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' _LAND TAXES IN TUG HILL '
~ FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS = -

In 1979, the Tug Hi11 Commission initiated a proyéam~toiexam1ne several”
. concerns over land sales and land taxation in_this very rural part of Hew York.
.Those concerns: included ‘1) the effects of full value reassessment, 2) the influence

b . of nonresident ‘1and purchases on land prices and assessments, 3) the appropriateness o

. of market value assessments for farm and forest lands;.4) the overall burden of _
- the property tax on Tug Hill communities and residents, and.5) the relation between -
- the property tax and pub]ic-services’tq Tandowners. L . -

. "The Property Tax and Public Services - L VU

- 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, of up to 20
“percent of an individual's total property taxes,-goes toward economic assistance -
: programs. One means .towdrds increasing the equity of the property tax is to reduce -
- 1ts overall size and to increase its relation to the property-related services
. by shifting economic assistance costs td the state level, to be covered by .the

T

. ~

" income tax or other state Tevel:taxes.

ii Full Value and- Tax Shifts - .:f - : SR 3 s

.. Achieving fairness in the property tax will require going to the full value:
. - standards as mandated through the Hellerstein decision. ' Effects of goina to ’
- " the full value standard in Tug Hi1] towns are not predictable. The potential
Ao - for shifts, however, suaggests that classified assessments that can be adapted
- ~to local impacts, with{n state-set guidelines, would be most advantageous.

'.{Pkapgrty\Tax-Aﬁministration"

B . The December 31, 1980 deadline for completing full value is unrealistic. . -
“The deadline should be moved back to allow communities to continué reassessment
. work in good faith, but with effective assessor involvement and citizen education. -
Countywide full value reassessment seems to be the best approach, and the best means
for assessor involvement. . ‘ o ’ . ' y

SR TR A
Farm and Forest Taxes - R

i

.. Farm, forest and "vacant" lands tend to be underassessed in-Tug Hi11 towns, .
but this is not true in all towns. - Full value reassessment will probably tend. to
shift taxes to these lands, and increase the use of farm and forest propertv =
xemption programs. Existing farm land exemptions have had significant impacts ° -
1. only a few Tug Hil1l towns. "Existing forest land exemptions have not been used
a‘]. o ; ' o - - ’ - - : ’ ’ ‘.. . ) '

"
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: A new method of ca?cgiating favm'va?ues will probably tend to {ncrease
farm exemptions beyond the effect of full value reassessment. If shifts_become

1arge,‘consideraticn'of‘aﬂs;atgtreimbursement,mechanism fiay be in order. &

Forest land tax exemptions need to be thoroughly reexamined as have been

. farm land tax exemptions.: Market 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 sysiem of setting forest.

land values on a regional 'basis as a means of establishing forest land exemptions

in 1ine with the capacityiof the land is in order. State reimbursement should
be provided for declines in revenues atiributéble to these tax reductions. S

" Land Market Trends

. Interest in Tug Hi11.lands as &n investment for nonresidents, and as a
source of fuelwood, appears io be increasing.. Through 1978, however, nonresident
purchases.were declining,iand the purchase prices were equivalent to those paid by
residents. i . C ‘ o
Subdivision of wocdlots is 1ikely to continue and marginal farmlands will
probably continue to be akancened and revart to fovest cover. There is an increase
~ in disposal of recreational lands due %o high holding costs. : C

ECOMMENDATIONS

' With these findings in wind. the commission maies theffp1low1ng recommendations.

‘1. Work toward assessments bosed en full value as defined in the
 Hellersteir decision should continue, with the deadline on re-
valuation extended to Decembor 31, 1883, or a date suftable to |
. allow effective Jocal assessar involvement and citizen education.

2. The transition to fu11 vaive assessments should be as equitable
' as possible, especially with regard to homeowners, farmers, and -
forest owneps. Differing tax rates or assessment ratios for a
‘limited number of clascas of property, locally established with-
in a renge established by the state, appears to be the best means
of avoiding undesirabie tax shifts. Appropriate changes in .
section 306 of the Real Property Tax Law should be carried out
© in the next legisiative 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 not the best approach, however.. A step in the

_right direction would be assumption. of: the cost of economic
assistance programs such as welfare, through state or federal taxes.
These important services have little relation to property or the
ownership of preperty. o : .

4. Forest land valusticn airt taxation needs a thorouch reexamination
along tha Tines of ik peoductivity and income capitalization
approach fur farws oxam ncd ia 1375 by the Temporary State Commi
en the Raal Frepert) Tar. Peufonally set forest land values' sho

q
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be’ deve1oped to adapt the va]ues of 1oca1 conditions. Leqislation o
directing development of a new forest land valuation technique §hou1d"

. be. considered 1n the. 1981 1eqislat1ve session.

. Forest tax legislation shou1d provide for ca]cu]atfon of forest land
- values through a. req1ona1 group with Tocal and state representat%on

Fostering forest management through pronerty tax incentives provides

. benefits beyond individual communities; communities which often have

small; undiversified tax bases. Those communities should be reim-
bursed from general state .revenues in proportion to the effective -

‘Jost . assessed value, 1f any, resuitinq from forest property‘tax .
vexemptions. . . '

! il
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'THE PROPERTY TAX IS THE MOST IMPORTANT
| REVENUE FOR TUG HILL TOWNS -

™

f .
. AN

THE LARGEST SOURCE OF REVENUE FOR TOWNS

g The real property tax is the largest single source of revenues, on the average,
for Tug Hi1l towns. Looking at all 39 Tug Hi11 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 Hi11 town basis, the property tax usually ranges from
one-third to two-thirds of all revenues, with few exceptions. Federal and state

~aid, along with other local revenues (fees, redistributed sales taxes, etc.),

- comprise the rest of town funds (see Table 1-1).

¢

/

l - Table 1-1

_Sources SF Tug_Hfii'?own Revenues;-197&-19?8~(Percents)

Real Property‘

Federal . - State " local . . Tax as Pertion
| ' Atd o Aid' : : . of All Revenue
IR 7 N 1z SRR T R ‘f‘ 8 | a0
w2 | s 8 e | 41
I A R - B R 8
S Tagrs ol e 21 | 0 .. e
1974 __ 8 2 _ 69 18

Source: ‘Sﬁété Comptroller, Special Repoft on_Municipal Affairs, 1974’to 1977, and
Tug Hi11 -calculations. . R - : '

.. The four Tug Hi11 counties rely on the property tax “or about one-quarter of
their revenues. The range of dependeicy 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
half. The proportion of state aid to towns and counties has dropped in recent years
- while 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.




: Tab1e 1= 2

Sources Of Tug Hil1 County Revenues, 1974—1977 (Percents)

)

A o R N Réa]~Prbper£y
Federal. . - State : , Local . - Tax as Portion

Md . oo Ad e of .Al1 Revenue .
w917 | s ;_. 19 .? Y f L  .;28‘ *
1974 B ‘~., 32 - ) l | 30 L; a7 f % |
' Source: . .State COmptrolier, Sgec1a1 Report oh Municipa] Affairs. 1974 & 1977, and B |
‘ Tug Hi11 ca1cu1ations. _ _
.s WHERE THE TAX DOLLAR GOES '
¥ .

_ Ar 1nd1v1dual S. FEd! property tax b111 is determined by the money each taxing

~ district {town, school district, ete.) Wequ%res to. balance its.budget after it
accounts for all other sources of income, and the portion of the district's real
_éstate value the 1nd1vidua1 owns. On the average, about one-quarter of an individual

- tax bi1l or tax dollar goes to run town government. Another one-quarter helps run. - 4
“county government, and one-ha1f goes to cover school costs, ‘ =

rs

o These progortions vary according to the. re1at1ve 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 Hi11 study area.; The percentages in Table 1-3 are
presentéd as 1llustrations only. For example, a relatively high share to.schools - :
in-Lorraine could mean a. relatively high budget for the schoo1 district or a rel- P
-atively low town budget. , , ' '

f .+ Table 1- 3

J

+ How Rea1 Property Tax Dﬂ]lar :
Is Spent in Five Sample Towne*
R (Pe?cent to: )

A‘
3

i
i .
f s

Town of - - i:T0wn T f%- Tounty — SchooTs
Cotewis - e 00U s L s
 Lorraine e pge - R 7

Osceola o 26 ‘ : 42 ~ . 3
| Redffeld B O S A P . 63
Vienna - ¥ 17 . 4 3

o A1l figuras are for 1080 tax ro?], except Vienna, which 1s 1978
_** Town and County tax iisted together

- Source: Tug Hi]] data derived from eounty ofiices of Tax Director and Treasur.
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'Schools generally are the greatest cost on a property owner's real property
tax bi11l, though in Vienna an average taxpayer would be paying more to the county.

(Table 1-3 is based on a bill to a taxpayer 1iving in the school. district that
y ~covers the largest portion of each town.{ : A o

.- Tug Hi1l. 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 1ittle
retation to property ownership or property services. Economic assistance is the
largest cost.by far in all Tug Hi11 counties except Lewis. ‘

D ,
, Table 1-4
1977 Major Expenditures for Five Tug Hi11 Towns
, . (in thousands of dollars) : .
) : ' o
. ’ ; Transportation, General
Economic K Public Recreation Adminis-
Total  Assistance Health Education Safety and Utilities  tration
3 Lewls = | 166 |  ==- 0.1 | = | 5 124 12
~ Lorraine| 81 | ae | 0.6  aen | 1 66 12
Osceola | .79 .|  --- 0.1 --- 1| 60 12
) Redfield| 155 [ - 0.7 1 - ] 3 126 24~
vienna | 431 | 478 ) - | oo |7 | 59 | s
‘ Source: State_Compfro11er; Special Report'on-Munictpa1'Affairs.'1977. -
3 ' ‘ - | . , S
Economic assistance includes "welfare" payments and expenditures for social
services administration. -These costs have long been an issue for local ‘governments.
In 1975, rising welfare costs led to spontaneous welfare revolts among-upstate
counties. Many. counties found themselves in a squeeze between those costs and
constitutional tax 1imits. The core of the problem was the}state mandate requiring
) counties to pay half the state cost of the welfare program. T

. Another objection raised 1n- 1975 was use of the real property tax to finance
social services.. : . S '

