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LAND TAXES IN TUG HILL
FINDINGS AND RBCOMMBNDATIONS

In T979» the Tug Hill Gomnission Initiated a program to examine several
concerns over land sales and land taxation In.this very rural part of New York.
Those concerns included 1) the effects of full value reassessment, 2) the Influence
of nonresident land purchases on land prices and assessments, 3) the aoproprlateness
of market value assessments for farm and forest lands, 4) tiie overall burden of
the property tax on Tug Hill communities and residents, and 5) the relation between
the property tax and public services to landowners.

The Property Tax and Public Services

The property tax supplies 40 percent of town revenues and one fourth of
county revenues, on the average. One quarter of the average property tax goes
to the town, one quarter to the county and one half to schools. Most town'
revenues go toward highways. About one half of county taxes, or up to 20 ,
percent of an individual's total property taxes, goes toward economic assistance
programs. One means towards Increasing the equity of the property tax Is to reduce
Its overall size and to Increase its relation to the property-related services
by shifting economic assistance costs to the state level, to be covered by the
income tax or other state level-taxes* ,

Full Value and Tax Shifts /

Achieving fairness in the property tax will require going to the full yalue
standards as mandated through the Hellerstein, decision. Effects of going to
the full value standard In Tug Hill towns are not predictable. The potential
for shifts, however, suggests that classified assessments that Can be adapted
to local Impacts, within state'-set guidelines, would be most advantageous.

^Property Tax Administration

-The December 31, 1980 deadline for completing full value Is unrealistic.
The deadline should be moved back to allow communities to continue reassessment
work In good faith, but viith effective assessor Involvement and citizen education.
Cguntywide full value reassessment seems to be the best approach, and the best means
for assessor involvement.

Farm and Forest Taxes . ' ; .

Farm, forest and "vacant" lands tend to be underassessed in Tug HtTl towns,
:but this is not true In all towns. Full value reassessment will probably tend to
Lshift taxes to these lands-, and increase the use of farm and forest prooerty
Vxemption programs. Existing farm land exemptions have had significant Impacts ^
p only a few Tug Hill twns. Existing forest land exemptions have not been used

all.
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A new method of calcu.latinq farm values will probably tend to Increase
farm exemptions beyond the effect of full, value reassessment. If shifts^become ^
large, consideration' of a'state reimbursement mechanism may be in order.

Forest land tax exemptions need to be thoroughly reexamined as have been
farm land tax exemptions. ;: Harket value assessment of forest lands appears to
run counter to the benefits supplied by the forest and the forest products
industry, and the productive capacity of the land. A system of setting forest
land values on a regional basis as a means of establishing forest land exemptions
in line with the capacity!of the land is in order. State reimbursement should
be provided for declines in revenues attributable to these tax reductions. ^

Land Market Trends • - ! .

Interest in Tug HilTilands as sn investment for nonresidents, and as a
source of fuelwood, appears to be increasing.: Through 1978, however, nonresident
purchases were decliningsiland the purchase prices v/ere equivalent to those paid by
residents. I . ,

.  '1

Subdivision of wocdiots is likely to continue and marginal farmlands will
probably continue to be abaRdcnGd and revert to forest cover. There is an increase
in disposal of. recreation-il Isnds due to high holding costs.

.  . ■ • ■ ■■ • RECOHMEMDATIGKS ■ ' . '

With these findings in iTrl.-iu. the cjMhssion makes the-following recommendations.

1. Work toward assessmants bc^ed on full value as defined in the
HeTlerstelr. dsdstori should continue, with the deadline on re
valuation extended to liecerfiber .31, 1983, or a date suitable to .

:  ̂ allow effective local assessor Involvement and citizen education.
'  " I ' ? ■ '

,2. The transition to full value sssessments should be as equitable
as possible; especially with regard to homeowners, farmers, and
forest owners. Differing tax rates or assessment ratios for a

. limited number of classes uf property, locally established with
in a range established by the state, appears to be the best means
of avoiding undesirable tax shifts. Appropriate changes in
section 306iof the leal Property Tax Law should be carried out
in the next; legislative session. - '

3. The property tax ought to bear some relation to services provided to
the landowner. Basing property: taxes directly on the cost of public
services provided is hot the best approach, however. A step in the
right direction would be assuraotton Qf the "cost-of economic
assistance programs such as welfare, through state or federal taxes.
These important services have Tittle relation to property or the
ownership of property.

4. Forest land valuation taxation needs a thorough reexaminatipn
along tha Thies of tfe prodyetlvity, and'income capitalization
approach for fams tixamjicd In 1379 by the Temporary State Commi!
on the RadT rrepe'^-ty Tax/ Peaibnally set forest land values-shoj
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be developed to adapt the values of local conditions. Ugislatlon
directing.development of a new forest land valuation technique should

r  bo considered In the 1981 legislative session.

5. Forest tax legislation should provide for calculation of forest land
values through a regional group with local and state represeritation.

6. Fostering forest management through property tax incentives provides
,  benefits heyond individual communities;" communities which often have
smalli und1versified tax bases. Those comnunlties shopld be reim
bursed, from general state revenues in proportion to the effective
lost assessed value. If any, resulting from forest property, tax
exemptions. . . , .
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THE PROPERTY TAX IS THE MOST IMPORTANT
REVENUE FOR TUG HILL TOWNS

, ■ THE URGEST SOURCE OF REVENUE FOR TOWNS

The real property tax is the largest single source of revenues, on the average,
for Tug H111 towns. Looking at all 39 Tug Hill study area towns, real property
taxes have accounted for nearly one-half of all revenues over the years 1974 to
1978. On an individual Tug Hill town basis, the property tax usually ranges from
one-third to two-thirds of all revenues, with few exceptions. " Federal and state
aid, along v/ith other local revenues (fees, redistributed sales taxes, etc.),
comprise the rest of town funds (see Table 1-1).

Table 1-1

Sources of Tug HIH Town Revenues, 1974-1978 (Percents)

' ; ■ ■ . ■- Federal
Aid

State
Aid .

, Local
Real Property
Tax as Portion
of All Revenue

1978 13 ■ ■ 68 44

1977 15 18 -  67 41

1976 - . 9  ■ 21 70 48

1975 ■ * ■ 9 21 70 ^ .  48 ^

1974 . 9 '■22 69 48

Source: State Comptroller, Special Report on Municipal Affairs. 1974 to 1977, and
lug HI I t calculations. ^ — •

The four Tug Hill counties rely on the property tax -or about one-quarter of
their revenues. The range of dependehcy on the property tax in 1977, ranged from
20 percent (in Jefferson County where a sales tax exists) to 40 percent. While
towns generate about two-thirds of their own revenue, counties generate about one

The proportion of state aid to towns and counties has dropped in recent years
Vfhile the federal share has grown. (See Table 1-2.) This is.especially true for*
counties, though Lewis has kept its share of state and federal revenues low while
continuing to rely on local sources.



Table 1-2

Sources Of Tugs Hill County Revenues, 1974-1977, (Percents)
I

Federal
Aid ' i;

State

Aid
1  Local,
V

Real Property
Tax as Portion
of All Revenue

1977 ■  ' 34 i 19 ■  - 47 ■ ; ^28

1974 .  , 32 - " ; 30 47 ■ 1 26

Source; State Cotnotrollerr. Special Report on Municipal Affairs, 1974 & 1977, and
Tug Hill calculations.

WHERE THE TAX DOLLAR GOES

Ah individuars .roal property tax bill is determined by the money'each taxing
district (town, school district, etc.) requires to,balance its-budget after it
accounts for all other sources of income, and the portion of the district's real
estate value the individual owns. On the average, about one-quarter of an individual
tax hi 1.1 or tax dollar goes to run town government. Another one-quarter helps run
county government, and one-half goes to cover school costs.
^  ̂ , ii . ; ■ • , . , - . : ;

1  These proportions vary according to the relative budgets of the town, the
county, the school district and other taxers. Table 1-3 shows the variation be
tween five towns in the-Tug Hill study area. :^ The percentages In Table 1-3 are
presented as inustrations only. For example, a relativeTy high share to schools
in Lorraine coUld mean a relatively high budget for the school district or a rel
atively low town budget, i ,

... Table ^'3 . . .
f  / '" u ' ' " ' ' ' ' " ; '

i; How Real Property Tax Dollar
jls Spertt in Five, Sample towns* : *
!' (Percent to;)

-<*

Town of

Lewis

Lorraine

Osceoia

Redfield

Vienna

Trown

22

26

24

17

29**

Tounty

28

42

12

46

Schools

*  All figures are for 1980 tax roll, except Vienna, which is 1978.
** Town and County tax listed together

Source; Tug Hill data derived from gounty offices of Tax,Director and Treasury



Schools generally are the greatest cost on a property owner's real property
Vienna an average taxpayer would be paying more to the county.

(Table 1-3 is based on a bill to a taxpayer living in the school district that
covers the largest portion of each town.)

Tug Hill town taxes are used primarily today for highway costs {see Table 1-4),
County taxes, however, cover a wide range of services, some of which bear little
relation to property ownership or property services. Economic assistance Is the
largest cost by far ii\ all Tug Hill counties except Lewis.

Table 1-4

1977 Major Expenditures for Five Tug Hill Towns
(In thousands of dollars)

■

Total
Economic
Assistance Health

t

Education
Public
Safety

Recreation
and Utilities

Adminis
tration

Lewis : 166 . 0.1 5 124 12

Lorraine 81 0.5 1 66 12

Osceola -n — 0.1 1 60 12

Redfield 155 0.1 1 — 3 126 24

Vienna 431 47.8 7 315.9 51 '

Source: State Comptroller, Special Repoyt on MunictPal Affairs. 1977.

assistance Includes "welfare" payments and expenditures for social
services administration. These costs have long been an issue for local governments,
in rising welfare costs led to spontaneous welfare revolts among upstate
counties. Many counties found themselves in a squeeze between those costs and
constitutional tax limits. The core of the problem was the,state mandate requirinq
counties to pay half the state cost of the welfare program.' , ^

Another objection raised in 1975 was use of the real property tax to finance
social services.



Table ,1-5

1977 Tug Hill County Major Expenditures
(in j;housands of dollars)

Economic

Transportation, General
Public Recreation Adminls-

Total Assistance Health Education Safety and Utilities
{%) {%) {%) {%)

def fersOT 36.508
(100)

20,536 :
(56);: :

1,876
(5) .

764
(2)

990

(3)
4,546
(12)

3,204
(8)

Lewis 12,776
(TOO)

4jT57
(33)!,

4.820
(38)

121

0)
392.

(3)
1,880
(15)

1.170

b)

OneIda 84,557
(100)

51.078
(60);;

6,429
(8)

1,995
(2)

2,392
(3)

9,498
(11)

7,707
(9)

Oswego 42,140
(100)

20,253
•  (48) ii' -

4,010
(10)

311'

(1): ,
2,055
(5):

7,524
-  (18)

■V ^

5,400
(13)

C

* Percentages by functionildo not add to 100% since some expenditures are not included
Source; State Comptrpl.ler, Special Report on'Municipal Affairs, 1977.

ij

SHOULD PROPERTY TAXES SUPPORT NON-PROPERTY SERVICES?

The oroperty tax is!considered "regressive". The rich and the,poor are taxed
alike when it comes to real property. Much of our tax system rests on an assumption
that individuals should be taxed according to their wealth. Land was once "fair
measure'of,wealth. Today it 1$ not. Especially in
bear little relation to an ability to pay. Most local revenues - property taxes,
fees and sales taxes - are regressive in this sense.

Another measure of the correctness of tax is its relation ..paid for by the tax. In this sense, the property tax fails again when
generates is applied to social service costs such as econom c assistance, or othernon-property related services such as health care or education. Thisfailure of the property tax becomes a significant problem when these social serucu
costs become a major part of property, tax blTls. The property tax seems to be a
Derennial voter issue, but it becomes most subject to attack when rates climb, as
a whole or for individuals. Community reassessment to full value can result in Inctax bills for property taxpayers on an individual basis. As reassessments occur^Tug Hill communities, tax shifts are likely to result in increased attacks on ti
property tax, aiid probably on the large portion of property 9°Lcial service costs, that bear little relation to the ownership of property.



A situation like this developed in California in the late 1960*s. Enforce
ment of statutory requirements that similar properties be similarly assessed led
to tax shifts to homeowners and spurred dislike for the property tax. In 1968,
the "Watson Initiative" (named for Phillip Watson, the county assessor of Los
Angeles, and listed on the ballot as "Proposition 9") called for two categories
of property tax revenue. Those two categories would be revenues going to "people
related services" (primarily education and welfare) and to "property-related
services" (for example, fire, police and general administration).

Under the Initiative, property-tax revenues for people-related
services were to decline annually by 20. percent of their 1969-1970
levels until, they were eliminated in 1973. Property tax revenues
for property-related services would be limited to 1 percent of a
property's current market value.^

The "Watson. Initiative" did not pass, it did not clearly provide fW
assumption of "people-related services" costs by the state. Predictions of dire
cuts in social programs caused voters to refuse the proposal. Provision for
alternative funding, through state taxes, or from the state budget surplus that
existed when Proposition 13 was passed in 1978, might have made the difference.

In fact, in 1972, a second Watson initiative (Proposition 14) appeared in
California. It had similar provisions except that it spelled out in detail what
revenue sources would finance people-related services to include a new school and
formula. This time, the proposal may have been too specific.

The wisdom of hindsight.suggests the proposition's failure was
due in large part to its own specificity. Its proposed increases in ,
alcohol and tobacco, taxes enraged the alcohol and tobacco industries
which became the chief financiers of the Anti-14 campaign. Similarly,
the explicit proposal to reduce and make uniform expenditures for
education unnerved many persons who felt education was still worthy
of support and that educational spending was best left at the local
level. Moreover, Proposition 14's specificity did not keep Watson's
critics (Including Governor Reagan) from charging that his calculations
were wrong arid that the proposition would leave the state with a large
revenue gap which could;^De made up only by substantial increases in
income and sales taxes.^

pespite these failures of strategy, the concept of shifting people-related
services from the real property tax to income-based taxes has the benefit of (1)
placing the tax burden for social programs more squarely on those able to pay, and
(2) generally relating the residual property tax to services received by property
owners. In its 1979 report, the Temporary State Commission on Real Property Tax
concludes:

Until such time as there is recognition by the federal government
of a greater responsibility in this area, the Conmission recommends
that the local share of the cost of social, services programs (including

. Medicaid, Aid to Families with Dependent Children, Home Relief, Foster
Care, Adoption Services, Planned Parenthood and Teenage Pregnancy Services



and the like) be assumed by the State. In addition to providing
significant real property tax relief for ail! property owners In the
State, this measure reinforces the principle that real property taxes
should be used primarily to finance those services whicn are directly >
beneficial to real property owners.

The Commission recommends that the full State assumption of local
government's share of social services costs be accomplished gradually
by the State over a phased period. It Is the consensus and the expect
ation of the Commission that the State assumption of such costs could
be financed wholly within the anticipated growth of tax collections
and/br the reduction of expenditures In the State's existing revenue
structure, without the need to Increase any existing statewide tax.

In addition to providing significant real property tax relief for
all property owners In the State,, this proposal Is also one of the most

,  effective methods available to alleviate a portion of the shift of tax
burden resulting from statewide revaluation, (See Chapters II and III
for a full discussion of assessment and revaluation Issues.) Finally, .
the proposal has popular support as many taxpayers believe that real
property taxes should not be used tp-fund social services programs,*

The Temporary Sta^b Commission on.the Real Property Tax goes on to state that
the Intent of their recpnmiendatlon Is tax relief, not provision of revenues for more
local spending. To accomplish this. It recommends that each municipality cut Its
tax by an amount at least equal to the Increase In revenue resulting from state
assumption of social service costs..

'  ' ' ' " - - . •

IMPLICATIONS OF SOCIAL SERVICE COST SHIFT TO STATE

Tables 1-4 and 1-5 suggest that shifting social service costs, to the state
level would have little bffect on town revenues, but might Increase county revenues
by one to two-thirds (33 to 60 percent as 1 listed In Economic Assistance column of
Table 1-5) If only the economic assistance portion of county, budgets were Included,
Adding health costs to the shift would mean a revenue Increase of about two-thirds
for each Tug Hill county (a range of 58 to 71 percent If Economic Assistance and
Health columns In Table 1-5 are added for each county). If we assume the county
taxes comprise about one-quarter of Individual tax bills (see Table 1-3), a two-
thirds .decrease In county taxes could mean an average decrease In Individual property
tax bills of about one-sixth to one-fifth (18 to 20 percent). This amount would be
made up by Increased state Income tax. If that were the alternative funding source.

Simply looking at major categories as listed,on Table 1-4 as an estimate of
people versus property-related services may hot be accurate. Any such designation
between services Is bound to be at .least somewhat arbitrary. One Independent
analysis of a Lewis County budget, listed In Table 1-6, shows that an estimate of
about two-thirds of a budget In people-related services Is a fair rule of thumb
even when finer distinctions are used. >

C
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Table 1-6

Separation of Lewis County General Budget Categories Into
General Adninistration, Services to Property, and Service to Persons.*

(1979 Adopted County Budget)

General I^d Appropriations i

General Govemnent Support
Education

Ptdalic Safety
D- Health

Econondc Assistance fi ̂ portunity

0

Culture fi Recrertion

Home £ Ccnsmunity Services
Undistributed

Es^loyee Benefits
Inter-fund Transfers

Bebt Service (Principle Interest)

Federal Enterprise Fund

Public Safety
Health

Culture-Recreation

Undistributed

County Road gund

Road'Machinery Fund

Total

Percent of Total

General

Adnini stration

$  800,787 ^

74,044
1,067,580

121,151

3,052

400,545

50,000

§2,517,159
16.92

Services to

Property

§  227,549

11,355
113,825

116,131

137,700

23,994

14,555,
314,000

1,040,490

383.230

§2,382,829
16.01

Services to
Persons

§  161,750
90,571

5,350,099
4,142,656

221,738

10,000

§9,976,814
67.06

Total

§  ,800,787
161,750
392,164

6,417,679
4,263,807

14,407
113,825

400,545

166,131

359,438

23,994

10,000

14,555

314,000

1,040,490

383,230

§14,876,802

0.99

<^tn general, the criteria for separating these funds is as followst General Adndnistratlo
inelndes general government activities, salaries, fringe benefits, operating and maintenance es

Services to-property are tliose activities directly beneficial to physical structures
while ssrvices to persons are activities benefiting individuals. Obviously, some separations

arguable but only public safety and debt service involve that division.



Education, arguably' a service somewtet inbre property-related than health .
and welfare, Is a very different Issue. Individual district budgets are not directly
the result of state mandates. In fact, referenda on school budgets are probably
the most direc't voter control of program and spending 1n our system of government.

While this degree of local control Is highly desirable, court decisions have
generally found education financing based prlmaHly on property taxes inequitable
in the educational opportunities available to students.

-  The complexity of alternatives for Improving the equity pf school financing,
and the importance of .local control of this largest component in most .tax bilIs,
gravitate against a recommendation that school financing be shifted to the state,
level at this time. \ .

V

^ 11 -
;  REFORM OF PROPERTY TAX AOHINISTRATIOM . ' ^ " ;

The amount of revenue that Is and can be derived from the property tax Is a
fundamental policy question. It hinges on decisions, about the size and cost of
government and on the amount qf debt government can Incur, Equity In collecting
that tax Is also a fundamental question, but one clearly grasped In law: "All real
property 1n each assessing unit shall be assessed at the full value thereof."®
Achieving thatvStandard,|;hovifsver,-requires that assessors have the time,"training,
skills and inforinatlon to do the job properly., - , .
,  , ' ■ ■ ■ i' ' ' ■ • " . ' ' ■■ ■ '

is acknowledged that the quality of assessing is varied, but.generally poor,
In New York.- Assessors do not have good Information on market values of property^
"and they often have little time to thoroughly review the rolls or to develop, skills
through training, Effqr,ts to Improve the, quality of assessing has become more
Important as New York coUrts have supported the full value standard, especially in
the Hellerstetn decision"of;1975.®

Article 15-A of the;,Real Property Tax (Chapter 957, Laws of 1970) established
standards and.training,requirements for assessors, but also provided a waiver for
towns which chose to retain elective assessors.' That legislation also required
creation of county real property tax service agencies to advise assessors, prepare
tax maps, and assist in the training of assessors.° '

A  new report from the State Division of Equalization and Assessment (SDEA)
concludes, however, that;this system of town assessors and county real property tax
offices Is not sufficient to assure fair assessment of property.^ The report recom^
mends transfer of the assessment function to the county level through constitutional
amendment, and cites Governor Carey's 1980 message to the state legislature.

Clearly, we must consider the elimination of constitutional and
statutory impediments to agreements among governments to consolidate,
to contract with each other for services, and to otherwlse cooperate.
Thus, I will work with you and representatives of local government.to
develop a long-term program of restructuring for the 1980's aimed .at
encouraging optional local governmeRt service delivery methods.

C



jn shifting to county assessing would be statutory
schSnf dfclSJrf? l8°"? to prepare county-wide assessment rolls for use by.school districts. Each of these recommendations appears to be a reasonable
step toward Improving local assessing. r^asonaDie

I  ' ' '

An additional step should be Improved opportunities for assessor tralnlnathrough county property tax offices.' Jefferson County plans ?"a"ompl!lsh this
fSi? SJin reassessment project that will involve assessors in the
of Jew training and to increase assessor acceptance

rS 1®* county-wide approach also should help to avoid unde-
fJh?f ?c m ^®li! individual comnunities going to full value
yet reJsleS '"aSd relative to communities not
statraid); resulting differentials in apportioning county taxes and

The SD^ further recommends an extention of the full value moratorium to 1983

line I'®" deadline dlctatolKlrth^ JeadliiSh tlllSssi? infoue^et*.'^"'"""^ cone,un1t1es to do a thorough Job
The report does not take a clear position on classified assessments but

appears to support h^estead exemptions as an alternative. While revaluation 1m
cSrrle™oSt l"?™ York

to ho tbo hie. LmE ?" for setting classified rates within a state-set range appears
aninrt fA f®*" addressing the adverse tax shifts that appear likely ingoing to full value* based on experiences in other rural parts of New York.
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NATIONAL AND REGIONAL LAND MARKET TRENDS

The past decade has brought great change In the use of rural land. Develop
ment has created greater demands for rural land. Some specific causes of this
increased demand are rising incomess decentralization of Industry, Increased
settlement of retired people In rural areas, expansion of state Institutions,
Increased recreational opportunities ad pursuits such as farming as a hobby and
second home development, the appeal of country living, and the use of rural
lands as short-term, high-yield Investments.' However, Business Week reports
that rising fuel costs and rapidly Increasing home mortgage Interest rates and .
restrictions may now be countering these trends.^

The balance between pressures that result In land sales and changed land
use, and pressures that discourage sales and change, vary from area to area.
Wealth, closeness to cities, productivity of the land, and overall population
trends are among factors' that may finally determine whether an area's land mar
ket is active or stagnant. '

We can do little better than guess what factors are affecting a particular
area's land market. National data 1s even limited as to the volume and type of
land sales occurring. This section reviews Information of national sales trends,
and contrasts It with the Tug Hill area. _

Over the past five years^ there has developed a general trend of rising sales,
sale of smaller-sized parcels, and higher prices throughout the nation.^ Business
Weeic (same article as before) reports that land-buyer Interest was at peak
Intensity In 1979. Fam, seasonal home, and other natural rural lands are pre-^
dieted to retain their 10 percent annual land value appreciation rates. After
tax net incomes! derived from rural land speculation expected to remain at 12
to 20 percent annually.^

Undoubtedly, much of the increased demand for rural lands Is due to a recent
trend In which Incorporated towns and villages of 2,500 persons or less (not
adjacent to Targe urban areas) appear to be increasing In population.5 tHTs ■
new growth Is diffused to low density, small towns and villages, and the surround
ing open lands. Many reasons account for this turnaround in growth trends,
including (1) the expansion and Improvement of our highways has allowed people
to live in more rural areas while retaining their jobs In larger urban places,
(2) a general migration of retired people to rural areas; and'(3) the perception
of Increasing numbers of people that rural life 1s of higher quality than urban
life.' - '

^  . ' > • - ^ , • ■ - '
From studying five rural areas throughout the nation, Healy and Short have

determined that the hate of rural land transfers has generally been Increasing
since the late 196d's.° In the late 1960's, there was a significant Increase
1n the transfer, rate, especially In 1969. Numbers of transfers In the five, rural
areas they examined reached a peark 1n 1972-1973 but were followed by a sharp decline
In 1974-1975. However,'all regions' transfers, except for New. England's, ap
peared to have recovered since this 1974-1975 law. The nationwide transfer
pattern for agricultural land and operating farms declined In the 1960's through
1970, rose In 1971-1973, and then declined again to the present. Healy and
,Short attribute these Hses in rural land market actltlty to speculative'de-
\nand, demand for land as an inflation hddge, demand associated with higher prices
Tor farm and forest products, demand for rural primary and recreational homesites,
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retirement demand, and demartd by foreign investors. ;

With this new demand, may come control of more rural lands by nonresidents.
Consequently, there can t>e some conflict in rural land values and over how the ,
land will be used in the: future. In Healy and Short's case studies, an increase
in nonresident rural land ownership was observed. In "West Windsor, Vermont,
and Plainfield, flew Hampshire study sites, in 1954 only nine percent of land- .
owners lived more than 30 miles away, by 1976, some 23 percent did (the vast
majority out-of-state); ' In Tyler County, Texas, 31 ,percent of the landoi^ners
in 1954 lived outside of the county; by 1976, 58 percent were non-county resi
dents. "1,0; in many areas, traditional resident,landowners are.starting to
express concern for thiS; trend on the basis that the rural atmosphere may change
so much that they will Tbs6 their rural lifestyles.

