations between upstate and
downstate areas of the State. A 1974 study by the New York
State Legislative Commission on Expenditure Review revealed
significant upstate-downstate variations in overall tax
liability for four hypothetical firms (a common method of
estimating and comparing taxes on various types of businesses).
on firm A, a new one-story plant of 135,500 square feet with
all new equipment on a 10 acre site with an estimated full
value of between $1,517,763 and $4,825,405 (depending on the
plant's location), total taxes at different locations varied
from a high of $292,432 in Queens, New York, to a low of
$90,646 in Clay, New York. (See Table 14 on page 27.)
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While property taxes vary significantly within states as
Table 14 indicates, it should be noted that these variations
are in large part a function of variation in the value of land
in different locations within a state as Table 15 indicates.
Variations in property taxes on business property (as with all
property) depends upon the "level of assessment"” on the prop-
erty - the percentage of full market value at which the prop-
erty is assessed - and the local tax rate. The $186,138 in
property taxes in Queens, New York largely reflects the grossly
more expensive land value in New York City than in upstate New
York (almost four times the next most expensive land sites -
Orangetown and Babylon - and 25 times the least expensive land
site - Kirkwood). If land and construction costs were con-
stant between locations property taxes would vary significantly
less as the full value tax rates in the table imply (from $25.50
per $1,000 of full value to $45.29).

Property taxes on business can, therefore,; as the LCER
report indicates, represent a significant, and in some cases
dominant, proportion of a businessts overall tax burden. -More-
over, because property taxes are a local tax, they can vary
significantly from location to location within a state. Further-—
more, not only does the property tax rate vary from one local-
ity to another, but assessment practices also vary significantly
from one locality to another with some localities assessing
business and commercial properties at higher levels than other
classes of property while in other localities business property
may be assessed at lower levels than other classes of property.

The variability in assessment practices and in real prop-
erty tax rates from one area to another within a state makes
it extremely difficult to derive overall cross 'state effective
property tax rates for business property. As the Bureau of
the Census concluded,

The relative scarcity of commercial and industrial

sales demonstrates the difficulty often encountered
not only in valuing such realty but also in identi-
fying precisely the relative tax burden it incurs.l,

Despite such substantial problems facing "average" cross-
state business property tax burden comparisons, such information,
when treated cautiously, can provide extremely useful informa-
tion. After all, property tax business investment exemptions
are enacted by state governments not only to stimulate local
business, but to alter the state's overall tax image relative
to other states.

1/ U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1977

- Census of Governments: Taxable Property Values and
Assessment-Sales Price Ratios, volume 2. (Washington,
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1978), p. 20.
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NEW YORK STATE BUSINESS PROPERTY TAX EXEMPTION PROGRAMS

Most states offer a variety of business investment tax
incentive programs. Given regional economic growth trends in
recent years, New York State has been particularly concerned
with improving its "tax image” with the business cormunity and
has, therefore, developed a variety of property tax investment
exemption programs. The remainder of this report discusses
these three programs over which local taxing authorities have
the power to determine whether or not to grant tax concessions
to businesses in their jurisdictions. Two of these programs,
the Job Incentive Board (JIB) Program and the Business Invest-
ment Exemption Program (485-b), directly grant tax exemptions
to certain kinds of business establishments. The third program,
the Industrial Development Agency (IDA) Program, indirectly
grants tax exemptions. IDA's are themselves tax exempt by
virtue of being public benefit corporations and are authorized
to lease facilities to private enterprises thereby passing tax
breaks on to tenant businesses. The JIB and 485-b programs
offer only tax exémptions as business incentives; IDA's on the
other hand, offer bond financing as well as tax exemptions.
Table. 18 on the following page shows the number of taxing juris-
dictions allowing property tax exemptions under these three
programs. '

- The JIB program was established in 1968 and at that time
was limited to low-income areas of cities of 125,000 or more
population. 1In 1970 the program was expanded to include low-
income areas of cities of 50,000 or more population, designated
low-income rural counties, and all Indian reservations. All
Appalachian counties were added to the program in 1975, and in
1976 the program was expanded to include the entire state.

TWO tax concessions may be granted under the JIB program.
First, business establishments certified by the Job Incentive
Board (a State board chaired by the Commissioner of Commerce),
are eligible for business income tax credits (against either
the State corporate franchise tax or the State unincorporated
business tax, depending on organizational structure) for a '
period of up to 10 years.=: Second, at the option of local
taxing authorities, businesses may be eligible for an exemp-=
tion from all or part of local taxes on any increase in the
value of real property due to improvements made to the prop-
erty for a period of up to 10 years. To authorize real prop=-
erty tax exemptions, local taxing jurisdictions, which include
counties, cities, towns, villages, and school districts, must
pass local laws or resolutions allowing real property tax
exemption under the JIB Program. Of the 160 taxing juris-

-1/ The tax credit period may be extended for up to three years
if the business owes only the minimum tax in one or more of
the first three years of eligibility under the program.
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dictions allowing JIB property tax exemptions on August 15,
1978, about half (49%) were allowing exemptions to the maximum
extent authorized by law (100% for 10 years).

The franchise tax credit is calculated on the basis of
eligible property value, which is defined as:

1. Expenditures for capital improvements of depre-
ciable real property in the eligible facility.

2. Eight times the net annual rental of-leased
depreciable real property newly constructed or
eight times any increase in rental attributable
to capital improvements made by the lessor.

3. Purchases of depreciable tangible personal
property (other than vehicles) included in an
eligible facility.

4. Eight times the'annual rental of newly leased
depreciable tangible personal property (other
than vehicles) included in an eligible facility.

To qualify for program benefits, a business establishment
must serve an area larger than the area in which it is located
and the largest share of its business activity must be outside
the area. A business facility is considered to meet this
requirement if it is used primarily in manufacturing or whole-
saling. A facility does not meet this requirement if it is
used primarily for retail sales of goods or services to cus-
tomers who personally visit the facility to obtain the goods
or services. (Among the facilities that fail to meet this
requirement are public utilities, such as power companies.,)
There are two other eligibility requirements. One is that
the business establishment must create or retain at least five
jobs in the area in which it is located. The other is that
the establishment must provide an approved training program
to prepare residents of the area for jobs and promotional
opportunities within the firm.L

The 485-b Program was established in 1976 and is sub-
stantially different from the JIB Program. Section 485-b of
the Real Property Tax Law allows a partial exemption from

1/ Real Property Tax Law, Section 485, Tax Exemption For
Eligible Business Facilities Certified by New York State
Job Incentive Board; Commerce Law, Article 4-A, New York
State Job Incentive Board; Tax Incentives and Financing
Assistance For Industrial Location, Research Bulletin
No. 45, NYS Department of Commerce, Bureau of Business
Research, Albany, N.Y., June, 1978.
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taxes on real property used for commercial, business, or indus-
trial purposes. The exemption period is ten years. The max-
imum exemption allowed in the first year is 50% of the increase
in assessed value due to construction, alteration, installation,
or improvement of the property; in each of the succeeding nine
years the amount of exemption decreases by 5%. Local taxing
jurisdictions, which include counties, cities, towns, wvillages,
and school districts, may reduce the percentage of exemption

or eliminate it completely by passing local laws or resolutions.
As of July 28, 1978, 4 counties, 8 cities, 58 towns, 61 villages,
and 191 school districts had done so (see Maps 3 and 4 for the
towns and school districts which have opted out).

To qualify for exemption, the property construction, altera-
tion, installation, or improvement must have been begun after
January 1, 1976, and completed after July 1, 1976, and the cost
of the project must exceed $10,000. Eligible business facilities
are those which are used primarily for the buying, selling,
storing, or development of goods or services, the manufacture
or assembly of goods, the processing of raw materials, or for
operation as hotels or motels (but not as any other type of
establishment furnishing dwelling space to residents or tran-
sients) .1/

How the 485-b exemptions that have been granted are dis-
tributed across the State is shown in Table 19 which shows
the number of 485-b applications by county and the reported
cost of construction as of February, 1978. Although some of
these projects are subject to city, town, village, and/or
school district taxes as a result of local decisions to dis-
allow or reduce the exemption, the table is useful as a
general indicator of where businesses are making property
improvements and are taking advantage of the 485-b Program.
As of September, 1979 the market value of property exempt
under 485-b was $383,848,663.2/

Local Industrial Development Agencies, each of which must
be established by special act of the State Legislature, have -
been in existence since 1969. Once established, an IDA is
perpetual unless at the end of ten years after establishment
by the Legislature there are outstanding no bonds or other
obligations issued by the agency or by a municipality for or
on behalf of the agency. As of February 1, 1978, there were
120 IDA's in the State.

1/ Real Property Tax Law, Section 485-b, Business Investment
Exemption.

2/ Approved 485-b exemption applications filed with the Office
of Legal Services, NYS Division of Equalization & Assessment,
as of February 1978.
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Table 19

NUMBER OF 485-b APPLICATIONS AN
REPORTED CONSTRUCTION COST OF
IMPROVEMENTS BY COUNTY AS OF

SEPTEMBER, 1979

D

REPORTED COST OF
CONSTRUCTION

NUMBER OF

COUNTIES APPLICATIONS
Albany 15
Allegany 11
Broome 4
Cattaraugus 17
Cayuga 12
Chautauqua 33
Chemung 6
Chenango 4
Clinton
Columbia 1
Cortland 4
Delaware 6
Dutchess 17
Erie 120
Essex 2
Franklin 5
Fulton 3
Genesee 4
Greene 11
Hamilton 1
Herkinmer 10
Jefferson 8
Lewis 3
Livingston 6
Madison 11
Monroe 160
Montgomery 1
Nassau 93
Niagara 70
Oneida , 29
Onondaga " 61
Ontario 76
Orange 52
Orleans 4
Oswego 10
Otsego 7
Putnam 10
Rensselaer : 15
Rockland 18
St. Lawrence 10
Saratoga : 4
Schenectady 32
Schoharie 12
Schuyler
.Seneca 4
Steuben 29
Suffolk 75
Sullivan 19
Tioga : 2
Tompkins 9
Ulster 21
Warren ) 7
Washington 11
Wayne 22
Westchester 39
Wyoming ) 4
Yates 3

TOTAL 1,223

Source: Applications filed with the State Di
Equalization and Assessment.