~




Table 1-5

. 1977 Tug Hi11 County Major Expenditures -
- © "{in thousands of dollars) '

o _ . Transportation, General

o . Economic - E ' ‘pubiic  Recreation _ Adminis-
"Total. Assistance Health. Education Safety and Utilities = tration
m B (%) ® W ) (%) .
Jefferson{36,508 | 20,53 | 1,876 | 768" | 990 | 4,506 | 3,200 :
o { (100) (56); | () | (2). 3) | (12) (8)
tewis - |12,776 | - 4,157 -| 4,820 | 2. | ae2.|. 1,880 ] 1,170
ooy | e | e | 0 | @] hs ] e c
Gneida  |8a,557 | 51,008 | 6,429 | 1,985 [2,392 | 9,498 7,707
R (100} ‘iﬁO)g (8) (2) 1 43) ' (1) (9)
~Oswego 42,140 | 20,253 | 4,010 | 311 2,065 | 7,52 5400
ooy | ey | Goy 4 e p L | L (8 ] 08 o
T Péf;entages by functionjdo.not add to 100% since soms expendifures.are not” included
Source: - State Comptroller, Special Report_om Municipal Affairs, 1977.. o
: .SHOULD‘PROPEkTY TAXES SUPPORT NONLPRQPERTY SERVICES?
‘ S e .
~ The property 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 a fair.
~measure of wealth. Today it is not. Especially in rural-areas, 1andownership may
- bear 1ittle 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 a-tax 4s Its relation to- the services | L

paid for by:the tax. 'In this sense, the property tax fails again when the money it

_ generates is applied to 'social service costs such as economic assistance, or ‘other -
" non-property related services such as health care or education. This philosophical

‘ failure of the property ‘tax becomes a significant problem when these social service
costs become a major part of property tax bills.- The property tax seems to be a
perennial 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 in
~tax bills for property taxpayers on an individual basis. As reassessments occur
Tug Hi11 communities, tax shifts are likely to result in increased attacks on t|

- -property tax, and probably on the large portion of property taxes that go towar
~ social service costs that bear 1ittie relation to the ownership of property.

b

'
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A situation 1ike this-deveIoped 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 Tisted 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 wélfare) 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 wogld be 1imited to 1 percent of a
property's current market value. . S :

The "Watson. Initiative" did not pass. - It did not clearly provide for )
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 initfative (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 spec?f1c1ty did not keep Watson's
critics (including Governor Reagan) from charging that his calculations
were wrong and that the proposition would leave the state with a large

- revenue gap which could_be made up only by substantial increases in
income and sales taxes.® . ‘ :

Despite 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 reéceived by property

~owners., In 1ts 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 Commission 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

1



- and the 11ke) be assumed by the State. In addition to providing
significant real property tax relief for all property owners in the

. State, this measure reinforces the principle that real ﬂroperty taxes -
should be used primarily to finance those services which are directly

~ beneficial to real property owners.: Co ' I

The Commission recommends that the full State assumption -of local:

government's share of social services costs be accomplished gradually
by the State aver 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/or 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 1s 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 po?u1ar support as many taxpayers believe that real
" property taxes should not be used to.fund social services programs.

- The Temporary State Commission on.the Real Property Tax goes on to state that’
“the intent of their recommendation fs 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. . L L :

© IMPLICATIONS OF SOCIAL SERVICE COST SHIFT TO STATE =
- Tables'1-4 and-]-SLSuggest that shifting social se?vice costs to the state
Tevel would have 1ittle effect on town revenues, but might increase county revenues

. by one to two-thirds (33 to 60 percent as 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 Hi11 county (a range of 58 to 71 percent 1if 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 1isted on Table 1-4 as an estimate of ‘
geop]e versus property-related services may hot be accurate.. Any such designation
. between services 1s bound to be at.least somewhat arbitrary. One independent
. analysis of a Lewis County budget, 1isted in Table 1-6, shows that an estimate of
* about two-thirds of a budget in people-related services fs a fair rule of thumb
even when finer distinctions are used. - .. - :

|
/ i
./ :
t
-
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Table 1-6

sépar;tion of ‘Lewis County General Budget Categories Into
- ‘ _ General Administration, Services to Property, and Service to Persons.*

Pexcent of Total

%@ﬁaﬁ

1

Tetn general, the ctiteria for sepnrating these Funds-is as follows:

- , , ‘ (1979 Adopted County Budget)
, ) Generai" " Services to  Services to ‘

Ganeral rund Aggrogriations.- } Administration Property _Persons Total
General Government support $ 800,787 . § 1,800,787
Bducation . $ 1lel1,750 161,750
Public Safety - 74,044 $ 227,549 , 90,571 392,164
Health - 1,067,580 5,350,099 6,417,679
Econ@mic Assistance & Opportunity' 121,151 4,142,656 4,263,807
Culture & Recreation 3,052 11,355 ' 14,407
Home & Community Services 113,825 113,825
Undistributed : : L ’ .

Employee Benefits 400,545 406,545

Inter-fund Transfers. 50,000 - 116,131 166,131
Debt Service (Principle Inferesti 137,700 221;736 . 359,438
Fedaral Enterprise Fund ‘
Public Safety 23,994 123,994
Health . o 10,000 - 10,000
Culture-Recreation 14,555, 14,555
Undigtributed : 314,000 ‘ 314,000
County Road Pund 1,040,490 - 1,040,490
‘Road Machinery Fund 3B3L?30 . . 383,230

Total: $2,517,159 $2,382,829  $9,976,814 $14,876,802
16.92 16.01 67.06 0.28

" General Administratié

includes general government activities, salaries, fringe benefits, operating and maintenance ex

penses

whils sasrvices to persons are activities benefiting individuals.
are mrguuble but only public safety and debt service involve that division._‘<

Services to property are those activities directly beneficial to physical atructuxes_
Obviously, some separations



; . 8 ;
' Education, a%guabiyf& service somewhat more braperty«re?ated'than health . ,

and welfare, 1s-a very different issue. Individual district budgets are not directly .

the result of state mandates. In fact, referenda on school budgets are probably C

the mosﬁ~d¥ﬁe¢§f§dter‘CQntﬁa1 of program anﬁ;§pendﬁng|1n.ppr_sysﬁem of government. .
. While this degree oF 103?1 baﬁ%hnj is highly des{?ab?é;'cdukt decisions have

. generally found education financing based primarily on property taxes inequitable
in the educational opportunities available to students. : .

s Ty \ S RPN . .4
- The complexity of alternatives for- improving .the equity of school financing, i
“and the importance of local control of this- largest component in most tax bills,
.gravitate against a vecommendation that School Fipancing be shifted to the state . -
tevel at this_ﬁfmee Sy R L : T oo

. Y T, e
. REFCRM OF PROPERTY TAX ADMINISTRATION =~ DR i
oo « o L : a

- The amount of revenile that is and can be derived from the property tax is &
.. fundamental policy question. It hinges on decisions about the size and cost of
-government and on the amount of debt government can incur, Equity in collecting - q
- that tax is also a .fundamental question, but one clearly grasped in law: "A1g real '
. property in each assessing unit shall be assessed at the full value thereof."
. Achleving that.standard,’ howsver, -requires that assessors have the time, training,
 skills and information to do the job properly, - B . :

It {s acknowledged that the quelity of assessing is varied, but. generally poor, .
in New York.. Assessors do not have good {information on market vaiues of property, -
and they often have 1ittle time to thoroughly review the rolls or to develop skills
through training. . Efforts to improve the quality of assessing has become more
- important as New York courts have_supporied the full value standard, especially in
the Hellerstein decisioniof;1975.5 S o

. ) - . ) ) . )
~ Article 15-A of the Real Property Tax Law (Chapter 957, Laws of 1970)-established ™
standards and.training requirements for assassogs,‘but also provided a waiver for
towns which chose to retain elective assessors.’ That legislation also required
- creation of county real property tax serviceAagencées to advise assessors, prepare
. tax maps, and assist in-the training of assessors. R :

. 1 , N . : .
A- new.report from the State Division of Equalization and Asséssment {SDEA} _
concludes, however, that)this system of town assessors and«counﬁg real property tax
. Ooffices is not sufficient to assure fair assessment of property.” The report recom-
tends. transfer of the assessment function to the county level through constitutional
amendment, and cites Gov?rnor~Carey's 1980 .message to the state legisiature.

e Clearly, we must consider the elimination of constitutional and e
- - - statutory impediments to agreements among governments to consolidate,-
- to contract with each other for services, and to otherwise cooperate.

Thus, T will work with you and representatives of local government - to
. develop a long~term program of restructuring for the 1980's aimed .at-
encouraging optignal local goverrment service delivery methods. :
LI . N .

R ‘
f 0o - Lo . -



An intervening step jn shifting to county assessing would be statutory
-authorization for Squnties to prepare county-wide assessment rolls for use by
school districts.! - Each -of these recommendations appears to be a reasonable
step toward improving locai assessing. e - N )

An additiocnal step should be improved opportunities for assessor -training
through county property tax offices. Jefferson County plans to accomplish this
through a county-wide reassessment project that will involve assessors in the
full value reassessments to provide training.-and to increase assessor acceptance
of new proposed rolls. The county-wide approach also should help to avoid unde-
sirable effects that can result from individual communities going to full value
(that 1s, more rapid rate increases in assessed value relative to communities not
yet reassessed, and the resulting differentials in apportioning county taxes and

state aid).

The SDEA further recommends an extention of the full value moratorium to 1983.]1
The impracticality of the present 31 December 1980 deadline dictates that the dead-
Tine be extended to a date that reasonably allows communities to do a thorough job

with local assessor involvement.

The report does not take a clear position on classified assessments, but
appears to support homestead exemptions as an alternative. While revaluation im-
pacts are virtually impossible to predict with' the analysis carried out in New York
to date, a local option for setting classified rates within a state-set range appears
to be the best route for addressing the adverse tax shifts that appear 1ikely in
going to full value, based on experiences 1n other rural parts of New York.,
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- NATIONAL AND REGIONAL LAND MARKET TRENDS o

] ..~ 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 incomes, decentralization of industry, increased
settlement of retired people in rural arcas, expansion of state institutions,
increased recreational opportunities ad purstits such as farming as a hobby and

. second home development, the appeal of countr¥ 1iving, and the use of rural
b lands as short-term, high-yield investments.! However, Business Week reports
" that rising fuel costs and rapidly increasing hdgelmortgage 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. ' - S

, We can do Tittle better than'guess what factoks,are affecting a particular
area's land market. National data is 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 Hi11 arca. : .
Over the past five years, there has devaloped a general trend of riging sales,
sale of smaller-sized parcels, and higher prices throughout the nation.® -Business -
MWeek (same article as before) reports that land-buyer Interest was at peak o
b ntensity in 1979. Farm, seasonal .home, and other natural rural lands are pre-
dicted to retain their 10 percent annual land value appreciation rates. After-
tax net -incomes! derived from rural land speculation are expected to remain at 12
to 20 percent annually.% o o -

‘ Undoubtedly, much of the increased demand for rural lands is due to a recent
> -trend in which incorporated towns and viilages of 2,500 persons or Jegs {not-
adjacent to large urban areas) appear:to be increasina in population.® This -
new growth is dgffused to Tow dersity, 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 geop1e
. to Mve 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 -
‘ ' ?ffinsreasing numbers of people that rural life 1s of higher quality than urban -
e. . , . - .
From studying five rural areas throughout the nation, Healy and Short have
determined that the raée.of rural land transfers has generally been increasing
since the late 1960's.® In the late 1960's, there was a significant increase’
in the transfer rate, especially in.1969. Numbers of transfers in- the five.rural
- -dreas_they examined reached a peark in 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 rises in rural land market agtitity to speculative de-
nand, demand for land as an inflation hddge, demand associated with higher prices
or farm and forest products, demand for rural primary and recreational homesites,
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‘ retirement demand, and demand by foreign 1nvest0rs g

With this new demand may .come control of more rura] 1ands by nonrpsidents
Consequently, .there can be 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 owneérship was observed. 'In "West Windsor, Vermont,
and Plainfield, New Hampshire study -sites, 1n 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 landowners .
in 1954 lived outside of: the county; by 1976, 58 percent were non-county-resi- -
dents."10 . In many areas, traditional resident landowners are .starting to -
express concern for this: trend on the basis that the rural atmosphere may change
~$0 much that they wilT TOSé their ruraT 11festy1es.