.  - Ik' " ■ ■ ■ ■ " ■

FEW'^ER BUT BIGGER FARMS AND LESS RECREATIONAL DEVELOPMENT

The size of land parcels are a function of past land uses and the economic
forces at play in an ar^a. In terms of property size trends, the various land
uses have been experiencing different effects in the past five years.

The average size of farms In 1.979 i^as 449 acres, 6 acres larger than the,
previous year;'s average and 23 acresMarger than the 1975 average.'' Nation- '
wide, farms are becoming;fewer but bigger. The five regions that have been
most affected by the decrease in total farmland are the Northeast, Lake ,States,
Pacific, Delta, and Appalachian regions., Thf"Northeast was the only regipd in
v^hich less than 50 percent of farm transfers went for farm enlargements; '^

As some farmland is being consolidated, other rural lands—especially forest-
land and marginal cropland—is being divided; Large-scale rural recreation
subdivisions have not recovered from their 1974-1975 slump and probably will
not in,the inmediate future, due to high building and finance costs, fuel costs,
and increased environmental regulation. To avoid these three impediments,
some hew-,subdivision budgets have opted for small to medii^ sized (5-40 acres)
parcels,'"^ Subdivtsion,'^in general, has been found to be fairly high durlnf
the last two decades and! in each of Healy and Short "is case study afeaa» there
was ah increase in the number of small holdings at the expense of large ones.
However, the total numbef of acres affected has been low,

iNVEs|roRs increasing rural land prices

Increased demand foh rural lands has led to rapidly ristng ruHal land prices
within the past decade. In general, prices oer acre are strongly Influenced by
parcel sige, with smaller parcels receiving higher prices per acre than large '
parcels,'® Healy and Short report that these rural land prices have
thcreased at phenomenal fates in many areas'just over the past 10 years. From
their case studies, they; concluded that per acre price,.increases of from $200
to over $1,000 were conwbn.'"
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TUG HILL LAND MARKET

LOCAL CONCERNS OVER LAND SALES AND TAXES

The Tug Hill Commission was created in 1972» and directed to study ways to
provide for the "genera! well-being of the rural communities" of the area, and
to provide for the development of the region while protecting it from unplanned
growth.'

That charge was echoed by the people of the Tug Hill area. "Keep Tug Hill
the way it is", was a sentiment often expressed at public forums in 1975 and
since. = , . ,

Keeping Tug Hill "the way it is" includes preserving the
life style, the beauty, the access to fishing and hunting,
the opportunity to make a Mving farming, and'the wish to ' ,
be independent and decide one's own future,2

The costs of owning land and making a productive living from that land are
central to maintaining the chararcer of Tug Hill. A 1974 study found land develop
ment pressure was increasing nonresident ownership of ever smaller,parcels of land,
and increasing the cost of land. At that time, the commission predicted that this
trend, if unchecked, would lead to predominantly nonresident ownership of most Tug
Hill core lands.3

In fact, that concern came at atime when the recreation and second home mar
ket was slumping throughout the nation. The mid-1970's saw the beginning of rising
gasoline prices, and pundits' speculation that conmuting and weekend trips would be
severely curtailed. Increasing^mortgage rates would' seem to be one more factor in
the late ,1970's to turn back the second home market that seemed so Vigorous early
in the decade.

These trends might have put an end to concerns about nonresident subdivision
of Tug Hill land. Other factors appear to have maintained interest in the Tug Hill
land market, however. Many nonresident landowners in Tug Hill have been nearby non
residents from the Syracuse and Utica-Rome areas, rather than more distant, large
cities. Gasoline prices probably are^ not as big a factor for people who would drive
only 50 or 60 miles to a weekend home.

Increased home heating with wood may be contributing to interest in owning
ruraT woodlots. Beyond these factors, land appears to have become an important
investment and hedge against inflation for some people. Studies also include that
"nonmetropolitan" population growth continues as people leave metropolitan areas,
seeking a rural life.

If these factors are in fact operating, we can expect subdivision of Tug Hill
land to continue, and a considerable nonresident component to play (a role in its.,
land market. Several hypotheses or working assumptions have formed this study of
real property taxes and the land market in Tug Hill. Each hypothesis bears a
relation to the goal of maintaining the rural character of the area while keeping,
or bringing, its lands into productive use. '
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EXAMINING SALES, RESIDENCY, PRICES
ji EXEMPTIONS, AND TAXES

-  ■ ■ ■ , i; ■ ''

To get a better idk of land sales and ::taxes In Tug Hill, we briefly re
viewed^,all land sales over the past five years. Selected^land sales were then
examined :inore closely. liFinally, to.get a more complete^^picture oT. fe recent
land.use, sales and taxes, we examined five case study towns. The methods
used are explained in .Appendix A. Appendix B details the information presented
in this section. il

Residency of Landowners' . : •

Our working assumption has been that new., nonresident land purchases would
tend to increase land prices and decrease land availability making land
difficult for existing residents or landowners to hold or acquire. This might
happen in an active marketplace with many nonresident sales occurrihg» o*" iu
inactive marketplace where several sales at, high prices could distort the market'
and thereby appraisals and equalization rates.

Sales Prices ''j; '

Our working assumption has been that developmental pressures and Involvement
of nonresidents in the local land market can drive up prices beyond those that
existing residents or landowners can afford, and beyond what the natural, pro-
ductivity of the land can support tn terms of initial purchase price and annual
real property taxes.

Real Property Tax Burddh

In the five case study towns, tax levies by land use are detailed over several
years to determine the irelative land tax burden.• Differences between towns in
land tax burdens for similar land use types are a,function of assessing practices
(on the average, differences' in the percentage of full value at which the aspssor

■ assesses that class of'property) and the portion of local budgets that must be
paid for by local revenues. . I

Land Prices. Taxes, and lahdowher Decisions -

Interviews and several small cast studies were used to determine the Influence .
of property taxes on landowner decisions to buy, sell or manage their land differently

j) ■ ■ ■ ■

Size and Number of Parcels

Increased market activity may mean a greater number of landowners holding
more, and smaller^ parcels of land. Our workingrassumption has been that sma

C



parcel size may diminish the chances of keeping land in productive «se such as
logging, farming, hunting or other recreational use. At the other $nd of the
spectrum, very large land holdings might interfere with the family management of
operations that have generally characterized the Tug Hill area. '

Real Property Tax Exemptions

A policy of encouraging the productive use of farm and forest land, and open
space through partial >eal property tax exemptions is already embodied in state
law.^ Our working assumption has been that these statutes presently do little to
.keep Tug Hill lands in productive use;

Revaluation Impact ,

Studies of the effects of full value reassessments are inconclusive as to
the shifts in tax burden that occur between different land types. The way to.
measure revaluation impacts is to do the revaluation itself. An approximation of
the tax shift could be made with a sample revaluation in each assessing Juriidiction
of concern -- a very costly and time consuming effort not used in this study. A
very rough estimate of revaluation shifts can be made by examining class market
ratios (the average percentage of full value at which each class of property is
assessed) for each town. This is.the technique used here.

WHAT THE EXPERTS SAY

Interviews with town assessors, real estate agents and others familiar with
the-Tug Hill land market (see Appendices B and H) yielded several, significant
factors influencing the market.

I

1. Marginal agricultural lands continue to go out of farming, and into
forest cover.

■2. Productive agricultural lands are experiencing greater demand for ,
farming and development.

3., Mobile home placements are growing.

4. Recreational camps are being sold due to high holding costs (to include
transportation and taxes) and disillusionment with the area. This may
lead to depressed land prices in core towns.

5. The demand for accessible, small woodlots appears to be increasing as
demand for-fuelwood grows.
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ONE-THIRD ::0F LAND SALES IN SIX TOWNS NEAREST CITIES

II . ̂  .

In the period 1974 to,1979,.over 15,000 parcels of land were transferred
In the 39 town study area. ^

Nearby Syracuse arid Utica-Rome have predictably made the towns of Hastings,
West Monroe, Constantia, Vienna, Annsvllley and Lee the most active land markets
In Tug Hill. These six' towns accounted for more than 1/3 {more than 5,200 sales)
of all land sales In Tug Hill, 1974 to 1979:. These are the towns near highways
that make commuting to Utka-Rome and Syracuse easy relative- to the rest of Tug
Hill. The recreational; opportunities on Onelda Lake's north shore probably adds
to "bedroom community" development pressures, especially 1n Constantia and Vienna.
Acce?s to Interstate 81 also seems Important. The Town of Hastings, which straddles
.1-81, had more than 1,300 land sales, almost 10 percent of all Tug Hill transfers.

'  Combining these figures with the land market expert interviews suggests that
rising fuel costs will Increase demand on wooded lands accessible to Syracuse and

.  Utica-Rome and their more Immediate suburbsi.

The increased demand for fuelwood may be especially Impprtani to Tug Hill and
the future of Its forests. The Importance of wooded land sales Is apparent from
Table 3-1 when a large Increase in forestland sales occurred In 1979. this Is a
115 percent Increase over 1978 sales levels for woodlands. Note that many times,
woodlands may.be classified as seasonal or vacant lands. In effect, hiding some
wbodTand activity from bur view.

.  [ ' Table 3-1. ,

Tug Hill ;iLand Title Transfer Summary, 1974-1979^

tug hill 1974 it 975 1976 1977 1978 1979 Total

Residential 867

1

1,202
'i

,  1,380 1,574 1,639 700 7i362

Farm 166 ;i 153 184 ,  187 163

MC

973

Commercial 90 ■ . 11 no ,
ii

88 ^  138 161 68 655

Vacant 656 !l 683. 830 753. 847 311 4,080

Seasonal , ' 306 i: 310
(1

381 ; 390 330 103 . .  1,820

Forest 56
.  l!

i! 69
'j

29 ■ 61 48 , 103 291

Total . , 2,141 2,527 2,913 3,103 3,188 1,309 15,18^

^1979 LA-23 data, available-bnly for about one-half of year.

Source: Tug Hill Commission, 1979.
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NONRESIDENT SALES-DECLINING, PRICES SIMILAR TO RESIDENTS

It was found that only 10 percent of Tug Hill land purchases were by non
residents of the study area (Table 3-2). In general, the number of nonresident
purchases (as a percent of total annual transfers) has been declining slightly
since 1974. Approximately 1,360 sales were studied to determine per acre sales
prices. From this data, it was found that resident and nonresident sales prices
were similar and that when higher prices were observed, then residents and non
residents al1ke were offering such prices. While in some cases nonresidents
might have offered prices excessively out of line with local values, our data
did not show this to be true in many cases. It cannot be determined here whether
or not assessors and assessments are affected at all by nonresident purchase prices

Because our data shows similar prices offered by residents and nonresidents
alike, there should be no reason why nonresident land purchases should affect
assessments. We cannot be sure about this, however. The importance an assessor
may attach to unusually high or low sales prices (whether purchases by residents
or not) in determining values of eomparable lands is a question of his judgment
alone, accountable only on grievance day and through equalization rates.

•Table 3-2 ,

Annual Nonresident Land Transfers by Tug Hill Portion of Counties, 1974-1979

) ■ ■ .
- "TWr~ -nwr" ■  1^7S": 1979* Total

Jefferson, County 51 36 ,  34 44 46 - 20 231'

Oswego County no 81 104 118 ,  75 60 548

> Gneida County 4 26- 41 54. 53 ,  9 ' 187

- lewis County 95 123 .  127 89 78 33 545

39 Town Total 260
i  ■

266 306 ,  305 252
t

122 - 1,511 -

Percent of Total

Transfers .12% 11% " 11% ■ 10% 8% 9% '  10%

^Partial year
Source; Jug Hill Commission, 1979.

LAND, PRICES ATTRACTIVE TO OUTSIDE BUYERS

A closer look at land prices in five case study towns (Lewii, Lorraine, Osceola,
Redfield and Vienna) shows that when compared with U.S. Department of Agriculture
figures, all Tug Hi 11 land prices (except some seasonal properties in which existing
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structures had greatly Inflated the prices) were considerably lower than those
for similar lands throughout the northeast, i, In general, no price trends since
1974 (in terms of increases or decreases) could be discerned from the data gathered.
However, in most eases, forest land prices (per acre) are lower than those for
seasonal, v'acant, residehtlal, and farm lands. ^

Table 3-3 shows th«(t many Tug Hill land prices are far below regional prices
thus making some of these lands attractive to outside investors, however. So
while nonresidents may not now have a significant role in the Tug Hill land market,
it is possible that theyiwill become more important in the near future. This
would be especially likely .if 1) investors placed greater emphasis yet on landowner-
ship as a hedge against ;infTatioh, and 2) holding costs (to include taxes) were
relatively low ecmipared'to other areas.

Table 3-3 i

Per Acre Sales Prices in
Towns of Lorraine, Lewis, Osceola, Redfield, Vienna

USDA Price/Acre for Northeast

Town
Land

■c Type
Average

Price/Acre ;  1977 1978 1979

Lorraine Para ■ -
Vacant
Seasonal

{;

145 :
128 .

■  418

!  ' ■ -i

821 -
,1,007
„  595

1,044
1,531

■  NO

718
1,069

755

Lewis Farm
Vacant
Seasonal ;
Forest

215 ,
339

1,985
234

821
■1,007

695
^  334

1,044
1,531

ND
ND

718
1,059

755
=  Nb

Osceola Vacant
Seasonal

388
.209 *

1,007
695

1

1,531
ND

1,069
'  ,755

Redfield Vacant
:  Seasonal

Forest
1'

'  410
2,708

187

;j,oo7
;  695
:! 334

1,531
ND
NO

1,069 '
755

NO ,

Vienna Vacant
Seasonal

809
26,352

J,007
^  695

1,531
.  ND

1,069
755 .

Note; National-regional-town comparisons of per acre sales price data
are extremely difficult to make due to differences In land use

^  classification, amount of data to be digested, etc. USDA data
listed from least intensive, uses to most intensive, occurring as
follows: agriculture, forestry, recreation, rural residence, sub-,
division, .commercial/industrial, and other. When comparing sales'
prices here, USDA farm = THC farmi USDA forestry = THC forest;
USDA recreation = THC seasonal; USDA subdivision = THC vacant.

.  ' I'l . - . v

ND No Data Available

Source: Jefferson,, Lewis, Oneida, and Oswego County tax records, 197
Tug,Hill Commission, 1979; and U.S. Department of Agricultur
1977-1979.
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TAXES RISING FASTEST ON FOREST LANDS

The five towns showed that taxes ranged mostly between one and three dollars
per acre (for both 1975 and 1980 taxes) on open space lands (i.e;, farmland, inactive
or vacant land, and private forest land).* Various tax shifts occurred among the
four land uses looked at in each town (developed, farm, inactive, and private forest)
between 1975 and 1980. These tax shifts were due to one or a combination of four
occurrences; (1) reasse.ssments according to full value, (2) acreage changes within
a class (3) chanqes in assessments or classifications of parcels due to assessor ,
discretion, and (4) changes in tax rates. Inactive lands generally showed a decrease
in tax load over the pajst five years as a result.of full value reassessment,, assessor
changes, and acreage decreases. Twenty-two additional Tug Hill forest parcels were
examined to determine tax burden on these lands. Tax bills on these lands were
compared for tax years 1975, 1978, and,1980. No consistent trends were identified
except for the fact that taxes oh these lands were increasing overall. These two
year increases ranged fran 15 percent to 145 percent. These changes are discussed
more fully In the section on forest taxation. Table 3-4 presents taxes, by each land
use class for the five case study towns for 1975 and 1980. Overall, the table shows
that inactive and private forest lands experienced the greatest Increases in taxes
between 1975 and 1980. Developed land taxes increased slightly faster than did farm
land taxes. .

LAND PRICES, TAXES, AND LANDOWNER DECISIONS

The data in Tables 3-3 and 3-4 show that prices and taxes for Tug Hill open space
lands are attractively Tow. Thus, a person outside.of the Tug Hill area probably would^
perceive Tug Hill lands as being a very attractive investment—short term or long term.^
However, upon interviewing several Tug Hill landowners (both residents and absentee
owners, see Appendix H), it was found that many of these landowners felt that taxes were
a major factor, in the decision to buy the land initially and that taxes are a primary in
fluence now in the decision to liquidate the timber and/or subdivide and sell the land.
Two landowners did identify specific tax limits that they found excessively burdensome.
One of the owners stated that taxes of $lv53 per acre were too burdensome (this was in
1978) and that if they increased much beyond this point the owner would be forced to
sell his timber, subdivide to pay a portion of the taxes, or sell the whole parcel.
However, upon examining the same owner in 1979-80, it was found that he had purchased
174.9 more acres of forestland in the same town. Thus, either the taxes were not as
high as he orginalTy perceived them to be or he changed his priorities so that taxes
were placed lower on the list of major economic influences. He might now consider the
cost of holding the land well worth the returns that the land brings now or in the
future. The second source was a hunting club representative who stated that taxes in
the core of Tug Hill were going to force the club to liquidate much of their timber.
No specific tax burden was offered at this time. In contrast, a potential buyer from
New York City stated that he was'interested in purchasing Tug Hill lands whose taxes
are less'than $2.00 per acre. Beyond this $2.00 limit he was no longer interested,
due to the high holding costs Incurred in owning the land. '

''Note; These taxes were calculated by the Tug Hill Commission, Town tax rates were
applied to assessed land values only so as to avoid distortions if structural
values were included.
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TflMe 3-4
I

Taxes Paid By Land Use, 1^75 (Hsino Land Values Only)

NA - Not AvolUble

Sourct: Ptrsant «nd Huiroy, 1974; and
Tug Hin Coaalsslon, 1979

I  l* Percent of Totel To* Revenues by toun ond lond type

town

Lewis

Total

Oeve

To*

looed

Tax/Acre Total

F

Tax

am

Tax/Acre

tna

■  Total Tax

ctlve

Tax/Acre

Private

Total Tax

Forest

Tax/Acre Total Tax

Forest

Tax^Acre
Countv

Total Tax

Forest 1own

/

13

1.35 2.65

20.8

1.54

20.2

>.50 1.32

34.6

3.39 1.43

11.4

1.29 2.56 •  0 0 N/A N/A

Total Taxes Paid

61,097.17
7,92' 12,727.64 12.32( 21,141 6,97C

Lomlne

4.S

.35 1.41
1

45

11.68 0.75

22.4

1.89

1.5

1.53 0.51

■ 26.6

.85 1.29 N/A N/A -N/A H/A . 22,329.21
1,00 10,0' 5,003.80 33! 5.SIS

Osceoli

17.4

5.13 1.21

2.3

>7.20 1.20

8.6

1.69 1.27

55.2

1.69

/

0.83

16.5

.41 2.1S 0 0 H/A N/A 56,783.12
•9,851 1.2' 4,90< 31,33: 3,391

Redfleld

1S.S

3.33

3.3

2.18

5.6

.85 2.90

63.2

1.89 2.19

11.5

.85 2.22 0 0 N/A H/A 114,071.40
18,823.97 3,744.84 6,38! 72,041 13,061

Vicnnt

42.8

.19 12.19

15.1

>9.62 2.93

35.8

2,11

4.3

.83 1.26

2

.90 2.00 0 0 H/A N/A 116,603.82
49,931 17.6: 41.731.38 4,961 2,339

ro



Table 3-4

Taxes P=»fH By tana irsev TQfiO "(Usiriq tana Values nnly)

■Town

lewis

lorT^lBe

Develooed

Tetel Tex

23.2

18,725.97

e.s

4,778.H

Tax/Acre ]

. Z.t3'f

4.M

Fanw

Total Tax

16

12,929.28

46.5

26,304.75

Tax/Acre

1.6

1.97

Inactive

"Total Tax

6.2

6.S30.95

7.5

4,229.12

Tax/Acre

2.02

3.44

Private Forest

Total Tax

36.3

29.345.28

3.7

2;101.24

Tax/Acre

1.74

2.23

State Forest

■Total Tax

16.3

13.195.49

33.9

19,154.16

Tax/Acre

4.90

3.83

County Forest

-Total Tax.

0

■Khol ly
Ex.. .

'2,174.45'

Tax/Acre

0.79

Town

Total Tax

Wholly
Ex.

71,636.75

Wholly
.  Ex. -
756.35

Tax/Acre

10,307.45

31.30

Total Taxes Paid

85,826.98 ■•-321

56,557.41 *153S

Qsceela

Re4f1e1d

•Vienna*

13.3 2.7 6.9 66.5
lO.S

16,025.46 3.32 3.»3.25 2.00 8,342.72 2.62 80,040.64 1.92
12,692.60 2.98

Ktolly
Ex..

30.07 1.94 120,334.67 +112t

18.6 1.4 6.9 43.7 29.4

20,673.07 , 3.(K> 1,505.67 1.61 7,687..67 3.69 48,603.62 1.50
32.691.33 2.92 0-' 111,161.36 -2.5$

66.3 6.8 22.2 2.7 2.1.

105,852.56 4.31 10,815.11 4.10 35,351.00 4.85 4,278.79 2.53 3.273.63 5.50

Wholly
Ex.

340.54 2.43 K/A

*flote; Only 1878 Final Assessaent Roll available for'Vienna at tine of
"  tMs stu^. Therefore, theltaxes arie for 1979 tax year.

Source;. Jefferson, Lewis, Onelda, irti Oswego County Tax Record*, 1979-1980; and
' Tug Hill Cflo«1ssion, 1979.'

|. ( percent change fnxe 1975. 'j

N/A 159.571.09 ,+375

IS3
ro

n. r\.
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table 3-4

Taxes Paid By Land Use, 1980 (Using Taxable Tables)

Town

Lewis

— DeveTooed Farra Inactive Private Forest State Forest County Forest Town

Total Taxes PaidTotal Tax Tax/Acre Total Tax Tax/ficre 'Total Tax Tax/Acre Total Tax Tax/Acre Total Tax Tax/Acre Total Tax ' Tax/Acre Total Tax Tax/Ac re

61.6

10.56 :
'  1

21.4

4.31

,  5.7

2.68

2.1

i.93 0.20

9.2

5.29 0 0

Wholly
Ex.

451,919.10 165.743.75 155,130.959S.699.1I 33,215.51 8,790.39 .  . 3,31 14,209.01

Lorraine'

33.8

4.79 44.64"'

49

0.49 5.23

3.2 [
4,493.55 3.65

1.8

>.84 2,77

12.23

3.49

Wholly
Ex.

2,312.03 0.84 1,372.54 56.76 142,648.96 '48.25 69,83 2,61 17;457.20

Osceola

^,30.4

3.81 8.78

6

4.38

3.2

J.68 1.55

39.9

5.07 1.92

-14.,5

4.44 0 0

Wholly
Ex.

63-93 4.14 ' 131,177.4739,92 7,841.53 12,02 52,40 18,975.28

Redfield

48.6

13.18 1
i

" ; 1.8

3.64

4.7

4.23

27.4

1.59

17.5,

2.92 0 0 0 ' 0 187.133.41 .90^909.24 3,417.63 8,795,02 51.320.19 32,691.33 V

Vienna*

;
-

,

*Kate; Tine did not pemit coBpilstion of taxable values .by class for Vienna*

Source: Jefferson, Lewis, Onafda, and Oswego County Tax Records, 1979-1980; and Tug Hill Cctosission, 1979.

PO
CO
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PARCEL SIZES AND ACREAGE DECREASING FOR INACTIVE LANDS,PAKLtL developed acreage up

D» rhanaes were developed only for case study towns. Due to the

land use trends can be Identified.

Overall developed land acreage has risen since 1974, mostly byfro. Und closo. FaLand W
4c et^akin tn inrreaslho in some areas. Most farm areas are experientmy »syu"lo1hr™t1oJa? i?e^ that Is sS?n
nn4fc Annat*Ant1v laroer economies of scale are more efficient tor nonneabteni
daiJy'faJSrnSo. As a^hole, inactive and developed parcels are decreasing in
size and increasing in number of parcels.

Of course, the more remote areas have Incurred less to'dlteSe

and fSmland reverts to forest growth. '*VT^?''IS!/nL"de52lSM"aOTa» Sill
then probably so will developed acreage. Huch of
occur in more accessible areas, take more land from
further subdivide existing developed lands, and generally fall into the less than
two acre category).

:  ' ' - Table 3-5

Percent Change In Numbers of Parcels In Each

-  " Size Class, 1974-1979

1 Increase or Decrease In

V

\

Cese Towns Parcel Numbers From 1974 to 1979 .