$ 2,511,656
1,990,659
663,000
20,812,576
456,803
3,841,628
2,158,179
891,300

80,000
290,587
731,252

6,507,266
27,071,543
65,374
294,700
62,168
239,389
1,789,167
153,581
1,336,244
453,460
70,545
291,324
1,174,414
41,359,956
11,250
40,906,819
7,993,756
4,997,487
21,552,592
7,448,131
9,149,111
448,511
74,325,196
1,096,159
1,288,387
4,346,578
5,733,800
1,788,039
693,900
3,218,293
1,154,276

650,612
5,438,022
22,197,882
3,628,869
51,950
22,979,244
1,137,454
4,375,483
1,492,629
3,145,480
16,961,527
139,483
200,972

$383,848,663

vision of
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The following types of businesses are eligible: manufac-

turing, warehousing, research, commercial or industrial purposes
(including pollution control facilities if these do not duplicate
facilities supplied or formerly supplied by a city), recreation,
and horse racing. .

Finally, in contrast to the JIB and 485-b Programs, IDA's

offer eligible businesses tax-exempt bond financing and exemp-
tion from State and local sales taxes in addition to exemption
from real property taxes. Businesses gain the benefit of total
property tax exemption by leasing property from IDA's, which
are tax-exempt public benefit corporations. However, their

tax exemptions and resulting losses in municipal tax revenues
may be offset, since IDA's have the power to require their
tenants to make payments in lieu of taxes, and the practice

of requiring such payments is increasing. The IDA Board, not
local taxing authorities, is given responsibility for allocating
such payments to different units of local government. An IDA
can, for example, abate all local taxes equally or it can abate
some locality's taxes more than anothers. 1In general, school
taxes have been protected, whereas payment of other local taxes
has been waived by IDA's as a further incentive to economic
development.

General Municipal Law, Article 18-3, Industrial Development;
Tndustrial Development Agencies in New York State, NYS Senate,
Standing Committee on Local Government, Albany, N.Y., November,

1977.
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GENERAL ISSUES CONCERNING THE 485-b PROGRAM

Even though the goals of the 485-b business investment exemp-
tion program (i.e., more jobs) have nearly universal support,
like most public programs, it has not been without its problems
and critics. In general these problems and criticisms can be
summarized as follows:

® Questionable effectiveness of business property tax
investment exemptions such as 485-Db

® Impact of 485-b on the tax base of local governments

@ "Inappropriate™ types of firms are felt to be eligible
under the existing 485-b law, particularly utilities

¢ Inadeguate local control over the determination of
which types of businesses are eligible under 485-b

0 Complexity of assessment calculations and administration
which is associated with a ten year, tapered, partial
exemption

@ Problems in local assessment and taxation administration
which are associated with overlapping local options
for each of the local taxing jurisdictions (town,
village, county, city, and school district)

0 Problems associated with multiple eligibility under
the 485-b and JIB exemption programs

¢ Problems associated with application filing dates

Effectiveness of Business Exemptions

Like similar property tax programs in other states, the
original intent of the 485-b program was the encouragement of
business development, the improvement of obsolete business ,
facilities, and in general, the maintenance of a competitive '
tax position for New York relative to other states-and-local-
ities. The Economic Development Board, a prime sponsor of the
485~-b legislation, argued that four important objectives
could be met through the program: (1) it would provide the
additional incentive required for the expansion of existing
businesses throughout New York State; (2) it would attract new
businesses to New York due to the additional tax savings; (3)
it would encourage businesses to stay in New York which might
otherwise consider an out of State relocation move; and (4)
it would in general improve the overall "tax climate" of New
York State in the eyes of the business community.l

1/ Stateméﬁ£ of thé Economic Development Board on Assembly
= Bill 10500-B, June 3, 1976. Alfred E. Smith Office Building,

Albany, New York.
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Opponents of the 485~b program took sharp issue with the
basic contention that such an exemption would serve as an invest-
ment incentive for businesses, The New York State Association
of Towns, for example, was skeptical of the contention that the
exemption would stimulate business expansion or relocation into
New York State which would not otherwise have occured without
the exemption. The Association maintained that studies have
shown that the property tax ranks fairly low on the list of
factors businessmen mention as important considerations in
making expansion or relocation decisions.l/ Rather than exemp-
tions from property taxes, the Association maintained that
businessmen were more interested in establishing a stable,
accurate, and well administered property tax along with the
achievement of substantial reductions in the State's personal
income tax.2/ '

Impact of the 485-b on Local Tax Base

In addition to the issue of the effectiveness of such prop-
erty tax investment exemption programs as 485-b, is the equally
important issue of the impact of such exemption programs on
the local tax base. A frequent local government criticism of
State legislated exemptions in general has been the contention
that State legislators enact exemption programs which adversely
impact on the tax base of local governments. Because such
exemptions do not impact on the State government's tax base, the
argument goes, legislators focus upon the benefits of such
exemptions to particular constituents without adequately con-
sidering the costs of such exemptions to local government.

Proponents of the 485-b business investment exemption pro-
gram maintained, however, that not only would the program stim-
ulate business investment activity, it would not decrease the '
tax base of local govermments, Because the exemption is a !

1/ sStatement of the New York Association of3T0wns on Assembly
~— Bill 10500-B, May 28, 1976. 90 State Street, Albany, New
York. -

2/ Whether or not property tax exemptions and similar business

- investment incentive programs actually stimulate business
expansion which would otherwise not have occurred without the
incentive is a question which has been much debated. At best
the evidence seems to be equivocal on the issue of effective-
ness. See, for example, State and Local Taxation and Indus-
trial Location, Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental
Relations, (washington, D.C., 1967); State-Local Fiscal Incen-
tives and Economic Development, Academy for Contemporary Pro-
blems, (Columbus, Ohio: 1978); and William J. Stober and
Lawrence H. Falk, "Property Tax Exemption: An Inefficient
Subsidy to Industry," (National Tax Journal, No. 20, 1967),
pp. 386-94.
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partial exemption and only applies to the increased value of new
construction, the exemption would not, its proponents maintained,
decrease the tax base of local taxing jurisdictions. In fact,
because 485-b is a partial exemption it would, they maintained,
even in the short run increase the tax base by encouraging
improvements and general capital investments which would other-
wise not have occurred.

Opponents of the program, on the other hand, because they
are skeptical about the contention that such exemptions actually
stimulate business expansion, argued that the program would, at
the very least, limit increases in their tax base.

Appropriateness of Types of Businesses Eligible for the 485-b
Exemption

One of the major differences between the 485-b Program and
the JIB Program concerns the types of businesses eligible for
the respective investment tax incentive, The JIB Program was
directed specifically toward manufacturing and other businesses
which essentially have non-local or extra-local markets. The
rationale for this approach is that if the purpose of such
investment tax incentive programs is to impact on the relocation
decisions of businesses, then the most efficient public policy
is one which targets the program to only those firms for which
local market conditions are not the overwhelming consideration.
For example, a fast food business in all probability considers
almost exclusively the potential market in a specified geo-
graphic area in making its location decisions. Given the impor-
tance of this consideration for this type of business, it seems
particularly unlikely that a property tax investment incentive
would greatly impact on either its decision to expand or not
to expand or its location decision,

Local governmental officials and others have criticized the
485-b Program for, among other things, the range of businesses

- eligible for the exemption. As we will see shortly, local

officials are almost unanimous in their criticism of the fact
that public utilities are eligible for the exemption. They
argue that utility company expansion and location decisions

are regulated by public authorities and therefore it makes no
sense for such firms to be eligible for such investment incen-
tive programs. Although criticism is somewhat less widespread,
a number of local officials have also been critical of the fact
that retail establishments, motels and similar businesses which
are highly dependent upon local market conditions, are eligible
for an exemption under the 485-b Program.

Inadequate Local Control Over the Determination of Which Busi-
nesses Are Eligible for the Exemption

Closely related to the criticism of the existing 485-b Pro-
gram's list of eligible business firms is local government
officials' contention that they have insufficient discretion
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at present in determining which businesses receive the exemp-
tion. 1In addition to the criticism of the fact that utility
companies are at present eligible for the exemption, a number
of local officials argue that they are in a better position to
determine whether a firm should or should not receive the exemp-
tion than State Legislators. Specifically, many local officials
are sharply critical of giving exemptions to fast food busi-
nesses. 1In this regard they believe that the $10,000 minimum
investment is too small and while they may favor granting the
exemption to a large motel or retail store construction project,
they appear to be strongly opposed to granting the exenmption to
small improvements on existing establishments. In any event,
there appears to be a clear position in favor of eliminating

or at least changing existing eligibility rules and increasing
local discretion relative to such decisions.

Complexity of Assessment Calculation and Administration Associated
with the Existing Ten Year, Tapered; Partial Exemption

Unquestionably, one of the most serious administrative
problems associated with the present 485-b exemption concerns
the original calculation of the partial exemption and the con-
stant recalculation of the wvalue of the exemption during each
of the exemption's ten year life. At first glance this does
not appear to be a significant problem since it would appear
that the assessor is simply required to determine the value of
the improvement and multiply that value by 50% in the first
year, 45% in the second year, and so on. In reality, the value
of the total property and the value of the improvement changes
every year and the calculation of the exemption requires the
constant revaluation of the improvement and the revaluation
of the parcel. This problem becomes greatly compounded when
it is recognized that some businesses, like utilities, are
constantly making improvements in their property so that the
same parcel may, over several years, be receiving a number of
different 485-b exemptions, The complexityiof tracing and
calculating such multiple exemptions is clear,

Additionally, Section 485-b presents serious administrative
problems for the Division of Equalization and Assessment with
regard to the statutory mandate that it provide advisory appraisals
on highly complex industrial and public utility properties. The
effect of the present 485-b provisions is to potentially require
eleven separate appraisals of each property for which an advisory
appraisal is required; one appraisal for a property constructed
prior to the ten year exemption period and one appraisal for.
the construction completed in each year of that ten-year exemp-
tion period. The Division estimates that potentially 6,500
appraisals of public utility and highly complex industrial
properties would be directly attributable to_485-b during Fis-
cal 1980-81. To provide additional appraisals, propertles'
receiving the Section 485-b exemption would require expenditures
of approximately an additional one million dollars.
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Because of these assessment calculation and administration
problems at both the local and State level, the Division of Equal-
ization and Assessment has proposed that the ten year, tapered,
partial exemption be changed to a flat, 100% two year exemption
(essentially the value equivalent of the 10 year, tapered,
partial exemption).