FEWER BUT BEGQER FARMS AND LESS RECREATIONAL DEVELOP“ENT

The size of land parpe]s ‘are a funcuion of past 1and uses and the economic

o Aforces at play in an arga. In terms of property size trehds, the various 1and

uses have been experiencing differnnt effects in the past five years..

The average size of farms in 1979 was 442 acras, 6 acres 1arge§ than the -
" previous year's average and 23 acres larger than the 1975 average. T Natfon-
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. Thé Northeast was the only reqigg in
which less than 50 percent of . farm transfers went for farm en1araements

‘As some farmland As beina consolidated other rural 1ands--espec1a11y forest»

'v‘land and marginal cropland--is being divided Large-scale rural recreation
subdivisions have not retovered from their 1974-1975 stump and probably will

< not in the immediate future, due to high building and finance costs, fuel costs,’

and increased environmental regulation. To avoid these three impediments,
some ﬁew1§ubd1vision budgets have optad for small to medium sized $5-40 acres)
“parcels, Subciviston,’ in general, has been found to be fairly kigh during
~ the last two decades and in each of Healy -and Short's case study areas, there
was an increase fn the nimber of small holdings at ‘the expgnse of 1arge ones:.
However, the total number of. acres affected has been Tow. , :

INVESTORS INCREASING RURA' LAND PRICES

Increased ‘demand for rura1 lands has Ted to rap1d1y-ri51ng rural Tand prices

within the past decade. ' In general, prices Rer acre are strongly influenced by
- parcel s%ge, with smalier parcels receiving

parcels, Healy and Short report that these rural land prices have
* increased at phenomenal rates 1n many areas’ just over the past 10 years. From .
their case studies, they; CO?gTUded that per acre price 1ncreases of from’ $200
- to over $1 000 were commsn.

a!'
i
.
i
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{gher prices per acre than large "_‘

. {/- -\l
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' TUG HILL LAND MARKET
7 LocAL cﬁ&ctkws'fl OVER LAND SALES. AND TAX!’E;S'k -

‘ The Tug Hi11l Commissfon was created in 1972, and directed tb study ways to
provide for the "general well-being of the rural communities" of the area, and
to prgvide.for the development of the region while protecting it from unplanned
growth. ' ' S o

That charge was echoed by the people of the Tug Hi11 area. “Keep Tug Hill '
t?e way 1t 1s", was a sentiment often expressed at public forums in 1975 and:
since, - \ . .

‘Keeping Tug Hi11 "the way it is" includes preserving the
1ife style, the beauty, the access to fishing and hunting,
the opportunity to make a *iving farming, agd the wish to
be independent and decide one's own future.©c . .

The costs of owning land and making a productive 1iving from that land are
central to maintaining the characzer of Tug Hi11. 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 Tead to predominantly nonresident ownership of most Tug -
Hi11 core lands.3 o - L

In fact, that concern came at a.time 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 commuting 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 Hi11 land.. Other factors appear to have maintained interest in the Tug Hill
land market, however. Many nonresident ‘landowners in Tug Hi1l 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. e : - C

- Increased home heating with wood may be contributing to interest in owning
rural woodiots. 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 Teave metropolitan areas,
seeking a rural life. .- - K . 0 K

If these factors ara 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 thke 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 intoa productive use. ‘ S X ,
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- ' EXAMINING SALES, RESIDENCY, -PRICES-
NI EXEMPTIONS, AND TAXES
To. get a better 1déa of land sdles and taxes in Tug Hill, we briefly re-
‘viewed.all.tand sales over the past five years. Selected land sales were then
‘examined-more ‘closely. /Finally, to get a more complete picture of the recent
land.use, sales-and taxes, we examined five “case study" towns. The methods
used are explained in Appendix A. Appendix B detatls the information presented

in this section.,

Residency,of Landowners: -

~ Qur working.assumpiioh has been that new, nonresjdént land purchases would . .
‘tend to increase land prices and decrease 1and availability making land more C

" difficult for existing residents or landowners to hold or acquire. This might

© years to determine the relative land tax buirden. - Differences between towns in

happen in.an active marketplace with- many nonresident sales occurring, or in an
inactive marketplace where several sales at-high prices could distort the market
. and thereby appraisals gnd,equa1ization rates. " ‘ ¢

. ) ‘ . S : - \ q
. Sales Prices o ' C

\

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 Tand can support in terms of inftial purchase price-and annual o
real property taxes. -~ - B . - Ce A '

. ; . -
i ,

Real Property Tax Burdéb

In the five case study towns; tax levies by land.use are detailed over several

TN

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 assessor
.assesses that ciass of ‘property) and the portion of local budgets that must be
pald -for by local revenues. o ' - - .

-

_Lahd Pr1ces,~Taie§.andeahdoWﬁer Decis{ons

. Interviews and several small case studies were used to determine the influence
of property taxes on landowner decisions to buy, sell or manage their land differentl;

!

Size and Number of »Paréel 5 .
~ Increased market act1vity may{mean a greater-quﬁbér of Tandowneré holding
more, qndusma11er§ parQeTS of land. Our working-assumption has been that sma’

1
’ ! ’
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parcel size may diminish the chances of keeping land in productive yse such as
.1logging, farming, hunting or other recreational use. At the other énd of the:
spectrum, very large land holdings might interfere with the family management of
¢perations that have generally chara %erized the Tug Hi11 area.

v

Real Property Tax Exemptions

. A policy of encouraging the productive use of farmm and forest land, and open

, spacs through partial real property tax exemptions is already embodied in state.
Taw.® Our working assumption has been that these statutes presently do little to -

keep Tug Hi11 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 jurisdiction
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 Hi11 land market (see Appendices B and H) yielded several significant
factors influencing the market. : :

1. Marginal agricu?turaﬁ lands continue to go out of farming, and into o
forest cover. ' . ‘ : ) .

412. Productivé 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
-'Teaq to‘depressed land prices in core towns, -

5. The demand for accessible, small woodlots appeérs to be increasing as
. demand for -Fuelwood grows. o - .
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0NE-THIRD£0F'LAND SALES IN SIX TOWNS NEAREST CITIES
_ In the period 1974 to.1979, over 15,000 parcels of.iand were transferred
in the 39 town study area. - ‘ . » Loy R
; ﬁégrby Syracuse’ and Utica—Rome’have prédictaﬁ1y made the towns of Hastings,
- West Monroe, Constantia, Vienna, Annsville, and Lee the most-active land markets
in Tug Hi1l. These six towns accounted for more than 1/3 (more than 5,200 sales) C
of all land sales in Tug Hi11, 1974 to 1979. These are the towns near highways
that make commuting to Utica-Rome and Syracuse easy relative to the rest of Tug
"Hi11. The recreational opportunities on Oneida Lake's north shore probably adds
to "bedroom community" development pressures, especially in Constantia and Vienna.
Access 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. 4

) - 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 suburbs.

o The increased demand for fueTwood may be especially impprtant to Tug Hi1l 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
woodland activity from our view. :

o i J Table 3-1;
Tug_H111éLand'Tit1e Transfer Sumary, 1974-1979' . .
TS WL To74 1976 1976 1971975979 Toml
Residential 867 %,zoz‘ L1380 1,574 1,689 7000 7,362
Farm . - ‘\;66 . ﬁ 153 184 187 ¢ 1830 1200 973 ‘
Commercial’ - 90 TAé o 88 138 161 68 - 655
Vacant 6% 683 830 753 847 311 4,080
Seasonal ..* 306 32310 B! 'fiisgo ~ 330 103
Foré;t - 56 f? 69 . 29 61 ' .. 48 103
Total . 2,041 257 2,913 3,108 3,188 1,300

11979 LA-23 data availab]eﬂbhiy,for about one-half of year.
‘Source: * Tug Hi11'Comm1ssioh, 1979. | »




-
NONRESIDENT,SALES.DECLINING, PRLCES SIMILAR TG RESIDENTS
it‘wasifound that only 10 percenf of Tug Hi11 land purchase§7were 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 sTightly

o since- 1974, Approximately 1,360 sales were studied to determine per acre sales

prices. 'From this data, 1t was found that resident and nonresident sales prices
were similar and that whem higher prices were observed, then residents and non-
residents alike 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 Tow sales prices (whether purchases by residents
or not) in determining values of comparable lands -is a question of his Judgement
alone, accountable only on grievance day and through equalization rates.

. ~-Table 3-2 ,
Annual Ndnresident Lénd Transfers hy_Tug Hiﬁi.Portian of Counties, 1974-1979
1974 9751976 1977 1978 . _1979% _ Total

Jefferson County 51 . 36 34 - 44 46 . . 20 231
Oswega County 110 81 | 104 . - 118 75 : 60 548
Oneida County ~ 4 26~ . 41 54 53 9 - 87
{ewls County 95 123 127 s . 78 33 545
39 Town Total 260 266 306 .. 305 252 122 <~ 1,511 -
“Percent of Total e — ‘ — ‘ o
Transters - - 12% . 11%. 1%~ 10% . 8% - 9% 10%

*Partial year B
Source: .Tug Hi11 Commission, 1979.

. " LAND. PRICES ATTRACTiVE TO OUTSIDE BUYERS - j -

, A Q1dsef 1ook;at,Ténd prices in five case study fowns'(Lewis,'Lorraine, Oscenla;
Redfield and Vienna) shows that when compaved with U.S. Department of Agriculture
figures, ail Tug Hill land prices {except some seasonal properties in which existing

s



.
‘structures had greatly inflated the prices) were considerably lower than those

_for similar lands throughout ‘the northeast. . In general, no price trends since
1974 (in terms of increases or decreases) could be discerned from the data gathered.

. However, in most cases, forest land prices {per acre) are lower than those for

/

seasonaI,,Qaqanf, residential, and farm lands.