O-Z.O Ac 2.1-10.0 10.0-50.0 50.0-200.0 200.0+

lorralnf
I

Total Change 4 65 4 281 4 11 - 30 4 27

Osceola

Total Change ♦  1 ■  4 24 , -  6 4  4 4 6

Lewis ..

Total Change + 13 4 .51 -  4 4 4 . 4 6

Redfleld

Total Oiange 4 26 -  4 9 - 16 - 20 4 S

Vienna

Total Change .  f 31 4 21 - 28 - 38 - 45



25
( I

■  ̂ REVALUATION IMPACTS .

/

The tax shifts resulting from Implementing full value policy are difficult,
1f not Impossible, to predict,. The best that can be done Is to indicate the
direction of shift should It occur. The New York Division of Equalization and

. Assessment (SDEA) has Issued two t^eports In an attempt to Identify tax shifts upon
going to full value. SDEA found that the relative tax burden shifts between prop
erty classes (residential, farm, forest* etc.) are Insignificant compared to the
tax shifts within classes (Intraclass).® The impact of Implementing full value can
not be predicted with certainty. The Impact will vary according to (1) the degree
of Inequity that existed on the rolls prior to revaluation, (2) judgements exercised
In carrying out the revaluation and preparing the new assessment roll, and (3)
composition of various property classes within the taxing jurisdiction.

The Town of Osceola implemented full value assessments on the 1976 assessment
roll. However, data could only be Immediately tallied for tax years J975 and 1980.
After examining this data. It Is difficult ijo determine whether full value Is the
major cause of the tax shifts which occurred. In Osceola, taxes paid on developed
lands (see Table 3-4) decreased by significant amounts while farm and forest taxes
increased substantially. : However, over the same time period, developed acreage
decreased and farm and forest acreage increased. Thus, scrutiny should be exercised
when evaluating this.data,. .

The Town of Lewis started full value assessment on its 1979 assessment roll. Fan
and inactive land acreages and taxes decreased from 1974 to.1979 while acreages and
taxes for all of the other land uses Increased. Once again, because of the accompany
changes in acreage In the various land uses, .it is difficult to determine whether the
tax shifts Incurred were;;due solely to revaluation. However^ we found that certain
tax shifts appeared, to be the direct result of revaluation in the town. For example,
from 1974-1979, farm acreage decreased by 7 percent while farm tax load ncreased by
9 percent. Developed acreage Increased by 203 percent but Its tax load .ecreased by
28 percent. Inactive acreage increased only 7 percent compared to its .i percent
increase in tax load. Any relationship between private forest tax increases (22 perci
rise) and revaluation was less discernable due to forest acreage increases (+14 percei
being, so close to the tax increase.

■  I f . I ' ' • ->

In all of the five towns examined here, farm and vacant lands possessed the 1owes'
market value ratios of any of the land uses. ■ Therefore, farm and vacant lands would
likely experience^a larger tax increase as a result of revaluation to full value.

.  Of course, it niust be-remembered that taxes vary greatly from town to town and
that these taxes, are totally dependent upon each town^s budget (and the portion that
-each budget must receive from property taxes). , In theory, as assessments rise due to
.revaluation then taxes should drop^ However, If a town's budget increases during the
time of revaluation, thehi taxes will increase. Thus, the effects of revaluation are
difficult to forecast. Market value ratios are given for all 39 Tug Hill towns in "
Appendix Band in Table 3-^6 for the five case towns.

I  /
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EXEMPTIONS INCREASING IN SEVERAL TOWNS

The primary factors 1n the significance of tax burdens are the amount of town
revenue to be obtained from the property tax, the amount of exemptions granted, and
the sip of the taxing base. All types of exemptions have Increased in Tug Hill
towns (based upon the five case town trends) over'the past five years. As property
px burdens Increase, then there probably will appear an accompanying Increase In
the amount of exemptions sought by and granted to various affected groups. >

The total amount of taxes shifted by all types of exemptions In 1980 In the
excluded due to not having 1979-80 tax data available) was

py,N6.l3. This was a 105.15 percent Increase over the exempted amount In 1974
for fop case towns (Lewis, Lorraine, Osceola, and Redfleld). While all types of
pemptlop pve Increased from 1974 levels, veterans and wholly exempt values have
Increased the most (see case towns. Appendix C-6).

V  Thus, the point at which property taxes become an excessive burden on the land-
wnp can pffer with each owner. There Is no certain per acre tax load that automat-
icpi.y i^ehders a landowner an aggrieved party. While taxes may be greater than the
4  IV® VI timber growth, most landowners do not even consider this when 'indpping whether taxes are high or low. From the Interviews though, it does appear

lands ^ •"ajor consideration in the, decision to buy, retain, or sell Tug Hill

_. .out. Tug Hill land prices and taxes probably appear very
attractive to people outside the area. Therefore, there may be a fair amount of
speculative Investment occurring. However, upon purchasing and owning the land for
a certain amount of time, these people may then become disillusioned with being a
Tug Hill property owner and ultimately sell their; land.

\

\
v

• \



27

.  Table 3^6 ,

Market Valiie Ratios for Case Study Towns
I

*Oate Run = Tl/3/79 ii I \ = Average market value ratio foi^
Based on 1976 SDEA Market Value Survey whole town.

' ■ '' (out V6)»0utside Village-  ̂ Misc. & ^ ! ■ " * ' ^

Residential .Commercial Apartment Vacant Farm Industrial UtilityTown

Lewis . 5.01
, 1 6.15 i

Lorraine T2.78
I  11.87 I

dsceola^ 115.02
1129.81 I

RedfleTd 5.87

I  7.00 I
Vienna . 3.19
(out VG)i 3.03 j

(Village of
Sylvan Beach)

ron
4.44

9.87

17.52

158.90

9.48

4.03

5.27

3.81 4.94 , 16.62 7.61

22.66 10.32 11.87 19.54

125.74 133.82 : - 110.53

5,05 5.94 7.00 20.76

1.52 3.13 3.03 3.03

4.10 - ■ 4.62 4.62

Source: New York State Division of Equalization and Assessment, Market Value
Survey, 1976.

;  Table 3-7

Percent Change In Taxes Shifted Due to
(I • . ^

Exemptions, 1975-1980

jTown
Percent Change
From 1975 Level

Lewis +549%
Lorraine + 465^
Osceola + 16%
Redfleld + 91%
Vienna +143% (1975-1979)
Total +127%



28

SUMMARY
I

Overall, the Tug Hill land market has been fairly active over the past five years-
This is probably due to land prices and taxes being lower for Tug Hill than for nearf?
urban areas and other parts of the northeast. If any price or tax load increases do
occur in Tug Hill, then they will probably lag behind any increases occurring in
other areas of the state, region, or nation. Thus, the Tug Hill land market appears
attractive" to some outside (nonresident) buyers. To date though, outside purchases
of Tug Hill lands does not appear to be a problem in that they have not been,offering
consistently higher (that is, higher than local) prices. The residential and vacant
properties have experienced the greatest demands over the past five yeafs.

From the five town analysis, it was determined that most of the more rural towns
in the study area are not gaining developed acreage (see Apoendices C through G)
while the towns closer to urban populations (such as Vienna) have greatly increased
the acreage in the developed land category over the past five years. As population
and taxes increase in those towns closer to urban centers and as taxes increase in
the more rural towns due to inflationary costs of providing services, then many towns
may experience a general rise in the amount of exemptions that are applied,for.
Consequently, tax bases could be reduced and tax shifts could increase, the effects
of full value implementation cannot be accurately foretold until the program is
completed. From looking at the relatively low market value ratios for several case
study towns, some inter-class tax shifts are likely to occur in Tug Hill towns. Thes(
shifts are not likely to show a fixed, pattern such as,to vacantj farm and forest land
from developed land, for instance...

Ppotnotes •

Ichapter 972, Laws of 1972.

^Temporary State Commission on Tug Hill, 1976, Preparing for the Future, p. 11.
^Ibid., p. 12.

Section 480-a, Real Property Tax Law; Article 25-AA, Agriculture and Markets Law; x
Section 247, General Municipal Law.

\%ew York State Division of Equalization and Assessment. March 1979. 1978 Revalu-
^"s^ysis. Part 1. Albany, N.Y. 31 pages; and New York

'^tate Division of Equalization and Assessment. December 1978. 1978 Revaluations
F\nal Impact Report. Albany, N.Y. 53 pages.
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FARM EXEMPTIONS IMPORTANT

IN SOME TOWNS
m

Agriculture is a vital component of the Tug Hill econon\y. While the number
of jobs in farming in Tug Hill counties is declining, farming and food processina
together constitute an important part of the, economy. Food processing is especially
important because of its large job multiplier (the nuirtoer of jobs supported by, a

^  job in food processing) in the region. A 1974 report to the commission recommended
^  that all that is necessary to keep agriculture healthy be done "as it provides

15.2 percent of alKjobs in the Region and indirectly supports about 10 percent
of all other jobs."

One means toward maintaining the health of agriculture has been the aaricultural
land preferential assessment program provided for in sections 305 and 306 of the

^  Agriculture and Markets Law. Sections 305 and 306 require the State Board of Edu
cation and Assessment to set ceiling values for agricultural lands throughout the
state. These values are to be used in detemining the assessment on lands committed
to producing agricultural products for eight years whether in an aaricultural
district or not. Up until 1980, these values were to be based on surveys of prices

^  paid for farmland, for farming purposes. The values were to reflect only the farm
P  value of'the land, free of. its value for development, speculation, or other nurooses.

An eligible landO'wner would receive an exemption if the "agricultural value assess
ment" established by the state for his eligible acres was less than the equalized
assessment set by the local assessor. The exemption would equal the difference
between the two. If the agricultural value assessment is hinher, there is no

—. exemptiqn.

The law originally defined farm (or "agricultural") value in a way that implied
only the value of the land for fanning would be used in setting agricultural values.
In 1979, the law was amended to specifically define agricultural value as "the
market ̂ alue of land for agricultural production purposes if no other use were pos-

^  sible.", Complaints from farmers that non-farm values were still influencing agricul-
"  tural values set by the state led to a 1980 law requiring development of a metfiod

for valuing eligible farm^land based on the income derived from the land and the
productivity of the soil., The new agricultural values are to be set by the State
Board of Equalization and Assessment based on farm income and land classification
information from Cornell University and the Department of Agriculture and Markets.
Until the new values are established, 1979 values will be used to determine exemp-

r  tions. The new values are intended to apply to May 1, 1981 city and town assess-
^  ment rolls and January T, 1982 village assessment rolls.

■MORE THAN 300,000 ACRES ARE IN AGRICULTURAL DISTRICTS

\
\

Land need not be in an agricultural district to qualify for an aoricultural
value assessment (though being in an agricultural district would generally be the
more attractive arrangement for a farmer seeking a property tax reduction!. On

Sthe other hand, land in an agricultural district is not eligible for an agricul
tural value exemption unless its assessed value exceeds the state-established
agricultural value, the land produces sufficient crops, and otherwise meets the
cr^eria. Nonetheless, agricultural district areages can give us some idea of
the^potential effect of agricultural exemptions on farmers and local governments.
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Table 4-1 details the more than 314,000" acres of agricultural districts
created in Tug Hill towns since 1973. Tiany of these acres represent potiential
for tax exemptionsin onlyithe most general way. For example, though Jefferson
County Tug Hill towns have 33,000 acres of agricultural districts, only one par
cel was eligible for an exemption in 1979. This makes, sense since the very
rural character of Jefferson County is likely to result in minimal hon-farra
influences on farm land prices as compared to acres closer to large cities.

Table'4-1 ,
Acreage Incorporated in Agricultural
Districts for Tug Hill Towns, 1980

c

■  No; Acres Total Acres »vAg. Land'in
in District Ag. land in Town District

Jefferson County '

Champion 15,370 22,049 70
Rodman !;3;o2a 15,003 20
Rutland 12,620 22,966 . 55
Hatertown 2.353 24.124 10

'  TOTAt, . 33,371 84,142 40
Lewis County

• Denmark 30,800 16,242
Harrlsburg 22,400 16,676 .  '

' I>ewis 21,000 8,277
Leyden 20,500 14,750 -

Lovhrlllo 22,000 20,039 <1979) -Sea Note*
Hartinsburg 20,000 21,202
Pinknsy 15,700, 7,013- >
Turin 17,000 11,514

,  , West Turin 25,000 17,379 '
Osceola 0 I,SOS (1979)
TOTAL . 194;400

Oneida County
Annsvllle ^  7,921 16,254 , 49
Ava 5,43G 16,376 33 .
Boonvllla 12,033 15,977 75
Camden 3,922 11,650 34
Florence 7  -■0 .  4,970 0
Floyd S,966- 5,915 , -See Note*
Lee 3,291 11,171 ' ■7 23
Steuben 7,500 11,994 " " ; 63
Trenton 8,372 12,293 :i 1 68
Western 13,971 17,687 ; 79
Vienna • , 3,828 2,640 (1978)
TOTAL , 73,240

Osweqo County. 1  ■
1' ;

Albion .,425 '5,378 8
Amboy 3,477 6,800 51
Coristantla 1,610 7,717- 21
Hastings. 2,709 ; 13,241 20
Parish . 2,146 7,164 30
West Monroe 2,507 6,379 . 39
Williamstown- ' >' 384 8,764 '

4
TOTAL 13.258 .  55,443 24

*KOTE« In cany, towns, the acreage incorporated in an agricultural diotriot exceeds
that of the total farm acrsaV® as derived from the assessment roll. This
pcobshly indicates that land classified by the assessor as forest and vacant
is included In the agricultural district. All total agricultural acreages
per town are for 1974, except where another year's assessment roll Is indi
cated.

SOURCE: Jefferson, Oneida, p'swego County Planning Departments, 1980; and Tug Hill
Commission, 1980.
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This situation may change, howeverj if Idwer state-set arirlcultural values
result from the new income and productivity-based valuation method mentioned above *
It may also change if farm land assessments increase relative to other classes
of property as full value reassessments are done. While it is impossible to pre
dict the effects of revaluation, it does appear that agricultural lands tend to
be underassessed in Tug Hill and that some towns at least will experience a greater
increase in agricultural assessments than in other classes. Where new farm assess
ments exceed state-set agricultural values, farmers are likely to seek exemptions.
State and local information suggests this will happen.

STATE-SET AGRICULTURAL VALUES MAY LAG BEHIND MARKET VALUES

The 1980 report reconmending an income-based imethod for setting aaricultural
values suggests that state-set values will increase more slowly:than actual market
values in future years.. When comparing income capitalization (the income-based ,
approach.) and current market sales methods of valuing real property, it found the
two methods gave comparable values if a 7 percent rate of return (capitalization
rate).was used in the income method. Higher rates would result in lower state-
set values. State law will require use of ."the annual five yeaKaverage effective
interest rate- op new federal land bank loans made in the Springfield federal land
bank district".^ That five year average rate in 1979 was 8.65 percent. If the
study is correct,, lower state-set values (than if the current market method were
used) will go into effect in 1981 and 1982, and farm land exemptions will increase.
Land already in agricultural districts will be likely lands to first utilize these
exemptions,

CURRENT USE OF FARM EXEMPTIONS LOW

Table 4-1 shows a considerable amount of agricultural district acreage in
TugHill, but that few farms are yet receiving exemptions. The potential for
larger exemptions is considerable, especially for farms, near growth centers such
as the towns on the shore of Oneida Lake and north of the Utica-Rome area. Rela
tively low assessments and state-set values based on market sales up to the present
are probably largely responsible.

We have little information on acreage receiving.farm exemptions and the
dollar value of those exemptions. Individual assessment rolls must be examined
to determine farm exemptions. Even when the individual assessment rolls are
examined, these exemptions are often grouped with another exemption, for farm
building essential, to farming. One review of the number of farms receiving an
agricultural land exemption in 1977 found less than 5 percent of commercial farms
were participating. Significant participation was found in urban areas or counties
which had completed or were completing full valuerreassessment.6

Looking at five Tug Hill towns, in 1975 and 1980, we found little use of farm-
exempting. Only one of the towns, Lewis, granted any agricultural exemption in 1975.
Of the four that granted agricultural exemptions in 1980 (1978 in the.ease of Vienna),
all appeared to be farm building exemptions. In no case did exemptions equal as
^uch as one percent of the town's tax base.(full taxable value).
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il Table 4-2

1980 Farm Building Exemptions in Five Tug Hi IT Towns

I; Taxes Percent of
Town , Deffered Tax Base

r

Lewis $1,189 0.77%
Lorraine il 141 0.01
Osceola i. 278 ,  0.21.
Redfield ; 0 0

Vienna* 330 n/a

*1978
Source: County Real Property Tax Offices and Tug

Hill Calculations,

FARM EXEHPTIONS IN LOWVILU INCREASED

OTHER PROPERTY taxes ABOUT SIX PERCENT

While the five towns examined show little effect from farm land exemptionsj
some Tug Hill towns are experiencing tax shifts: as a result of exemptions, under
sections 305 and 306 of the Agriculture and Markets Law. The Town of Lowville
contains about 20,000 acres of farmland according to the assessment rolls. More
than 17,000 acres have received a farm land exemption. The Lowville situation
shows that farm land exemptions can have a significant effect on distribution of
property taxes. ij • '

The first agricultural/district in Lowville was. formed in 1978. A second one
was established in 1978. However, these agriculturaT lands were not eligible to
receive the agricultural land exemption until 1979, when some local assessments .
finally exceeded state-set fann values. The first farmland exemptions appeared
on the 1979 tax roll {based: on the 1978 Final Assessment Roll). A total of 17,233
acres received these agricultural land exemptions. Prior to 1979, the only farm
exemptions granted were thoise for new farmland structures under Section 483 of the
Real Property Tax Law. Under Section 483, any increases in value due to new con^
struct!on or reconstruction!of fam structures or buildings between January 1, 1969
and January 1, 1979, will be exempted from taxation for five years. The owner must
apply.to the assessor for this exemption.® The drop in farm exemptions from 1974
to 1977 was probably due to; a drop in farm construction activity and an accompanying
increase in the town's total taxable value for all lands.

The effects of the exemptions on Lowville taxes and finances are summarized
in Table 4-3. The coiriaination of declining exemptions for new farm structures and
increasing use of farm land;exemptions resulted in comparable levels of exemptions '
(18 to 19 percent) for farmers in 1974 and 1979;' During that period, however,
farm assessed value rose 90 (based on land values) to 97 (based on total values)
percent, while assessments on Lowville properties other than farms rose only 9 per
cent. As a result, the effective increase in taxes.paid by other than farm land
owners in 1979 was 5.6 percent. (Average, aggregate tax rates, were used in these
calctilations.y) ■'
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Of the total Lowvllle agricultural exemption in 1980,, about $69,000, more
than half, was attributable to section 305 farm land exemptions. The balance is
attributable to section,483 exemptions for farm buildings.'" xhe farm land exemp
tions applied to 17,233 acres of farmland, for an average exemption of $2.23/acre.

Table 4-3

Lovfvllle Farm Values and Taxes

1974 1977

Acres Farmland 21.173 20,071 20,039

Assessed Value
(Land Only) $ 1,161,388.80 $ 1,114,200.00 $ 2,285.838.00

Farm
Total Assessed
Value (Before
Exefflptlon) 3,682,100.00 4,015,420.00 6.967.450.00

Farm
Exempt Assess
ment

r

709,100.00 466.000.00 1,304.100.00

Exempt Taxes 43,655.42
(1975)*

23,635.64
(1978)*

69,096.17
(1980)*

Total Taxes
Due On Other
Than Farm Land 1,306,830.00 nia3.283.00 1,226.525.00

Total Assess
ments (Taxable
Value) For
Other Than
Fam Land 21,259,477.00 ^  23,329,598.00 23,149,067.00

Farm Exemption
As Percentage
Of Total Farm
Taxes 19.3

(1975)*
11.6

(1978)*
18.2

(1980)*

Farm Exemption
as Percent of
Total Non-Farm
Taxes

33.3
(1975)*,

2.0
(1978)*

5.63
(1980)*

Source: Lewis County Tax Records, 1975, 1978, and 1980, Town of Lowville; and 1980
Tug Hill Coifmlsslon.

*  1975, 1978, and 1980 taxes based on 1974, 1977, and 1979 assessment rolls
respectfully.
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„  FARM EXEMPTIONS LIKELY TO INCREASE ■ ■

The future effects of; farm land exemptions in Lowville are not predictable :
with certainty. Assessment ron farin acreages of about 20,000 acres would suggest
that less than 3,000 additional acres would be:eligible for farm land exemptions.
This is not the case. The; farm land exemption; cart apply to.wbodlots, as well as '
cultivated fields and pasture. A further example of the difference in farm land
definitions between assessment rolls and the Agriculture and Markets Law is ap
parent in .Table 4-1 where many town agriculture district acreages exceed agricul
tural acreages on the rolls. _

Changes in the effects of farm land exemptions in Tug Hill towns will depend
on two primary factors. i ' ' •

(1) New legislation, Chapter 79, Laws of 1980, may bring about
a change in .farmland assessing procedures and practices. A
change in the present agricultural ceiling values for.farm--

. land of the NYS Division of Equalization and Assessment {SDEA)
could change: the amount of exemptions and number of lands eli
gible to receive assessment exemptions. Chapter 79;placed a
freeze on these agricultural ceiling values (that is, a.freeze
on any further value increases) while the SDEA develops a system
of assessing land on the basis of its income producing,potential.

(2) The impact of agricultural exemptions also depends upon the
future change in the number of parcels eligible to receive

,  these benefits as opposed to the; number of parcels currently
participating in the program. This will depend upon changes
in state-set: ceiling views and changes in'local assessment
procedures, such as Lowville's nearly doubling farm assess-

'  ments from. 1975'to 1979.

While predicting with: certainty is not possible, it-appears that changes
in state-set values and increases in farm assesments (as a result of full value
reassessments or otherwise) will-lead to increased farm land exemptions in Tun
Hill and elsewhere in the Hate. ■

The. effects of farm ibnd exemptions are only now being.felt in rural parts
of New York. Little attention has been paid to tax shifts resulting from these
exemptions as compared to the benefits received. The initial tax shifts resulting
frtm farm land exemptions tended to occur in communities experiencing development,
and therefore, with more diversified tax bases.to absorb tax shiftsi Undiversified
tax bases in rural communities are less able to absorb tax shifts. State reimburse-

l9^^®!j8-^^Tl'^Mta.ble to exemDtiqns: foil owing from state-set land values
may need consideration if m^ajor tax shifts occur in coming years.
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Fodthdtes

Goss and Bowman A - 19.

Chapter 266, Laws of 1979 (section 301.5 of the Agriculture and Markets Law)
clarifies this definition.

Chapter 79, Laws of 1980. .

Temporary State Commission on the Real Property Tax, Report, Fehruary, 1980,
p. 27..

Chapter 79, Laws of 1980, section 7.

Temporary State Commission on the Real Property Tax, op; cit., pp: 30-31.

Lewis County Tax Records, 1980 Tax Roll, Town of Lowville.

New York State Real Property Tax Law, § 483.

These tax rates are approximate average tax rates based upon County + Town
outside village + Town highway + Outside Lowville Central School + Fire
taxes. Minor tax rate differences do exist between Outside Lowville^village
and Inside Lowville village tax rates', but these were not taken into account
in the calculations so as to keep^them as simple as possible. All tax rates
were obtained from the Lewis County Tax Office, May 1980.

10) Lewis County Real Property Tax Office, 1980,
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FOREST TAX WITHOUT A POLICY

FOREST TAX POLICY DOES NOT ENCOURAGE
MANAGEMENT IN TUG HILL

3  , The forests of Tug Hill are a vital part of the area's character as well as
Its economy. Forests cover over 65. percent of the area. In 1974, harvesting and
processing of Tiig Hill trees directly and Indirectly supported 1,438 jobs In the

The future Importance of the forest to Tug Hill communities could be greater
I  yet. Increased cutting of firewood, other uses of wood as an energy source, and

increased use of wood fiber products may lead to Increased demands On forests of
the Northeast. In a period when other regions of the nation have.many relative
advantages In local natural resources. New York and the Northeast have forests
which "are not yielding anything near their 'potential In terms of forest products,
services, or environmental amen1t1es".2

One conponent of New York's policy toward the use of forest lands Is property
taxation. When property taxes are high enough, they may Influence a landowner's
decision to sell his land, or to change the way he manages It. If, for Instance,
a landowner's primary objective 1s to manage his land for timber production purposes,
he may abandon that enterprise If property taxes are high enough to make management

i  uneconomical. That Is precisely the rationale for New York's primary forest property
tax program, section 480-a of the Real Property Tax Law,

The legislature hereby finds and declares that lands presently
devoted to growth of forest crops are often assessed at a level which
renders continued dedication to such use uneconomical.... Lands

^  devoted to growth of forest products should be assessed at a level
which recognizes this use rather than at a level reflecting devotion
of the land, to another purpose.3

The effect of 480-a has been to limit taxes on sane lands, mainly In areas where
development 1$ affecting land values and forest grwth rates relative to the rest

:) of the state are high.

