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CCM is Connecticut’s statewide association of towns and cities and the voice of local governments - your
partners in goveming Connecticut. Our members represent over 93% of Connecticut’s population. We
appreciate this opportunity to testify before you on issues of concern to towns and cities.

CCM supports H. B. No. 6558, “An Act Concerning The Imposition Of Sexvice Fees By
Municipalities”.

“This bill would allow municipalities to assess fees for services (police, fire, trash) prowded to certain
property—tax—exempt non-profits.

When considering this bill it is important to keep in mind that it is an option — many municipalities eligible
for it may well opt not to exercise it. But it would be another tool that communities could use to help relieve
residential and business property taxpayers, from subsidizing property-tax-exempt institutions. Many of our
poorest cities have the highest concentration of such entities and sever as regional hubs for such services.

It would be a tool the State could provide that would help compensate for (i) mandated property tax
exemptions and (ii) programs that provide payments-in-lieu-of-taxes (PILOT reimbursements) that in recent
years simply have not kept up with the need.

Property Tax Exemptions: A Major Impact On L.ocal Budg'ets

Over 65 types of property are exémpt from local taxation in Connecticut because of state actions. These
state-mandated exemptions shift a greater share of the property tax burden to local homeowners and
busmesses

State mandated property tax exemptions totaled about $41 billion in FY 2004-05 — about 13% of the
- total value of grand lists, statewide (most recent data available).

The State has programs that partially reimburse municipalities for lost property tax revenue. While
appreciated, they compensate municipalities for only a fraction of the revenue that towns and cities lose to
state-mandated property tax exemptions. This is because (1) PILOTs are made for only a few of the many
types of tax-exempt property, and (2) existing PILOT programs are not fully funded (except for state
prisons, which are supposed to be reimbursed at 100%, and certain types of manufacturing equipment, see
below).



In recent yeﬂrs funding for these programs has not kept pace with the growing level of mandated
exemptions. Moreover, when overall PILOT funding remains flat, and the assessed value of the exernptmns
grows, then the rate at which municipalities are being reimbursed declines.

The tax loss to municipalities that results from inadequate funding of the PILOTSs for the real estate
property owned by private colleges, hospitals, the State and personal property associated with those -
institutions, and certain other underfunded PIL.OTs, is at least $437 million in FY 2008-09. [This
figure does not include an estimated revenue loss of over $450 million from property owned by religious
and charitable institutions, federal and local governments, and other non-profit institutions.]

Distressed municipalities — those with the heaviest service burdens and the weakest tax bases -~ have
among the highest concentrations of tax-exempt property. The cities of Bridgeport, Hartford and New
Haven alone account for 44% of the value of all exempt private colleges and hospitals in the state.

PILOT Grants Aren’t Keeping Up

Unfortunately, PILOT grants have not kept pace with the statewide need: Reimbursement rates for private
colleges and hospitals, presently at $122 million, provided municipalities for 73% of the property tax loss in
FY 01-02. This year, reimbursement is just 58%, and the proposed biennial budget would provide
reimbursement of just 54% next year -- PILOTSs are simply nowhere near the statutory goal of 77%.

Summary

It is no secret that towns and cities across the state are facing property tax hikes, service cuts and employee

~ lay-offs. With the possibility of even further cuts in municipal aid, local governments need tools and
options that would allow them to make up for the losses in revenue caused by state mandated tax
exemptions.

~ HB 6558 would not be a panacea, nor would it be a policy that would work for every community. Butitis a
- tool that should be available as local governments and their citizens seek to find the appropriate revenue
balance for their towns and cities.

We urge you to favorably report this bill,
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For more information, please contact Gian-Carl Casa, Bob Labanara or Jim Finley
{geasa@cem-ct.org, rlabanara@com-ct.org jfinley@cem-ct.org) or by phone (203) 498-3000.
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Attachment: Percentage of Property By Town That Is Exempt From Property Taxes Per State Mandate



PERCENTAGE OF PROPERTY BY TOWN THAT IS EXEMPT
FROM PROPERTY TAXES PER STATE MANDATE

Mansfield .....occivinnneen 58%
- New Haven.....cceveviens 47%
Hartford ...ococcovvrninnns vk 4%
Windsor Locks......ovuun.n, 41%
Windham ......ovvernenneenn 37%
Bridgeporto . 35%

New London ..................330/0
Waterbury ..ovvvecoiraerennnn. 32%

New Britain....in 32%
PLESEOTL coeereersernmrerarnnnnen28%
Middletown .c.ccovvveviieens 26%
Suffield ...oveeveereerirreesan 24%
Canaan ..o 23%
East Granby..cvvrceeennn21%
GrobtON . e onreessrennsens 21%

Farmington....onmwene.n21%
NOIWICH +ereevrererrssorrrrerens 20%

SOMIEES .ovvrrninriareribisaanienss 19%
Dby .vinrerirevrnersinrinns 19%
Putnam... 19%
Killingly ...... 18%
Kent .o i, 18%
Pomfret. . rreimnmnne: v 17%
Deep River ..coiciinens 17%
North Canaan.........s 16%
VEIROMN cevevisiscrensenseseronns 16%
West Hartford ......oounne 16%
Stamford....oenmiini, 15%
Westport.immsismiin. 15%
Montville.uimiivin. 15%
East Hartford........ccouvven. 15%
Hartland ..o 14%

Metiden eninaiinione 14%
Litchfield .niensrernr 1%
Danbury c.ereerernenne 13%

Rocky Hill .o.vooviiinninine 13%
Salisbury ...oevvererieienenn 13%
Griswold...coininsnnnen 13%
Winchester ..o 13%
Ledyard ooveoereeinienrisinn. 12%