Table 3-3 shows that many Tug Hi1l land prices are far below regional prices
thus making some of thegé lands attractive to outside investors, however. So
while nonresidents may not.now have a significant role in the Tug Hi11 Tand market,
it is. possible that. they will become more important in the :near future. This v
would be especially 1ikely if 1) investors. placed greater emphasis yet on landowner-
“ship as a hedge against finflation, and 2) holding costs (to include taxes) were

relatively low compared to other areas. ' o o
Table 3-3. |
~ . Per Acre Sales Prices in : T
Towns of Lorraine, Lewis, Osceola, Redfield, Vienna -

T Y978 USBA Price/Acre for Northeast
Land Average . BEEE

. Town " Type Price/Acre : 1977 1978 1978 . o
. o ] S : ™7 ) v ' ]
Lorraine  Farm - - 145 . 821 ~. 1,044 - 718
. Vacant ' . 128 3,007 1,531 1,069
. Seasonal 418, 635 . " ND 755
Lewis. . Farm . 215 . i.821 - 1,04 78
\ ‘Vacant - 339 . 1,007 1,531 - 1,069 L
' . Seasonal : 1,985 695 ND. 7% - .
; " Forést 234 | 334 ND - ND
Osceola . Vacant - 388 1,007 © 1,531 - 1,069 -
“ . 'Seasonal .- 209~ : 695 - . ND ' 755 =
o , N "
Redfield - ~ Vacant - - 410 . 1,007 - 1,531 1,069 °
a . Seasonal 2,708 -, 695 ~ND 755 -
. Forest - 187> - ' 33 - ND . ND .
Vienna  Vacant © 809 . -,007 1,831 1,069

" Seasonal - 26,352 . 695 ~ ND 755

Note: National-vegional-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
1isted from least ‘intensive uses to most intensive, occurring as
follows: agriculture, forestry, recreation, rural residence, sub-
division, jcommercial/industrial, and other. When comparing sales
prices here, USDA farm = THC farm; USDA forestry = THC forest;

USDA recréation = THC seasonal; USDA subdivision = THC vacant.

" ND = No Data Available ' ‘
Source: 'Jeffersén,»Léwis, Oneida, and Oswego County tax records, 197

Tug Hi11 Commission, -1879; and U.S. Department of Agricultur
-1977-1979. - o AN .
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- TAXES RISING FASTEST ON FOREST LANDS

The five towns showed that taxes. ranged mostly between one and thrae 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) reassessments according to full value, (2) acreage changes within

a class (3) changes in assessments or classifications of parcels due to assessor .
discretion, .and ?4) changes in tax rates. Inactive lands génerally showed a decrease
in tax load over the past five years as a result.of full value reassessment, assessor
changes, and acreage decreases. Twenty-two additiomal Tug Hi11 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 on these lands were increasing overall. These two
year increases ranged from 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
?etgeen 1975 and 1980. Developed land taxes increased slightly faster than did farm-
and taxes. S - ' » )

" LAND PRICES; TAXES, AND LANDOWNER DECISIONS

The data in Tables 3-3 and 3-4 show that prices- and taxes for Tug Hi11 open space

“lands are attractively Tow. Thus, a person outside of the Tug Hill area probably would

perceive Tug Hi1l lands as being a very attractive investment--short term or long term.
However, upon interviewing several Tug Hi11 Tandowners (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 1iquidate the timber and/or subdivide and sell the land.
Two .1andowners did identify specific tax Timits that they found excessively burdensome.
One of the owners stated .that taxes of $1.63 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 orginally perceived them to be or he changed his priorities so .that taxes

_ were placed lower on the 1ist 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. Inh contrast, a potential buyer from

New York City stated that he was “interested in purchasing Tug H#11 lands whose taxes

. are less:than $2.00 per acre. Beyond this $2.00 1imit he was no longer interested,

due to the high holding costs incurred in owning the Tand.

*Note: ?hesé taxes were calculated hy the Tug Hi11‘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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Tahle 3-4
. i -
‘ Taxes Paid By Land l'se, 1975 (llsing Land Values finly)
Developed Farm . Inactive Private Forest State Forest County Farest Town:
Town " Total Tax | Jaxfacre Total Tax| TaxfAcre | . Yota) ]’_;7 Tax/Acre Tats) Tax | TaxzAcre © Total Tix Tax/Acre Tote! Tax|{ Tax/Acre Total Tax| JTax/Acre Yota} Taxes Patd

. 13 ' ~ 20.8 1 20.2 ’ .6 l o s o :
Lewis 7,924.35 2.65 12,727.64 | 1.54 12,326.50 {- - 1.32 21,148,39 1.43 6,970.29 2.56 ) 1] (/] HIA N/A 61,097.17

4.5 45 22.4 1.5 1 26.6 ~ |-
Lorraine 1,001.35 ].ﬂl 10,041,68 0.75 5,003.80 1._89 . 332,53 0.51 5,949.85 7.29' WA /A N/A N/A 22,329.2)

1.4 _ 23| 8.6 - s5:2 168 ,
Osceola 19,856.13 |  1.2) 12920 120 4,%4.69 | 127 31,350.69 | 0.8 3,914 218 0 0 NA N/A §6,783,12

' 16.5 ‘ 3.3 5.6 _ 63.2 | 11s l

Redfield 18,528.97- I 3.7"4.84 2.18 6,382.85 2,90 72,044,838 2‘.19 -13,067.85 2,22 @ 0 - N/A N/A 114,071.40

42.8 15.1 | 35.8 | 43 2 - )
Vienna - 49,5318 | 12,19 1,630.62) 2.93 #3386  2n a961.83 | 1.2 2,29.90 2.0 0 0 N/A N/A 116,603,82

Source:

© NA = Not Available

{

Parsans and Murray, 19743 and
Tug #111 Commission, 1979

' [- Percent of Tota) Tax .Revenuqs by town and land tyﬁe
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‘ ‘ _ } » Table 3-4
e i meL T oA - .'._'.,',_ - e -_l,.,- - = . ) ' ‘ ' p ‘” ] - . ] l ) :
= T e mEaenE e TE T T " Taxes ‘Paid By“Land Jsey 1’09(\'*({}'5‘1}'{@ Land Values Oply) ™ @779 on w5 s mmn e o 2 s m e pss s
) . Developad _ Farm Inactive Private Forest - _ State Forest County Forest Town_ o i
Jowm Totai Tax |[Taz/hcre { Jotal Tax |Tax/Acre .| "Total Tax Jaxfhcre ., | Total Tax . iTex Acre Jotal Tax | TYax/Acre Total Tax | Tax/Acrs Jotal Tax | TaxfAcre ~ Total Yaxes Pald
- lm.e - L e ’ 8.2 .3 | | 163 ' ' Moty : :
Leuts 875,97 4207 | | Jz9.28 | 168 6.630.95 | 2.02° 29,4528 | 174 13,155.49 | 4.9 0 0 7,656.75 | 10,307.45] 3,826.98] e |
. 8.5 ' 465 : 7.5 | . a7 | . 33.9 smotly Wnolly Co
Lorraine 4,778.34 1 442 - 26,308.75 1.97 4.229.12- 3.44 2,101.2¢ 2.23 19,154.16 yo 2,174.45 0.7% 756.96 3130 55.557.411?5'3?!
13.3 b1 .7 6.9 . 66.5 _ 16.5 i - oty T
cela .’ i ! i - ‘ . £x.. - — '
Qscesla . 16,025,486 | 3.32 %-‘ 3..233:25 .2.00 . 8.342:72 2.62 80,040.6% 1.92 12,692.60 2.98 ¢ o Y 1 120.334.671&71" P
Wl |- R 6.8 43.7 | , 9.4 ’ - . ,.
| R i - | —— ., oy R = - . L B R .
" Redffeld | 20,673.07 300 | 1,505.67 | 1.61 7.687.67 |- 3.69 48,603.62 1.50 2633 | 2.9 0 'y o e 111,161 “!W[ '
- . o . N R . . . . L - h 1] . t -‘
_ - 66.3 : ; 6.8 22 27 | 21, ety | :
_ vienna* 105,852.56 | 431 || 108501 | 430 35,3500 [ 4.85 s278.79 | 2.8 3.22.63 | sis0 s 203 AA WA ”159'571_09(‘—5;;]
. "Note ) Only 1978 Final Assessment fal? “ava‘ihb’te for Vienna at time of . ' e
© 77 this-study. Therefore, theitaxes are for 1979 tax year. - N . . - - _
Source: . Jeffersen, Lewts, Oneida, and Oswego County Tax Records, 1979-1980; and
) * Tug Hi1l Commission, 1979.:
. 7. . [[] ercent change from 1975. - i T <L -
I 3 - - " B N - M\ -



| ‘ Table 3-4 .
R - Taxes.Paid By Land Use, 1980 (Using Taxable Tab”]es)'".

- Developed_ : Farma Inactive Private Forest ___State Forest County Forest Town
Town Jotal Tax | Yax/Acre Tota) Tax| Tax/acre "Total Yax | Tax/Acre Total Tax | TaxfAcre i Total Tax | Tax/Acre Total Tax | Yax/Acre Tota) Tax | Tax/Acre Total Yaxes Paid
| et.e 2 R R T 2.1 9.2 | - T . oty .
'Lewts’ 95,599.11 | 10.56 . 33,215.51) 431 B,290.39 | .68 | . . 3,36.93 | 0.20 14,203.01 | 5.2 0 0 451,919,10 | 165,743.75 155,130.95
- : ] ; o - -
| me s ] 3.2 1.8 _‘2_2.3_! © wmlly ~ :
torratne | 48,254.79 | k.64 69,830.48]  5.23 - 4,493.65 | 3.65 261286 | 27 | | 7eSn20 ) 34 2,312.03 0.84 1,375 | - 56,76 142,648.96 -
B O XY 6 , 8.2 -1 39.9 : 14.3 oty .
Osceola 39,921,81 ‘a.78 7.841.53 4.88 12,020,68 1.55 52,405,07 1.92 . 19,975.28 | 4.4 o o | §3.95 L) 7 13,177.47
4.6 PR -1 A 4.7 7.4 7.5,
Redfield. | 90;909.24 | 13.18 | 3,417:62 3.6 |. 8,79,02{ 4.2 51,320.19 | 1.59 - | 32.63L33 | 292 9 0 0 0. 187,133.41 .
- N A
Vienna * . b
o '
*Rote: Time did mot permit compilation of taxable values by class for Vienna, : - - .
Source; Jefferson, Lewis, Onefds, :and Oswego COunt-y Tax kecords. 1979-1980; and Tug BN Commisstan, i979._ ) ) . ’ .

£e
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PARCEL SIZES AND ACREAGE DECREASING FOR INACTIVE LANDS,
. AND DEVELOPED ACREAGE UP o

- Parcel size chén?es were déve10ﬁed only for case study towns. Due to the
varying characteristics between each of the five case study towns, land use.trends
occurring since 1974 in each town vary also. However, some-general parcel-size aqd

1and use trends can be identified.