Forest land exemptions under 480-a have been In effect for about three years.
By April of 1980, 163 pardels totaling over 65,000 acres In 24 counties had been
certified by the DEC. The greatest participation by far occurs in the southern
Xatsklll and Hudson River Valley counties of Delaware, Dutchess, Orange, Sullivan,
and Ulster, These five counties account for nearly three-fourths (.74 percent) of
all certified acres. Little use Is made of 480-a In northern New York. Of the

\  15 counties that roughly He north of the Thruway from Albany to Syracuse, only five
\  have 480-a acreage. Those five counties account for about 5,000 acres of 480-a

certified land. No land In the Tug Hill counties of Jefferson, Oswego, Onelda, and
Lewis Is certified on.480ra.^
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SPECIAL FOREST AND OPEN SPACE TAX PROGRAMS
ARE NOT USED IN TUG HILL

An owner of forested land In Tug Hill, or elsewhere 1n New York State, has
several options In law available to reduce property taxes on that land. For a
Tug Hill landowner, those options may not exist In fact.

'  ■ ■ ■ '

' The landowner may, apply for a partial exemption under section 480-a of the
Real Property Tax Law if he conmilts at least 50 contiguous acres to forest land
production (timber, pulpwood, fuelwood, etc.) for 10 years under a management plan
approved by the Department of Environmental Conservation. An alternative would be
to apply for an agricultural value assessment, under section 305 or 306 of the

-Agriculture and Markets law. This partial exemption Is aimed primarily at farm
crop and pasture lands, but may also be applied to woodlands that are contiguous .

: with land being actively farmed, and are "adtlvely utilized for the production of
woodland products" (lumber, firewood, maple syrup,.etc.) or support farming on
adjacent land.5 ,

If the landowner Is not*Interested In producing forest products on his land,
he can consider Incorporation as a non-profit,organization, such as a nature preserve, r
Section 421 of the Real Property Tax. Law allows exemption from property taxes (not .
necessarily special assessments and levies) for organizations "organized or conducted
exclusively for i^liglous, charitable, hospital, educational; moral or mental Im
provement of men, women or children or cemetery purposes, and used exclusively for
carrying out thereupon one or more, of such purposes".®

.  Another possibility; would be the use of a conservation easement. Section 247 ^
of the General Municipal Law allows local governments to contract with a private
landowner to keep land in Its natural state, usually through an easement that Is
sold or Is a gift. The reduced development potential of the land must then be taken
Into account and Is reflected In a reduced assessment on the land.' -

Often called "conservation" or "scenic" easements or sale of development rights, ^
this Instrument may alsojibe between a landowner and the state or a private agency.
Extensive use of conservation easements has been made In parts of New York.
Conservation easements are held on. approximately 48,000 acres of land In the Adiron
dack Park. The easements on two-thirds of the acreages are held by the Adirondack
Conservancy. The remainder are held by the State.8 it Is uncertain whether these
easements entitle a landowner a reduction In land value for tax purposes.

These tools to reduw taxes on forest and open lands are llttld used In Tug
Hill, so far as determined by this study. The likely reasons are apparent. These
tools are most Hkely toibe used In areas where land taxes are high enough that a
landowner considers a ta^ break. The requirements for the exemption may hot meet m
owner goals or the owner!;s situation. Wholly exempt status under section 421, for
ex^ple, unless the owner wishes to devote his land to educational purposes, or the
other purposes required by that sdctlon. A conservation easement under section 247
may not be appealing if It will mean a reduction In use and potential sale value,
especially with the parti,al tax exemption a clouded question.



Forest management exemptions under 480-a have similar limitations In use In
Tug Hill. The formula for partial exemptions In 480-a (80 percent of assessed
value or $40 multiplied by the equalization rate) simply does not yield a partial
exemption at most fore^st land assessment levels. Beyond this, the management
i^qulranents of the law and regulations are too expensive or too restrictive for
the relatively low growth rates on forest lands In Tug Hill and northern New York.

Nin 1977 and 1978^ the commission examined 480-a In terms of the tax reduction
It viKJuld offer if used on s®ne sample ownerships 1n towhs 1n the forested Tug Hill
core. Savings of $0.40 to $1.69 per acre were noted, compared to a local forestry
consultant's estimate bf $2.00 to $5.90/acre to prepare a plan for state approval.
(This would be a^one time cost for an eligible tract of 50 acres. Costs per acre
decrease for larger tracts.). Management costs were not estimated, but the report
stated, "while we cannot deal with the anticipated costs of management under the
program, the low exemptions the program would be likely to offer In Tug Hill will, .
not provide much leeway for management practices much beyond those already employed".'

Exemptions for landis kept open can and are justified by the public benefit
they provide In education, recreation, and maintaining environmental quality. Lack
of their use to any significant degree In Tug Hill at this time Is of little concern
from the public benefit view since so much open land Is available. Any "problem".
with the taxes on open lands Is the more general one of the financial burden created
by the property tax. This is a problem better addressed by fair'assessment practices
and control of the cost of government. This Is not the case, however, where taxes
are an Important cost In doing business. The lack of a forest tax program that Is
of use tp industry, woodlot'owners and farmers managing forested areas of their farms
in the Tug Hill area hinders efforts to encourage this Important part of the local
econotay.

Table 5-i , .

Amount Tax Burden on Private^ Forest Lands
in Five Towns, 1975 and 1980*

.

Tax/Acre

1975
Percent of Total

Town Tax Revenues Tax/Acre

1980 .
Percent of Total

Town Tax Revenues

Lewis 1.43 34.6 1.74 36.3

Lorraine
,

0.51 1.5 2.23 3.7

Osceola 0.83 55.2 1.92 66.5

Redfield 2.19 63.2 1.50 43.7

Vienna
•

1.26 4.3 2.53 2.7

*Note; Taxes welre derived by applying appropriate tax rates to assessed land
values only.

\ Source:, Parsons and Murray, 1974j Jefferson, Lewis, Onelda, and Oswego County
Tax Records, 1979-80} and Tug Hill Commission, 1979.

Tug Hill forest lands vary greatly in their contribution to local revenues.
Similarily, forest tax exemptions would affect Tug Hill towns In radically different
ways. Any forest tax program and system of state reimbursements to localities ^
should take this factor into account.



CHANGING NEW YORK'S FOREST TAX PROGRAM
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The formula In New York's present forest tax law is an arbitrary one, apparently
chosen based upon an estimate of its fiscal impact based on assessments on forest
lands when the 1eglsiatlon was drafted and reworked in the mid-1970's. This year,
the State Division of Equalization and Assessment (SDEA) proposed changing from d
the arbitrary formula in 480-a to a forest l^d value system structurally akin to
the farm value ceiling approach used for_partial exemptions under sections 305 and
306 of the Agriculture and Markets LawJ" '

SDEA suggests that the revision is necessary to reconcile the two different
forest valuation techniques provided under 480-a and the woodland provisions of ^
sections 305 and 306." There also is the question of fiscal impact of the exemptions
on local governments. SDEA cites an estimated loss of $450,000 in tax revenues in
Honeoye Central. School 0|istrict as a result of a 480-a-exemption for the City of
Rochester watershed property.'2 Technical changes are also proposed.

The valuatibn schema proposed is that forest land be "the average value per *
acre, of forest land exclusively devoted to and suitable fot forest crop production
in New York State". The pthod would be very similar to the,original agricultural

.  - :j ■ table 5-2 r ■ ' " ' '

Degree of Over or Under Assessment Of Forest Lands
in Twelve Tug Hill Towns, 1979'

C

{', • Market Value Ratios
Average [i .

••

Ratio For Misc.:^. -

Whole
Residential

.  - and'
'

Town Coifffiiarcial ■ Apt. Vacant* Farm Industrial Utility

Harrisburg 10.85 12.85 10*85
.

10.91 10.56 12.69
Lewis 6.15 5.01 9.87 : ■ 3.81 4.94 16162 7.51

Lorraine 11.87 12.78 17.52 22.65 11.42 11.87 19.54
Lowvilie 42*98 37.19 ■ - -65.38 ■ 7.18 42.47 42.98 52.52
or^n 15.08 5.95 7.32 . **-! 3.56 15.08 tlJl
Osceola 129.81 115.02 158.90 125.74 133.82 - 110.53
Redfield- 7,00 5.87 9.48 5.05 5.94 7.00 20,76
Turin 20.70 16.54 18.23 21'. 07 24.47 23.80 21.07 20.70
Vienna 3.03 3.19 4.03 «•

•

1.52 3.13 3.03 3.03
W. Turin 10.08 10. a8 ■  26.28 «k |. 6.21 10.45 19.82
WIlTiamstown 6.24 6.28 8.49 4.21 4.46 6.24 18.09
Worth 12.93

1
14.30 12.85 13.43

»

'  7.91 12.93 37.45

fNpte: Because the vacant land icategory ofttimes include Wholly or partially forested
,  parcels, its market value was chosen to represent forest lands. . I

■■ 'v . ,i ■ - ■ v . r - - - , .
;  . ■! . - " i' ■ ' I. ,

Source: New York State Division of Equalization and Assessment, Market Value Survey,. 1976.
'  'i ' ' ' • .

The twelve towns picked for Table 5-2 included the five case towns, the
agricultural exemption town (Lowvtlle), and six other tcwnS which exhibited various .
degrees of assessment of forest lands, rImplementation of full value assessments would *
have varying impacts with regard to any tax shifts to forest lands. The ratios presented
above tell us that forest lands in Lewis, Lowvilie, Orwell, Redfield, Vienna, West
Turin, and Williamstown are generally underassessed compared to Other land uses in
those towns. Thus, these forest land parcels may experience the greatest increase in
taxes upon full value imp!mentation. Harrisburg, Lorrainej Turin, and Worth forest
lands are generally overassessed and thereforei will stand less chance of"a tax ^
increase with full value implementation. ; i
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valuation approach. U.S. Department of Agriculture Indices of average value per
acre and SDEA market sales price data used'In setting equalization rates would be
employed. Values would be determined for different regions of the state and
different forest land types. Defpartment of Environmental Conservation (DEC)
approval of a plan and other requirements remain. The exemption Is still mandatory
upon the assessor. That Is, the applicant who is determined by DEC to have an
eligible tract must receive the exemption without any decision on the part of the
assessor or local taxing jurisdiction.

Changing from the present arbltrary exemptlon formula Is a good Idea. Changing
to a market based valuation system Is not. The approach SBEA suggests misses the
point of the problans Inherent In the market-based agriculture valuation system
that is now to be abandoned because It could not thoroughly screen out non-farm
factors In farm sales. SDEA market surveys are too limited to yield an adequate
number of sales with no non-farm factors Involved. SBEA's suggested approach also
Ignores the fact that, with this year's new legislation. It would result In farm
woodlands being valued on an Income basis and 4^-a forest lands on a market basis.

,  ̂ better approach would be one that sets forest celling values based on Incomeand productivity factors, as will be done for farm woodlands. New 4B0-a legislation
should specifically declare Its Intent to encourage forest management by removing
non-forest values from forest land assessment, using an Income and productivity base.,

A REGIONAL FOREST VALUATION COMMISSION
\

tp policy In New Vork, prepared for,the Tug Hill Commission,
concludes that the state has no clear policy In this regard.^ The state's earlier
forest tax program, the Fisher Tax Law (section 480 of the Real Property Tax Law),
was aimed primarily at large forest tracts In the Adirondacks. The passage of 480-a
was accompanied by such concern over fiscal Impacts In downstate communities that
the final version was far from being an affirmation of a policy to encourage small
and large scale forest management. The concerns of downstate legislators led to a
program of little value to upstate woodland owners.

One prograrii of forest valuation and exemptions clearly cannot be called a
policy for New York. A system of forest land values based on differences In soils.
Climate and management practices would be more likely to serve as a means of
encouraging forest management. Those values could be set by the State Department of
Equalization and Assessment staff or a regional group. k c u

.  The SBEA has had plans, for forming an agricultural valuation unit for sometime,
though approval was withheld by the Division of the Budget. As part of Its new
mandate to develop an Income-based approach to valuing farmland, this unit is likely
to be active. In Its new forest valuation proposal, SBEA says fiscal support for
fam valuations will be sufficient to also cover forest valuation.15 Regional
differences In the character of New York's forests and the Importance of local
Involvement In carrying out tax policy suggests that a regional commission with state
x^nd local representation may be the best way to administer a new systmn of forest
v.^1uat1on. The regional coimnlsslon would be charged with setting a comprehensive
regional policy for the area, development of a system for setting forest land values
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to be used In determining exemptions» implementing the system and providing for
cooperative local government programs in open space valuation.

EXAMINING FOREST VALUATION

Whether or not a regional commission approach is used, an examination of
income and productivity based valuation of forest,land in New York is necessary.
An effort parallel to-the examination of this alternative for agricultural lands
by the Temporary State Conmission on the Real Property Tax is in order. This would
be an evaluation of the.'concept to determine what technique would be feasible and
what information would be required to actually set values. An important part of
this research, a component missing in the work of the TSC on the Real Property Tax,
is the likely fiscal effect on communities. : Measuring this would probably require
the following steps: ^

1. inventory forest parcels and characteristics;

2.

3.

4.

select a sample for valuation to be used in estimating fulJ value
shifts and effects of valuation alternatives;

develop data.relating to yields, stumpage valties and productivity
measures to-assess the probable impact of alternative valuation
systems on landowners and on the fiscal health of municipalities;

analyze impacts, deciding whether a uniform valuation scheme or a
tiered valuation scheme is preferable; and

^  ■ . . .

5. trace the impact .of the revenue,changes through the region's economy.-

STATE REIMBURSEMENT TO LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

...j benefits of a healthy forest industry in New York will accrue to regionsand the state as a whole in terms of jobs and increased taxes. The adverse effects

SL under current tax policy, the loss of tax revenues, fallentirely within the taxing jurisdictions where the exemption is granted. Individual
communities with significant managed forest land should not have to bear the burden-

Revenue to benefit the state as a whole. Yet this is what happens under
4ou-a today.

>1 ^

A landowner seeking a tax reduction under 480-a today needs only seek the
wSrS!?' state Department of,Environmental Conservation. Once the DEC has

S® ^5® acceptability of the manaae-ment plan, the exemption is mandatory upon the assessor and local taxing jurisdictions.
different situation from that of exemptions in an agricultural district,

district^^ Sovernments, ppecially the county, are in part the creators of the
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Some other states recognize this argiiment, and provide for state reimbyrse-
ment for local tax losses attributable to forest or open space exemptions. Vemont
has established such a fund, and a recent report has advocated that the State of
New York reimburse localities for "lost" revenues in forest and open space
exemptions. 10

The concept is not new to New York. In 1970, the Temporary Study Commission
on the Future of the Adirpndacks recomnended state reimbursement for the lost
value of,scenic easements in the Adirondack Park and "for lost revenues resulting
from the "freeze" provision of the Fisher Tax Law" (this was prior to enactment of
480-a).'' That Commission's report offered an interesting additional rationale
for state reimbursement. It noted the low incomes and disperse populations that
tended to keep costs for public services, and thus taxes, high. The implication was
that state exemptions for forest and other open lands, to the benefit of all the
state, should not place an added burden on local residents.

That line of reasoning is more complying yet in the Tug Hill area. The four
counties overlapping the area (Jefferson, Lewis, Oneida, and Oswego) rank low in
personal income (42nd, 62nd, 32nd and 40th out of 62,counties, respectively).18
Beyond this. Tug Hill towns have kept per capita expenditures for public services
well below the state average despite small, dispersed populations. 'With two-thirds
of the Tug Hill area in commercial forest land (defined as potentially timber
producing by the U.S. Forest Service), forest tax exemptions could possibly place
a disproportionate share of the costs of state tax exemptions to aid forestry on
these communities. .

Further, these towns are. not the beneficiaries of the significant state aid
that flows to many Adirondack towns with- large state land holdings. A recent article
drew this contrast by comparing the Adirondack town of Benson with the Tug Hill town
of Montague. Montague operates on a town budget of about $30iOOO, with over 80 per
cent of revenues generated locally. The state-owned wildlife management; lands pay

j  Benson, on the other hand, benefits for a century old state focus onthe Adirondacks: New York State is Benson's largest taxpayer, providing 90 percent
of the'town's property taxes under a special arrangement that compensates it for
the fact that the state owns most of the land within its borders."20

Legislation to create a new forest tax program should provide for reimbursement
to tows, perhaps through counties, from general state revenues in. proportion to
the effective lost assessed value, if arty, resulting from forest property tax
exemptions. >

DEVELOPING FOREST TAXATION AS PART
OF STATE FOREST POLICY

The forest tax exemption program outlined here is not ideal. Almost any real
property tax exemption simply demonstrates the fundamental inequity of the property

regressive. The exemptions are often complex to administer and inequit
able in their application. The best solution to the property tax dilemma is to
reduce the tax to cover those costs which are locally determirted and related to the
\serv1ces required by. landowners.

)  •



Figure 5-1

Average P^r Capita Town Expenditures, 1974-1977
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Until such sweeping reform Is poss1bl.es we can only tinker with the property
tax In hopes that It can.be tailored In such a way that It does'not defeat societal
goals such as private ownership of land and homes, and productive use and enjoyment
of farm and forest lands. It Is In this spirit that this recommendation to examine
a new forest taxation program is made.

The time 1s right for this examination. We are beginning to recognize the .
major role forests, can play In our economy and our enjoyment of life, especially
as New York and the northeast appear resource and opportunity poor 1n so many
other aspects.

The timing Is right In another way. The state Is examining Its forest policies
through the Forest Resources Planning,Program. Forest taxation ought to be part
of that review. A policy review of forestry In the northeast stated:

We recommend a thorough evaluation of government financial
assistance and property tax programs, as they affect forest
management both for wood production and for other nontlmber
forest values.21

The opportunity should not be missed.

/
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RELATION OF PUBLIC SERVICE COSTS
AND THE PROPERTY TAX

Local governments exist to provide services. Taxes pay for these services.
A basic concept that could be applied to the relationship between taxes and
services In regard to the property tax Is that each parcel of property should
pay for only those services which It actually receives.*

This "cost of services" approach to the property tax appears attractive
because It seems fair and because It seems to hold promise for an area like Tug
Hill where the residents want to maintain the character of their lives and communities.
The cost of services approach to taxing might helpr keep the area the way It Is,
It is suggested, by keeping property taxes on, farms, forests, and other open lands
that hypothetlcally require few public services, low. This line of reasoning
assumes that these types of open lands to require less services and that lower
taxes win keep farms and forests from being developed.

This line of reasoning Is all the more compelling at this time, because of
the possibility that revaluation of land to the full value standard In some cases
win lead to increased taxes on farm, forest, and. other open lands. ,

To test the merit of the cost of services concept, the following questions
need to be addressed:

f

1. Is the concept fair and legally supportable?

2. Could a property tax program based on the cost of services be
administered at reasonable cost?

3. Would It accomplish the objective of maintaining open lands?

A REASONABLE PRINCIPLE TO APPLY IN DETERMINING TAX POLICY

Cost of Services Is Legally Supportable

Taxing property based on the services received would require substantial change
In state law. New York's property tax Is an ad valorem tax. The Latin "ad, valorem"
simply means "according to the value". Property In New York Is taxed according to
its value merely as a means of apportioning the cost of government. The principle
assumes that payment should be related to wealth as measured by land ownership. It
does not assume that payment should be related to benefits ("services") received.

\  ■ ■ ; . ■ , , , > . ■

\*Th1s section Is based on Thomas A. Dorsey (1979), Cost of Services and The Real
Property Tax; An Examination of the Concept, prepared for the commission.
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But to say the property tax In Maw York is set according to the value of
land only is misleading^ since some chargesto taxpayers that might normally be -
called "property taxes"|:are, In fact, service-based charges.

Article XVI, Sections 1 and 2, of the State Constitution provide for the
power of taxation and supervision of assessing by the $tate legislature., Section
305 of the Real Property Tax Law requires that assessments set fay local assessors
be at full value. But it is Section 102 of 'ithe Real Property Tax Law that defines
taxes simply as "a, charge imposed on real property". Strictly speaking, the property
tax on^a parcel Is the result of multiplying its assessed value by the tax rate
derived from the budget iof the village, city, town, countyT^ school district
In which the parcel rests. {The tax rate Is determined by deducting all other
sources of revenue and then dlviding by the assessed value.) These are general
purpose charges against Ijthe ,property.

(I . . ' . '

Existing Cost of Service "Taxes"

Section 102 of the IReal Property Tax Law also provides for more specific charges
apinst property that may be service based; Section 102 provides for "service
charges as a form of taxation, and for "special ad valorem" levies and "special
assessments'. Each of these three terms relates the Benefit received bv the oarcel
to the charge applied tqi it; ^

'  ' ■ ij ■ . .
In Section 102^ a "service charge" is dkined as a charge imposed by a county. -

city, town, or village to defray the cost of'services (emphasis added) for police,
protection, fij'e protection, street and hlghwaiTconsIruction and maintenance, and
sanitation and water supply. A "special ad valorem levy" is defined as a charge 4
Imposed upon benefited real property {emphasis added) to. defray the cost of a -
special district improvement or service. A "special assessment" is defined as a -
charge Imposed upon benefited real property In proportion to the benefit received
(emphasis added) by a'.pancei for a^eciai district.Improvement or service. ^

!l ' ' ' ' . ■

In short, New York State law provides precedent for the concept of charqina
property for public services provided. Despite this precedent, however, major
changes 1n existing law Would probably be necessary to change the general property
tax from an ad valorem basis to a service charge basis. r j'

^2^ changed system of property taxation would have to meet the traditional
k! protection;, A property tax that Is a service charge would have-tobe uniformly administered. Any differentials; In charges (taxes) to different classes

probably have to bear a rational relationship to a legitimate
purpose if were^to be supported by the courts. Existing service

ran hp by relating the charge to a measurable service that
r  indirectly attributed to the property. The administrative ■feasibility of accomplishing such a standard would affect the legal supportabillty ^

of the cost of services approach. . kh » au i i,.jr . v,

A DIFFICOLti AND POSSIBLY COUNTERPRODUCTIVE, PROGRAM TO IMPLEMENT

'  ''ii ■ ' ■ ■ , ' • '
Administration Would Be Gomnlex r . ; -

tj " ^ .

J.L, distinguishing feature of a tax, as distinct from a service charge orother levy, is that the tax must be paid regardless of the benefit received. Service

r
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charges and levies are based on the amount of benefit received that is either
measured directly (metered use of water or electricity, for example), or indirectly
by some other criterion (such as acreage, floor space area, or length of frontage).
The key feature of an administerable cost of services property tax program would,
be a manageable and affordable means of determining what types of property received
what level of services. The complexity of this allocation of service costs could
frustrate use of a cost of services approach.

, One complicating factor is that many public services are services to people
and not property. These services (such as welfare, health service, disability,
and unemployment payments) usually have been ci-eated expressly to shift costs from
the benefited recipient to the rest of society.

Not only would it be contrary to broader public policy to charge these indi
viduals for these services, it would be ineffective since many would not be property
owners. In addition, there v^ould be the complicating factor of determining what
portion of the service should be charged to individual parcels or classes or ,
property. These impediments to the cost of services approach are significant
because of the importance of services to people in local budgetsj especially at
the county level. One analysis of the Lewis County budget, for example, classified
67 percent of 1979 appropriations as services to people. Only 16 percent of,
appropriations could be attributed to property-related services.

Difficulty in determining what portion of a service should be charged to various
classes of property is a problem for services related to property as well as for
services to people. Overlapping of services, varying degrees of use Of services,
and varying efficiency in service delivery, would require service cost calculating
for individual Jurisdictionsj perhaps on an answer basis. An example can help
illustrate this.

Mr. White lives in the Town of Lincoln. Lincoln supplies 19 district
services including highway maintenance, libraries, parks, police, sewers,
and water supply. Fire protection is voluntary. If Mr. White owns a
$20,000 home, his full value cost of services charges for police, parks,
and highway would be $250. However, Mr, White also receives police pro
tection from the county (sheriff) end the state (state police), park
services from the county, and highway services from the county and state.
Ignoring state services, which are paid for from nonproperty revenue
sources, we can assume that Mr. White pays $15/1000 for sheriff's services
and $2.50/1000 for county parks. As a result, he pays $350 for services
he already receives, if we view these services as strictly services to
property. Mr. White's preference for county parks or the route he takes
to work each day affects this problem but cannot be measured in calculating
the cost of services. Thus we are left with the basic problem of how to
"reduce" Mr. White's service bill to a payment for a single set of services
which are not duplicative. ' .