Problems Associated With the Local Option for Each Taxing Juris-
diction

The present 485-b Program allows each taxing jurisdiction (towns.,
villages, cities, counties and school districts) to opt out

of the program. While this achieves the desirable objective

of granting maximum local control and discretion, it also means
that within a locality, an individual business applying for the
exemption might be eligible for an exemption on town taxes but
not county or school district taxes. Additionally, since school
district lines are generally not coterminous with town, village,
city and some county boundaries, the determination of which
business in which area is eligible for exemptions from which
taxes can become a rather complex problem, as with one New York
State school district which crosses seven towns and three coun-
ties.

A related problem associated with multiple local options
is the fact that such a situation can easily give rise to
hostilities between taxing authorities within a geographic area.
For example, a town and county government may be particularly
concerned about economic development and be greatly supportive
of the 485-b Program but find themselves in a situation where
the local school district or districts is (are) not concerned
with that issue and decides to opt out of the program thereby
significantly diminishing the effectiveness of the exemption.
This is not an infrequent situation as 191 school districts
have opted out of the program causing a not insignificant
level of dissatisfaction on the part of other local governs=
ments.

Problems Associated With Multiple Exemption Eligibility Under
485 and 485-b Programs

In a number of taxing jurisdictions across the State, busi-
nesses which expand appear to be eligible under both the 485-Db
and JIB programs. Such a situation creates, at the very least,
confusion regarding legislative intent as to whether firms should
be eligible for both exemptions or only one. Because of this
uncertainty, the Division has proposed legislation that would
make it clear that businesses may be eligible for only one exemp~
tion (either 485-b or JIB).
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Problems Associated With Application Filing Dates

At present there is some uncertainty on the part of a num~
ber of local assessors regarding the time frame within which
a business must apply for the exemption after completion of
the construction project. The Division of Equalization and
Assessment has proposed legislation which would require that
an application for the exemption be filed within one year from
the date of the completion of the property improvement or con-
struction.
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THE SURVEY OF PUBLIC OFFICIALS AND THE BUSINESS COMMUNITY

Introduction

As stated in the introduction of this report, the State
Board of Equalization and Assessment is charged with the
responsibility of overseeing the local administration of the
property tax. That administration includes, of course, the
implementation of various exemption programs.

Given the flight of businesses from the Northeast, the
effectiveness of business tax incentives in encouraging busi-
ness development in New York State has become a major State
concern. It was this concern that led to the study of the
485-b program, to determine whether this program has in fact
promoted business expansion to the benefit of the local
economy. For any business property tax exemption program to
be called a success, it must satisfy both the business com-
munity, which receives the property tax relief, and local
governments, which must administer the exemption and which
must use other revenue sources to make up for the limitation
on the business property tax base during the life of the
exemption. Since the opinion of each of these groups is
essential to the evaluation of the 485-b program, the prin-
cipal method used in the 485-b study was to ask businessmen
and local government officials if in their view the program
has been a success.

Before the survey it was already known that the 485-b
Program did not fully satisfy all local govermments, since
191 taxing jurisdictions had formally opted out of  the
program. It was also known that some localities disapprove
of the program because they believe that certain types of
businesses should not be eligible for exemption, and it was
clear that many assessors were having trouble administering
the tapered exemption formula, especially in the case of
businesses with property improvement projects staggered over
several years, Furthermore, it was impossible in such cases -
for the State Division of Equalization and Assessment to help
assessors through the advisory appraisal process, since the
agency was unable to provide appraisals current enough to be
useful to assessors in applying the exemption formula annually.

In response to the problems evidently being experienced
by localities, the Division in 1978/79 proposed three changes
in the 485-b Program: (1) exclude public utilities from
eligibility for exemption; (2) exclude service, retail,
farming, hotel, and motel establishments from eligibility;
and (3) change the existing ten-year partial exemption to a
two-year 100% exemption. Therefore, several items in the survey
questionnaires were directed toward determining what distinguishes
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those localities which grant 485-b exemptions from those which
have opted out of the program and whether the State Board's
proposed changes would cause localities to alter their position
on 485-b exemptions.

Survey Methodology

Three survey techniques were used to carry out the present
study. First, questionnaires were distributed to local govern-
ment officials at the 1979 Association of Towns meeting in New
York City. Local officials attending this meeting were asked
to either complete and return the questionnaires at the meeting
or mail it back to the State Division of Equalization and Assess-
ment offices in Albany. To supplement the questionnaires com-
pleted through the Association of Towns, a phone survey of local
officials (city mayors and managers, town supervisors, assessors,
and school district superintendents) was .also conducted. Ques-
tionnaires along with a cover letter explaining the study were
mailed to respondents in advance of the actual phone interviews
to inform them of the upcoming interview and to thereby increase
respondent cooperation. Finally, guestionnaires were mailed
to business executives, with a mail-back response requested.

(A sample of each guestionnaire used is presented at the end
of this report.) ‘

The government sample for the phone survey was drawn from
two files maintained by the State Division of Equalization and
Assessment: (1) 485-b exemption applications approved by local
assessors and (2) laws and resolutions passed by municipalities
and school districts that have opted out of the 485-b program
or reduced the amount of exemption allowed. The business sample
was drawn from three sources: (1) approved 485-b exemption
applications, (2) a State Department of Commerce list of manu-
facturing firms that have expanded since 1976, and (3) a State
. Department of Labor list of businesses that have joined the
unemployment insurance program since 1976 (the only available
source of new or expanded businesses of all ‘types that may have
been eligible for 485-b exemptions during the past three years).,

The following table shows the number of respondents in
the sample and the number of interviews completed or question-
naires returned. A total of 340 responses were received, with
a response rate of 67% for the government groups and 48% for
the business group,

Survey Findings

Business Leaders

Two measures were used in the survey to determine the
importance of property tax exemptions to New York State busi-
ness leaders: their opinion of the business climate and its
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Table 20

SURVEY SAMPLE SIZES AND NUMBER OF COMPLETED
QUESTIONNAIRES/INTERVIEWS FOR EACE SUBSAMPLE

Government Group
(Association of Towns Meeting)

City mayors/managers, city
council members, city assessors,
town supervisors, town board
members, town assessors

Subtotal

Government Group (Phone Survey)

A. In cities that have approved
485-b exemptions:

City mayors/managers
ASSessors

B. 1In cities that have opted out
of the 485-b program:

City mayors/managers
Assessors

C. In towns that have approved
485-b exemptions:

Town supervisors
Assessors

D. In towns that have opted out
of the 485-b program:

Town supervisors
Assessors

E. Superintendents of school
districts that have approved
485-b exemptions

F. Superintendents of school
districts that have opted out
of the 485-b program

Subtotal

Business Group

A. Businesses that have 485-b
exemptions

B. Businesses that, according to
Division of Equalization and
Assessment records, do not
have 485-b exemptions although
located in areas that allow
the exemption:

Expanded manufacturing firms
Other firms

Subtotal

Total

Number in Number of Completed
Sample Questionnaires/Interviews
40 28
(40) (28)
12 8
12 11
8 1
8 4
22 14
22 18
23 12
23 16
25 22
25 14
(180) . (120)
200 106
100 49
100 37
(400) (192)
620 340
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likely that the availability of the 485-b exemption, and other
property tax exemptions, would have a stronger influence on
businessmen's attitudes toward the local business climate

than on their opinion of the business climate of the entire
State. That this is the case is indicated by the findings
shown in Tables 23 and 24.

Table 23 shows that businessmen with 485-b exemptions
rated the local business climate more favorably than did busi-
nessmen without the exemption (39% vs. 28%). The difference
of opinion here, it should be noted, is much larger than in
the rating of the overall State business climate. The table
also shows that businessmen with 485-b exemptions rated the
change in the local business climate more highly than did
businessmen without the exemption (35% vs. 25%), again by a
considerably larger margin than in the rating of the overall
State business climate,

Table 23
OPINION OF BUSINESS CLIMATE IN LOCAL AREA

Businesses With Businesses Without

_ Total '485-b Exemptions 485-b Exemptions
Rating of business
climate in local
area
Favorable 57 (34%) 36 (39%) 21  (28%)
Unfavorable 70 (42%) 41 (44%) ‘ 29 (39%)
Neither favorable 39 (23%) 15 (l6%) 24 (32%)
nor unfavorable
Uncertain ' 2 { 1%) 1 ( 1l%) O 1 ( 1%)
Total 168 (100%) 93 (100%) 75 (100%)
Rating of change in
business climate in
local area during
past five years
Better 52 (31%) 33 (35%) 19 (25%) .
Worse 57 (34%) 29 (31%) 28 (37%)
Neither better 54 (32%) 31 (33%) 23 (30%)
nor worse
Uncertain 6 ( 4%) 0 ( 0%) 6 ( 8%)

Total 169 (100%) 93 (100%) 76 (100%)
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In Table 24 the opinion of the local business climate is
shown by business type. The first £f£inding of interest is that
both groups were much more optimistic about the local business
climate than they were about the State business climate: 37%
of the manufacturing/wholesale group rated the local climate
as favorable (only 16% of the group had rated the State climate
as favorable), and 30% of the retail/other group gave a favor-
able rating for the local climate (as opposed to 10% for the
State business climate). This finding suggests that local con-
ditions under the control of local governments (such as prop-
erty tax exemption programs) may be playing an important part
in business location decisions.

Second, as in the rating of the State business climate,
the manufacturing/wholesale group rated the local business
climate more favorably than did the retail/other group (37%
vs. 30%), and they also rated the change in the local climate
more highly than did the retail/other group (32% vs. 29%).
This finding supports the hypothesis that businessmen eligible
for a variety of incentive programs (the manufacturing/whole-
sale group) would tend to regard the business climate more
favorably than would businessmen with more limited incentive
opportunities (the retail/other group).