Overall, developed land acreage has risen since 1974, mostly by taking acreage.
from the inactive land class. Farmland acreage has decreased some while forest Tand
is stable to increasing in some areas.  Most farm areas are experiencing a trend
similar to the national trend, that is, toward fewer but larger farm parcels and

- units. Apparently, larger economies of scale are more efficient for northeastern

dairy farms also.- As a whole, inactive and developed parcels are decreasing in
size and -increasing in number.of parcels. . ’ ’

Of course, the more remote areas have incurred less land activity and fewer 1and
use changes than the more accessible areas of Tug Hill. It s difficult to determine
what land use changes or trends will appear in the near future due to the many
fluctuating outside market factors. However, the author feels that the marginal
(1ess productive) farmlands will continue to be either subdivided or revert back to
brush or forest cover,. thereby decreasing farm acreage in Tug Hi11, Forest 1and

- {s. expected to remain stable to increasing slightly, depending upon how much inactive

and farmland reverts to forest growth. As population and urban pressures increase
then probably so will developed acreage.. Much of this new developed acreage will
occur in more accessible areas, take more land from the inactive use category (or

. further subdivide existing developed lands, and generally fall into the less than
. two acre category). : \ ' : :

) ) Table 3-5
Percent Change In Nunbers of Parcels In Each
Size Class, 1974-1979 .

Case T B ’ ) % Increase or Decrease In
tse Towns -~ Parcel Numbers From 1874 to 1979 ~

0-2.0 Ac 2.1-10.0 10.9-50.0 $0.0-200.0 200.04
Lorraine - '
Total Change . + 65 + 281 + 11 . ~ 30 . s21
Osceola
Total Change -+ 1, C e o2 -6+ e + 6
l.enls. ] )
Total Change  + 13 BRI DR + 4.+ 6
*"Redfield
Total Change +26 -+ 9 -’16 - éo .o+ 5

\ ' o Vienna

S " Totsl Chenge | + 1 + 2 -8 - 38 - 45




' © . REVALUATION IMPACTS ..
: . The tax shifts resulting from implementing full value -policy-are difficult,
- 1f not impossible, to prédict. 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 reports 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 conipared 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 1975 and 1980.
_After examining this data, it is difficult to 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,datir C . I : - .

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 othér 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 foynd that certain
tax shifts appeared. to be the direct result of revaluation in the town, For examplé,
. from 1974-1979, farm acreage decreased by 7 percent while farm tax load acreased 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 perc
rise) and revaluation was less discernable due-to forest acreage increases (+14 perce =
being so close to the tax increase. - . ’ ‘ o

In all of thelfive,téwns examined here, farm and vacant Tands possessed the Towes
mquet value ratios of any of the land uses. . Therefore, farm and vacant lands would
likely experience_a‘}arge tax increase as a result of revaluation to full value.

q . , . .
L Of course, it nust be: remembered that taxes vary 9reat1y from town to town and
that these taxes are totally dependent upon éach town's budget (and the portion that
jeach 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, then: 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 B and in Table 3-6 for the five case towns. =~ = . = - S
| 2 :
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EXEMPTIONS INCREASING IN SEVERAL TOMNS

The primary‘factors in 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 size of the taxing base. A1l types of exemptions have increased in Tug Hill
towns (based upon the five case town trends) over'the past five years. As property -
tax 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

N

four towns (Vienna was excluded due to not having 1979-80 tax data available) was

'$69,116.13. This was a 105.15 percent increase over the exempted amount in 1974
* for four case towns (Lewis, Lorraine, Osceola, and Redfield). While all types of

exemptions have increased from 1974 levels, veterans and ‘wholly exempt values have
fncreased the most (see case towns, Appendix C-G). o . )

\ Thus, the point at which property taxes become an excessive burden on the land-
owner can differ with each owner. There is no certain per acre tax load that automat-
ically renders a landowner. an aggrieved party. While taxes may be greater than the.
value of the land and timber growth, most- landowners do not even consider this when ~
indicating whether taxes are high or low. From the interviews though, it does appear
that taxes are a major consideration in.the decision to buy, retain, or sell Tug Hi1l

']ands.

As previously pointed out, Tug Hi1l 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 dist1lusioned with being a
Tug Hi11 property owner. and ultimately sell their land, - - o



" Source:

" *Date Run =

Based on 1976 SOEA Market Va1ue Survey
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Tab1e 3-6 .

Market Va1ue Ratios for Case Study Towns

Commercia1 Apartment Vacant;

11/3/79

— Wisc. &
Town - Residential
Lewis 5,01
Lorraing 12.78
Osceola_ 115,02
Redfiel 5.87.
Vienna . 3.19

(out VGH:{]Z{]

. (Village of
" Sylvan Beach)

-4;44 g

Loeer - - 3.81
V2 - 22,66
. 158.90 - 125.74.
" 9.48 - 5.05
40 - 1.52
52 - . A0

Survey, 1976.

-

{

i
{
|

Percent Change In Taxés Shifted Due to

New York State Division of Equa]izat1on and Assessment, Market Value

.

Table 3-

Exemptions, 1975 1980

Percent Change

iTown " From 1975 Level
Lewis +549%
Lorraine + 469
.Osceola + 16%
Redfield + 91%
Vienna

Total

+143% (1975-1979) -

- _+127%

= Average market value ratio. for
. whole town.
(out VG)—Outs1de V111§ge

Farm Industr1a1 Ut111ty

i
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SUMMARY

. Overall, the Tug Hi11 land market has been fairly active over the past five yeara-
This is probab]y due to land prices and taxes being lower for Tug Hill than for nearb
urban areas and other parts of the northéast. If any price or tax load increases do
occur in Tug Hi1l, then they will probably lag behind any increases occurring in
other areas of the state, region, or nation. Thus, the Tug Hi1l land market appears
attractive to some outside (nonresident) buyers. To date though, outside purchases
of Tug Hi11 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 vacani

" properties have experienced the greatest demands over the past five years.

From the five town analysis, it was determ1ned that most of the more rura1 towns

in the study area are not gaining developed acreage (see Appendices 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 popu?at1on
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 app11ed 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 1ikely to occur in Tug Hill towns. Thes
shifts are not 1ikely to show a. fixed pattern such as to vacant farm and forest land

 "from developed land, for instance..

Footnotes

1Chapter 972, Laws of 1972. , ,
2Temporary State Commission on' Tug H111 1976 Preparing for the Future, p. 11.
31bid., p. 12.

f‘“gkl‘ ASection 480~a, Real Property Tax Law; Article 25-AA, Agricu]ture and Markets Law;
Section 247, General Municipal Law. \

\\gNew York State Division.of Equa1ization and Assessment, March 1979. 1978 Revalu=
ations Intra-Class Shift Analysis, Part 1. Albany, N.Y. 31 pages; and New YOrk
Q{ate pivision of Equalization and Assessment. December 1978. 1978 Revaluations
Final Impact Report. Albany, N.Y. 53 pages. ‘ ’
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_FARM EXEMPTIONS IMPORTANT -
:‘ ﬁ ‘IISI E;()IVIIE'"]T()‘AI]SIE;T : B ,

Agriculture 1s a vital component of the Tug Hill economy. While the number
of jobs in farming in Tug Hi11 counties is declining, farming and food processing
together constitute an important part of the;economy. Food processing is especially
important because of its large job multiplier (the number 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 a111jobs in the Region and indirectly supports ahout 10 percent
of all other jobs." ) o ‘ o

One means toward maintatning 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 determining 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
value of 'the land, free of its value for development,. speculation, or other purposes.
An eligible.landowner would receive an exemption 1f 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 higher, there is no
exemption. - ' '

The law origina]ly-&efined farm (or "agricultural”) value in a way that implied
only the value of the land for farming would be used in setting agricultural values.
In 1979, the law was amended to specifically define agricultural value as "the

 market zalue of land for agricultural production purposes if no other use were pos-

sible."” Complaints from farmers that non-farm values were still influencing aaricul-

~ tural values set by the state led to a 1980 law requirina development of a method

. ~

AN
N

for valuing eligible farm;land based on the income derived from the .Jand and the .
productivity of the soil.”. The new agricultural values are to be set hy the State
Board of Equalization and Assessment based on farm income and land classification
information from Correll University and the Department of Agriculture and Markets.
.Until the new values are established, 1979 values will be used to determine exemp- ~
“tions. The new values are intended to apply to May 1, 1981 city and town assess-
ment rolls and January 1, 1982 village assessment rolls. : '

.MORE THAN 300,000 ACRES ‘ARE IN AGRICULTURAL DISTRICTS A
Land need not be in an agricultural district to qualify for an aaricultural
value assessment (though being in an agricultural district would generally be the
more attractive arrangement for a farmer seeking a property tax reduction). On
ithe other hand, land in an agricultural district is not eliaihle for an aaricul-
ural value exemption unless its assessed value exceeds the state-established

~agricultural value, the land produces sufficijent crops, and otherwise meets the
- criteria. Nonetheless, agricultural district areages can give us some idea of

the‘potential effect of agricultural exemptions on farmers and local governments.



Table 4-1 detaf]s the more than 314,000 acres of aqricultura] districts
‘created in Tug Hi11 towns $ince 1973. ‘Many of these acres represent potential
for tax exemptions in .only;the most general way. -For example, though Jefférson
. County Tug Hi11 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 Jefferseon County is Tikely to result in minimal non-farm
influences on farm land prices as comparea to acres closer to large cities.

S ! '|
fv 3

R Table 4»1 ' ' AP
Acreage Incorporated in Agticultural .
D:lstricts for Tug Hin 'I‘owns. 1980

s - . .
. "

No. Acres , 'rol:alv! Acres S, Land in

'. 7 .. in District 2g. Land in Town . g, District
" Jefferson County . : ' o . ’ -
" Champicn . 15,370 22,049 . .o 70
Rodman +3;028 L 15,003 - ’ - 20
Rutland '12,620 ’ 22,966 . 55
Watertown ' 2,353 24,124 . ‘10 B
\ TOPAL . 33,371 84,142 40 . .
Lewis County : . T
, - Denmark 30,800 18,242 = )
Harrisburg .~ . 22,400 16,676 :
- Lewis 21,000 .. 8,217
" Leyden g 20,500 ‘ 14,750 ° ] : -
Lowville - ) 22,000 20,039 (1979) : ~Sea Notet
Martinsburg : ‘20 060 ©21,202 . s
© Pinkney R 15,700 . 7,013
Turin . : 17,000 o 11,514
. West Turin ‘ 25,000 . 17,379 - ’ ‘
Osceola L . 1,606 {1979) ; -
TOTAL - 194,408 - ' ]
Oneida County = = N : S R
Annsville - 7,921 16,254 . o . 49
Ava : .- 5,436° 16,376 33 .-
Boonvilla ) 12,033 . 15,977 o 75
Camden 3,922 11,650 . - o 34
Florence ' v <o . 4,970 " o , . o B
. Floya : 5,966. 3,915 : \ ~See Note*
Lee - z 3,291 2,1 P 23
Steuben oo " 7,500 11,994 " o, 63
Tranton = - . 8,372 12,203 | ' ! 68
Western ! 3,970 17,687 - 79
" Vienha .. ) 3,828 : 2 saumvs) : \
. TOTAL 73,240 . ,
Oswego County, - . L b i o T
2lbion i.425 : . 15,378 i , e - .
‘ Amboy 3,477 16,800 . 51 -
Conistantia . 1,610 - 7,117 ‘ 22 - .
., Hastings. 2,709 | 132,24y - - 20
‘Parish . | 2,146 ° 7,154 . - ) . 30 5
West Monroe ' 2,507 ' 6,379 . o .39 : ‘
Williamstown - v 384 . 8,764 4
TOTAL _ 13 258 . 550443 , 24