The degree of difficulty in calculating and apportioning service costs varies,
of course. Police protection is a difficult service to apportion. Highway costs

X may be difficult to apportion too, where village and town highway jurisdiction and
^ use overlap. Furthermore, the services most easily apportioned, such as sewer, water
or lighting, are those most often already covered by service charges through special
districts.
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Cost of Services May Not Reduce Fam and Forest Taxes

Despite these dlfflcuHties, the cost of services approach appears to be
legally supportable and administratively feasible. The effect of the approach, |
however, may not be to reduce taxes on farm, forests, and other open lands as
expected. Studies of how much local tax revenue Is contributed by various classes
of real property versus the costs those parcels Impose on a municipality suggest
that Industrial, conmerclal, and utility parcels pay much more than they cost,
while, vacant, farm and residential parcels cost more than they pay. A shift to
cost of services approach could Increase costs to the latter classes, particularly |
residences, while reducing charges to commercial. Industrial, and utility parcels,
those properties which can and do "export" taxes as overhead In their prices for
goods and services. H

This same effect would l^e reinforced by the shift to full value assessment;
and with the use of the ilresulting tax base values to distribute the "cost of services" ̂
charges, the Impact on vacant, farm and residential parcels could be magnified
further. Thus there Is |;greater reason to Infer that the desired objective of
protecting underserved parcels would not be met by thls approach.

Finally, to the extent that certain classes of property use little or no
services (vacant, forest, or farm), a town may be subject to.increased land specu-
latlon encouraged by the; reduction In carrying charges In the form of real property
taxes. This possibility Is encouraged or enhanced by the tendency of the "cost of
services" approach to lead to the substitution of private services (wells, septic
tanks, etc.) for public I'servlces in order, to maintain an "underserved" status.
This encouragement of "pirivatizatlor!" coupled to reduced carrying charges could
be undesirable in terms of the goal of maintaining the character of the region.

PREFtoTIAbi assessment, CLASSIFIED ASSESSMENT, AND
TRANSFER OF SOCIAL SERVICE COSTS AS AN ALTERNATIVE

\  . • , I ,

The possibility that the cost of services approach would operate counter to
goals to maintain the rural character of .Tug Hill, and Its administrative complexity,
suggest It Is not a good alternative for changing the property tax structure. The
following alternatives appear to hold greater promise as means toward the end of
maintaining the character of a rural area like Tug Hill.

1. Better use of preferential assessment for farm and forest land
would contribute directly to maintaining the rural character of
Tug Hill. Recommendations for Improvements In existing preferen
tial assessment; programs would involve Income-based valuation of
farm and forest!; lands, coupled with provisions for state reimburse
ment In overalT! cases. This recommendation is detailed in the
preceding sections of this report. ;

2. Transfer the local share of social service costs to the state level.
This action would lessen the real property tax Impact In general,
and as a result! of revaluation tax shifts In particular. These /
costs would then be met through Income and other state taxes that ,
bear a closer relation to ability to pay' than does the property tax,
Furthermore, this approach Is appealing because (a) local social

i

1

\
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costs are largely the result of state mandates* and (b) ft would
leave the property tax as a levy that bore closer relationship to

^  , the services required by property owners.
3. Use a system of classified assessments or the rates to avoid

property taxation of farm and forest lands beyond the Income
producing capability of those lands. This alternative could be
employed together with or separate from changes In preferential
assessments and social service costs. In this case, the cost of
services concept would not be applied directly, but would serve
as a rationale for classified assessments.
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Appendix.A,

METHOD USED "IN LAND MARKET STUDY

Inforaatlon on real property taxes and assessments was gathered from town
assessnent rolls, and other sources in the county treasurer and county real

Jefferson, OsWego, Onelda, and Lewis Counties.The reports prepared by the assessor for each transfer of land (LA-23 Property
Transfer Reports) provided residency and sales price data.-

Property Transfer Reports for 1974 to 1979 were used to detemine the
fS residency of the buyer and seller
Ihl ^ Hi 11 towns, ^elected groups of sales were then examined to determinethe acreages andsales price of land sold. Prices below $100 per acre were excluded

!^u 1?^ average sale prices, assuming they were sales between relatives, orsales otharwise not likely to reflect only market Influences.

this 39-town overview, five towns ware selected for more detailed exam-
ination. The towns of Lorraine, Lewis, Redfield, Oscecla, and Vienna were selected
to give a cross-section of tovms within the study area, from agricultural, to
forested, to rural-suburban, respectively.

39-Town Overview

Six land_use categories were used for property transmittal data collection.
Tu residential, commercial, seasonal, farm, forest, and vacant (inactive),.he first three categories comprised the developed land class used in the case
study analyses. The last three categories conform to the case study analyses. All
transfer data was taken from LA-23 Property Transfer Reports filed at the county
tax offices.. ■ ■

The two primary reasons for using these six land use.categories were (1)
County towns were the first to be researched and this is the format that

the Jefferson County Tax Office used, and (2) more detailed sales activity infor
mation (than given in the Tug Hill land taxation report*) was required. Using
these categories facilitated the gathering of sales volume, resident, non-resident
purchases, and land price information for each of what were felt to be the major
land uses. The variable accuracy of sales price Information on a LA-23 was
recognized; but LA-23's, at this time are the only readily accessible puUlic records
or sales prices. Only six land use classes were used to avoid confusion.

TfiTo 3nd nonresident purchases of Tug Hill lands were recorded^ 1974 -
V  working v/ith the whole 39-tovm study area, it was assumed that any buyerwhose mailing address fell within a reasonable distance of the study area's

boundaries was a resident. This reasonable distance attempted to take into account
the great irregularities and overlaps of the many mailing districts serving the
study area, and also attempted to take into account the comnuting patterns of the
region. As with the 1974 Tug Hill land taxation report*, one of the limitations
m using any resident definition is that some residents will be falsely identified
as being nonresidents and vice versa.

*Parsons and Murray,- 1974,'The Use, Value, and Taxation of Tug Hill Lands.
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The Five Case Study Towns

^ All land use and assessment data was taken from the appropriate town assess
ment and tax rolls filed at the county tax offices. The Tand use categories or
classes used in these analyses were basically the same as those used for the 39
towns, except that only ;four major land lise classes were needed to accurately '
present the,land use picture. a^.tur«teiy

used were developed land, agricultural (farm) land, in-
active (yac^nt) and, and private forest land. Only these four categories were
needed, whereas in the property transmittal analysis, it was deemed that six
categories were necessary. This difference is reflected in the differences in
the types of data being compiled. u.ilerenves m

data''provides land use acreage changes, assessed land valuesfor each land use,^resident and nonresident ownership of land, and the percent
age of the town s total acreage that each land use comprises (1964-1979),

c4v landj; use categories are used in«the case study towns larldsix in the 39-tcwn overv.iew to match the existing information and to avoid
assessor's two, possibly different, classifications of

fhfnr K + ^2?® j"? at assessment). This avoids drawing relationships between assessment,' and land sale data and the resulting problems. Forexample, if there were 4';000 acres of forest!and sold in one-ac^lotsi thZ
would not necessarily mean that there would also be'4,000 forestland trans
fers. There could be 3,000 forest transfersor zero, depending upon how the

after'^'°the^tirae^^^ it would be used at, or shortly
In the five case stUdy towns, the definition of a rpdidianf sIoa

rJnciH address that|;fell within a one-town radius of a case study town was 'considered a resident of-that town. Because these case study analyses were takino
a micro .look at the land;market, it was felt that a narrowed down residS def Jition
was needed. Such a definition is more appropriate to individual towns.' Once aaain
perceptions of who is a resident of a particular town can vary greatly from person
to person, and for any person, from situation to situation ^

C
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Appendix .B

LAND MARKET TRENDS IN THE 39 TOWNS

I  ; • ■ . . ■ '
The major transportation routes and urban centers which surround the Tug

Hin study area are the. primary influences on the area's property transfer market,
in Jefferson, Oswego, and Oneida County towns, the far reaching pressures and demands
of the Watertown, Syracuse, and Rome-Utica,metropolitan areas help to keep the
transfer activity in these counties at a substantial level.. The majority of the

3  transfer activity occurs in the residential and vacant land categories in those
towns through which major transportation routes pass. Those towns further removed
from the major arterials incur less transfer activity, with more turnover in the
vacant and seasonal properties categories. In Lewis County, the total transfer
activity level was comparable with the other three counties despite its not
possessing a major urban center. Therefore, it is probable that there is no

•  other area into which Lewis County's property demands might spillover. Furthermore,
nonresident (or absentee) interest in property in Lewis County was, in general,
higher than that for the other three counties.

Interviews with town assessors, real estate agents, and other knowledgeable
people provided some insight into present Tug Hill land market trends and trends

5  which may continue or magnify in the future (see Appendix H). There were five
primary trends identified by most of those people interviewed. These were as follows:

1. The more isolated, less viable agricultural lands will continue to
be abandoned or sold. The majority of such marginal and siibmarginal

^  , agricultural lands will continue to revert back to brush and forest.
2. Purchases and placement of mobile homes has Increased greatly over the

past five years and will continue at an increasing rate if the cost of
conventional housing continues to rise.

3. Forced tax sales are not significant, nor are they expected to increase
I  greatly in the future. Some people take advantage of the tax sale grace

; period and in effect receive a very cheap short term loan. If this be
comes a problem,then it might be wise for taxing jurisdictions to increase
the penalty for late payments.

^  4. Forested acreage will increase as marginal farmlands are abandoned.
5. The more productive agricultural lands in the Tug Hill core and fringe

areas will experience greater demand pressures for farming as well as
development and thus may receive higher prices per acre. This may then
drastically increase assessed values and holding costs per acre and make
it more difficult for farmers to stay as productive. ,

6. More seasonal/recreational camps are being placed on.the market by both
residents and nonresidentS'alike. Residents often times feel that holding
costs on these seasonal or recreational lands no'longer warrant keeping
the land while a combination of higher transportation costs, disillusionment
with the area, and higher holding costs are the primary factors in the

r
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decision tp selL The sales price for siich lands that are in the more
remote Tujg Hill;: areas may drop far below the average market value for
forested recreational properties if demand stays low.

7. The denand for Vacant woodlots appears to be Increasing and will continue
to do so as long as fuelviood is in great demand. Usually it is the small
to medium sized: woodlots (5-15 acres) which are in greatest demand.

i' • . ' ^

'  ■ , II • ■ . -

TOWNS'! ON MAJOR HIGHWAYS HAVE MOST SALES /

i' ' " I
In the 1974-1979 study period, there were 15,181 land title transfers in the

39 towns. Approximately! one-half of these transfers involved residential housings
27 percent.were vacant land transfers; 14 percent were seasonal property transfers;
6 percent lirfere agricultural, land transfers (not necessarily whole farm unit transfers);
and 4 percent involved commercial enterprise acreage. These land title transfers
are available for each town in Table B-1.. From this table it can be readily seen
that it is the property in the more accessible areas and towns that is in highest
demand and retains a brisk transfer market.

'! • . " ' : ' ' • ■
•  II ■ * ■ . ' r V. ^

'  RESIDENCY OF LANDOWNERS

I

A nonresident of the Tug ,Hi 11 study area was defined here as being one whose
mailing address fell beyond a,"reasOnal distance" from the study boundary.' Generally, g
this reasonable distance]! extended along the Rome-Syracuse-Oswego-Lake Ontario areas
and,about a one town radius in all other parts around the study area. Nonresidency
was looked at to determine if nonresident (and absentee) landowners exerted upward
pressure on Tug Hill land prices. It is generally contended that these nonresidents
1) merely purchase the viand to realize a quick and substantial profit; 2) outbid
and/or pay above the local market value for the land; and 3) exert urban and "non- -
local" values upon the localities in which they purchased the land. While the non
resident involvement in property title transfers is higher in some towns than in
others, it does, howeveri appear to be a very small peV-cent of total Tug Hill land
title transfers. Over the past five years, nonresident purchase of Tug Hill lands
has declined from 12 percent (1974) to 8 percent (end of 1978). Annual nonresident
land transfer involvement is presented in Table B-2 for each individual town for the j
five year study period, i, , . '

In the 1974-1979 study period, only 2.8 percent of all transfers (15,181) in
volved forested parcels." Note, however, that some parcels could be completely
foifested but show up on the tax rolls as being vacant lands. Therefoj^, if these
vacant" land transfers are/also considered as forest land then they would comprise ■ m
29 percent of total transfers.

Table B-3 indicateShthat Tug Hill had a fairly brisk land title transfer market
from 1974 to 1979. The Whole market saw a steady increase in transfer activity
through 1978. The peak periods of land title transfer activity occurred in 1977
and 1978, although individual towns experienced variations from this regional pattern, ̂

S
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Table B-1

'

Total Number Property Transfers by Land Use, 1974-79
.  ,

for the 39 Towns

/

.  Residential Farm - Commercial Vacant Seasonal Total

Adams 429. 85 70 108 24 716
Champion 375 34. 31 138 33 611
Lorraine 70 36 7 50 24 187
Rodman . ■ 64 57 1 50 • .  22 194
Rut!and 212 53 18 117 0 400
katertown 253 54 62 204 28 601
Worth. 6 17 1 44 66 134
JLFPSRSON' CO. 1,409 336

■  190 7ll 197 2,843

Albion 191 10 3 147 50 401
Amboy 67 10 0 69 59 205 ~
BoyIston ^ 36 6 0 41 107 190
Constantia 634. ,  11 33 303 198 1,179
Hastings 713 18 .  78 .472 .  24 1,305
Orwel 1 65 4 ■  ■ 3 70 199 341
Redfield 78 2 5 104 150 339
Parish , 243 2 20 175 35 476
W. Monroe 289 6 6 .231 61 593
Williamstown 123 18 23 61 116 341.
oswFgO CO. 2.439

CO

171 1.674 999 6,370 '

Annsville 148 27 13 94 27 '■ 309
Ava 44 4 1 27 3 79
Boonville 183 20 32 76 .  63 374
Camden 143 3 8 31 3 - 188
Florence 43 7 1, 47 16 114
Floyd 253 3 17 .  69. 2 ,  '344
Lee ,  121 9 6 '  9 . 0 931
Steuben 43 7 1 .45 6 102
Trenton 269 17 30 125 . 8 .  449
Vienna 372 7 38 248 252 '  917 ■
Western 64 14 2 30 16 •  126
OMfilOA CO. ■ 2,266 -  129 161 953 . 4ll 3,920

Denmark 212 89 10 95 15 421
Htrrisburg 20 55 0 92 19 186
Lewis 52 12 14 47 70 195
Leyden 141 39 1 93 33 307
Lowville 387 65 ' 51 105 10 . 618

\Martinsburg '  108 49 10 81 19 257
Mpntague 6 1 1 26 86 .  120 ^
Osceola 45 0 4 63 . 107 219
Pinckney 27 16 3 ,  24 34 104
Turin 75 45 19 27 31 197
West Turin 175 50 \  20 89 80 414
LEWIS CO.' 1,248 421 133 742 504 3,048

Source: Jefferson, Lewis, Oneida and Oswego County Tax Offices, 1974-79; and Tug Hill
Commission, T979.



Table B-2
,ii

B-4

Annual Nohreslderit Land Transfer Involvetnent by Town, 1974-1979

Adams
Champion
Lorraine
Rodman ̂
Rutland

Wateriown
Worth
'JthhtRSUN CO.

1974 ^ 197S im :  1977. 1978 1979 Total
'|!

19 -I 14 7  ■ 6 .7 ' 3  , 56

■8. - II 9 ;  7 10., 7 0 41,
8  . 11 4 3 7 4. 4 30
3  I! 0 ■  4 . '! . 3 . 4  . 1 15
5  i; .  2 4 5  / ' <  y - 1 24
6  il - 6 7 - ■r-9 - 12 10 50
2  r 1 2 - 4- 5 1 15

36 M M M. 231

Albion
Amboy
Boylston
Constaritia
Hastings
Orwell-
Redfleld
Parish
West Monroe
Williamstown
TJSWEStfTOT

5- ■ r 3 4 10 : ■  4 ' 3 29

.2 i  - ^ 6 ■ .5 ^ 3 ■  ■ ■ 1 ■ , 15
12 7 ■  ■ ^6 - ■ 8 2 0  , .  35

?? 1  14 26 _ 1  34 18 27 151
11 14 13 1  11 ,  18 ' 4 71
10 12 2  . '  14 . 7 5 50
24 18 23 117 7 •  5 94

7 .3 3  . 1  8 ' r  11 4 36
4 6' ' 9 2 2. 3 26
5 I  4 12 '  9 5 8 41

110 l , „ 81 • 104 jm 75 60 548

AnnsvlHe
Ava
Boonvllle
Camden
Florence
F1 oyd
Lee
Steuben
Trenton
Vienna
Western
wmrm:

4

5 3 3 2 1 14
Q :  3 - : 1 . 0 0 4
0 ■3 .■> - -s 14 3 ,  28
0 1 0 1 0 6
6 2 4. ' 0 1 13
2 1 " 0 5 1 9
0 6 ,  4 4 0 14
0 2 "  1 , 0 0 3

12 2 1' -3 4 2 23
1 17 26 21 0 ,  65
n —dr— A ,2 - 1  , ,  , R - '

J2£ M M S3 187.
Denmark
Harrlsburg
Lewi s
Leyden
LowvTlle
Marti nsburg
Montague
Osceola ,
Pi nckney
Turin
West Turin
loifirca:—^
irTOnToEaT
Percent of TotiT

Transfers

: -

1

4
24
10
4
9
5
9

12
, 3
. 3
12
95

w:

6
25
10
11
10
10

3
14
2,

12
30_
12

4
27
7

10
10
a
6

21
10

7

2
18-

4
6

11
n

7
14

5

■I.
3^ T27 89

,2
5.'

10
11
11

4
1

10
0
9

33
78

75r

2% ;i 11% 11%

.3
7-
3
1
4
5
2
4

2

33
•T2r

9%

21
106

44
43
55
43
28
75
20
37
73

545
T75TT

10%
Source: Jeffersong|TTer^^^Lew1s,^0^eida and Oswegp County Offices, 1974-1979; and Tug
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Table B-3

Ttjonr

,1
Tug Hill Land Title Transfer Sumnary* 1974-1979

1974 1975 19>6 197> 1978 1979 Totaf

Residential 067.. 1,202 1,380 1,574 1,639 700 7,362

Farm 166 153 184 187 163 120 973

Commercial 90 110 .  88 138 161 68 655

Vacant 656 683 830 753 847 311 4,080

Seasonal 306 310 402 390 330, 7 1,820

*No. Forestland
transfers 56 69 29 61 48 , 103 291

Total 2,141 2,527 2,913 3,103 3,188 1,309 15,181

^1979 LA-23 data available only for about one-half year.

*NDte: Forest land transfers were originally counted as seasonal transfers but
were separated here to show the trend in woodland demand. ̂

Source: Tug Kill Commission, 1979.



Table B-4

County Land Title Transfer SunsnarTes, 1974-1979

Br6

IfFFEISbN COT
Residential
Rarm
Commercial
Vacant

^Seasonal
(Forest
Totfr—

1^4 i: - 1975 1976"^ 1977 - 19>8" hW
2^, ^3l : 251 305 283 W
^l: 54 72 . „ 59 49 45
34i; 27 28 : 42 36 23

^7ii ' ""Si , 5037 37 39 I, 38 28 8
3ii , , 2 I i. ■ . 1 3 0

52 4

lotaT.
t;w

336

190
711
187

TO)

mnrcr

.8 68 519 554 560 221 2,853

ResidentlaT
Farm ■

Commercial
Vacant

^Seasonal

Total ,

200T
• 93'I
■28|j
148

74,,
20 !r

583 li

W
76
30

127
71

-34
596

W
75
26

155
89
28

645

"IST
70
23

142
57,
20

589

Trr
68
18

121
72
17

527

"TW
39
8

49
18
4

231

421
133
742

•381
123)

3,171

Residential
Farm , .
CoimiercTal'
Vacant

*Seasonal
y.(.For6St.
Total

^!!
2 ii
2

IS !■

ii:

IST
13
22

'177
54
.4.

57
il'

635

w
10
15

219
80
4

799

528
44
40

207
121

6
952

31
66

284
128

4
1,184

W
29
16
47

7
1

311

2,266"
129

-  161
953
392

_. 19)
.3,939

mwEGOTT
Residential
Farm
Coiimerclal .
Vacant

^Seasonal
—,i%est

Total

"wr
14
26

336
193

33
1,026

385
10
31.

264
148

29

"W
27
19

329
173
17

896 1,000

484 475 286 ■ 2,439
14 , 15 7 87
33. 41 21 171

;  295 284 165 1,674
■  174 102 70 860

34 24 2 139)
;l.,nfi9 965 553 5,509

/'

*NOTE: Seasonal transfers'^broken down and adjusted to show number of forest transfers
.nd^oswego: county Tax Off,cat. 1974-1979; ' '
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Basefl on assessor's annual reports, construction activity in 1979 was down
from 1974 levels for all Jefferson and Oswego County towns except Champion, West
Monroe, Williamstpwn, Boylston and Albion. This construction data represents
construction or additions to or improvements of existing structures and new and
additional equipment of public service corporations. All Lewis County towns except
Plnckney, Lowville, Lewis and Harrisburg experienced construction increases since
1974. No data was available for'Oneida County towns.'

JEFFERSON COUNTY

Table B-4 shows that 2,843 transfers were filed for the seven Tug Hill towns,
in Jefferson County, 1974-1979. One-half of these transfers involved residential
properties; 25 percent vacant land transfers; 12 percent farmland transfers; 7
percent each in seasonal and commercial property transfers. In general, the most
active market periods (in terms of total number of transfers per year) occurred In
1977 and 1978. Contrasted with the whole Tug Hill area, Jefferson County towns
generally experienced a stable, consistent transfer market in the last five years.
Nonresideht land title transfer involvement declined slightly"(from 10 percent to
8 percent of total Jefferson County transfers) from 1974 to 1978. Total nonresident
transfers were only 8 percent of the total county transfers, 104-1979.

Farm transfers in Adams, Champion, Rutland, Watertown and Worth were either
at or below the average for all of the seven towns while those for Rodman (29 percent
of total transfers) and Lorraine (19 percent of total transfers) were significantly
higher than the 12 percent average. Adams and Rodman farm transfers are decreasing
from 1974-1979. Worth and Watertown farm transfers are remaining stable. Champion,
Rodman and Lorraine had increased farm transfers. Lorraine experienced a very
large increase (up 40 percent from 1978) in the first six months of 1979 in farm
transfers. However, most of these transfers are the result of enlargement of
existing farms. Very few nonresidents are involved in these purchases although
there were approximately four nonresident purchases (three out of New York State
and one New York City). In some cases, the nonresidents may have sold their farms
elsewhere and have bought cheaper land here in Tug Hill; in other cases, the
purchase may be purely speculative.2 in general, there seems to be a higher demand
for the more viable agricultural lands. This is consistent with the trend toward
fewer but bigger farms which is occurring both in Tug Hill and the nation. Those
people who were Interviewed stated that development pressure on agricultural lands
has decreased in recent years due to increased fuel costs, high Interest rates,
more restrictive mortgage terms, and decreasing overall population.

Only 1.3 percent of total Jefferson County transfers Involved forested properties
as-indicated by the property tax code on the LA-23 forms. '

LEWIS COUNTY

Table .B-4 shows 3,048 land title transfers for the past five years. Forty-one
percent of these transfers were,residential; 24 percent were vacant lands; 17 percent
were seasonal properties; 14 percent were agricultural lands; and 4 percent were
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coranerclal properties,, i'total annual land title transfers peaked In 1976 and have
been steadily deellninglsince then (see Table B-4). Nonresident transfers (of the
Tug Hin region) also peaked In 1976 and have declined slightly since then (from
22 percent In 1976 to IS percent in the first half of 1979). It appears that non
resident transfers haveidecreased since 1975 and then stabilized in 1978 and 1979.
Total nonresident transfers comprised 18 percent of.the total county transfers,
1974-1979. j  I (' , . , - ^

Farm transfers fqr :the whole county, have been steadily declining since 1974.
1974 farm title transfei^s comprised 22 percent of the total county farm transfers ■
while 1978 farm transfers were 15 percent of the total. Farm transfers for Lewis,
Lowvllle, Osceola, Montague,' Leyden and West Turin were either at or below the
average (12 percent of total transfers) for all of the 11 towns In the county,
while those for Denmark !!(21 percent of total transfers), Harrlsburg (29 percent),
Martinsburg (18 percent);, Plnckney (15 percent), and Turin (23 percent) were
significantly higher than the 12 percent average for the five year study period.
Denmark and Harrlsburg farmland transfers decreased until about 1976 but have since
become stable. Leyden, ;Montague and Gsceola have been fairly stable all along.
Lewis and Martinsburg farm transfers have steadily Increased. Turin and West Turin
fluctuated but have been consistent since 1976. Lowville and Plnckney were generally
stable all along, from Ijthe Interviews and assessment roll data, it was found that
many of the farm land transfers were for enlargement of existing farms. Nonresident
purchases of farmland were not significant. .

All six of the fartn|land title transfers in 1978 In the Town of Lewis (1978
valid sales) were considered valid sales. The,average farmland sale was $18,583
and the average per acrC price was $114;

Only 5.6 percent of; total Lewis County transfers involved forested properties.
In the past five years, Lewis has had 39 forest land transfers and Oscepla had 42.