Third, having a 485~b exemption appears to be more impor-
tant to the manufacturing/wholesale group in rating the local
business climate than it does for the retail/other group. Forty-
four percent (44%) of the manufacturing/wholesale businessmen
with 485-b exemptions rated the local climate as favorable,
as opposed to 28% of the manufacturing/wholesale businessmen
without the exemption. The difference here is much larger than
the difference within the retail/other group, where 31% of the
businessmen with 485-b exemptions rated the local climate as
favorable and 29% of the businessmen without the exempiton gave
the local climate a favorable rating.

In the rating of the change in the local business climate
during the past five years, a similar difference appears between
the two groups. Within the manufacturing/wholesale group, 39%
of the businessmen with 485-b exemptions rated the climate as
better, while only 23% of the businessmen without the exemption
did so. In contrast, the difference of opinion within the
retail/other group is small; 31% of the businessmen with 485-b
exemptions rated the local climate as better, while 28% of
the businessmen without the exemption did so.

These findihgs are inconsistent with the hypothesis that
the retail/other group, having access to only one property tax
exemption program, would regard the 485-b Program as more
important in business location and expansion decisions than
the manufacturing/wholesale group would. A possible explanation
for this anomaly is that for the retail/other group certain
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local conditions unrelated to the property tax dominate the
decision to do business in a particular area. Since the income
of this group, unlike the manufacturing/wholesale group, is
derived mainly from the local market, it may well be that local
demand for its goods or services is more important than any
form of government assistance in reducing the costs of doing
business.

Table 25 shows the effect of the presence or absence of
485-b exemptions on the operating decisions of businessmen.
Of the operational changes seriously considered by businessmen
in this survey during the past year, the two most frequently
cited were: expanding operations at their present location
(25%) and moving out of New York State (178%). Only 7% of the
businessmen in this survey had considered moving out of their
local area. This finding is consistent with the previously
discussed better rating given to the local business climate
than to the overall State business climate and strongly sug-
gests that local conditions in some areas, whether tax-related
or not, have been conducive to business expansion.

Table 25
OPERATING DECISIONS OF BUSINESSMEN WITH AND
‘WITHOUT THE 485-b EXEMPTION
Businesses with Businesses without
Total 485-b Exemptions 485~-b Exemptions

Seriously considered
by business during
past year

Moving out of 34 (17%) 14  (13%) 20 (24%)

NS

Moving out of 14 (7%) 9 ( 8%) 5 ( 6%)

local area A

Expanding 48 (25%) 29  (26%) 19 (22%)

operations

at present

location

Reducing 19 (10%) 12 (11%) 7 ( 8%)

operations

at present

location

Selling rather 10 ( 5%) 3 ( 3%) 7 ( 8%)

than go out

of business

Going out 4 (2%) 3 ( 3%) 1 (1%)

of business

None of the 66 (34%) 40 (36%) 26 (31%)

above

Total 195 (100%) 11¢ (100%) 85 (100%)

NOTE: Multiple responses possible
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Table 25 also divides respondents into those businessmen
with 485-b exemptions and those without that exemption. With
the exception of the response category "seriously considered
moving out of New York State during the past year," few
differences appear to exist between the two groups. A sig-
nificant difference exists, however, between those businessmen
with and those without a 485-b exemption when out of state
moves are considered. Of those businessmen with the exemption
only 13% considered moving out of the gtate, compared to 24%

OoF those businessmen without the exemption. . This impact is
even more dramatically (and correctly) shown if the table is
percentaged by rows rather than by columns. Of the 34 business-
men mentioning that they had considered moving out of New York
State 14, or 41%, had a 485-b exemption while 20, or 59%, did
not. This finding is as expected. Curiously, however, inspec-
tion of the table indicates that, although the number of respon-
dents is too small to yield a reliable finding, nearly twice

as many businessmen with the 485-b exemption as without (9 vs.
5) considered moving out of their local area. Given the fact
that it has been previously shown that having or not having

a 485-b exemption is related to attitudes toward the local
business climate but not the State's overall business climate,
this finding is still unexpected and suggests the need for
additional research with a much larger or more targeted sample.

As shown in Table 26, not having a 485-b exemption seems
to be more related to businessmens' having considered moving
out of New York State in the manufacturing/wholesale group
than in the retail/other group. In the manufacturing/whole-
sale group, moving out of New York State accounted for 15% of
the responses by businessmen with 485-b exemptions and 31% of
the responses by businessmen without the exemption. 1In the
retail/other group the figures are considerably smaller, with
moving out of New York State accounting for 9% of the responses
by businessmen with the exemption and 14% of the responses by
businessmen without the exemption. : :

Table 26 also indicates that having a 485-b exemption may
be more influential in encouraging business expansion in the’
manufacturing/wholesale group than in the retail/other group.
In the manufacturing/wholesale group, expanding operations at
the present location accounted for 34% of the responses by
businessmen with the exemption and 24% of the responses by
businessmen without the exemption. The opposite is found in
the retail/other group, where expanding operations accounted
for 14% of the responses by businessmen with the exemption and
193 of the responses by businessmen without the exemption.
This may mean simply that some businesses with 485-b exemptions
in the retail/other group have already expanded as much as
they had planned to. Or, it may be that local conditions
other than the availability of the exemption are the deciding
factors in expansion decisions by some businessmen in this
group.
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To directly measure the effect that the 485<b Program has
had on business expansion, businessmen with 485-b exemptions
were asked if the program had been an incentive to their building
new facilities or making other types of property improvements.
Overall, 65% of the businessmen stated that the exemption had
been an incentive while only 30% indicated it had not been an
incentive. Of the 65% indicating that 485-b had been an incen-
tive to expansion, 27% indicated it had been a major incentive
and 382 indicated it had been a minor incentive. Little differ-
ence in perceived incentive exists between the retail/other group
(68%) and the manufacturing/wholesale group (63%). In the
retail/other group, 30% of the businessmen considered it a major
incentive, 38% a minor incentive, and 30% felt it was no incentive
at all. The corresponding ratings in the manufacturing/wholesale
group were as follows: 25% a major incentive, 38% a minor incen-
tive, and 31% saw it as no incentive.

It is perhaps surprising to find that as much as 30% of
the retail/other group considered the 485-b exemption to repre-
sent no incentive since, unlike the manufacturing industry, this
group has not been eligible for tax incentives offered by such
other programs as the Job Incentive Program. It seems reasonable
to expect that the unavailability of alternative exemption pro-
grams for retail businesses would tend to increase the perceived
significance of the 485-b exemption among this group of business-
men. That this is not the case may be due to the fact that un-
like manufacturing firms, retail businesses operate within a
distinctly local market and those market conditions, rather than
the property tax, may represent the dominant considerations in
their location and expansion decisions. That this may be the
case is suggested by the above reported survey f£indings that
indicated that the presence or absence of 485-b exemptions ap-
pears to have had less effect upon retail businessmens' percep-
tions of the local business climate than upon manufacturing/
wholesale businessmens' perceptions of the local business cli-
mate. . A :

In Table 27 another interesting finding appears with regard
to the 485-b Program as an incentive to property improvements.
In terms of business size (represented by number of employees),
the 485-b exemption was perceived to be far less of an incentive
to the smallest businesses (1-19 employees) than it was for
larger businesses; 45% of the smallest businesses considered the
exemption to have been no incentive as compared to 21% for busi-
nessmen with 20-99 employees, 19% for businessess with 100-249
employees, and 31% for businesses with 250 or more employees.

Although the number of businesses within these categories
is too small to consider this a "definitive" finding, it does
raise the important question regarding the incentive impact of
such exemptions upon firms of different sizes and types. It is
possible, for example, that when the absolute size of the cap-
ital investment is small, as is likely with most small firms,
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Table 29

OPINION OF PROPOSED CHANGE
FROM TAPERED TO FLAT EXEMPTION

Businesses with Businesses without

Total 485-b Exemptions 485-b Exemptions
For 90 (53%] 48 (51%) 42 (56%)
Against 19 (Als) 16 (17%) 3 ( 4%)
Neutral 24 (Q4%) 17 (18%) 7 ( 9%)
Uncertain 36 (21%) 13 (Q4%) 23 (31%)
Total 169 (100%} 94 (100%) 75 (100%)

Why businessmen with the exemption were slightly less in
favor of the change to a flat exemption than businessmen with-
out the exemption can be explained in part by a comment fre-
quently made by those with the exemption: having adjusted to
dealing with the exemption in its present form, they saw no
reason to change it if no increased tax relief would be gained.
Several businessmen, however, gave more complex reasons for not
being in support of changing to a flat exemption. The attitude
of these businessmen appears to have been influenced by a fear
that the change would actually result in less of a benefit than
is now available and by a concern that the change would adversely
affect local tax bases and the State economy. Four comments
made by businessmen illustrate this point of view:

Assuming property taxes continue to go up, the

longer the exemption runs, the more beneficial

it would be. By exempting the first 2 or 3 years,

it would be more helpful, but the proportionately
larger increase in property taxes due to the exemp-
tion ending from the 4th year on, as well as possible
increased property taxes, may be detrimental to some
businesses.

(Manufacturer, 20 - 99 employees)

We would strongly support legislation to give local
jurisdictions the option to adopt either (1) the
present 10-year decreasing partial exemption or (2)
the 100% exemption for 3 years. We favor this ap-
proach because some local jurisdictions may prefer
an immediate tax revenue from new construction and
would be likely to opt out of the program entirely
if the 100% exemption were the only option.

(Manufacturer, 250+ employees)
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This proposal has good benefits as well as poor ones.
It could help the business significantly in the first
few years by eliminating a large expense and give the
business a chance to get on a good financial basis.
However, if business taxes take a turn for the better
in New York State, it may cut into the tax base for
a few years by eliminating revenues, causing a general
increase in taxes affecting everyone ... It /the ten-
year exemption/ has a nice advantage, as it is, in

- being able to spread it over a longer period, so it
is a gradual return to normal taxes.

(Dentist and owner of building with six offices)

It is important to encourage businesses to make long
term commitments to NY State. The ten year decreasing
partial exemption "locks in" a business for the better
part of ten years if it wishes to obtain the partial
exemption benefits. If you reduce the exemption to

a 1002 exemption for 2 or 3 years, there would appear
to be a temptation for a business to construct a
building, take the exemption and then sell the real
estate.

(savings bank, 20 - 99 employees)

Businessmen who support SDEA's proposals for a flat, 100%,
two year exemption gave the following reasons:

The proposal would encourage business to expand by
providing economic benefit in the initial years when
expenditures are greatest.