ANOTE: - In many towns. the acreage incorporated in an agricultural diatrict exceeds
that- of the total farm acreage as derived from the asgessment roll. fThis
probably 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 ancther’ year's assessment yoll is indi-
cated,

:;- -
N o

BQURCE: Jefteraon, Oneida, Oswegn cOuntg ?1anning Departmants. 1980; and Tug 8111 .
Commission, 1980. i . ) L L

o
1 I
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This situation may change, however, if lower state-set aqricultural 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 Hi11 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 recommending an income-based method for settina agricultural

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 1§ a 7 percent rate of return (capitalization
rate) was used in the income method.” Higher rates would result in Tower state-
set values. State-law will require use of "the annual five year average effective .-
interest rate<og new federal land bank loans made in the Springfield federal Tand
bank district".® That five year average rate in 1979 was B.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 a}ready in agricultural districts will be 1ikely lands to first utilize these.
exemptions. . . o - . -

CURRENT USE OF FARM EXEMPTIONS LOW

Table 4-1 shows a considerable amount of agricultural district acreage in
Tug.Hi11, but that few farms are yet réceiving 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.” C ' o

We have little information on acreace 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 value-reassessment;b

Looking at five Tug Hi1l towns, in 1975 and 1980, we found 1ittle use of farm.
.exempting. Only one of the towns, Lewis, granted any agricultural exemption in 1975,
Q0f the four that granted agricultural exemptions in 1980 (1978 in the case of Vienna),
all appeared to be farm budeingvexemptions., In no case did exemptions equal as

uch as one percent of the town's tax base (full taxable value).
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L Table-4-2
1980‘Fafm_Buf1d1ng,Exemptibns in Five Tug Hi11 Towns -

. Taxes ~ Percent of

Téwn' W Deffered _ Tax Base
\ =TT : T 4 '

- Lewis : $1,189 1 0.77%

Lorraine i A [ ) B A 0.01

Osceota = .f . =~ = 278 - 0.21

Redfield . - : 0 : : 0

Vienna* ..} - - 330 ' ' n/a

978 | |

~ Source: County Real Property Tax Offices and‘Tug
' - Hi1l. Calculations, SR S

u

- FARM EXEMPTIONS IN LOWVILLE INCREASED'
" OTHER PROPERTY TAXES ABOUT SIX PERCENT

‘While the five towns examined show 1ittle effect. from farm land exemptions,
some Tug Hi1l 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
contatns 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. _ |

.~ - The first agricultural district in Lowville was formed in 1978. A second one
‘was established in 1978. However, these agricultural. lands were not eligible to
- receive the agricultural land exemption until 1979, when some local assessments
- finally exceeded state-set farm values. The first farmland exemptions appeared

on ‘the 1979 tax roll (based on the 1978 Final Assessment Rol11). A total of 17,233

acres received these agricultural land exemptions. Prior to 1979, the only fam
~exemptions granted were those for new farmland structurés under Section 483 of the
Real Property Tax.Law. Under Section 483, any increases in value due to new con~ -
struction or reconstructioniof farm structures or buildings between January.1, 1969
and January 1, 1979, will be exempted fr -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 tota) taxable value for all lands.

| The effects of the exemptions on Lowville taxes and finances are summarized
in Table 4-3. The combination of declining exemptions for new farm structures and

increasing use of farm land’exemptions.resulted in comparable levels of exemptions ,ﬁ

(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:
calculations.9) b _ - ) ST

. \ K Y . ) . - \\



133

Of the total Lowville agr1cu1tura1 exemption in 1980. about $69 000, more
than half, was attributable to section 305 farm land exempf&on The ba1ance 1s
attributable ‘to 'section 483 exemptions for farm buildings. The farm land exemp-
- tions applied to 17, 233 acres of farmland, for an- average exemption of $2.23/acre.

Table 4-3 : ’

Lowville Farm Values and Taxes

974 - . e . - o9

N - . . s .
Acres Farmland - | 21,173 : . w0 1. 20,039
Assessed Value ) o .
(Land Only) - $ 1,161,388.80 $ 1,114,200.00 $ 2,285,838.00
Farm - : - : oL
Total Assessed ' : ‘
Value (Before o U IR R
Exemption) -_ 3,662,100.00 © 4,015,420.00 |.  6,967,450.00
Ferm o ‘
Exempt Assess~ . . . S
ment . 709,100.00 466,000.00 © 1,304,100.00 ’
© Exempt: Taxes 43,655.42 | ' 23,635.64 | . 69,096.17
. - (1975)* - (1978)* ~ (1980)*
- Total Taxes: . . , . l
Due On Other ’ s ‘ n
. Than Farm Fanq 1,308,830.00 1,183,283.00 . 1,226,525.00
Total Assess-.
ments {Taxable
. Value} For ; . .
Other Than o S - C S .
Farm Land 21.259.477.00‘ h 23,329.598100 23,149,067.00
Farm Exemption
As Percentage - )
Of Total Farm R - ‘
Taxes - 19.3 . 11.6 - T18.2
~ ‘ 1 - (1975)* - {1er8)* (1980)*
Farm Exemption ] .
‘as Percent of ‘ : ' - .
Total Non-Farm . 33.3 : - 2.0 ' 5.63
Taxes ’ . (l975)ﬁ ‘ - - {1978)* o {1980)*

Source: Lewis County Tax Records, !975 1978, and 1980, Town of Lowville; and 1980 ’
. Tug Hi11 Commission,

* 1975, 1978, and 1980 ta:es based on 1974, 1977, and 1979 assessment rolis
respectfully. . .
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FARM EXEMPTIONS LIKELY TO INCREASE

The future effects of farm 1and exemptions in Lowvi]ie are not predictable -
with certainty. - .Assessment roll. farm acreages of about 20, 000 acres would suggest
that less than 3, 000 additiona1 acres would be: eiigibie for farm land exemptions.
This. is not the casé. The' farm land exemption: can apply fo. woodlots, 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 agricuiture district acreages exceed aoricu1~
tural acreages on the roi]s . : _ X

Changes in the effects of farm land exemptions 1n Tug Hiii towns w111 depend
on two primary factors. g; ) A

(1) New 1egisiation Chapter 79, Laws of 1980, may bring aboit
a change in. farm]and 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 recejve assessment exemptions. Chapter 79 .placed a ,

- freeze on these agricultural cetling values (that fs, a. freeze
on any further value increases) while the SDEA deveiops ‘a system
of assessinq land on the basis of its income producinn potentia]

- (2) - The impact of agricuiturai exemptions also denends 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 1n 'focal assessment
procedures, -such as Lowville's near]y doubiing farm assess-
meénts from. 1975 to 1979: _ .

Whiie predicting with certainty is not possibie, 1t 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 1and exemptions in Tua
Hi11 and eisewhere in- the state. o _ .

The, effects of farm 1and exemptions are oniy 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 resu]ting
from farm'land exemptions tended to occur in communities experiencing development,
and therefore, with more diversified tax bases .to absorb tax shifts. Undiversified :
, égﬁtbggestin gurai comguggtie§1are less able to absorb tax shifts, State reimburse-
: ax lasses.attrihutable to e '
may need consideration if major tax sﬁ??5§182§u§°3§°¥3£?n§"33a§§ate ~set iand values

;
,l

i
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" Footnotes

11) Goss and Bowman A - 19,

2) Chapter 266, Laws of 1979 (section 301.5 of the Agr1cu1ture and Markets Law)
clarifies this def1n1t1on

3) Chapter 79, Laws of 1980.

4) Temporary State Comm1ssion on the Real Property Tax, egort, Fehruary. 1980,
p. 27” : ,

5), Chapter 79, Laws of 1980, section 7,
6) Temporary State Commiss1on on the Real Property Tax, op:_cit., pp: 30-31.
'7) Lewis County Tax Records. 1980 Tax RoTl, Town of Lowville. |
8) New York State Real Property Tax Law, § 483,

9) 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 hetween 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 possihle. A1l tax rates
were obtained from the Lewis County Tax Office, May 1980. '

10) Lewis County Real Property Tax Office, 1980,



FOREST ' TAX WITHOUT ‘A POLICY

)
FOREST TAX POLICY DOES NOT ENCOURAGE
‘MANAGEMENT_IN TUG HILL
> - The forests of-fub Hi11 are a vital part of the area's character as well as

1ts economy. Forests cover over 65. percent of the area. In 1974, harvesting and

proce§sing of Tug Hi11 trees directly and indirectly supported 1,438 jobs in the

area. , A ] A :

The future importance of the forest to Tug Hi1l communities could be greater

) . 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. 1In 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 amenities".2 AL .

One component of New York's policy.toward the use of forest lands is property -
taxation. - When property taxas 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 is to manage his land for timber production purposes,
. he may abandon that enterprise if property taxes are high enough to make management

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

The legislature hereby finds and declares that lands presently
devoted to growth of forest crops are often assessed at a level which
5 renders continued dedication to such use uneconomical.... Lands
) ~  devoted to growth of forest products should be assessed at a level
: which recognizes this use‘ratheg than at a level reflecting devotion
of the land to another purpose.d: s ' '

-~ The effect of 480-a has been to Timit téxes on some lands, mainly in areas where
- development 1s affecting 1and values and forest growth rates relative to the rest
> . - of the state are high, ' - o .

- Forest land exemptions under 480-a have been in effect for about three years.
: By April of 1980, 153 parcels totaling over 65,000 acres in 24 counties had been
- certified by the DEC. The greatest participation by far occurs in the southern -
-.Catskill and Hudson River Valley counties of Delaware, Dutchess, Orange, Sullivan,
p\\\ .and Ulster. These five counties account for nearly three-fourths (74 percent) of
N all certified acres. Little use is made of 480-a in northern New York. Of the
) 15 counties that roughly 1ie north of the Thruway from Albany te Syracuse, only five
\, have 480-a acreage. Those five counties account for about 5,000 acres of 480-a
N, certified land. No land in Ehe Tug Hi1l counties of Jefferson, Oswego, Oneida, and -
Lewis is certified on.480-a.” : , ‘ B
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SPECIAL FOREST AND OPEN SPACE TAX PROGRAMS

~ ARE NOT USED.-IN TUG HI;L
" An owner of4f0re§téd land in Tug Hi1l, or elsewhere in New York State, has

.~ -several options in law available to reduce property taxes on that land. For a.
Tug Hi11 landowner, those options may not exist in fact. . ‘ -
R . I -

" The landowner may apply for a partial exemption under section 480-a of the
Real Property Tax Law if he commits 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
.~ Agricuiture and Markets Law. This partial exemption is afmed primarily at famm
.crop and pasture lands, but may also be applied to woodlands that are contiguous
- with land-being actively farmed, and are "actively utilized for the production of

wocdland products" (lumber, firewood, maple syrup,.etc.) or support farming on
adjacent land.,® ' - L o ,

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.
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 religious, 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”, S A

. 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 1ts natural state, usually through an easement that is -
sold or-is a gift. The reduced development potential of the land 9ust then be taken

. Tnto account and 1s reflected in a reduced assessment on the land.” = -~ .