.  i;

GSWEQO COUNTY / . , - ^

(i ' • • ' • ■ .

Table B-4 Indicates! 53 percent land title transfers in the past five years.
Forty-five percent of to;tas transfers were residential parcels; 31 percent were vacant
parcels; 19 percent werej,iseasonal properties; 3 percent were commercial properties;
and 2 percent were farm properties. Contrasted with the Tiig Hill region, Oswego.
County experienced a fairly steady transfer market with only one lull in activity
in 1975; peak activity was in 1977 with 1,035 transfers. Nonresident transfers
comprised only 10 percent of total county transfers. Only 3.4 percent of total
county transfers involved forest land.' i

Farm transfers for the study period fori'the county peaked in 1976 and appears
to be stable to the present., They comprised:,2 percent of total county transfers,
significantly below the farm activity in theiother counties,. Amboy and Hastings -
experienced an increase in farm transfers since 1977 and 1978. Hastings had six
farm transfers in 1978 and none in 1979. Constantia had a stable farm transfer
market with about two transfers per year. The' remainder of the towns had declining
farm transfers over the past five years. :!

v.
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ONEIDA COUNTY

There were 3»920 total transfers in the past five years for Onelda County towns.
Fifty percent of total county transfers were in the residential class; 24 percent
v^fere vacant land sales; 11 percent were seasonal; 4 percent were commercial; and 3
percent were farmland transfers. Oneida County towns experienced a steadily in
creasing transfer market, with 1978 having the most active market. Residential,
commercial, vacant and seasonal parcel transfers all peaked in 1978, while farm
land transfers peaked.in 1974 and 1977 and have declined since then. Only 0.7
percent of total county transfers involved forest lands. However, this,percentage
may be grossly inaccurate due to many forest lands beino classified as vacant or"
seasonal parcels.

Only in the towns of Western, Trenton, Lee, Annsville and Boonville were there
significant and increasing farmland transfers with peak activity occurring in either
1978 or 1979. Won resident transfer involvement in any of these towns was miniitial.
It appears that most of these transfers were used for farm enlargements while some
were used for development. - - ^

SOME TAX SHIFT TO VACANT AND FARM LANDS UPON REVALUATIOM

Approximately every two years the New York State Division of Equalization and
Assessment (SDEA) conducts a market survey in which it collects data throughout the
state on land values. The most recent market.survey for which data is readily avail
able is 1.976. Market value ratios, or the ratio of assessed value to market'value,
are derived for all land use classes examined by the SDEA. Without actually carrying
put full value appraisals, these ratios are only an indication of the direction of
tax shift that might result from revaluation. A class ratio is based upon a very
limited sample of appraisals and sales in a particular property class in each town.
Because this sample is limited, then, so also is the degree-and depth of accuracy of
the market value ratios. .

The table shows that in most cases, farm and vacant lands are under assessed
relatiye to the other land types sampled. For example, in the case of Adams, market
ratios for fam and vacant lands are generally lower than those for the other property
types sampled. This means that farm and vacant lands are underassessed compared with
the other property types. This tells us that there probably will be some shift in
tax burdens to farm and vacant (vacant land frequently includes forested lands) lands
upon implementing full value assessments. Utility assessments should decrease with
revaluation with this resulting tax burden being spread out over the other classes.
Surprisingly, residential and the open space lands (vacant and farm lands) ̂ re assessed
at nearly the same levels, thus indicating that the shift between these two classes
is not likely to be excessive. The numbers in the boxes are the average market value
ratios for all properties within the town and,indicate that generally all properties

\are significantly underassessed relative to market, or full,"value. .

^Jefferson, Lewis, Onelda and Oswego County Tax Offices, 1974-1979, Assessors
Annual Reports. 1974-1979. ^

^Healy, Robert G. and James L. Short-, 1979,. Rural Land Market Trends and Planning
Implications; Journal of the American Planning Association, American Planning Associa
tion, pp. 305-317;
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'Market Value Ratios For 39 Tovms
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Table 6-5
(cont.)

B-n

M1sc.
&

I own

Osceola |T20t|

Kesia^

115.02

tommer.

158.90

MPX;. vacant.

125.74 133.82

iriausi..

Pinckney 6.78 20.32 8.13 6.82

Turin 1^0.701 16.54 18.23 21.07 24.47 23.80 21.07

Turin mmm 25.14 31.92 — 15.93 9.62 22.65

(Turin V.) -

West Turin 110.051 10.88 26.28 — .  6.21 10.45 —

West Turin n 4.081 14.68 10.63 5.87 14.79 14.08

(ConstablevlTle v.') ' 1

West Turin 126.161 19.66 16.91 20.03 8.41 41.90

(Lyons Falls V.) '

Annsv1lie 4.48 3.87 12.74 — 1.92 2.79 2.94

Ava ' 114.45 19.07 14.45 — 8.09 11.48 14.45

Boonvllle 122.741 20.85 31.06 r— 16.30 19.13 22.74

Boonvllle 137.611 41.91 36.77 37.61 36.05 37.61 17.89.

(Boonvllle V.) -

C^mden 1 6.161 6.96 6.43 — 3.14 5.26 6.16

Camden 1 5.821 7.77 11.39 8.82 12.25 8.82 10.63

(Camden V.) ..

Florence 2.86 2.89 4.19 — 2.37 2.35

Floyd 37:50| 40.74 1  37.97 — 9.84 35.55 37.52

L?e 110.04 11.82 9.02 10.04 2.11 5.09 9.56

Steuben |25.34| 24.59 25.34 --- 18.70 21.35 . — -

Trenton jl 1.351 9.10 25.43 10.90 16.55 12.08 10.90

Trenton 112:551 I  12.45 13.75 13.69 38.89 12.58 12.58.

(Holland Patent V.)

Trenton 10.41! 10.12 12.88 11.32 10,41

Utility

no.53

25.60

20.70

22.65

19.82

37.18

7,86

10.90

63.31

48.35

63.40

6.16

8.82

9.28

37.52

10.04

62.79

11.35

11.82

13.48



Table B-5
(cont,)

B^12

Misc.'
&  ̂

Trenton

(Barneveld V^)
itort1  9.22 12.32

• » OM V •.

,  .14.29

. X1 f MUw w *

16.46

. u u i 1 1

16.13

Trenton
(Remsen V.)

j13.32| 10.41 20.90 —■, 13.32 11.00 10.00

Vienna 3.d3 3.19 4.03 L52 3.13 3.03 3.03

Vienna '
(Sylvan Beach V.)

4.44 5.27 4.10 4.62 4.62

Western fnTlg] 15.46 11.88 27.50 6.43 11.88 11.88
1
/

■  -

Albion 6.9S . 7.59 6.95 - 3.28 5.21 6.95 22.32

Albion
(Altmar V.)

031|i7.78.
II
'  - \

7.09 ■■ 1 2.15 7.76 17.47

Amboy 4.49 I: 4.45 4.53 2.48 2.27 15.08
,  ■ ii

/

Boy!ston ri8.7lj !|4.47 ' Sill 3,79

2.89

18.71

5.63Xonstantia 3o6|j i 3.73 4.03 3.53 2.00 3.53

Constantia 4.79 114.29
»i
'! "

7.83 4.79 3.35 4.79 4.79 9.54(Cleveland V.) ■  !

1

Hastings {l8.37t
J  •

17.75 19.86
1)

17.88 15,95 18.37 , 26.34

Hastings 23.63 22.89 29.81 19.52 .  13.24 23.63 24.24{Centra! Square V0 . jl ' . '

Orwell WM
1

5.95 7.32 ■■ 3.56 M 15.08 22.77

Parish j 03j 8.45 6.56 3.14 5.70

8.02

5.55 -
%,

12.69

14.45Parish rrol ;! ■
iiS.l3
|i
(1

8.45 1.66
(Parish V.)

Redfleld [ 7.00 ,5.87 9.48 5.05 5.94

9.15

7.00 20.76

10.64
West Monroe „fTO?! 10.63

Ii 1
Ii

11.31 13.85

WnHamstown 6.24
•>• j

,6.28
ij

8.49 — , i 4.21 1 4.46 6,24 . 18.09

Source; New York State Division of EquaTlsaitlon and Assessment, Market
Survey, 1976. 1} , • ;; , Value
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Appendix .C

;■ ■ ■ • ' , , , , ! ; ■ "■ ■
FARMING ANf) |.06GING ARE ^^IMARY LIVELIHOOD

Farming and logging are the primary livelihood in-the Town of.
Lewis, Most of the town's residential housing occurs along these road systems in
an:even distribution and mobile homes are scattered throughout the town with no

'  eoncentfations.' The entire western half of Lewis Is 'fairly undeveloped except for
development along Route 46. There are mostly camps and, some lumber mills along
this section of the road.

A look at Figure C-1 shows that the majority of the town is In private forests.
The Increased acreage in 1979 probably resulted from -farmland and inactive land
reverting to brush and forest growth. Farmlands have decreased continuously since
1964 and now occupy only 18 percent of the town's acreage. Most of the productive
agricultural lands are found along the streams and more accessible areas. Two
agricultural.districts cover about two-thirds (or 21,000 acres) of the eastern end
of the town.'' Developed land acreage was Gompletely unchanged until 1979 when it
rose sharply to comprise 22 percent of the town's land. It appears that irost of
this Increase occurred.at the expense of Inactive land, whtch decreased. . '

LAND MARKET. ACTIVITY AND CHARACTERISTICS " ,

Land title transfers were searched for 1974 through 1979 for residential,
commercial, farm, inactive, and seasonal lands. Figure C-2 sh(ws a fluctuating
land transfer market for these,years with all land uses' transfer activity, except
farmland, declining. Farmland turnover,reached record levels in 1978 arid Involved
980.79 acres. , . " ,

Developed and forest lands have increased substantially sincie 1974 (much of
the forest land increase Is due to assessor reelass1f1 cation of other land uses}|
farmland has conttriued its downward trend; and Inactive land has lost substantial
acreage to the developed and forest categories. , '

Figures C-3 through C-6 Illustrate the parcel stze changes and inter-class
relationships that have occurred since 1964.

Subdivision of private lands during the 1964-1979 period (all land uses con
sidered) has been Increasing but at a slower pace In recent years, in 1964, thei^
were 440 total taxable parcels; 1n^T974, there were 503 parcels; and 1n 1979. there
were 537 total taxable parcels. This is only a 22,percent Increase since, 1964.

Between 1974 and 1979'more parcels appeared In the developed land category due
to many of the greater than two acre Inactive lands becoming developed. Thus,
developed parcels are generally Increasing in average size. Figure C-4 also shows
this acrea^fe exchange relationship between developed and inactive lands.
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Figure C-2

Lewis Lend Title Transfer Trends, 1974-1978
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Figure C-5 §hows that the majority of the loss of agricultural parcels (a
2 percent loss.) from 1974' occurred in the 10 to 50 acre parcel size class. Thus,
the decline in number of ifarm parcels (and'accordingly, acreage) has occurred
mainly in the smaller size classes. This might be reflective of the economics
of scale in farming. Figure C-6 shows little change in private forest parcel size
structure over the years;! Overall, the number of private forest parcels remained
the same (1974-1979) while private,forest acreage increased due to redassifiqation
of other lands by the assessors.

NONRESIDENT OWNERSHIP DECREASING .
IN PRIVATE FOREST. AND VACANT LANDS ONLY

Table C-1 shows that!,nonresident ownership in the Town of Lewis decreased by
8 percent since 1974. However, the developed and farmland use categories increased
their nonresident held acreage by 2,242 acres! of 130 percent.

p  Table C-1
■  !i " . ■

Town of Lewis Land Use Characteristics, 1974 & 1979

Acres % of Total

Resident Nonresident Total Resident Nonresident
Land Use

as % of Total

Cfi

Developed 6,090 1  2,960 9,050 15% ,  7% 22%
Inactive 2,144 ;  1,143 3,287 , 5% ,  3% 8%
Active Ag 6,707 1,004 7,711 16% 2% 18%
Private Forest 12,494 4.405 16,899 30% 11% . 41%
Other 4,717

1

4,717 11% 11%
Total 38,859

.

;  9,512 41,664 77% 23% 100%

Developed . 1,503 1  1,485 2,988 4% 3% ,  7%
Inactive 6,236 1  3,062 9,298 :i 15%; 7% 22%
Active Ag 8,040 !  237 8,277 19% 1% 20%
Private Forest 9,270 i  5,516 . 14,786 22% 14% 36%
Other 6.315

!

6,315 ^15% 15%
Total 31,364 10,300 .  75% 25% 100%

Source: Lewis County Tax Records, 1979; and Parsons and Murray, 1974.

LAND PRICES LOWER THAN NORTHEAST;
VACANT LAND PRICES HIGHER THAN FARM, FOREST

Vacant, seasonal, forest, and farm transfers were examined between 1975 and
1978 to determine per acrjle sales prices for these lands. Overall, prices for
vacant and farmlands were! higher than those for forest land.. In 1975,. seasonal
land averaged $180 per adre but jumped 2,153 percent to $4,056 per acre in 1979.
This probably indicates that these properties had a structure placed upon them be
tween 1975 and 1978, which increased their value.



C-7

Average prices for all lands in Lewis were lower than prices for comparable
lands throughout the northeast. This compaHson is shown in Table C-2.

'  Table C-2

Lewis Average Sales Prices, 1975-1978

^  Northeast ' Northeast ^ Northeast Northeast
Vacant Average > Seasonal Average Forest Average Farm Average

,1978 339 1,531 4,046 - 234; . 215' 1,044

1977 - 1,007 - 695 - 334 - 821

1976 - - - - - - 741, _ - •

1975 301 - , 180 , - - 616 ^

Source: USDA Farm Real Estate Market Developments, 1979, and Lewis County Tax
Records, 1975-1978.

From the sales data examined in this report, it was concluded that the per
acre prices, offered by residents and nonresidents for the land types looked at
were similar.

STATE FOREST LAND VALUES ROSE FASTEST

Figure C-7 presents average equalized land values per acre for each of the
major land uses for 1%4, 1969, 1974, and 1979. A fairly constant increase in .
values occurred throughout this time period for all uses, with inactive land
values making a surge upward 1n 1979 so that they almost equalled developed land
values. The reason for such a Jump was probably due to enacting full value assess
ments. Until 1974 forest land values per acre were the lowest of any of the four
land uses. In this year, they rose above inactive land values and nearly equalled
farmland values. In 1979, forest values rose above-farm values by $2 per acre.'

Figure C-7 also shows that private forest land values are significantly lower
than those for state forest lands, both in 1974 and 1979. While both types of
forest lands increased in value over the five year period, state values Increased
at a much faster rate (178 percent increase) than private forest lands did (74,
percent Increase). Again, the dilemma of the cycle of decreasing assessed values
(as pointed out in the Osceola and Vienna cases) might then force the equalization
rate down which could in turn Injure the town financially.

'  STATE FOREST LAND TAXES INCREASED MOST ,

The number of parcels recorded at the county tax office from 1974 - 1979 pro
vide one indication-Of tax burden on private landowners in the town. The number
of tax delinquent parcels has not varied much over the past five years and there

?
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have been no sales to another person (I.e.» other than the original landowner)
due to taxes. Either these parcels have been redeeined by the owner or another
person_or the town has taken on the responslbilfty of holding the land. In this
county, there is also approxinetely a three year time period'which the owner has
to redeem his land before being taken by the town. The redeemed properties re
present 73 percent of the total number of tax delinquent properties, 1974 - 1979.

Table C-3 gives taxes by land use for the tax years 1975 and 1980. There
appears to have been some distribution of the tax burden among the major land uses
as a result of implementing full value policy. Consequent to farm, vacant (or
Inactive), private forest, and state forest land assessments being raised towards
full value, the assessments on developed lands would not have to increase as much
as in past years. Hence, their tax burden could decrease. This is partially
Illustrated by the drop in developed land per acre tax load on the 1980 tax bill.
Some of this drop in tax burden could also reflect the increased developed land
acreage since 1974, This enlarged developed land base could help to lower per acre
taxes; ■

>  , ' ' " -

Between 1975 and 1980, developed land experienced a 22 percent decrease in taxes
per acre; state forest land had a 91 percent increase; inactive land incurred a
53 percent increase; private forest land had a 22 percent increase; and farm
land experienced a 9 percent increase in tax per acre.

'  -LARGE INCREASE in EXEMPTIOl^S ■ .

The amount of exemptions grantedln 1975 and 1980 Is shown in Figure C-B.
There was a 548 percent increase in 1980 taxes shifted from 1975 levels. In
1975, exempted taxes accounted for 3. percent of the town's total tax revenues
whereas in 1980 exempted taxes accounted for 13 percent of total tax revenues.
The latter percentage for 1980 represents a significant piece taken from the
town's taxing base. It is not known how this will change in the future.

REVALUATION IMPACTS

Tables C-1 and C-3 and Figure C-7 appear to Illustrate the changes that full
value assessments produced in Lewis, starting on the 1979 assessment roll (although
time did not permit ah in-depth look into the impact of revaluation to full value,
the following changes appear to have occurred).

It ,1s difficult to determine whether full value policy was the major factor
in the reduction of developed land taxes due to Its acreage also increasing over
the'Study period. Farm, vacant, and state forest acreage decreased by varying
amounts since 1975 whereas the average assessed values of each of these uses
Increased by substantial amounts (especially state'forest land). This indicates
an overall reassessment of all property types had occurred. However, the majority
of the tax burden was shifted onto state forest lands.

Market value ratios are not presented for the Town of Lewis because at the
time of this report they had not been adjusted to reflect the changes induced by
full value implementation.



Table C>3 ,

TAXES PAID IN TTOii OF LEWIS. 1975 and 19HI

■  J525. . . ' '

Town

^Lewls

Developed

Total Tax

13

v=7.924v35-~

Tax/Acre

-2^65=-

Town

■ Lewis

Developed

Farm

Total Tax

20.8

I2i727^6A-

Tax/Acre

Inactive

Total Tax

20.2

127326150'

Tax/Acre

"1132'

Private Forest

Total Tax

34.6

'2ia4E;;39"

Tax/Acre

state Forest

Total Tax

11.4

5370f

Tax/Acre

2.5S

Total Taxes Paid

61,097.F

1980

Total Tax

_23.2

18.725.97

Tax/Acre

2.07

Farm

TotaT Tax

16

r

■j
12,929.29

Tax/Acre

1.63

Inactive

Total Tax

8.2

6,630.95-

Tax/Acre

2.02

Private, Forest

■ Total Tax

36.3

29,3A5.28

Tax/Acre.

1.74

State Forest.

Total Tax

16.3-

13.195.49

Tax/Acre

4.90

Total Taxes Paid

@3,326.981 +32Z

Source: . Jefferson, Lewis, Oneida, and Oswego CSunty Tax Records, 1979-1930;. Parsons and Murray. 1974; and Tug Hi.ll Ccsanission, 1979.
i. ■ ..J of Total Tax Revenues by town and land type (upper left corner).
I  i= Percent change from 191?. . - , / ,

o

n



Figure C-8

Lewis Taxes Shifted.Due To Exemptions
1975 and 1980*
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Footnotes

1Street, Philip. 1980. iTown of Lewis Population and Soclo-Economlcs Report, p. 2.

2lb1d., p. 2, '



D^1

Appendix D

Lorraine

A RURAL FARMING COMMUNITY ^

In Lorraine covers 24.602 acres, over half of which Is presently
4  "se is In the public use or "other"
j  P;]^* category Includes lands owned by the state,

i  public service corporations and accounts for 32 percent of
®"''y 5 percent of total town

owned <^eveloped. Sixty-seven percent of the land In Lorraine Is privately

LAND MARKET ACTIVITY AND CHARACTERISTICS

transfers were examined from 1974 through 1979 for residential,
commercial, farm. Inactive, and seasonal.lands. Figure 0^2 shows that Lorraine

l&nd transfer market for all pf the land types. Residential
and Inactive property transfers In 1978 had risen sharply, from 1977 levels. Farm
land, transfers have been steadily-Increasing since 1976. The Increased buyer

P]"® data gathered from Figure D-5 Indicates a trendtoward farms becoming larger. This shows no change since 1974. The most slg-^
Hi 5 u"!® ■'n inactive land category, showing a decreaseof 6 percent between 19T4 and 1979. The only other category showing a decrease

^2^4.®? 1^® ^lowever. this decrease was very Insignificant
SSJJ r? to total farmland acreage. Developed and private forest lands Increased
SnH 4^112+4 period by 2 percent each, probably at the expense of agriculturaland inactive lands. The loss In agricultural acreage has been small since 1974,
i21!h L2 2 ? However. It; Is hot readily known how much of this farmrland was of podr (or marginal) productivity, thus making It difficult to determine
tne Impact of such acreage losses. Development pressures may not be totally
responsible for this farmland loss. Some of this farmland may have reverted back
to brush and forest cover. .

Figure D-3jhows that the number of parcels In the developed category hasIncreased significantly sihce 1974. from 81 parcels to 136 parcels (approximately
a 40 percent Increase). However, there has beep a decrease In average acreage per
parcel, fran 8.76 acres per parcel In 1974 to 7.94 acres per parcel In 1979. The
most common parcel size occurred In the 0-2.0 acre category and comprised 35 per
cent of total developed parcels. , r, , r

4n parcels In Lorraine have decreased 23 percentin number, from 1974 but have Increased In average acreage per parcel (from 82 acresper parcerto 106 acres per parcel In 1979). Aierage farm unit 08™^
Increased from 611 acres per farm (1974) to 668 acres per farm (1979). The most
toSl^am'^plrcels *'^® 50.1-200 acre class, comprising 52 percent of
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Lorraine Land Use, 1964, 1969, 1974, 1979
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Figure D-2

Lorraine Land Title Transl^er Trends, 1974rl978
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figure 0-3

Lorrelne farcel S1;e Glasses for All Land Uses
1964, 1974. 1979
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Figure 0-5

Lorraine parcel Size Classes For All Land Uses
1954, 1974. 1979
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Figure 0-6

Lorraine Parcel Size Classes For All Land Uses
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The number of parcels classified as inactive land have Increased 22 percent
since 1974. vAverage acreage per parcel has decreased substantially; In 1974 the
average was 68 acres per parcel and in 1979 It was 25 acres per parcel. .

The number of private forest parcels has Increased 52 percent since 1974.
Inversely, the average acreage per parcel has decreased frwi 41 acres to 30 acres
(1979). The most ccswnon j;parcel size did not change between 1974 and 1979 (see
Figure D-6). .

In summary, subd1vld;1 on of all land uses except farmland has Increased since
1974. Agriculture was the only land use whose average acreage per parcel Increased
from 1974. This 1nd1cate|s a trend toward fewer.but larger farm units. Privately
owned forest parcels experienced the greatest Increase in numbersi This may be
due to the recent demandjtor woodlots for fuelwood purposes.

NO?(RESIDENT OWNERSHIP INCREASING
ilN ALL LANDS EXCEPT VACANT

Table D-1 shows that! nonresident ownership In the Town of Lorraine decreased
only slightly (-6 percent) overall. However,: npnresldent'rowned acreage had
Increased substantially in developed {^337 percent), private forest (+53 percent),
and farm (+25 percent) lands since 1974. Nonresident ownership In vacant (or
Inactive) lands dropped 6^9 percent from the 1974 level.

ii , Table D-1
h  '' I . - '

- il ' ■ ' ■ ' ' ' ■ ■
Town of Lorraine Land Use Characteristics, 1974 & 1979

I' ' • ! • •
H  • ; -

Acres ~ ! t of Total

Resident Nonresident Total Resident Nonresident
Land Use

as % of Total

Developed .

'

530 551 1,081 1% '3% 5%
® inactive 530 ' 701 1,231 !%■ . 3% , , 5%^Active Ag 9,925 13,426 13,351 ) m m . 54%
■^Private Forest 493 449 942 ■  '' 2% 2% '4%

Other 7,997 7,997 '  32% at 32%
total 19,475 6,T27 ' 24,602 ■ ■ .78% 22% ' - 100%

Developed " 583 125 710 ;! 2% ' 1% 3%
gInactive .373. ' 2,284 2^656 I  2% 9^' ■ 10%
cn Active Ag 10,711 2,735? 13,446, :44% 11% ' 55%
'^Private Forest 359 :  294 653 n 1% ' 2% .

Other 7.137 7,137 ■'2W 29%
Total 19.163' '5,439 "T4',~60?" .78% 2'2^ 100%

Source: Jefferson County Tax Records, and Parsops and Murray, 1974.
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LAND SALES PRICES LOWER TKAN NORTHEAST

seasonal , and ,private forest transfers were examined betweeni9/5 and 1978 to determine average per acre sales prices, for these lands. In geheral,
ram and vacant land sales prices were lower than,those for private fo^st and seasonal.

Table D-2
'  I

^  Lorraine Average Sales Prices, 1975-1978

Farm
Northeast

Averaae Vacant
Northeast
Averaae Seasonal

Northeast
Averaae Forest

Northeast
Averaae

1978 144 1.044 128 1,531 417 164

1977 372 821 -1,007 155 695 - 334

1976 -
<m

-■ . - m

1975 ■- . - 310 - - ,  - - -

Source: USDA Farm Real Estate Market Developments,.1979» and Jefferson County Tax
Records, 1978-1978. .