(Manufacturing firm, 250+ employees)

Greater upfront decrease in property taxes would mean
greater upfront cash flows., The program would also be
easier to administer.

(Newspaper Company, 250+ employees)

Such a proposal would increase front-end dollar savings,
and make it more attractive to remdin and build in New
York State

(Developer, 250+ employees)

The business opinion of the proposed change to a flat exemp-
tion is shown by business type in Table 30. In the manufacturing/
wholesale group the percentage of businessmen that favored the
change (55%) was slightly larger than in the retail/other group
(51%), and, in both groups combined, support for the change
increased as business size increased (46% of the smallest busi-
nesses to 63% of the largest). As suggested above in the dis-
cussion of Table 28, the fact that almost all of the businessmen
that had experienced administrative problems with the 485-b
exemption were in the manufacturing/wholesale group may point
to expansion policies in this group that would tend to make the
existing tapered exemption especially difficult to work with.
Similarly, this group's somewhat stronger support of the change
to a flat exemption may indicate that, for some of the group,
having the exemption made administratively simpler may be at
least as important as receiving the total tax benefit earlier
in the expansion period.
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Local Officials

The orientation of local officials toward exemptions in
general and business investment exemptions in particular is a
significant element in the success of business exemption pro-
grams. Local opposition may lead to taxing jurisdictions'
opting out of such programs or where that is not possible to
a hostile or reluctant administration of such programs. Given
this fact, local officials, including city and town government
officials and school district superintendents, were asked their
attitude toward property tax exemptions in general and busi-

ness exemptions in particular.

How do local officials view property tax exemptions in
general and business tax exemptions in particular? Are atti-
tudes toward business exemptions a function of more general
attitudes toward exemptions, or are the two independent?

Table 31 shows local officials' opinion of exemptions in
general and of all business exemptions in areas that allow the
485-b exemption and in areas that have opted out of the 485-b
Program. As would be expected, the attitude toward all busi-
ness exemptions is more negative in areas that have opted out
of the program than in areas that allow the 485-b exemption
(643 vs., 24% generally against all business exemptions). This
opposition to business exemptions in areas that have opted out
may well be a reflection of a generally more negative attitude
toward exemptions in general (38% generally against all exemp-
tions in opt-out areas vs. 16% against all exemptions in areas
allowing the exemption). In regard to both exemptions in
general and business exemptions in particular, the percentage
of local officials opposed in the opt-out areas is about 2-1/2
times that in areas allowing 485-b exemptions. There is a
similar relationship between attitudes toward exemptions in
general and attitudes toward business exemptions when measured
by positive opinions; the percentage of local officials in
the 485-b group in favor of exemptions in general and business
exemptions is about 3-1/2 times that in the opt-out group.

The table also shows that local officials as a whole are
more divided over business exemptions than over exemptions in
general. As far as exemptions in general are concerned, 14%
of all local officials said that they were generally in favor
of them, 24% were generally opposed to exemptions, and 62% were
divided in their opinion (they were in favor of some types and
opposed to others). Their attitude toward business exemptions,
on the other hand, was significantly more divided, with 33%

generally in favor of these exemptions, 38% generally are against
them, and only 29% with a "depends" opinion.



Table 31

1,0CAL OFFICIALS' OPINION OF EXEMPTIONS IN GENERAL
AND OF ALL BUSINESS EXEMPTIONS

Where Where
485-b Exemptions 485-b Exemptions
Total Are Allowed Are Not Allowed
Exemptions in general
Generally in favor 20 (14%) 17 (19%) 3 ( 6%)
Generally against 33 (24%) 14 (16%) 19 (38%)
Divided (for some, 85 (62%) 57 (63%) 28 (56%)
against
others)
Total 138 (100%) 88 (100%) 50 (100%)
All Business Exemptions
Generally in favor 45 (33%) 39 (44%) 6 (12%)
Generally against 53 (38%] 21 (24%) 32 (64%)
Divided (for some, 40 (29%) 28 (32%) 12 (24%)
against
others)

Total 138 (100%) 88 (100%) 50 (100%)

The division of opinion over the advisability oI business
exemptions among local officials as a whole in fact reflects
a sharp difference of opinion on 'this issue between local
officials in areas which allow the 485-b exemption and local
officials in areas which do not allow the exemption. Inspec-
tion of Table 31 indicates that a large number of local
officials both in areas which allow and in areas which do
not allow 485-b exemptions, adopt a contingent opinion toward
exemptions in general; 65% and 56% respectively express a "for
some and against others" position on exemptions in general.
When it comes to business exemptions, however, the number
adopting such a "contingent" opinion position drops signifi-
cantly (29% of all government respondents) and a sharp dif-
ference of opinion is shown between officials in "opt out"
areas and areas which allow the exemption. Where 485-b exemp-
tions are allowed, 44% are in favor of business exemptions and
only 24% are opposed. In areas which have opted out of the
program on the other hand, only 12% are in favor of such
exemptions while fully 64% oppose such exemptions.

TIn the case of business exemption programs, it seems
likely that practical considerations, directly related to the
social and economic characteristics of particular areas, may
more often be what determines whether or not taxing Jjuris-
dictions regard business investment exemptions as desirable
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There are various practical considerations that may enter into
the decision to participate in a business exemption program.
Some of the ones mentioned by local officials in this survey
were the need to increase the number of jobs in the locality,
the need to attract certain types of businesses, and the desire-
to maintain a local business climate that is competitive with
conditions in surrounding areas. Reasons given in the survey
for opting out of the 485-b Program include the desire to
preserve the rural or the suburban residential character of
the area, the unfairness of granting exemptions to new or
expanding businesses while being unable to give any tax relief
to already established deteriorating businesses, ang the need
to prevent further erosion of the tax base.

A respondent's position in the local government structure
appears to be related to his position on both exemptions in
general and business exemptions in particular. Table 32 shows
that of the local governmental officials surveyed, assessors
were the group least in favor of both exemptions in general
(5%) and business exemptions in particular (20%). Mayors,
town supervisors and board members, and school superintendents
display a more "contingent" attitude toward exemptions in
general than assessors (65% and 67% respectively favor some
exemptions and oppose others). These government officials are
also more in favor of business exemptions than assessors (57%
of assessors oppose such exemptions) with school superinten-
dents the more likely group to favor business exemptions (48%).

Although the numbers become too small for meaningful or
reliable analysis, the above noted sharp attitudinal difference
of opinion between governmental officials in“areas which allow
485-b exemptions and in areas which do not allow the exemption
persists when one examines exemption attitudes by governmental
positions within these areas. Table 33 shows that in areas
which allow 485-b exemptions many more officials favor
business exemptions than oppose them. Again, assessors are
the only exception with more of them opposing than favoring
business exemptions even in areas which allow the exemption.®
Nevertheless, even among assessors, when we move from areas
which allow the exemption to areas which do not allow the
exemption a significant increase in opposition appears: only
one (1) assessor in opt out areas favors business exemptions
while 18 oppose such exemptions.
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W
Table 33
OPINION OF BUSINESS EXEMPTIONS BY POSITION
IN LOCAL GOVERNMENT STRUCTURE
For Against Divided
Local areas allowin
full or reduced 485-b
exemption
City mayors or managers, 17 4 13
town supervisors, and
town board members
City and town assessors¥ 10 14 11
School district 12 3 4
superintendents
Total 39 21 28
_ (44% 24 :
Local areas not allowing ) (24%) (32%)
full or reduced 485-b
exemptions
City mayors or managers, 1 8 6
town supervisors, and
town board members
City and town assessors 1 18 2
School district 4 6 4
superintendents
Total 6 .32 12
(12%) (64%) (24%)

Includes two county assessors (from the i 3
count: two count. v
y assessment]) es having

As shown in Table 34, in most taxing jurisdictions that
allow 485-b exemptions the governing boards of these juris-
dictions have not discussed either opting out of the program
or reducing the amount of exemption allowed. Consistent with
the large number of school districts which have opted out of
the 485-b Program, more school superintendents reported that
their board had discussed the issue of opting out than did
city and town officials; 8 out of 19 school boards had dis-
cussed the issue. Table 35 shows, however., that in the few
areas that had discussed opting out or reducing the exemption,
almost none of the respondents, including school superintendents,
indicated that their governing boards were likely to take such

action in the near future.
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Table 34

GOVERNING BOARD'S CONSIDERATION OF OPTING OUT OF PROGRAM OR REDUCING
AMOUNT OF EXEMPTION ALLOWED IN TAXING JURISDICTIONS ALLOWING
FULL OR REDUCED 485~b EXEMPTION

Respondents Total Yes Ne Uncertain
City mayors or managers, 33 6 23 .2

town supervisors, and
tcwn board members

City and town assessors*® 37 3 31 3
School district 19 8 10 1
superintendents
Total 89 17 66 6
(100%) (19%) (74%) (7%)

* Tncludes two county assessors (from the two counties having
county assessment) .