Often called "conservation" or "scenic” easements or sale of development rights,

this instrument may alsojbe between a landowher 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 acrgages are held by the Adirondack
Conservancy. The remainder are held by the State.® It is uncertaln whether these
‘easements entitle a landowner a reduction in.land value for tax purposes.

These tools to reduce taxes on forest and open lands are 1ittle used in Tug
Hi11, so far as determined by this study. The 1ikely reasons are apparent. These
tools are most 11kely to.be used in areas where land taxes are high enough that a
landowner considers a tax break. The requirements for the exemption may not meet

owner goals or the owner's situation. Wholly exempt status under section 421, for -

example, unless -the ouwner wishes to devote his land to educational purposes, or the
other purposes required by that séction. A conservation sasement under section 247
may not be appealing if it will mean a reduction in use and potential .sale value,
-especially with the partial tax exemption a clouded question. 3 -

it ' -
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_Forest management exemptions under 480-a have similar Timitations in ﬁSe in
Tug Hi1l. The formula for partial exemptions in 480-a (80 percent of assessed

- .value or $40 multiplied by the equalization rate) simply does not yleld a partialv

exemption at most forest land assessment lévals. Beyond this, the management
requirements of the Taw and regulations are too expensive or too restrictive. for
the relatively low growth gates on forast ]apds in Tug Hi11 and northern New York.

~.In 1977 and 1978, the commission examined 480-a in terms of the tax reduction

1t would offer if used on some sample ownerships ‘in towhs in the forested Tug Hi11
core. Savings of $0.40 to $1.69 per acre were noted, compared to a local forestry

-consultant's estimate of $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 11kely to offer in Tug Hi11 will é
not provide much leeway for management practices much beyond those already employed”.

. Exemptions for lands 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 Hi11 at this time is of 1ittle concern
from the public benefit view since so much open land is available. Any "problem"-
with the taxes on open lands 1s the more general one of the financial burden created
. by the property tax. This 1s a problem better addressed by fair assessment. practices -
.and control of the cost of government. This is not the case, however, wheré taxes
are an important cost in doing business. The lack of a forest tax program that is
of use to industry, woodlot  owners and farmers managing forested areas of their farms
in the Tug Hi11 area hinders efforts to encourage this important part of the local
economy. . S : . ' ’ '

PR

Table-s-i

SN : _-, Amoﬁnthax Burden on Private\Fbrést Lands
' : ’ in Five Towns, 1975 and 1980* | |
e | 198 .
- Percent of Total o Percent of Total
. Tax/Acre qun»Tax Revenues | Tax/Acre Town Tax Revenues
lewis. | 143 | 346 .74 | 3.3
|Lorraine - |  0.51: s 2 | s
Osceola | - 0.83 - |. . 552 ° 192 . 66.5 g
Redfield - | 2.19 |- 63.2 1.50 837
Vienna . | 1.26- - 43 - | 28 | a7

. #Note: Taxes were derived by applying appropriate tax rates to assessed land

values on1y.

\, Source: Parsons and Murray, 1974; Jefferson, Lewis, Oneida, and Oswego County

4
,

Tax Records, 1979-80; and Tug Hill Commission, 1979.
Y /.'\ . . . )

Tug Hill forest lands vary greatly in their contribution to Tocal revenues.
Similarily, forest tax exemptions would affect Tug Hi11 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 R

o 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 legislation was drafted and-reworked in the mid-1970's. This year,
. the State Division of Equalization and Assessment (SDEA) proposed changihg from
- the arbitrary:formula in 480-a to a forest land value system structurally akin to
- the farm value ceiling approach used\fb; partial exemptions under sections 305 and
306 of the Agriculture and Markets Law,'0 ' | T

. : - i . . o ST : . L. .

- SDEA suggests that the revision s necessary to reconcile the two different

. forest valuation tech?1q995 provided under 480-a and .the woodland provisions of - | ¢
‘sections 305 and 306.'" i There alsc 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 Djstriig as a result of a 480-a exemption for the City of

NT,ARoghestec watershed property. Technical changes are also proposed. . -

C ! - o - S :
A ~ The. valuation scheme proposed is that forest land be “the average value per -
1. acre of forest land exclusively devoted to and suitable for forest -crop production
~in New York State". The method would be very similar to the original agricultural
L "~ Table 5-2 S :
- .- Degree of QOver or Under Assessment of Forest Lands _— . C
h . . in Twelve Tug Hi1l Towns, 1979 oy S
A - Maerket Value Ratios .
‘Average SRR R EE : .
- |Ratio For . _Misc.. .
. Whole . . ,- ad - . . ' ' o .
. Town - Residential Commercial Apt. Vacant* . Farm _ Industrial Utility| .
Harrisbu -10.86 - 12.85 .. 10.86- - -10.9% } 10.56 L. 12.69
jbewis #Q 1 .6.15 . 5.01 ~ } 9,87 .| - | 3.81 | -4.94] 16.62 7.61
Lorraine | 11.82. | 12.78 .} 17.52 . - - 22.66 11.42 ‘11.87. | 19.54 d
fLowville | 42,98 37.19 . 66.38 | 7.18 | 42:47 | 42,98 | '52.62
Orwell ~ - | 15.08 - 5.95 7.32 | = 3.56 - 15.08 .. | 22.77
~ {Osceola "{129.81 '} 115,02 | .158.90 | - | 125.74 (133.82| . - - {110.53
Redfield- | 7,00 [ .  5.87 .- 9.48 | - | 5.05 | 5.94 .7.000 | 20.76
~{Turin 20.70 . 16,54 - 18.23 | 21.07] 24.47 | 23.80 21.07 | 20.70 |
Vienna .~ | 3,03 | 3.19 403 ¢ - 1 1,52 |.3.13 $3.03 | 3.03 i4
M. Turin - {10,081 10.88 - 26,28 | - I 6.21 |'10.45} . - - | 19.82 }°
- IWi1liamstown] 6.24 . 6.28 - . 8.49 - p 421 | A4.46 6.24 |-18.03
Worth § 12.93 14.3¢ 12.85 | - ' 13.43 [ 7.91 12.93 . 37.45

"'*Noté:‘Becausg the vacant land category ofttimes include wholly or partially forested

. parce15,:1ts‘mquet{va1ge was chosen to represent forest lands.. . E |
Source: New York State Divisién of Equalization and Asséssment, Market Value Survey,.1976.

The twelve towns picked for Table 5-2 included the five case towns, the L .
- agricultural exemption town (Lowville), and six other towns which exhibited various P
degrees of assessment of forest lands. ..Implementation of full value assessments would 4
- have varying impacts with regard to any tax shifts to forest lands. " The ratios presented.
above tell us that forest lands in Lewis, Lowville, 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 implementation. Harrisburg, Lorraine; Turin, and Worth forest -
~ lands are generally overassessed and therefore, will stand less chance of a tax

2

increase with full value fmplementation. - | - : f
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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. Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC) |

. approval of a plan and other requirements remain. The exemption is st111 mandatory
“upon the assessor. That is, the applicant who is determined by DEC to have an
eligible tract must receive the exempt{gn without any decision on the part of the
assessor or local taxing jurisdiction. ' o -

- Changing from the present arbitrary_exemption formula is a good idea. Changing
to a market based valuation system is not. The approach SBEA suggests misses the
- point of the problems inherent in the market-based agriculture valuation system
that 1s now to be abandoned because it could not thorou hly screen out non-farm
factors in farm sales. SDEA market surveys are too 1imited 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 480-a forest lands on a market basis.

A better approach would be one that sets forest ceiling values based on income
and productivity factors, as will be done for farm woodlands. . New 480-a legislation
should specifically declare its intent to.encourage forest management by removing
hon-forest values from forest land assessment, using an income and productivity base..

\

A REGIONAL FORE#T VALUATION -COMMISSION

. A review of forest tax policy in New York, prepared for Xhe Tug Hi11° 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

i

program of 1ittle value to upstate woodland owners.

One program 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 1ikely 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. ' :

. 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 {ts new ,
- mandate to develop an income-based approach to valuing farmland, this unit is 1ikely
.to be active. In 1ts new forest valuation proposal, SBEA says fiscal support for
farm 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
and 1ocal representation may be the best way to administer a new system of forest
valuation. The regional commission would be charged with setting a .comprehensive
regional policy for the area, development of a system for setting forest land values

1

7
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to be used in determiniﬁg exemptions, implementing the system and pfpviding 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 B |
by the Temporary State Commission 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 fmportant part of
this research, a component missing in the work of the TSC on the Real Property Tax,
1s the Tikely fiscal effgct on communities. ; Measuring this would probably require-

the following steps: . o o 4
1. rinventory‘foreii parcels and characteristics; ‘ ‘
2. . select a sample’ for vaiuation'to be used in_ estimating full value
. shifts and effects of valuation alternatives;. = . - . \
‘3. _devélop daié_re}ating to yiers, stﬁmpagé valtes' and productivity N
" measures to- assess the probable impact of alternative valuation
systems on landowners and on thg fiscal health of municipalities;
4. anaTyze.1mpactsi dec1d1ng whether.a uniform Vaiuat{oﬁ‘scheme or'é "
tiered valuation scheme 1s‘prgferab1e; and. . _ 4
5. /frace the-impéct,of the révenUe.éhangeé théough the region's etoﬁomy.f
STATE REIMBURSEMENT TO LOCAL GOVERNMENTS -
v . , . \ ; (._

The benefits of a healthy forest industry in New York will accrue to regions
and the state as a whole ‘in terms of jobs and increased taxes. The adverse effects
-of a forest land tax break under current tax policy, the loss of tax revenues, fall
. entirely within the taxing Jurisdictions where the exemption is granted. Individuai
communities with significant managed forest land should not have to bear the burden- ¢
of lost revenue to benefit the state as a whole. Yet this 15 what happens under ;
~ 480-a today. poo . o . h )
. o . . : NI . ' .
: - R Tandowner seeking ‘a tax reductfon undér 480-a today needs only seek the
. @pproval of the state Department of Environmental Conservation. Once the DEC has
determined the eligibility of the tract of tand and the acceptability -of the manage- .
. ment plan, the exemption 1s mandatory upon the assessor and local taxing jurisdictions,
It 1s a very different sftuation from-that of exemptions in an agricultural district,
‘_g?e€e11gcal-governments, especially the county, are in part the creators of the -
strict.. . , Peo T ' ,