Cheshire ...covevvnviniennnnn 12%
West Haven ...ooveveinnnnnn 12%

AnSonia i 12%
East Haven....oene e 12%
NEWINELOM «veveerersevensess 12%
Wallingford ......oeiirnene 12%
Monroe....cureerverieseesnnn 12%
HamdeN....ooveeenmesnsisonns 12%
Manchester....ovimenen 11%
Ashford ..oiecnrinnee e 11%
South Windsor.............. 11%
Chaplin....cccormmmcrmmn. 11%
East Lyme..vevrrieneinnnnn 11%
Norfolk ... 11%
Enfield v 11%
s 11%
Washingtoft......ivunenns 11%
Bristol .ceuvsrnmsnnsinserssnens 11%
Eastford ..uvmeesiesinsinns 10%
Milford ...ccovnnens 10%
Scotland...cvininerennes 10%
Beacon Falls...ccvevvinrennes 10%
Bloomfield.....ccorrireivinns 10%
(9711143 + AU 10%

NEWTOWTL oo ieensnsnyens 10%
TOYEINELON errrrernrarrsesensie 10%
Thomaston .....covniivenns 10%
Stafford.....c.cosnmirnneannnnn 10%
Woodstock i 10%

Plainville...ccoovonereinnnen 10%
Fairfield ...oooeeinveenrveneeren. 10%

Bridgewater..virriaennnne 9%
Haddam...ooeeivreenrereonees 9%
Redding....covivvinisririninnns 9%
Sharom .oveevmvessrssessesens 9%
North Branford.....cc. 9%
Woodbridge ..oimeenens 9%
LiShOn .ovrrerereressrerernssenssnes 9%
Brooklyn .., 9%
Tolland.....ccorareemeiien 9%
Colchester. v 9%
WINASOT . cvecrerrrenirsanrerisons 9%
East WIndsor ..., 9%
Waterford .covivnvreniinninns 9%
SPYAgUE cevvervrnrinrmrmsnsisnennns 250
Madison .o 8%
VOIUREOWT Lo reavcvesemsesssenes 8%
Cromwell...iercnene 8%
Cornwall.ccmneininerns 8%
WRITERL vrvrersrrresssssisnariraens 8%
Stonington ....................... 8%

Norwalk....veeosrireinmrene 8%

COlUIMbIRcvvveeereeeressrsnssons 8%
Plainfield .....cocoevrvernsinrerans 8%
East Hampton .......vveeses 8%

Hamplon ..o 8%



New Milford........ooeees i 8%
Lebanon. ... 8%
Colebrook .ovneveeenreenennn.8%

ROXDUIY woviirimninsisnesmsinrans 8%
Middlebury.....cvivceeanren. 8%
Middlefield ....coivierrraranns 7%
Stratford .o 7%
WIKOIT v 7%
Greenwich . virvionr, 7%

Branford .cccvvrveinirninnn. 7%
Ridgefield......covrvcrvernnns 7%
AVOT i 7%
Plymouth.....ooereiririninnre 7%
Hebromn vnneisrinnnns 7%
New Canaan .o, 7%

Thompson «.eeeereerennnc /%0

North Haven .....cccveeenee 7%
Portland....coiirveeccnens 7%
Franklin ....ccovennns L
Bozrah......connniennee JRR 14
SEYMOUL . rcrrrenirerrierianrens 7%
Wethersfield ....oneriririenns 7%
Trumbull......... resienenresaenns 7%
|57 ¢ LSRN 7%
Southington ......ccereenee T %

Bethaﬁy .......................... J%
Oxford .. -
Watertown ..ooovcviisrinnn 6%
Southbury...veevveeerinnnens 6%

Canton ...c.veevrvenveevrennennns. 690

Glastonbury .oovevvveeenenn . 6%

Naugatuek oooicvecrnnrecienenns 6%
Granby......' ........... rrereras 6%
Westbrook .covniineineienin 6%
Darien v 6%
Salem cccrirerceresrrneneserenens 6%
Wolcott.......... ORI 6%
Bast Haddam ...oooeereninnins 6%
OTIange. ..o veerrerecreesnresaosrens 6%

New Hartford...oorviiennn 6%
Killingworth ........ccocccerrre. 8%

ClHNton e nerss e 6%
Bolon ....vveenisrerrnecnnes 6%
North Stonington ... 6%
Easton cuvuruesrmrmanissssnn 6%
ADAOVET vovvvrivvcremresensons 6%
Elngton..oovereeereninn veree 3%
Shelton .....visisnciinnn. 5%
Old Saybrook........c..eeeemes 5%
Harwinton ..o 5%

Bethlehem ....cccconecvrencennn
MOTTIS . cierereeccrreriieereressens
KTATA1357eT: o) « WONORRIN
Marlborough .....ccocciveens
Brookfield......ccocrerrennne

Sterling oo vvvernvrenierneisenens

Source: Connecticut Office of Policy and Management. Figures are for FY 2005, latest data available.

Bethel.oviiininnnn. 5%
Old Lyme..cecvcieriiiniinn 5%
Chester v 5%
Berlin .o 5%
Burlington .....ccceenrennenes 5%
" New Fairfield........oieein 4%
Barkhamsted ....coceeniirnnns 4%
Canterbury ........... nvrrerenes 4%
Durhammt ..., 4% .
COventry....eearvensreeerern 3%
Goshen ....covvcinenien L}
Guilford.....cocecnmarierernnns 4%
TWVESTON it mreeirniinnes 4%
WOoodBULY..coererrrerresress A%
Prospect....... rtestssnimriaans 4%
237 QR 3%
SHEIMAN v veveeneressenveens 2%