Table 35
PERCEIVED LIKELIHOOD OF LOCZL AREAS OPTING OUT OF 485-b
How likely Is It That Board Will, In The Near Futuxe,

Oopt out Or Reduce Exemption? (Only those respondents
who answered ves to previous gquestion)

Very Somewhat Not Too Not at All

hkespondents Total Likely Likely Likelwv Likelv Uncertair

City mayors or managers, 6 1 2 1. L2 0
town supervisors, and ' . :
town board members

City and town assessors* 3 0 0 1 1 1
School district 7 0 0 0 5 2
superintnedents
Total 16 1 2 2 8 3
(100%) (6%) {13%) (13%) (50%) (19%)

* Tncludes two county assessors (from the two cour'-ies having county assessment).
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Table 37

LOCAL OFFICIALS' OPINION OF EFFECT OF
PROPOSED CHANGES ON GOVERNING BOARD'S DECISION TO
PARTICIPATE IN 485-b PROGRAM

Whers Tull or Reduced Wwhere Full or Reduced
485-bh Exenptions 485=h Exemptions
Total Are Allowed Are Not Allowed

Excluding public
utilities fzom
eligibility for
48S5=b exemptions

Board would

change previous

decision about

participating - . )
in program 15% 14% 17%
Board would not .

change previous

decision about

participating

in program 85% 86% 83s

Total 100% 100 100%

Excluding sarvice,
retail, farming,
hotel, and motel
establiskments from
eligibility for
485~b exemptions

Scard would

change previous

ecision about

participating

in program 19% 23% 12%

Board woulé not

change pravicus

decision about

participating .

in program 813 77% 88%

Total " l00% 100% © 1o0%

Changing £rom
taperad to
flat exemption

3card would
change crevious

ecision apout

participating

in program 20% 28% 1)
Soard would not

change rrevious

ecision about

participating

in program 803 72% 953

Total 100% 100% 100s
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Appendix A

TAXING JURISDICTIONS THAT HAD REDUCED THE PERCENTAGE OF THE 485-b EXEMPTION
OR HAD OPTED OUT OF THE PROGRAM AS OF JULY 28, 1978

Albany County
Cities:
Towns:

Villages:

School Districts:

Allegany County
Towns :
School Districts:
Broome County (opted out])
Towns:

Villages:

School Districts:

Cattaraugus County
School Districts:

Cayuga County
Villages:

School Districts:

Watervliet
Coeymans

Green Island

Menands

Albany

Berne-Knox~-Westerlo
Bethlehem

Green Island
Ravena-Coeymans-Selkirk
North Colonie

South Colonie
Voorheesville

Genessee

Friendship

Conklin

Endicott
Johnson City

Johnson City
Maine-Endwell
Susquehanna Valley
Union Endicott
Vestal

Windsor

Allegany

Weedsport

Port Byron
Weedsport



Chautauqua County

School Districts:

Clinton County

Towns:

Villages:

School Districts:

Columbia County
Villages:

School Districts:

Delaware County
School Districts:

Dutchess County
Cities:

Towns:

Villages:

School Districts:

Erie County
Cities:

Towns :

-81-

Clymer
Ripley

Ausable
Black Brook
Champlain
Mooers

Champlain

Beekmantown

N. Eastern Clinton
Northern Adirondack
Peru

Plattsburgh

Chatham
Chatham

Copake-Taconic Hills
Ichabod Crane

Margaretville

Poughkeepsie

Pleasaht Valley
Red Hook
Union Vale

Pawling
Red Hook

Dover
Hyde Park

Millbrook
Red Hook

Lackawanna

Cheektowaga



Villages:

School Districts:

Essex County

Towns:

Villages:

School Districts:

Franklin County
School Districts:
| Genesee County

Towns:

School Districts:

Greene County

Towns :

Villages:

School Districts:

Jefferson County

Towns :
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Akron

Cheektowaga
Cheektowaga-Sloan
Clarence
Lackawanna
Lakeshore

Sweet Home

West Seneca

North Elba
Wilmington

Port Henry
Westport

Lake Placid
Moriah

Saranac Lake

Alabama
Darien
Elba
Oakfield
Pembroke

Alexander
Batavia

~Elba

Le Roy

Greenville
Hunter

Bergen
Catskill

Cairo-Durham
Greenville
Hunter-Tannersville

Brownville
Henderson



Towns:

Villages:

School Districts:

Livingston County
Villages:
Monroe County

Towns:

Villages:

School Districts:

Montgomery County
Cities:
School Districts:
Nassau County
Cities:

Villages:
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Lorraine
Orleans
Rodman
Theresa

Brownville
Theresa

General Brown
Hounsfield
Lafargeville
South Jefferson

Dansville

Chili
Perinton

Fairport
Spencerport

Churchville-Chili
Fairport

Amsterdam

Amsterdam

Glen éove

East Rockaway
Floral Park
Garden City
Great Neck Estates
Great Neck Plaza
Kensington

Lake Success
Lynbrook
Malverne
Manorhaven
Munsey Park

0ld Westbury
Roslyn

Roslyn Harbor
Russell Gardens



Villages:

School Districts:

Niagara County
Towns:
Villages:

School Districts:

Oneida County
Towns:

School Districts:

Onondaga County

Towns:
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Sea Cliff
Westbury
Williston Park

Bellmore

Bethpage

Carle Place
Elmont

Floral Park-Bellerose
Garden City

Glen Cove
Herricks
Hicksville

Island Trees
Jericho
Massapequa

North Merrick
North Shore
Oceanside
Plainedge
Plainview-01ld Bethpage
Rockville
Roosevelt

Syosset

Uniondale

Union Free #30
Valley Stream #13
Valley Stream #24
West Islip
Westbury

Niagara

Lewiston

Barker
Starpoint

New Hartford -

Adirondack
Sherrill
Westmoreland

Camillus
Clay
Salina
Tully



Villages:

School Districts:

Ontario County
Towns :
Villages:

School Districts:

Orange County
School Districts:
Orleans County
Villages:

School Districts:

Oswego County

School Districts:

Otsego County
Towns:
Rensselaer County
Towns:

School Districts:

Rockland County

School Districts:
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Liverpool
Manlius
Solvay

Jamesville-Dewitt
Liverpool
Lyncourt-Salina

North Syracuse
Tully

Phelps
Phelps
Bloomfield

Naples
Red Jacket

Cornwall

Medina

Albion
Medina

Mexico
Oswego

Oneonta

Sand Lake

Brittonkill
Schodack

Geo. Washington
Wynantskill

Nanuet
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Saratoga County

Towns:

Villages:

School Districts:

Schenectady County
Towns:

School Districts:

Schoharie County

School Districts:

Seneca County (opted out)
Towns :
Villages:

School Districts:

Steuben County

School Districts:

suffolk County

Towns:

Villages:

Galway
Malta

Stillwater

Ballston Spa

Burnt Hills-Ballston Lake
Shenendehowa
waterford-Halfmoon

Rotterdam

Draper

Mohanasen
Schalmont
Scotia-Glenville

Gilboa-Conesville
Schoharie

Seneca Falls
Waterloo

Romulus
Waterloo

Hammondsport
Hornell

East Hampton
Riverhead
Southampton

Babylon

East Hampton
Greenport
Northport
Ocean Beach
Quogue
Southhampton



School Districts:

Sullivan County
Towns:

villages:

School Districts:

‘Tioga County

Towns:
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Amityville
Babylon
Bayport-Blue Point
Bridgehampton
Center Moriches
Comsewogue
Connetquot

Deer Park

East Hampton

East Islip

East Moriches
East Quogue
Eastport

Fire Island
Greenlawn

Oyster Ponds
Hampton Bays
Harborsfield
Hauppauge

Middle Island
Montauk

Mt. Sinai
Northport-E. Northport
Port Jefferson
Quogue

Riverhead

Rocky Point

Sag Harbor
Shelter Island
Shoreham-Wading River
South Haven

South Manor
Southampton
Springs

Three Village
Tuckahoe

West Islip
Westhampton Beach
William Floyd

Cochecton

Liberty
Monticello

Narrowsburg
Roscoe

Owego
Tioga



School Districts:

Ulster County

School Districts:

Warren County (opted out)

Towns:

Villages:

School Districts:

Washington County
\ School Districts:
] ) Wayne County
Towns :

School Districts:

Westchester County

Cities:

Towns:

Villages:
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Newark Valley
Owego-Apalachin
Tioga

Marlboro
Rondout Valley

Lake George
Thurman

Lake George
Hague

Lake George
Warrensburg

Putnam

Williamson

Lyons
Newark
Williamson

Rye
Yonkers

- White Plains

Bedford
Greenburgh
Mamaroneck
Mount Pleasant
New Castle
Pound Ridge
Scarsdale

Ardsley
Elmsford
Mamaroneck
Pelham Manor
Pleasantville
Scarsdale
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School Districts: Bedford
Blind Brook-Rye
Briarcliff Manor
Byram Hills
Chappagqua
Dobbs Ferry
Edgemont
Elmsford
Greenburgh
Harrison
Hastings on the Hudson
Irvington
Mount Kisco
Mount Pleasant
Pleasantville
Pocantico Hills
Rye
Somers
Valhalla
White Plains

Yates County (opted out)

Source: Office of Legal Seryvices, NYS Division of Equalization
and Assessment
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Appendix B

QUESTIONNAIRES USED IN SURVEY

STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION AND ASSESSMENT

survey of local Government officials on
485-b of the Real Property Ta: Law
{Buginess Investment Exemption)

Several business property tax exemption programs presently exist which are designed to stimulate business invest-
ment in New York State. There has been a growing intereat on the part of state and local officials as well as on
the part of the business community in these programs. One such prcgram is 485-b of the Real Property 7ax Law.
That law allows local jurimdictions the option of granting businesses a decreasing 10-year partial exerption from
property taxes on new construction and other property improvements which exceed $10,000 in cost.

At present, little is known about how the 485-k program ig actually working in local communities and even leas is
known about local reactions to this and other buainess exemption programs. Given the importance of such programs
and their impact on local communities, the State Board of Equalization and Assessment is conducting a survey of
businessmen and local officials. We would like to know your community's experience with and reactiong to the 485-b
program. Your answers, while strictly conZfidential (only summaries of this survey will be released), will play a
central role in any legislative proposals developed by the State Board.

1. Title of your 2. County 3. City/Town 4. Village
government position

5. 8chool District . ' 6. Years in Office

ALL IOCAL OFFICIALS: Please answer Questicns 7 - 19 . ASSESSORS ONLY: Please also answer Questions 20 - 24.