The reason^for the decrease In per acre farm prices between 1977 and 1978 Is not
known. Table p-2 also shows that average sales prices for all lands In Lorraine were
substantially lower than those for comparable lands throughout the northeast.

From the sales data gathered for this report. It was found that the prices
offered by both residents and nonresidents were similar. '

SHARP LAND VALUE INCREASEj FOREST VALUES INCREASE MOST

Figure D-7 shows average equalized land values per acre for each of the major
land uses for 1964, 1969, 1974, and 1979. A fairly constant Increase In assessed
values occurred between 1969 and 1974. However, between 1974 and 1979 the assessed,
values of all land uses Increased sharply. Private forest land Incurred the 'greatest

,per acre assessed yalue Increase (+480 percent). State forest land Had a 292 per
cent Increase; farmland had a 250 percent Increase; developed land experienced a
217 percent Increase; and vacant land Incurred a 144 percent Increase In per acre
value., ' -

. In both 1974 and 1979 private forest land values were substantially below those
for state forest lands. . / ,
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PRIVATE FORESTS HAVE GREATEST TAX INCREASE

'  ' ' I

The numtser of tax delinquent parcels recorded at the county tax office
from 1974-1979 provided one Indication of the tax burden on private landowners.
The number of tax delinquent parcels has fluctuated some over the past five years
with 1975, 1977 and 1979 being the peak years. Eighty-five percent of those '
parcels not paying their taxes on time were redeemed by the original owner or
another person providing the finances. In Jefferson County, there Is also approx
imately a three year time period In which the owner can pay his taxes before being
taken by the county.

Table D-3 presents taxes by land use for the tax years 1975 and 1980. Private
forest land experienced the largest increase In tax burden since 1974. Developed
land and ^tate forest lands had the second largest Increasesi Tax Increases
occurring since 1974 for the major land uses In Lorraine are as follows: private
forest land (+337 percent}? developed land (+213 percent); state forest land (+197
percent); farmland (+163 percent); and inactive land (+82 percent). Should these
increases continue at this pace In the near future, more exemptions will be sought
by various landowners. This would result in an even, larger tax shift to those not
receiving an exemption.

'  ' EXEMPTIONS DECREASING

The amount of exemptions granted in 1975 and 1980 Is shown In Figure D-8.
Between 1975 and 1980, there was a 46 percent Increase .In the amount of taxes shifted
due to exemptions. In. 1975, exenpt taxes represented .4 percent of Lorraine"^s total
property tax revenues and In 1980 this amount had dropped to 2 percent. Thus,
exemptions do not appear to be threatening erosion of the tax base.

REVALUATION IMPACTS '

Market value ratios are only one Indicator of the degree of Impact to be
expected from Implementing full value assessments. Market value ratios are calculated
by the, SDEA and arp based upon a limited sample of appraisals and sales of various
property types In each town. They represent the ratio of assessed value to full
value. Hence, these class ratios can only attempt to predict the direction of tax
shift should it occur as a result of revaluation. Even this prediction Is not 100
percent accurate.

Class market value ratios are presented In Table D-4.



,  ■ Table D-3 ■ ■ ■; [

TAXES >AID IK Tffi(K OF LORRAINE, 1975 and 1S80

Developed

Town I Total Tak

"tb5¥aifie "| TiQQlVSS"

■llzs.

Fax/Acre

Farm

Total Tax

45

=101041768=

Tax/Acre

=0=75"

Inactive ■ , { Private Forest

Total-Tax

22.41
"5;0O3Vil"

Tax/Acrei I Total Tax

^  1.89

1.5

332.53

Tax/Acre

,0.51

State Forest

Total Tax

26.6

S.949.85

Tax/Acre

1.29

Total Taxes - Pald.

22;329.21

1880

Developed
!  ■ iTown . [ Total Tax j Tax/Acre

Lcnrefsie ; 4,778.14

\ Z-,S-

I 4,1 4.42

Farm

Total Tax

46;5

26,304.75

Tax/Acre

.97

Inacti ve

Total Tax

7:5;

4,229.12

Tax/Acre'

3.44.

Private Forest

Total Tax

3.7

2,101.24

Tax/Acre ^

2.23

State Forest

total

=33.7

Tax

19.154.16

Tex/Acre

3.83

Total Taxef Paid

56.567.41 +IS32

Source: Jefferson, Lewis. Oneida, and Oswego County Tax Records, 1979-19^;, Papons, and Murray. 1974; and Tug Hill Cffinnission. 1979.
1__J= Percent of ToUl Tax Revenues fay town-and. land type (upper left comer).
i  Percent chanoe from 1975.

o
,■1 ■
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Figure D-8

Lorraine Taxes Shifted Due To Exemptions
1975 and 1980*
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i; \ Table D-4
•} •

Lorralne Market Value Rati os*

Ratio
for Whole

Town

Misc.
and |i

Conimerc1a||l Commercial Vacant Farm Industrial Utility

11.87 12.78 i|
ii

|I

17.52 22.66; 11.42 11.87 19.54

*Note: Revised and basedjj on 1976 SDEA Market Value Survey.

Source: New York State D;iv1s1on of Equalization and Assessment, Market Value.
Survey, 1976. I! li

The table shows that|| Industrial, farm and residential properties are under--
assessed relative to the pther land types sampled. Thus, If full value policy were
to be'Implemented In Lorrdlne then any tax shift would probably tr^nd toward farm,
residential, and Industrial landowners. However, there are other towns which could
possibly experience larger shifts than Lorraine (see Table B-5, Appendix. B).



Appendix-E -

■  ' ■ OSCEOLA' ■-
FORESTRY AfiD RECREATiA INTERESTS' DOI^INATE . '

Oscedla Is,predominantly open space in character with forests and wetlands
comprising the majority of this open space. The remaining nine percent of the
town s land acreage is in the developed category which includes all residential,
cfflBwercial and industrial acreages. BauFinnri reported in 1974 that residential
units are unevenly distributed throughout the town with the southern half of the
town having most of the few residential units that exist. ' Fewer than 50 percent
of the town s residential units are used year-round and-that the town's population
could double in the summer or on hunt1ng'vMaekends.2 the basic character of the
Town of Oscepla has not changed substantially since 1964 as indicated in Figure E-1.
The major land use is still in private forest lands. The largest land use change has
been a loss of 2,999 acres of fannland In the period 1964-1979. However, because
there has not been a very large increase in the developed land categorys. it is
assumed that most of this jost farmland has reverted back to inactive or forest
land.

I  ' ■ '

LAND MARKET ACTIVITY AND CHARACTERISTICS

^  Land title transfers ware recorded for 1974 through 1979 for residential,
coiranercial, farm, inactive, and seasonal lands. Figure E-2 shows a very fluctuating
land transfer market over the past five years. Seasonal land title transfers

,  reached the highest levels over the^study period in 1978. This might. .
have been due to sharply increased fuel costs and Increased loan interest rates
occurring in late 1978 and early 1979. -

As Figure E-1 indicates, the only year 1n which a substantial land use change
in 1974. In this year, the chart shows developed land acreage Increasing

at the expense of forest land. Howevefj this change was the result of a reclass-^
ification of some properties in the toi'/n because in 1979, forest land Acreage was
back to its pre-1974 level of 74 percent of total town acreage.

_  Figures E-3 through E-6 show the most common parcel sizes for each of the four
land uses in the town. It was found that while subdivision is occurring. It. is not
happening at as great a pace as'in some other case towns. The number of parcels In
J979 (all land uses considered) had increased 72 percerit from.1974 levels. From,
1964 to 1974 there was only a 22 percent increase, in the number of parcels.

Most of the developed and inactive properties are about 10 or fewer'acres in
size. There has been a decrease in the size of inactive parcels between 1974 and
1979. In 1974, the most common sizes for these lands ranged between 2 or less acres
and 10 to 50-acres. In 1979, this average size decreased so that most of the parcels
were again (as in 1964) 2 or less acres in size. i



!  Figure E-1
u

Osceola': Land Use, 1964, 1969, 1974, 1979
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Figure E-2 .

Osceola Land Title Transfer Trends, 1974-1978
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■! Figure E -3

Osceola Parcel Size Classes For All Larid Uses
1964, 1974, 1973
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,  |! ' ■ ■ Figure E-4 ' ' "
Osceola Parcel Size Classes For All Land Uses
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Figure E-6

Osceola Parcel Size Classes For All Land Uses
1954, 1374, 1979
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Figure E-1 clearly shows the decrease in active farmland since 1969, while
Figure E-5 shows a decrease in the size of farm parcels. Most of the farm parcels
still range from 50. to 200 acres in size. There was some subdivision which put
more parcels into the less than 10 acre size.

The number of private^ forest land parcels has increased since 1974 but most
of the parcels remaining ;aire still of 200 acres or more in size. The increase in
forest parcels was due to assessor reclassification of lands.

NONRESIDENT OWNERSHIP DECREASING

Land transfer data thdicates that nonresident purchases of rural land in -
Osceola reached a'peak in; 1976 and has been declining sharply since then.

; Table E-1 shows that the percentage of total tttwo-acreage owned by nonresidents
of the town,has decreased since 1974.^ The private forest category was the only
category to experience an'; increase in nonresident-owned acreage. It gained 1,481
acres of nonresident-owned land (a 4 percent increase). Table E-1 shows that the
percentage of total develliDped land acreage owned, by nonresidents has decreased
3,048. acres (-48 percent); since 1974. It appears that there are increasing numbers
of nonresident-owned seasonal properties but ,pf smaller average size in the Town of
Osceola.

c;

c

jl . - Table E-1: - ■ . .
.  i:

Town of Osceola Land Use Characteristics, 1974 & 1979

Acres TorTotir
Ij ; Land Use

Resident i'Nonresident Total iResident Nonresident as % of Total

Developed
Inactive

1,648, 8,184 4,832, ■  3 ■% 6 - % 9%
318 2,864 3,182 0.s% 5.4% 6%

Active Ag
Private Forest
Other '

1,520 -  86 1,606 2.9% 0.1% 3%
4,414 37,221 41,635 .  8 %  - 66 % 74%
4,451 - 4,451 8 % -* 8% •

Total 14,540 41,166 55,706 22. 5% 77.5% . 100%

Developed 1,918 .  6,232 8,160 %' 10 % 14%-
Inactive 774 3,085 3,859 1 % 6  % 7%
Active Ag 1,079 1  - ■ 1,079 2 % - . 2%
Private Forest 2,084 35,740 37,824 4 %■ 64 % 68% ,
Other 4,794. 4,794 ,  9 %- • - .9%
Total . . 10,649 jl 45,057 55,706 :  20 %

o00

100%

en

Source: Tug Hill Comnissijon, 1979; and Parsons and Murray, 1974.
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VACANT/FOREST LAND PRICES HIGHEST

E-7

Vacantt seasonal, and private forest land transfers were examined from 1975
^  to 1978 to determine per acre prices given for these lands. Table E-2 shows ;that

vacant and forest land prices were generally higher than seasonal prices. However,
many parcels classified-as,seasonal are, In fact, wholly or partially forested.
Thus, some seasonal prices could be reflecting forest land value's.

Table E-2 ■
■  ■ ■ ■■ ■ ■ ' ■ . '

Osceola Average Sales Prices, 1975-1978

Vacant
Northeast

Averaqe Seasonal
Northeast
Averaqe Forest

Northeast ,
Averaqe

1978 388 1,531 ' 206 833

1977 1,007 - 695 334

1976 130 156 406 m

1975 910 - 600
\

•• t

■k
-

Jgyg 1973 Iiuin^v Vd; VIC I wpificnod » QllU^UCIVId UUUIIUJT .1 OA g

In all of the land uses, the prices paid by nonresidents were bomparable to
prices paid by residents and sometimes nonresident prices were substantially lower.

the sale,s data shows that the hypothesis that nonresidents consistently
„offer higher bids for land which results In higher per acre prices and assessmentsI  p^not true in the. Town of Osceola. Resident and nonresident per acre prices were

determined to be comparable. However, It cannot be determined how many residents
wished to buy latid but could not because of the Inability to outbid a npnresldent.

^  PRIVATE FOREST LAND VALUES STILL LOWEST
Average equalized assessed land values per acre were calculated for the major

land types and are given In Figure E-7 for 1964 through 1979. Developed land has
the^hlghest assessed value per acre In all years except 1974. This same situation
holds true for the towns of Lewis, Lorraine, and Redfleld while In the Town of Vienna,

^  per acre developed land values have traditionally been much higher than undeveloped
land values. The Inactive land category possessed the second highest per acre

.assessed values for all years while private forest lands always had the lowest per
acre values. \

The fact that there was a sharp Increase In 1979 in assessed values of all
land uses without an accompanying shift in the number acreage of, the land uses may
Indicate the effect of going to full value assessments. The Towrt of.Osceola
implemented full value policy on the 1977 assessment rolls after which they had an
equalization rate of 205.27 percent.
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As previously nient1oned» private forest land assessments are the lowest of
all of the land uses. Assessed land values per acre were compared with assessed
values per acre on state lands for 1S74 and 1979. Note that while private forest
land assessed values were lower than state values in both years, the private forest
land values increased at a faster rate than did state values. Possibly what
happened is that the S.DEA may feel that state lands are overassessed relative to
private lands and may then reduce their*state land assessed values. .However, if
this policy is practiced and if a large portion,of a town's taxable assessed value
Is comprised of state lands, then the equalization rate for the town is eventually
lowered. This effect might then reduce the financial aid going to that town's
communities.

,  PRIVATE FOREST LAND TAXES REMAIN LOWEST •

The question of whether or not property taxes on Tug Hill rural lands are a
burden varies when talking with different landowners. County tax sale records were
searched and it was found that in the past five years no parcels have been sold to
another person (other than the original owner) due to tax sales and that ten properties
were conveyed to the county and town. Nearly 90 percent of all tax delinquent
properties were redeemed (that Is, the tax bills have been paid by the owner). For
those whose taxes went unpaid. It is not readily known whether the owner was actually
heavily burdened with his tax bill or If he did not pay his taxes merely because he
wanted to obtain a cheap short tena loan.

Table E-3 presents tax.changes by land use between 1975 and 1980. While
taxes on all types of lands increased, It was developed lands that experienced
the greatest increase (4-211%). Inactive and private forest lands showed increases
of 135 percent and 109 percent while fanr/land and stats forest land each incurred
80 percent increases in their taxes. In both 1975 and 1980 private forest lands
paid the least taxes per acre of any land use.

EXEMPTIONS DROP AS PERCENT OF TAX BASE

The amount cf exemptions granted dn 1975 and 1980 is given in Figure E-8.
lewis County tax records did not permit a breakdown of exemptions by type for 1975.
Total exempt amounts in 1980 equalled $3,153 which is about a 15 percent increase
over the 1975 level. In 1975, exemptions accounted for five percent of the town
total tax revenue and in 1980, exemptions had dropped to three percent of the town s
total tax revenue. Thus, there has been no erosion of the tax base due to exemptions.
It cannot be said how this picture will change in the future.

REVALUATION IMPACTS

There is no data available that can accurately predict the significance of any
tax shifts which might result fhSes implementing full value assessments. Market
value ratios for individual towns and land uses are only rough indicators of the
direction of tax shift that might occur. Market value ratios for those land uses
examined by SDEA in Osceola are presented 1n Table E-4. -



TaMe E-3

T«ES PAID IS TOW OF OSCEOLA. 1975 and 19E0

1975., - -

Town

OsceeTa=^r

Developed ■

Total Tax ! Tax/AcreI
17.4^

= lv2i=== 9.855.-13-

Fam

Total Tax

2.3

Tl297.20 =

Tax/Acrd

"-1:20=

Inactive

Total Tax

8.6

'4.904.69'

Tax/Acre

1727'

Private Forest

Total Tax

55 .'2

3i;333.63

State Forest

Tax/Acre Total Tax Tax/Acre

16.5

0.83 ' 9,3SlV41 ' , .2.18-'

Total Taxes Paid

55,783.12

1980

Developed ' ■ Farm

Town Total fax Tax/Acre Total Tax Tax/Acre

.,13.3.
-  . . 2.7 1 . ; .

Osceola 16,025.46 3.32 3.233.25 2.00

Inactive

Total Tax

6.9

8,342.72

Tax/Acre

2.62

Private Forest

Total Tax

66,5

80,040.64

Tax/Acre

1.92

State Forest

Total Tax

10.5

12,692.60

- Tax/Acre

2.98,

Total Taxes.Paid

120,334.67 FT

Os^rimo County fax Records, 1979-1980; Parsons and fiurray, 1974; and Tug Hill Comissicn,'1979.
LJ" Percent of Total Tax Revenues by town and land type (upper left comer). . '
i  I- Percent change from 1975. '

m

t



Figure E-8'
'  /

Osceola Taxes Shifted Due To'Exemptions
1975-and 1980*
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*Note: 1975 and 1980 taxes are based on 1974 and 1979 final assessment
'  roles, respectively.

Source: Lewis County tax Records, 1974 and 1979; and Tug Hill
Commissiiort, 1979.



Table E-4

bsceola Market Value;Ratios*

E-12

Ratio ^Isc.
for Whole and
Town Commerc1;!al Residential Vacant Farm Utility

129.81 158; 90: 115.02 125.74 133.82 110.53 ,

*Notei Revised and based| on 1976 SDEA Market Value Survey
;  . . |j . ' ' ' , ' ' • ■ ' ' ■ '

Source: New York State pivlslon of Equalization and Assessment, Market Value
Survey, 1976.

The Town-of Osceola has already implemented full value policy. However, time
did not permit an In depth look at the impact: of implementing the program. The
results of full value in Osceola were discussed previously In this section.

1

Footnotes

Baumann, Ernestine V.; 1975. Town of Osceola Land Use Inventory and Analysis.
Report.#1. p. 4. '

-Ibid., p. 4. .
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Appendix .F. . *

^  ̂ redfield;

A TOWff OF FORESTS, LOSOINO, ANO SEASONAL CAMPS

Redfield is a heavily forested town with rnost of the residents'

iobs"or income.from forestry
V°°^ outside of the town.. Seasonal properties far outnumber all othertypes Of property in the town. v

the largest number of acres. In the town is in private
forest lands (based on the assessment rolls). This iknd use has remained very
iqIq <e°!?r i"® I if'eason for the very low forest percentage in .1969 is not known.) Farmlands have-continued their decline since 1964 so that

Is^^rSbahiS'^nEfr?!!!? >!l® decrease
11 ?ho r f ^ to some of the acreage reverting back to woodland and someof the acreage being developed. Vacant (i.e., inactive) land acreage also has
fho r ! Probably much of this loss of acreage is due to'
u2?«lf2 , developed, either for permanent or seasonal residential use. De-veloped acreage has, increased continuously since 1969 so that it now comprises
12 percent of total acres. .

.. . ^

LAND mRKET .ACTIVITY A?ib CHARACTERISTICS . ■

'  ' - / ' ' ' ' • "

wp a 25 percent Increase in the. total number of parcels
(alMand usp considered) whereas from 1974 to 1979 there was only a 5 percent
Increase. When considering all of the four land uses, the biggest increase in

two acre size class. Figures F-3 F-6

?221t(c parcels for the four major land types. Interesting
land increasing subdivision of Inactive lands and.the town's limited farmr

Land title transfers were searched for 1974 through 1979 for residential,
conwercial, farm, inactive, seasonal, and'forest lands. Figure F-2 shows a gen-
eraily decreasingly active land transfer market for these years for all uses ex-

which increased in activity. These trends are analogous to those
tor Oswego County on the average,(that is, counting just Tug Hill towns in Oswego
County; see Table B-4). It appears that interest in land, in the Town of RedfieTd
has slacked-off somewhat in recent years.

NONRESIDENT OWNERSHIP dECREASING

that nonresidasit ownership in the town has decreased by 3
percent (or^l,855 acres) since 1974. The only land use to experience an increase
in nonresident ownership was inactive land. , ,. . ,
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Figure F-2

Redfleld Land Title Transfer Trends, 1974-1978
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.  , Figure F-3

Radfleld Parcel Sice Classes For All Land Uses
1364, 1974, 1979 - „ , ̂
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Source: Oswegb County Tax Records, 1979j and Parsons and Hurray, 1974.

Figure F -4 ,

Redfteld Parcel Size Classes For All Land Uses
1964, 1974, 1979 ,
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Figure F-5

Redfle'd Parcel Size Classes For All Land Uses
1964, 1974, 1979
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Figure -F-5

Redfleld Parcel Sire Classes For All Land Uses
1964, 1974, 1979
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Table F-1

Town of ftedfleld Land Use Characteristics, 1974 & 1979

"  ̂ ^ "^' bf total / 'Acres

Resident Nonresident Total Resident Nonresident
Land Use

as % of Total

Dave!oped
Inactive
Active Ag .
Private Forest
Other

2,720
664

664
13,059
17,338

4,179
1.417
274

19,243

6,899
2,081
938 ,

32,202
17.338

5%
n
1%
2Z%
29%

7%
2%
1%
32%

12%
3%
2%

54%
29%Tota] 34,445 25,113 ^9,558 42% 1d6%

Developed
Inactive
Active Ag
Private Forest
Other

3,148
982

1,201
10,141
17,108

2,505
1.220
521

22,732
M

5,653
2.202
1,722
32,873
17,108

.S% ,
2%

2%
m
29%.

4%
2%

1%
38%

9%
4%
3%
55%.
29%fotai : 32,580 26,978 59.558 55% 45% 100%

Source: Oswego County Tax Records, 1979; and Parsons and Murray, 1974,
c;

SEASONAL/LAND PRICES HIGHEST

1070 private forest land transfers were searched from 1975 top78 to determine per acre prices given for these lands. Table F-2 shows that seasonal
®'^5J^^]?3ntly higher than vacant and forest land prices. Forest land

tm fwL ® ® lowest of the three land uses examined for all years except 1975.year, both vacant and forest land prices were significantly higher than seasonal
anH speculated that this was due to greater buyer interest in vacant
1Q7R leo^s. Accordingly, the prices offered for these lands was higher. After
lands l^'^ese land types probably slacked qff and picked up for seasonal

data gathered here Shows that prices offered by nonresidents for these
properties were similar to those of residents for all of the land uses.

:  Table F-2

Redfield Average Sales Prices, 1975-1978

Northeast
Average Seasonal

Northeast
Average

-C

Vacant
Forest

Northeast
Average

1978
1977
1976

1975

409
341
429

1,531
1,007

2,707
543

3.981
695

186
153
160

334

"Iw-igTS."®'' »"<• Osweso County Tax Records
Source:



'  PRIVATE FOREST LAND VALUES LOWEST

'  _F1gure F-7 illustrates equ^l 1zed land values per acre for each of the maior
land uses for 1964» 1969, 1974, and 1'979. A fairly constant increase in values
occurred throughout the years with the exception of 1974 inactive land values
rising above forest land values and staying there into 1979. This trend is identical

by inactive land In the To«n of Lewis; The h1gi:^ali.e per Sere
given to private forest land in 1969 is somewhat exaggerated due to the very low
SVL^rtvate forest land acreage recorded then. The rea5o^for "Scr7juS
? Si 4.5® increase in per acre prices offered rfor the land, a generalinflationary increase, or the assessor's attempt to brihg assessed land values
more in line with what he thinks.they,should be.

Figure F-7 also shows that in 1979, the average assessed value per acre for
hri+K r^r! 1 2^^ is significantly lower than that for state forest lands. While-

f9n5 nL "5 values Increased greatly from 1974, private forest lands hadoniy^a Z04 percent increase in value as compared to the state's 432 percent increase.

VACANT LAND TAXES INCREASED MOST , ,

The number of parcels recorded at the Oswego County tax office from 1974 - 1979
f  burden on private landowners in the town. The number

f ̂ ®1^29"ent parcels has been few indeed. Only two have been sold in the past
ornnoifflf taxes. That is, from 1977 to the present, all except two

^ ®1^ P" °^ber towns, the original owner of a
whirh fX ®PP''J'^^»"ately three years from the time the taxes are initially due in.
vet hLSvL I ' be excessively burdensome just
with furtherdata! measure of tax burden and should be substantiated

between 1975 and 1980, taxes on inactive (or vacant) lands
were increasing the fastest. This land class incurred a 27 percent increase in its
1Q7K ?S1I® developed, farm and private forest lands' taxes decreased. In both1975 and 1980 private forest lands paid the least taxes per acre of any land use.

EXEMPTIONS INCREASE 100 PERCENT. .

iQftn f the-exemptions granted in the Town of Redfield in 1975 arid
cpnt'nJ^ 1 of taxes exempted in 1980 ($54,386) had increased 106 peT-
fqvs PLi 1®^ exempted amounts;($28.468). Two new exemptions appeared after
do Lf PmfpJ ? Clergy. However, both of these exempt amounts were very small and
oPnPPit-Jff f to present a problem to the town budget at this time. Wholly exempt
n?r TofJi®'' increase (111 percent or $25,681) from. 1975.levels. .Total exemptions accounted for 29 percent of total town prooertv tax
rSPPVj appears quite substantial. In 1975, total exempt taxesaccounted for 25 percent of total town property tax revenues. Thus, it mioht be

erosion of tlie tax base sometime; inthe future should they continue to increase at their present pace. Some of the
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Table F-3

TAXES PAID Ifi TOVffj OF REDFIELD. 197S and 1S80

Town

Redfleld .