7. There are a wide variety of property tax exemption programs. Some people ars in general opposed to such exemp-
tions while others believe it depends on the particular exemption. Do you have a general reaction to such pro-
grams? For example, would you say you are:

{ ) generally in favox { ) generally opposed
{ ) depends on the particular exemption () don't know/uncertain
(in favor of scme, opposed to cthers)

8. What about your governing board aas a whole? Does it seem to have a general position on most exemption programs
or not? Arse members:

() generally in favor - { ) generally opposed
{ ) depends on the particular exemption { ) don't kndw/uncer«ain

3. Now how about business property tax exemptions in gereral? Are you generally in favor of such exemptions or

not?
{ } generally in favor \ { } generally opposed
() depends on the particular axemption { ) den't krow/uncertain

10. what about your governing board? Are its members generally in favor of business property tax exemptions or

not? :
() generally in favor ( ) generally cpposcd
{ ) depends on the particular exemption { ) don't know/uncertain

Now we would like to ask you some specific questions about 485-b., As you may know, 485-b allows a partial exemp-
tion from taxes on real property used for commercial, business, or industrial purposes. The exemption period is
for 10 years. The maximum exemption allowed in the first year is 50t of the increase in the assessed value due
to construction, alteration, or improvement of the property. In each of the succeeding nine years the amount of
the exemption decreases by 5%. Local taxing jurisdictions, which include couaties, cities, towns, villages, and
schogl giatzicts, may reduce the percentage of the exemption or eliminate it completely oy passing local laws or
resolutions.
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11. 1iIn general, how familiar would you say you are with the 485-b business property tax exemption?
' { ) very familiar { } not at all familiar
{ ) somewhat familiar ( } uncertain/don't know
{ ) not too familiar
12. Has your governing board passed a law or resolution eliminating the 485-b business property tax exemption?
() yes {) no (.) uncertain/don’'t know
IF YES: (l2a) Briefly, what were the reasons for this decision?
USE REVERSE SIDE OF PAPER IF MORE SPACE IS NEEDED
13. If your municipality allows 485-b exemptions, has the governing board discussed the possibility of passing
a law or resolution which would either disallow 485-b exemptions or change the amount (percentage) of the
exemption?
('} yes () no { ) wuncertain/don't know { } not applicable
IF YES: (13a) Did the discussions center on eliminating the 485-b exemption altogether, on chagging the per-
centage of the exemption, or both? Briefly, why was (is) there a desire to eliminate or change
the exemption?
{ ) eliminate exemption { ) discussion of both changes
( ) change percentage of exemption ( ) don't remember
Issues in board discussions:
(13b) How likely is it that your board will, in the near future, eliminate or change the 485-b
. exemption?
{ )} very likely { ) not at all likely
{ ) somewhat likely ( )} uncertain/don't know
( ) not too likely
14. In your municipality are there pregently any business firms with 485-b exemptions?
L]
() yes {) no ( ) uncertain/don‘t know ( ) not applicable
IF YES: (l4a) In your opinion, how significant was the availability of 485~b. exemptions .aa an.
incentive to these firms to make property improvements?
{ ) very significant () not at all significant
{ ) somewhat gignificant ( } uncertain/don't know
( ) not too significant
(14b) In your opinion, has the granting of 485-b exemptions benefited your municipality?
() yes ' () no { )} uncertain/don‘t know
IF YES: (l4¢) In which ways?
{ ) by creating new jobs. o { ) in other ways (please list)
( ) by keeping businesses from moving out
{ } by encouraging businesses to move in
{ ) by aiding in community renewal
15. Would you like to see the state law goﬁerning 485~b exemptions changed in any way?
{) yes {) no { } uncertain/don't know
IF_YES: (15a) What are some of the changes you think should be made in the 485-b law?
16. The State Board of Equalization and Assessment has proposed a number of changes in the 485-b law,

One propcsal
is that public utilities be excluded. from eligibility for 485+b exemptions, The intent of the law is to stimu-

late business expansion, and SBEA believes that the law does not apply to utilities, whose expansion is regu=-
lated by state government. What is your reaction? Do you support or oppose excluding public utilities? o

( ) strongly support ( ) moderately oprcse
( ) moderately support . ()} strongly oppose
( ) neither support nor oppose { ) uncertain/den't know




17. The Btate Board has also proposed that the following establishments be excluded from eligibility for 485-b
exemptions: services, retailing, farming, and hotels or motels. Do you support or oppose such a proposal?

{ ) strongly support { ) moderately oppose

( ) moderately support ( ) strongly oppose

( ) neither support nor oppose ( ) uncertain/don't know
( ) support exclusion of only some establishments (specify)

18. To simplify the administration of the 485-b program for local assessors, the State Board has proposed that the

10-year decreasing partial exemption be replaced with a flat 100% exemption for two or three years (at an
estimated equivalent total dollar amount). Do you support or oppose such a proposal? :

{ ) strongly support ( )} moderately oppose
{ ) moderately support . { )} strongly oppose
{ ) neither support nor oppose ( ) uncertain/don‘'t know

19. In your opinion, would any of the above changes (Question 15 - 19) influence your governing board’s decision to
stay in or opt out of the 485-b program?

{ ) public utilities exclusion - ( ) opt in ( ) opt out ( } no difference
( ) service, retail, farming,

hotel or motel exclusion =~ () opt in { ) opt out { ) no difference
% ; flat 100% exemption - () opt in { ) opt out { ) no difference

other changes (specify)

.20. How much, if any, do you think changing to a flat 100% exemption for two or three years {(Question 18) would
‘ simplify your job as an assessor?

-

| ( } greatly simplify { ) make it somewhat more difficult { } not applicable
( ) somewhat simplify { ) make it considerably more difficult
l { ) little or no change { ) uncertain/don’'t know

| 21. Have you ever received and proceassed any 485-b exemption applications?

| {) yes () no { ) don't remember

" IF YES: About how many applications have you processed?

! 22. Some assessors have complained that the wording of the 485-b law is vague and makes them feel somewhat uncertain
| about how to calculate the value of the exemption. How do you or would you feel about calculating the 485~b

exemption?
[ .{ ) very uncertain ( ) reasonably certain
; { ) somewhat uncertain ( ) very certain

{ ) don't know

i #3. How do you calculate the valus of the 485-b exemption after the first year? Do you take the cogt of the build-

i ing or structure in the first year and apply the declining percentage exemption to that figure, or do you
recalculate the changing value of the building or structure and then apply the declining exemption percentage,
or do you calculate the exemption in some other way?

( )} apply declining exemption percentage to ( } Use another method (please specily)
unchanging first-year cost

{ ) apply dsclining exemption percentage to
changing value of building or structure

| { ) not applicable

| 24. How do you handle partial completions of property improvement projects where different parts of the project are
! completed in different years?

X If there are any comments Or suggestions regarding 485-b exemptions you would like to make about which we have not
asked a question, please feel free to make note of that in this space.
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STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION AND ASSESSMENT

Survey of Local Government Officials on
485-d of the Resal Property Tax law
(Business Investment Exemption)

Several business property tax exemption programs prasently exist which are designed to stimulate business invest-
went in New York Stats. There has besn a growing interest on the part of state and local officials as well as on
the part of the business community in these programs. One such program is 48%-b of the Real Property Tax Law.
That law allows local jurisdicticns the option of granting businesses a decreasing l0-year partial exemption from
Property taxes on new construction and other property improvements which excred $10,000 in cost.

At present, little is known about how the {8S«b program is actually working in local communities and even less is
known about local reactions to this and other business exemption programs. Given the importance of such orograms
and their impsct on local communities; the State Board of Zgualization and Assessment {s conducting a survey of
businessmen and local officials. _We would like to know your community's experience with and reactions to the 43S-b
program. Your answers, while strictly confidencial (cnly surwmaries of this survey will be released), will play a
central role in any legislative proposals developed by the State Board. '

1. Title of your 2. County 3. City/Towm 4, Villags
Position

8. School District 6. Years in 0ffice

7. There are a wide varisty of property tax exesption programs. . Some people are in general opposed &5 sucn sxempe
tions while others believe i: depends on the particular exemption. Do you have a general reaction %0 such proe
grams?  For example, would you say vou are:

{ ) generally in favor . () gunerally opposed
{ ) depends on the particular axempetion { ) don't know/uncertain
(in favor of some, opposed to others) :

3. what about your school board as a whole? Does It seem

to have ; ' '..
or BOt?  ATY membera. a ceneral cositicon on moat avemntinn pregrans
() geneczally in favor ()} generally cpposed
{ )} depends on the pearsicular exemption () doen't know/uncertain

9. Bow how about business propesty tax exemptions in general? Arfe you generally in faveor of such exempeions or
noe?

( ' genarally in favor { ) generally opposed
{ ) depends on the particular exsmpeion () don't know/uncartain

14. whag about your school board? Are its nembers generally in faver of bdusiness orooersy tax axponricns or
aot? ’

{ ) generally in favor . ( } generally cpposed
{ ) depends on the parcticular exemption { ) don't xnow/uncartain

Now ve would like %D ask you some specific gquestions abogt 48S-b. As you may know, 4385<b allows a partial exemp-
tion from taxas on rsal property used for commercial, business, or indusetrial purposes. The axemption period is -
for 10 years. The 3aximum exempticn allowed in the first year i{s SOV of the increase in the 2ssessed value due

tn construc=ica, alteration, or improvement of the proversty. In each of the succeeding nine years the amoune of
the exemption decraases Dy 53. Llocal taxing jurisdictions, which include counties, cities, towns, villages, and
school districss, may ceducs the percentage of the sxemption or el‘=inaece it completeiy by cassing local laws or
resolutions.

1l. n zeneral, how famil:ar would vmu say sou are wizll the $85-h ' 'winess crararty rax examption?
{ very familiarz not = all familiar

) i)
i) somnwhae familiac () uaesetalnsdnn’'s <now
+ Y age =00 famiuliar
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12. Has your school boara passed a vesolution eliminating the 485-h business oroperzy tax exemption?
()} ves () no { ) uncer=ain/don’'t know
IF YES: (12a) Briefly, what were the reasons tor this decision?
13. 1f your school district allows 435-b exemptions, has zhe school board discussed the possibility of passing
a resolution which would either disallow 485=b exemptions or change the amount (percentage) of the exemption?
{) vyes {) no { } uncsreain/don't know { )} not applicable
TP YES: (l13a) Did the discussions center on eliminating the 485-b exsmption altogecher, on chanq'ing the per-
centage of the exemption, or both? Briefly, why was {is) there a desire to eliminate or shange
che exemption?
{ ) eliminate exemption () discussion of voth changes
{ ) change percentage of axemption () don't remember
Issues in board discussions:
(13b) How likely is it that your board will, in the near future, eliminate or change the 485-b
exenption?
() very likely . () not at all likely
{ ) socmewhat likely { ) uncertain/don‘t “now
{ ) not tma likely
14, In your school diserict are there prasently any business firms with 485-b exemptions?
’ 3 ,
{ ) yes () no ( } uncertain/don't know ( ) not applicsble
Ir ves: (l4a) In your opinion, how significant was the availability of 48S-b exemptions as an
incsncive to these firms to make property improvements?
() very significant {) not at all significant
( ) somewhat significant { ) uncertain/don't know
{) net too significant
(14b) In your opinion, has the granting of 485-b exemptiona berefited your school diseries?
() yes () no { )} unecertain/don’'t know
o vES: (l4c) In which ways?
{ ) by creating new jobs () in other ways (please list)
{ ) by xseping businesses from moving out ’
{ } by encouraging businesses to move ia
{ ) by aiding in community rsnewal
15. would you like £o see the state lav governing 485=b exemptions changed in any way?
() yes {) no { } unesztain/don't know
1r vES: (15a) What are some of the changes you thiak should be made in the 435-b law?
16. The State Board cf fgualisation and Assessment has proposed i aumber nf changes in zhe 135-3 law. ~ne prervesal

is =hat public aeilities be exciuded Irecm eligibilisy o=z 185-b exemotions., The Lntens of the law is 9 seimu=
late business expansion, and S3EA believes zhat she law does not apply =0 utilities! whose gxpangze'nv-.s Tequ-~
lated DY state government. what .s your Isaction? To you suppor: Or oprose exclading public ucilitlies?

() sesongly suppors { )} moderacely srrese
{ ) moderately support ( } scTongly oppose
{ ) neither support n0r OPpose ( ) anee=ctain/don’t know
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17. Whac aoouc your poara? DO jod Lhsnk WOSE boavd members would Le in favor o =xcluuing dtilicies or nor?

() strongly supporet { ) moderataly ovpose
() moderstels suppers () seronaly aponse
{ ) neither sumport nor 2ppose { ) uncertain/don’'t know

18, The Stata Board has also proposed that the following establishments be excluded from eligibility for 48S5-b
sxemptions: secvices, retailing, farming, and hotels or motels. 0O you SuppoTt Or oppose such a proposal?

{ ) strongly support { ) moderately cppose

( ) moderately support { ) strongly oppose

{ )} neither support notr oppose ( ) uncertain/don’t know
{ ) support exclusion of only some establishments (specify)

at about your board? Do you think most board members would be in favor of excluding service, ratail, farming,

19. uh

hotel and motel astablishments or not?

{ )} strongly support () moderately opocse

{ ) moderately support { ) strongly oppose

{ ) neither support nor oppose o U) unge_t@in/don't know
{ ) support exclusion of only some establishments {specify)

20, 7To simplify the administration of the 485=b program for local assessors, the State Soard has proposed that thn
10-year decreasing partial exemption be replaced with a flat 100% exemption for two or three years (at an
sstimated equivalent total dollar amount). Do you support or oppose such a proposal?

{ ) strongly support { ) modezately oppose
() derately -1--3 2 ( ) strongly oppose
{ )} neither supgnv: nor opposas { } uncertain/den’'t know

2l. What about your board? 0o you think most board members would be in favor of ch i * i
100% two- or threee-year exemption or noe? chanaing rhe axemptiom to a flac
() strongly suppert ) () moderately covose
() ooderately support () strongly oppose
{ ) neither support nor oppose () uncertzin/don't know

22, e

In your opinion, would any of the above changes (Queation L5 - 21) influence your szhcol doara's decision €0
stay in or opt out of the 43%-b program?

() public utilizies exclusion - ( ) opt in { ) opt cue { ) no difference
() service, retail, farming, .

hotsl or motel exclusion =« (') opt in { ) opt ont {) ao differsnce
E ; flat 100t exemocion - () ept in { ) opt oug { )} no differance

other changes (specify)

If cherse aze any ts or suggestions regarding 485-b exemptions you would like to make about which we Have not
asked a question, piease feel free to make note of that in this spacs.
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New York State Board of Equalization and Assessment

Office of Program Analysis & Development
Empire State Plaza '
Albany, New York 12223

SURVEY OF BUSINESS AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT OFFICIALS ON
485-B OF THE REAL PROPERTY TAX LAW
(BUSINESS INVESTMENT EXEMPTION)

Several business property tax exemption programs presently exist which are
designed to stimulate business investment in New York State. There has
been a growing interest on the part of state and local officials as well
as on the part of the business community in these programs. One such pro-
gram is 485-b of the Real Property Tax Law. That law allows local juris-
dictions the option of granting businesses a decreasing l0-year partial
exemption from property taxes on new construction and other property im=-
provements which exceed $10,000 in cost.

At present, little is known about how the 485-b program is actually work-
ing in local communities and even less is known about local reactions to
this and other business exemption programs. Given the importance of such
programs and their impact on local communities, the State Board of Equal-
ization and Assessment is conducting a survey of businessmen and local
officials. We would like to know the business community's experience with
and reactions to the 485-b program as well as to a recent Equalization and
Assessment legislative proposal. Your answers, while strictly confidential
gonly summaries of this survey will be released), will play a central role
in the final legislative proposals developed by the State Board.

1. Name, address of business: 2. Approximate number
of years at present
location:

3. Name of owner or owners of Address: .

property if different from
above: ‘
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4. Type of business:

( ) manufacturing ( } contract construction
( ) retail trade ( ) other (please specify)
( ) wholesale trade

( ) public utility

5. Approximate number of employees at above location:

() 1 =19 () 20 -99 - () 100 - 249 () 250 or more

6. At its present'location, has your business constructed any buildings,
' made any additions, or made other property improvements within the past
three years?
() yes : () ho ( ) uncertain/don't know
IF YES: (6a) what types of improvements have been made?
{ ) new construction or installation

() expansion of existing structures or installations

() alteration - without expansion - of existing
structures or installations

() other (please specify)

(6b) Has the number of employees of your business increased
since these improvements were made?

() yes () no ~ () uncertain/don't know

(6c) Has your business been granted a 485-b property tax
exemption for any of these improvements? .

() yes - () no { ) uncertain/don't know

IF YES: SKIP TO QUESTION 8
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3
7. If your business does not have a 485-b exemption, has your business
ever applied for such an exemption?
() yes ' () no ( ) uncertain/don't know

IF YES: (7a) why wasn't an exemption. granted?

() improvement projects did not meet legal
requirements for exemption

() other reason (please specify)

IF NO: (7b) Why wasn't an exemption applied for?

( ) improvement projects did not meet legal
requirements for exemption '

() management didn't know about availability
of 485-b exemption

( ) management considered having exemption not
worthwhile because it is too difficult to administer

( ) dollar value of exemption was too small to be.worth
application effort

( ) other reason (please specify)

8. The State Board of Equalization and Assessment has proposed a number of
changes in the 485-b law. One proposal is desighed to simplify the
administration of the 485-b program for local assessors by replacing the
current l0-year decreasing partial exemption with a flat 100% exemption
for two or three years (at an estimated equivalent total dollar amount).

Would your business support or oppose such a proposal?

{ ) strongly support .
( ) moderately support
{ ) neither support nor oppose

moderately oppose
strongly oppose
uncertain/don't know

—~
N et

9. Please explain why your business would support or cppose this proposal?
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10. If your business has z 485-b exemption:
(10a) Is management having administrative difficulties with the

exemption?
() yes () no ( ) uncertain/don't know

IF YES: What is the chief administrative problem?

(10b) Has management had any problems in dealing with the local
assessor in administering the exemption? _
( ) uncertain/don’'t know

() yes () no

IF YES: Please explain

(10c) How much of an incentive was the availability of 485-b exemptions
to your business's decision to make property improvements?

( ) no incentive

( ) major incentive
{ ) uncertain/don't know

{ ) minor incentive

Does your business plan to make any building or other property improve-

11.
ments within the next 10 years?

{ ) uncertain/don't know

() yes () no
IF YES: (lla) Does management intend to apply for 485-b exemption
for these improvements?

* () uncertain/don't know

() yes () no

If there are any comments or suggestions regarding 485-b exemptions you would
like to make about which we have not asked a question, please feel free to

make note of that in this space.
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Now we would like to ask you a few general questiqns on your opinign of
business conditions in New York State and on the importance of various
factors that may influence business location decisions.

12. How would you rate the business climate in New York State?

highly favorable ( ) unfavorable

favorable , ( ) highly unfavorable
neither favorable nor unfavorable { ) uncertain/don't know

13. Do you think that the business climate in New York State has become
better or worse during the past five years?

( ) much better { ) worse
( ) better ( ) much worse
( ) neither better nor worse ( ) uncertain/don't know

- 14. How would you rate the business climate in your local area?

( ) highly favorable ' ( ) unfavorable

( ) favorable ( } highly unfavorable
( ) neither favorable nor unfavorable ( ) uncertain/don't know

15. Do you think that the business climate in your local area has become
better or worse during the past five years?

( ) much better wcrse

()
( ) better ( ) much worse _
() neither better nor worse - () uncertain/don't know

16. In the last year, has your business seriously considered

moving out of New York State

moving out of your local area
expanding operations where you are
reducing operations where you are
selling rather than go out of business
going out of business

none of the above

P R R R W an W W S
Nt e N Nt Nt N Sl
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17. Which conditions in your local area are important to ycur business in

either encouraging or discouraging it to stay or expand there? Using
the following list, please indicate whether the condi@ion is strongl

encouraging, encouraging, discouraging, or strongly dlscourgglgg to -

your business. Please base your answers on your present experience,

not on what you would like to see occur.

Strongly Strongly Does
encour- Encour- Unim- Discour~ discour- not
aging aging portant aging aging apply
LABOR .
Availability of workers () () () () () {) (a)
Zxistence of labor unions ( ) {) () () () ) (b)
Cost at present locatiéon = ( ) ) () () () () (e}
TINANCING
Availability {} () () {) {) () ()
Cost () () () () () () (e)
TAXES _
Local property taxes ) () ) () () ) (£)
Availability of property
tax exemptions E ) } () (g}

o~~~
~—
ot

(
) () () (h)

) () (i)
(3}

Business income taxes

Availability of business
income tax credits

Personal income taxes

QUALITY OF LIFE IN AREA

Adequacy of publie
services (i.e. trash
collection, fire - .
protection) () () () () () () (k)

Adecquacy of public
facilities (i.e. roads,
severs, transportation)

Attitude of government
toward business

Quality of schools for
employees' children

Personal ties to local
neighborheod

Crime level

Cultural attractions

OTHER FACTORS
Markat demand for your
product or service
Availability of land
Cost of land
Cost of anergy
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