Developed

Total Tax

16.sf ■
18,828.97

Tax/Acre

3.33

Farm

Total Tax

3.3

3,744.84

Tax/Acre

2.18

1975

Inactive

Total Tex

5.6

6,382.85

Tax/Acre

2.90

Private Forest

Total Tax"

S3.2

72,044.89

Tax/Acre

2.19

State Fprest

Total Tax

11.5

13,067.85

Tax/Acre

2.22

Total Taxes Pai d

114.071.40,

Town

Redfield

Developed

Total Tax

18.c

20,673.07

Tax/Acre

3.00

,Farm

Total Tax

1.4

1,505.67

Tax/Acre

1.61

1980

Inactive ■

Total Tax

6.9

7,687.67

Tax/Acre

'3.69

Private Forest

Total Tax

43.7

48,603.62

Tax/Acre

1.50

State Forest

Total Tax

29.4

32,691.33

Tax/Acre

2.92

Total Taxes Pald

111,161.36 FsrsB

Source: Jefferson, Lewis, Oneida, and Oswego County Tax Records, 1979-19ffiJ; Parsons'and Hurray, 1974; and tug Hill Commission, 1979'.

o = Percent of Total Tax Revenues by town and land type (upper left comer).
\  'I * Percent change from 1975. ' ' . - -

I

iO
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Figure F-8

Redfield Taxes Shifted Due to Exemptions
^-1975 ancri980*
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Increase In exemptions may be due to a rapidly rising Inflation rate which may
cause town budgets (and accordingly, exemptions) to Increase.

REVALUATION IMPACTS

The data that Is available from the SDEA cannot,accurately predict the degree
of Impact of tax shifts due, to revaluation. The data Is only an Indicator (and
still not a wholly accurate one) of the direction of shift that might occur due to
revaluation.

The market value ratios for Redfleld are shown In Table F-4.

Table F-4 ;

Redfleld Market Value Ratios*

—— Misc. ^ ^ """""" ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ~ ^

for Whole /and ^
Town Commercial Residential Vacant Farm Industrial Utility

7.00 9.48 5.87, 5.05 B.94 7.00 20.76

*Mote: Revised and based on 1976 SDEA Market Value Survey

Saufce: New Vork State Division of Equalization and Assessment, Market Value Survey, 1976.

The table shows that mlscellaneous/cofiinerclal, vacant, and farm properties are
all assessed at about the same percentage of market value. Commercial, Industriali
■and utility properties are now overassessed compared to the other property types.
Thus, Indicating that there may be some'tax shift to those other properties upon
Implementing full value assessments. However, the true Impact of revaluation cannot
be known until revaluation has been completed.



Appendix G .

.  • , mmh' . ' - -
. . . - ', ■ i . ' '

A RECBEATION" AND COMMUTER ORIENTED TO, ^
"  " , ■ ■ . - '

The Town of Vienna consists mostly of open space with most of the residential
concentration occurring In the northeastern part of the town and along the Dnelda
I ®. of-the forest lands occur'In the northern and centraUportlonsof the.town with very few wetlands being mixed In with the forest cover. A look
at Figure'6^1 shows that the number of private forested acres has declined slgnlf-
Icantly since 1974. Active agrlculturaT land has been declining over the years, .
with the years between 1974 and 1978 seeing a sharp 56 percent drop In farm acreage

-  (see Table 6-1). ; -

LAND MARKET ACTIVITY AND CHARACTERISTIGS

Land title trpsfers were examined for the years 1975 through 1978 for resl-
dentlal, c^erclal, farm, Inactive, forest, and seasonal lands. Figure G-2 shows
an Increasing transfer market for all land classes except commercial and farm.

Land develppment in Vienna has been occurring but at a steadily decreasing
rate over the past 15 years. Subdivision of land during this same time.period also
increased 101 percent from 1964 to 1974 and only 58 percent from 1974 to 1978.
Rounferee notes that In 1964 there were 185 parcels of less than two acres (all land

there were 1,T29 parcels, a 510 percent Increase.^
L  number of parcels of less than two acres In size (all land uses con-^sidered), had increased by 31 percent, or 354 parcels, a substantial decline from the

Z  X Many,of.these parcels were situated along the Onelda "Lake shore to meet the Increased demand for seasonal and full time residential units.

_  The largest change In land use composition came In the past five years when
developed acreage as a percent of total town taxable acreage jumped from 7 percent
to 41 percent, as. Figure 6-1 shows. The majority of this developnrent occurred at
the expense-pf the Inactive (or vacant) land use class.

i  « V, Th® total number of privately owned pav;cels In the town has Increased by 58percent, or 780^parcels since 1974. Parcel size characteristics of developed and^
inactive lands have changed; significantly since 1974 while parcel sizes for fara and
IahS! abput-the same as those In 1964 and 1974. Although developed
Iha M X 1 4 gpatest,number of parcels in the less than two acre size class,
pfniiS r Increase in.^ parcels In this size class had dropped significantly (see
U rL?"" - 't X?' Is a trend toward more developed parcels of greater than

j  Inactive lands were subdivided Into even smaller parcels than In 1974
® very large Increase in parcels of less than two acres. This could beleading toward; development of these In. the near future. Farm parcels showed little

change in their size structure but did show a large drop In parcels of all sizes due
:L ! acreage since 1974. Private forest land parcels alsoshowed about the spe size profiles as In 1964 and 1974 (see Figures G-4 through\G-6)v
Thus, the change that has occurred In the developed land category Indicates that



G-2

80 _

70 _

60 _

<U

fd

2! - 50
o

■ <c

fO

, 40 J

+j

■§ 30
c
cu

o_-

20

10

Vienna

Figure G-l

Land Use, 1964, 1969, 1974, 1979

/=

1964 1969 1974 1979

Developed Farm Inactive
(vacant)

I
Private
Forest

7
state

Forest

Source:' Oneida County Tax Records, 1979; and Parsons and Murray, 1974.



Figure G-2

Vienna Land Title Transfer Trends, 1074-1978
G-3
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Vienna pared Size Classes Eor All Land Uses
' >1964. 1974, 1978
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subdivision Is still going on but that the average per parcel size is Increasing.
However, the Inactive land category shows that subdivision was active but that
the average per parcel size fell due to greater numbers of parcels consisting of
less than two acres* However, this Inactive land observation can be somewhat
exaggerated when recalled that developed land acreage Increased at the expense of
Inactive land acreage, 1974-1978. In other words, greaterfhan two acre Inactive
land parcels were converted to developed land. This also helps account for the
increase In-greater than two acre developed land parcels.

,  NONRESIDENT OWNERSHIP DECREASING IN MOST LAND GLASSES

Table G-1 shows that the percent of totaltown acreage owned by nonresidents
of the town has increased by four percent since 1974. This is an Increase of 2,123
nonresident-owned acres.' The developed land use category was the only use to
experience an Increase (a 985 percent increase) In nonresident ownership. /

r

■  Table G-1

Town of Vienna Land Use Characteristics, 1974 & 1978

% of totalIKcres
Land Use

Resident Nonresident Total. Resident Nonresident as of Total

Developed
^  Inactive
r? Active Ag
2-' Private Forest

Other

19,574
4,376
2,610
570

23,767

4,871
2,915

30
1,123

24,545
7.291
2,640
1,693

23,767

33 %
7, %

0.9%
40 %

8  %
5  %
0  %

2.1%

41%

12%
4%

3%-
40%

•Total , 50,997

Developed 3,646
Inactive 15,877

rj Active Ag 5,601
Private Forest 1,839
Other 26,157

8,939 59,936

449
3,861
415

2,091

4,095
19,738
6,015
3,930
08,157

6

26
9

3

45

X

%
%.

%

15 ■%

1  %
6  %
1  %
Z  %

Total 53,120 6,816 59,936 : 89 % n %

100%

7%
32%
10%

6%
45%

100%
■L

Source; tug Hill Commission,. 1978; and Parsons and Murray, 1974.
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,  VACANT/SEASONAL PRICES HIGHEST OF FIVE TOWNV ,

.1978 vacant and seasonal land transfers were looked at to determine per acre
prices for these lands. The effects of supply arid demand and urban Influence can
be easily seen when looking at the per acre prices in Table G-2* These prices are
substantially above those offered in either Lorraine or Osceola. The reason for
the extremely high per acre seasonal prices is due to the inclusion of a camp or
cottage in the transfer (this seasonal dwelling may.also including docking facilities
or rights which raises the price substantially). All but two of the seasonal
properties consisted of less than one acre. Whole sales prices ranged from $500 to
$42,000 for seasonal, transfers. Nonresidents purchased 28 (56%) of the seasonal
properties looked at and residents the remainder at comparable prices. .

,  . Table G-2

Vienna Average Sales Prices, 1978

Vacant Northeast .
Average

Seasonal Northeast
Average

1978

o
OC

1»53T 26,352 . m

Source: USDA Farm Real Estate Market Developments, 1979 and Oneida County-Tax
Records, 1978.

Vacant land prices were $809 per acre in 1978. .Vlhen this price is compared
to 1978 regional per acre figures for rural residential land ($1v338/acre) and ,
subdivison land ($1,53T/acre) in the northeast, one can see that vacant land in
Vienna is lower. . It is not readily known whether the high vacant land prices had
any significant effect upon the increase in vacant land assessed values in 1978.
Twenty (36%Kof the 55 valid sales were nonresident purchases with*their purchase
prices being comparableito those of residents.

Thus, although the land,sales market is more active in Vienna than in other
Tug Hill towns and is reflective of having a major urban center close at hand, the
per acre sales prices offered by nonresidents are similar to those offered by residents.

DEVELOPED LAND VALUES DROP; OTHERS UP .

•  ' * I ' ' ' ' ■ '

Equalized land values per acre-are presented in Figure G-7 for the major land
uses, 1964 to 1978. Uritil 1978 developed land had the highest assessed value per
.acre, at which time, the value dropped $197 per acre. All other land use values
Increased greatly in 1978, especially Inactive (vacant) land. Vacant land values
per acre experienced a' 178 percent increase over 1974 values; Ones again, the per
acre assessed values for private forest lands were the.lowest of any of the land uses
for the period 1964 to 1978. , State forest land values showed a 233 percent increase
since 1974 and had the highest assessment in 1978. With state values far above
private and county values, this may then create the dilemna that was referred to
concerning the state's influence on the town's equalization rate. If the state feels
ft is pverassessed relative to other lands then it may lower its assessments. This

■In turn might create a cycle of assessment reductions which uHimately lowers the
equalization rate. , ' ,
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Vienna Equalized Land Values*
1954, 1969, 1974,. 1978
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The fact that developed land values dropped in 1978 and the other land values
increased indicates that there probably was. some attempt made to equalize the various
land use values. The effect of this action is not readily known.

PRIVATE FOREST LAND TAXES LOWEST

County tax sale records were searched to gain one indication of the degree of
burden of the property", tax on private landowners. Only in 1975 were there substantial
numbers of properties deeded over to the last governmental unit (in Oneida County,
the last unit to get the land if taxes are" still unpaid after about three years Is
the Board of Legislators; they, then determine the fate of the land) as a result of
tax delinquency. Also in this year, there were 22 properties sold by the Board of
Legislators due to unpaid taxes. The remaining 53 properties were redeemed and
comprised 48 percent of total properties listed for tax delinquency. The years
1976 - 1979 show more properties up for tax delinquency while the number being
redeemed Is decreasing, The three year deadline had not been reached yet so it is
not known how many properties will ultimately be sold for unpaid taxes. *

Table G'-B shows that between 1975 and 1979, taxes on state forest lands increased
the fastest (+175 percent). Private forest land taxes, per acre increased 100 percent;
inactive land taxes rose 130 percent; and farm land taxes rose by 40 percent. Taxes
on developed lands decreased by 64 percent. In both 1975 and 1979 forest lands paid
the least taxes per acre of any land use.

EXEMPTIONS NEARLY DOUBLE
f

Figure G-8 presents exemptions granted in the Town of Vienna in 1974 and,
1979. Farm, clergy, and whole exemptions were added to the list of exemptions
1n 1978. The total amount of taxes exempted In 1978 had increased 143 percent
over 1974 levels. Should this trend persist, the town's tax base might be sub
stantially eroded resulting in an increase in the tax rates.

Except for farm, wholly, and religious exemptions, veteran's exemptions showed
the largest increase In exempted taxes (+431 percent or $63,948) since 1975. Total
exemptions accounted for 68 percent of total town property tax revenues in 1980,
which is very substantial. In 197,5, total exempted taxes accounted for 38 percent
of the town's total tax revenues. Thus, should exemptions increase further, a very
large part of the tax base would be eliminated with possible significant tax shifts
occurring. . \ .

REVALUATION IMPACTS

Market value ratios are only one source of data available from the. SDEA with
which to attempt to predict the Impact, of implementing full value assessments.
However, because these class market ratios are derived from a limited sample of
appraisals and sales, they cannot provide an accurate, In-depth forecast of revalu
ation shifts between classes of property. Market value ratios can only be used to
predict the direction of shift that might occur and even this is not 100 percent
reliable.



-  ~ Table R-3

TAXES PAID I!« TOWN OF VIENNA. 1975 and 1979

Tcw.n

Vienna*^

Oeveloped

Total Tax

■42.8

43,931.19

Tax/Acre

12.19

Farm

Total Tax

15.1

17.639.62

Tax/Acre

2.93

JL225.

Inactive

Total Tax

35.8

41,731.38

Tax/Acre

2.11

'Private Forest

Total Tax

4.3

-4,961.83

Tax/Acre

1,26

State Forest

Total Tax

2,339.90

Tax/Acre

2.00

Total Taxes Paid

116,603.82

Town
r

Oeveloped

Total Tax

66.3

Vienna* ; 105,852.56

Tax/Acre

4.31

Farm

Total Tax

-6.8

10,815.11

Tax/Acre '•

4.10

1979

Inactive

Total Tax

22.2

35,351.00

TsxMcra

4.85

Private Forest .

Total Tax

2.7

4,278.79

Tax/Acre

2.53

State. Forest

Total Tax

2.1

3,273.63

Tax/Acre

5.50

Total Taxes Paid

159.571.09 pgTgj

*NQte: Only 1978 Final Assessment Roll avaiTable for Vienna at time of this study. Therefore, the tax^ are far 1979 tax year.
Source: Jefferson. Lewis, Orieida, and Oswego County Tax Records, 1979-1980; Parsons and Murray. 1974; and Tug Hill Comission; 1979.
j  ■ ■ J " Percent of Total Tax Revenues by town and-land type (upper left ̂ rher). -
I  i * Percent change from 1975. . . . \ . . .
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Vienna Taxes Shifted Due to Exemptions
1975 and 1979*
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*Note: 1975 and 1979 taxes are based on 1974-and 1978 final assessment
roles, respectively.

Source:. Oneida County Tax Records, 1974 & 1978; and Tug Hill Commission, 1979.
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Class markpt value ratios for Vienna are given In Table 6-4^

,  Table G-4

; Vienna Market Value Ratios*

Ratios
for Whole

Town

3.03

4.62

Misc.
and

Commercial Cbnmerclal Vacant Farm Industrial Utility

3.19

4i44

4.03

5.27

1.52

4.10

3.13 : 3.03 3.03T°'?H"°
J Village

4:62 4.62I
pf Sylvan
J Deach

*Note: Revised and based on 1976 SDEA Market Value Survey.

Source: State Division of Equalization & Assessment, Market Value Survey,

Both Inside and outside the village, vacant lands are assessed at a lower
percentage of market value than any pf the other property types, which are all
apessed at approximately the same percentage of market value. Consequently, should' -
the town adopt full value policy, the tax shift would be directed toward vacant
lands (which mayi in some cases,- Include woodlands).

Footnotes

"^Rountree, Patrick. 1977.
Board, p. 9.

J

^Ibid.. p. 9.

^Ibid., p. 8.

Land Use Survev. North Shore Cooperative Planning
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'  Appendix.H

INTERVIEWS

Two types of persona! interviews were conducted in an attaiqjt to obtain
personal land use and tax perceptions for both the 39 towns and the case study
towns. This information supplemented the other data gathered and used in this
report., >

The interview format used to contact tcmn assessors and other people with
knwledge of the Tug Hill land market was semi-structured. Eight basic ques
tions were outlined regarding land use changes, buying and selling activity,
and tax trends. This format was somewhat flexible to accommodate different
interviews and situations. An attempt was made to contact all 39 town asses
sors. Twenty-four were finally interviewed by phone. Ten other contacts
were made with people who were knowledgeable of the Tug. Hill land market.

The interview format used in the five case study towns was rather struc
tured. Calls, in this case, were made to landowners to determine the influence
of taxes on the ownership and management decisions. The interview form is pro
vided. Telephone contacts were attempted for all case>towns except Vienna.
Cdntact success rates were very low for all tcwns, reaching only 16 persons
out of a possible 80 (approximately 20 contacts per town). The contacts were
chosen on the basis of residency, type and amount of land owned or transferred,
purchase price of the parcel, and the frequency of specific names. LA-23
property transmittal reports (1974-1979) and the 1979 final assessment rolls
were researched to provide the contact lists for the four towns.

FINAL INTERVIEW OUTLINE USED TO CONTACT ASSESSORS -v

1. Has there been any significant or above average real estate turnover (change
in land use) or subdivisional increase in the past five years? Do you foresee
any of these develo{Mtents occurring in your am in the next five years?

2. Are many lands available for sale due to taxes? Any examples?

3. sWhat types of land are being affected by the land market-.trends?.. What . .:.'.;
are the most frequently sold land types? What are the most frequently occur
ring sizes?

4. What amounts of money are we talking regarding these land trends?

5. Who is buying this land?

6. If building activity is incmsing, what types of structures and.where are •
they being erected?

7. What are some of the attitudes of the owners/buyers of these lands—what do
they pain to do with the land and for how long?

8. Do you think that the market price of seasonal, vacant, and Vacation lands
nearer the metrbpblitan areas tend to go up quicker than they normally would
without adjacent urban influences?
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Five Town

Case Study Format for LA-23 Fonow-up

The following format should be used to aid In consistently collecting data via
personal'Interviews and phone calls: ;

' T am and Tnt working With the Tug Hill Commission.

- We're looking at land sales In the Tug Hill towns to Identlfy.land use
■  changes and trends and to determine the impact of property taxes on the

use and sale of. Tug Hill lands. We're conducting this study to make
possible recomniiendations to the state legislature on rural land taxation.

^No names will be used in the report.

If land sales Informatioh was used then: '

We selected certain typical sales from county tax records and now we're,
contacting spme of these buyers and sellers to verify pur Informatloni
The county data provides basic characteristics on each parcel sale or
transfer such as: ^

;  - Parcel t>ought from , . ,
^  ■ * * . '

-■ •» Date of sale . ' - ' . ;

'Sales;price ; . . ' - j" ^

V Indicated use of land at time of sale Was-

- Parcel acreage transferred ' .

If assessment rolTdata was used then:

We selected certain landowners and obtained Information such as:

-  - Owner and address
I' . '

Acreage owned : .

land use . • •; ^ •

These questions will then be asked:

(1) Is this description accurate?

(2) Why did you buy or sell this land parcel? If this buyer or
seller cannot think of any of the factors Influencing his
decisions then try suggesting the following factors:
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- Taxes: tod high or low?

- Price: too high or low?

- Remoteness: too far or just right distance?

- "Atmosphere" of area.

- Woodlot needed.

- Investment: short or long term?

(3) How long have/had you owned this land?

(4) How have you changedl(or do you plan to change) the use of
your land?

For example: ^

- Harvesting timber? ,

- Farming: continued or clearing abandoned land?

- Subdividing?

- Selling off a portion of this parcel to pay taxes?

(5) Ask this only if use of land changed:

What made you decide to change the way you use your land?

'  - Taxes

- Good market for products (timber or farm goods)

« Personal preference (for example» do you just like
the Idea of managing "your land?)

(6) How do you see taxes affecting the use or sale of your land In
the future?

'  \ •
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Appendix .1

"  EXEMPTIONS, , :

"An exemption from real property taxation Is a grant of a subsidy to a
particular class of Individuals on the basis that they have provided some sort
of public good. Such exemptions are provided via a reduction of the taxable
assessed valuation of a parcel of property based on a statutory formula.

Statutes are enacted by the State Legislature as either mandatory or optional
exemptions. Mandatory exemptions leave the municipalities no choice In granting
them upon application. Optional exemptions are Implemented by a local legislative
act or ordinance. There are three recognized criteria for granting exemptions.
These are (1) sovereignty: a parcel of property is exempt fr^ taxation because
of Its ownership (for example, state or federal ownership)i (2) the concept of
Intermunlclpal economy applies, which states that municipalities do not tax each
other's property; or (3) a parcel is exempted on the basis that Its owner provides
or provided a public benefit to the coitmunity (for example, veterans' and agri
cultural exemptions).2 Two general classifications of real property exemptions
result from these criteria - "whole" and "partial". Wholly exempt property pays
no taxes and can include both publicly-owned (federal,, state, municipal, etc.)
and privately-owned .(religious, charitable, etc.) properties.. Partially exempt ^
property pays some taxes and Includes railroads, certain housing types, veterans^
property, clergy and volunteer firemen, forestry, agriculture, certain Industrial
Uses, and others.^

General taxes such aS county, city, town, and village taxes are levied
against the fully taxable properties (these exclude wholly and partially exempt
properties) while only certain of these taxes can be levied against partially
exempt properties.

There are six major exemption categories utilized 1n this study. The details
and characteristics of each are as follows:

(1) Agricultural exemptions - These are previously explained in Chapter 4,
Farm Exemptions. '

(2) Aged exemptions - This exemption Is optional and r^ulres a local
legislative resolution and enactment. When enacted It can be granted
to persons' 65 years of age or older whose income does not exceed the
limit set by the local governing body (In most Tug Hill counties this
limit hovers In the $5,000 area). This exemption applies only to real
property used exclusively for residential purposes and when granted,
reduces the taxable assessed value by 50 percent. School districts
may opt to grant this exemption in the form of a 50 percent reduction
of the Individual's school tax bill. The exemption applies only to
general municipal and school district taxes and excludes special district
levies or assessments.4
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(3) Clergy exemptions - Real property affiliated with a religious
function or denomination may receive a maximum $1,500 reduction
In the assessed value.of their real property. This exemption
applies to all general municipal and school district taxes and . / ^
excludes special district charges. : The exemption Is mandatory
If el1g1b1l1ty:1s proven.®

(4) Veteran's exemptions - This exemption'Is mandatory and may reduce
the eligible-Individual's total assessed value by a maximum of
$5,000. Veterans' exemptions apply to all general municipal taxes
but exclude school district assessments. Applicants 1n towns who
receive this exemption are automatically exempt from town and county
taxes (to the amount of exemption granted). This exemption also
does not apply:,to special district levies and assessments.®

(5) Regular exemptions - This category of exemptions Includes all other '
exemptions which are not affiliated with any of the previous exiempt
types. For example, 10 year property tax exemptions for businesses
would be found under this category. The majority of such exenptlons
are optional with the exempt limits established by the municipality.

(6) Wholly exempt property - Those public and private lands receiving i
this exempt status are totally exempt from paying any taxes. Federal,
state, town, religious, educational, charitable, and similarly-owned
lands are all eligible for this exemption. Section 421 of the Real ^
Property Tax Law states that the exemption 1s mandatory upon appli
cation by the concerned party.7 -

'  il ' '

The exemption showing the greatest percentage increase of the five Tug Hill
study towns over the past five years was veterans' exemptions (+261 percent). Farm
exemptions had a 256 percent Increase', whole exemptions Increased 144 percent; and
regular exemptions decreased 35 percent (possibly 1n part due to reclasslflcatlon
of exemption types). The largest whole exemption In.the study period was state^
owned land In Jefferson County, religious and cemetery exemptions In Onelda County, C
school lands and structures and town properties in Oswego County (churches and
cemeteries ranked third), and municipal structures (school, town, and state), churches
in Lewis County (other State properties were third In Importance)/®

C

C
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Footnotes

^Thomas A. Dorsey. 1974^ Understanding The Real Property Tax, p. 20.
2janies Barwick. 1976. Property Taxes In Tug Hlllt PolIcy-Practice'-.Effeet on Land
Use, p. 58.

3lb1d., p. 58. " ^

^Thomas A. Dorsey. 1974. Understanding The Real Property Tax, pp. 53-56.

^Ibld.9 pp. 56-58,

^Ibid.9 pp. 51-53.

^Real Property Tax Law, Section 421.

^Personal cofnmunlcation with real property tax officials In Jefferson, Lewis,
Onelda, and Oswego Counties, 1980.
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