I
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Some other states recognize this argument, and provide for state refmbyrse-
ment for local tax. losses attributable to forest or open space exemptions. Vermont
has established such a fund, and a recent report has advocated that the State of
New York re‘mburse localities for "lost" revenues 1n forest and open space
exemptions.16 o ' o x

: The concept 15 not new to New York. In 1970, the Temporary Study Commission
on the Future of the Adirondacks recommended state reimbursement for the lost .
value of scenic easements in the Adirondack Park and "for lost revenues resulting
from th? “freeze" provision of the Fisher Tax Law" (this was prior.to enactment of
480-a).17 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 servicas, and thus taxes, high. The dmplication 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 Hi11 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 Hi11 towns have kept per capita expenditures for public services
well below the state average despite small, dispersed populations. ‘With two-thirds
of the Tug Hi11 area in commercial forest land (definep 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 ald forestry on.
these communities. ' o ' : T

- 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 H1i11 town
- of Montague. Montague operates on & town budget of about $30,000,. with over 80 per-
cent of r?genues generated locally. The state-owned wildlife management lands pay

- no taxes. Benson, on the other hand, benefits for a century old state focus on

the Adirondacks: "New York State is Banson's largest taxpayer, providing 90 percent
of the town's property taxes under a special arrangement that cpmpgnsatés it for

the fact that the state owns most of the land within its borders, 20

" Legislation td create a new forest tax program should provide for reimbursement‘
to towns, perhaps through courities, from general state revenues in. proportion to
the effective lost assessed value, 1f -any, resulting from forest property tax

exemptions. - ) y

. 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
tax. It is 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 deteriined and related to the

\services required by landowners. .
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‘Until such sweeping reform is possible, we can only tinker with the property .
tax in hopes that 1t 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 1s in this spirit that this recommendation to examine
a new forest taxation program is made. S

- The time is right for this examination. We are beginning to recognize the .
major role forests can play in our economy and our enjoyment.of 1ife, especially
as New York and the northeast appear resource and opportunity .poor in so many

_other aspects.

‘The timing 1s right in another way. . The state is éXamining its forest policies
through the Forest Resources Planning Program. Forest taxation ought to be part

. of that réeview. 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 botg for wood production and for other nontimber
forest values.?! : :

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 coricept 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.* - A

; This "cost of seryices" approach to the property tax appears attractive
because it seems fair and because it seems to hold promise for an area like Tug ‘
Hi1ll where the residents want to maintain the character of their lives and communities.
The cost of services approach to .taxing might help keep the area the way it is,
it is suggested, by keeping property taxes on farms, forests, and other open lands

" that hypothetically require few public services, low. This line of reasoning
assumes that these types of open lands to require less services and that lower
taxes will keep farms and forests from being developed.

This 1line of reasdning is all the more compé]ling at this time, because of
the possibility that revaluation of land to the full value standard in some cases
will Tead tg‘increasedAtaxes on farm, forest, and other open lands. |

To test the merit of the cost of services goncept. the following questions
need to be addressed: . . .

1. Is the coﬁcept fair and legally éupportab\e?

2."Cou1d a property taxAprogram based on the cost of ser@iceS»be
administered at reasonable cost? B L

3. wou1d'1t accomplish the objective of.maintaining,dpéh lands?

o A ﬁEASONABLE PRINCIPLE TO APPLY IN DETERMINING TAX POLICY -

éost of Services is Legélly Sgpportéb1e

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.

{ , :
g : . i -
. .
A : ' N\
S . . . .

W : ; S | o |
\g*This 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 proﬁerty tax 1n Hew Yor& is set according to the value of
"land only is misleadingl since some chargésito 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 state Tegisiature.. Section
306 of the Real Property Tax Law requires that assessments set by local assessors
be at full value. But it is Section 102 of ‘the Real Property Tax Law that defines -
- taxes simply as "a charge imposed or real property". Strictly speaking, the property \
tax on a parcel is thé result of multiplying its assessed value by the tax rate ° ‘
. derived from the budget.of the village, city, town, county, and school district

.. in which the parcel rests. (The tax rate 1s determined by deducting all other
sources of revenue and then dividing by the'assessed value.) These are general
purpose charges against the property. F Coe IR '

Al
. o , R
R . ’
i ‘ . R
. . [
i . “ .
'
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Existing Cost of Service "Taxes"

-against 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 by the parcel a
to the charge applied to; it. ‘ o :

Section 102. of the Real Property Tax Law also provides for more specific charges

. In Section 102, a "%ervice cﬁarge" is defined as a charge~1mpbsed byja,county,
city, town, or village to defray the cost of' services (emphasis added) for police. -

protection, fire protection, street and highway construction and maintenance, and - ;
sanitation and water supply. A “special ad valorem levy" is defined as a charge ;!

- imposed upon benefited r2al propeity {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 anparcei tor a special district improvement or service.,

In short, New York State law provides precedent for the concept of charging .
property for public services provided. Despite this precedent, however, major .
changes in existing law would probably be necessary to change the general property
tax from an ad valorem basfs to a service charge basis. ' N :

: Any changed. system of property taxation would have to meet the traditional .

~ test of equal protection. ‘A property tax that is a service charge would have to .

~ be uniformly administered. .Any differentials in charges (taxes) to different classes
- of property would probably have to bear a rational relationship to a Tegitimate

. governmental purpose 1f it were to be supported by the courts. Existing service
charge "taxes" actomplish this by relating the charge to a measurable ‘service that
can be directly or indiréctly attributed to the property. The adwinistrative . .

- feasibility of accomplishing such a standard would affect the legal supportability . <.
of the cost of services approach. o ' - . e ' '

I

A DIFFICULT; AND POSSIBLY COUNTERPRODUGTIVE, PROGRAM TO IMPLEMENT

A o
b

Administration Wouid Be écmﬁlez

AT

The distinguishing feature of a tax, as distinct from a‘seévicefcharge or
. other levy, is that the tax must be paid regardiess of the benefit received. Service ;Ii
v

i
I .

I . . . A i i ‘*‘,i
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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 Tength of frontage).
D . - 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. - » Co

. One complicating factor is that many public services are services to people
) and not property. These services (such as weIfare, health service, disability,
: .. and unemployment payments) usually have been created expressly to shift costs from
the berefited 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 would be the complicating factor of determining what
. portion of the service should be charged to individual parcels or classes or .
- groperty. These impediments to the cost of services approach are significant
- because of the importance of services to people in local budgets, 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 varigus
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
p for individual jurisdictions; perhaps on an answer basis. An example can help’
- 11lustrate this. ' . :

Mr. White 1ives .in the Town of Lincoln, Lincolin supplies 19 district
services including highway maintenance, libraries, parks, police, sewers,
and water supply. Fire protection is voluntary. 1If Mr. White owns a N
) : $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 frem the county (sheriff) snd 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
p : . he already récelves, 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. Wnite's service bi11 to a payment for a singie set of services
which are not duplicative. . :

The degree of difficulty in calcutfating and apportioning service costs varies,
\\\ of course. Police protection is a difficult service to apportion. -Highway :costs
:\ﬂmay be difficult to apportion too, where village and town highway jurisdiction and
. use overlap. Furthermore, the services most easily apportioned, such as sewer, water
> g; light1ng;'are those most. often already covered by service charges through special
stricts. ' » - ) " .



;; 50

Cost of Services May.Noﬁ Reduce Farm and.Fo%est'Taxes ‘

) Despite these difficulities, 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, commercial, 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. K . ' ) .

This same effect w&h1d~bé reinforced by the shift to full value assessment;

and with the use of theiresulting tax base values to distribute the "cost of services" q

_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 this approachﬁ

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-
lation encouraged by the reduction in carrying charges in the form of real property
taxes. This possibility 1s &ncouraged or enhanced by the tendency of the “"cost of
services" approach to lead to the substitution of private services (wells, septic.
tanks.\etc.g for public services in order to maintain an "underserved" status.

- This encouragement of "privatization" coupled to reduced carrying charges could
be undesirable in terms of the goal of maintaining the character of the region.

PREFERENTIAL: ASSESSMENT, CLASSIFIED ASSESSMENT, AND
" TRANSFER OF SOCIAL SERVICE COSTS AS AN ALTERNATIVE

-The possib111ty‘th5£ the cost of sérvicesvapproacﬁ would operate counter to

goals to maintain the rurdl character of .Tug Hi1l, and 1ts 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 chavacter of a rurail 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 Hi11. . Recommendations for improvements in existing preferen-
tial assessment’ programs would involve income-based valuation of
~ farm and forest; 1ands, coupled with provisions for state reimburse-
ment in overali. 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 socfal -

1t
vl
Lo

C



costs are largely the resu1t of state mandates, and (b) 1t,wou1d

leave the property tax as a levy that bore closer re1ationship to

the. services required by property owners, -

Use a system of classified assessments or the rates to avo1d
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 class1f1ed assessments. .

e
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' Appéndix‘A, o
HMETHOD USED'IN LAND MARKET STUDY

Information on real property taxes and assessments was gathered from town
assessment rolls, and other sources in the county treasurer and county real
property tax director's offices in Jefferson, Oswego, Oneida, 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 determine the :
number of sales, the type of land sold, and the residency of the buyer and seller
for all 39 Tug Hill towns. Selected groups of sales were then examined to determine
the acreages and sales price of land soid. Prices below $100 per acre were excluded
in_calculating average sale prices, assuing they were sales between relatives, or
sales otherwise not likely to reflect only market influences.

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

" 39-Town Overview

‘tax offices..

S1x land- use cateéor?es'wgre used ‘for property transmittal data collection.

They were residential, commercial, seasonal, farm, forest, and vacant {(inactive).

The first three categories comprised the developed land class used in the case
study analyses. The last three categories conform to the case study analyses. A1l
transfer data was taken from LA-23 Property Transfer Reports filed at the county

{

The two primary reasons for using these six land use. categeries were (1)
Jefferson County towns were the first to be researched and this is the format that
the Jefferson County Tax 0ffice used, and (2) more detailed sales activity infor-
mation (than given in the Tug HiT1 land taxation veport*) was required. Using
these categories facilitated the gathering of sales volume, resident, non-resident
?urchases, and land price information for each of what were felt to be the major

and uses. The variable accuracy of sales price information on a LA-23 was
recognized; but LA-23's at this time are the onty readily accessible public records
of sales prices. Only six land use classes were used to avoid confusion.

Resident and nonresident purchases of Tug Hi11 lands were recorded, 1974 - .
1979, When working with the whole 29-town study area, i1t was assumed that any buyer
whose 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 irregylarities and overlaps ‘of the many mailing districts serving the .

~ study area, and also attempted to take into account the commuting patterns of the

region. As with the 1974 Tug Hi11 land taxation report*, one of the limitations
in using any resident definition 1s that some residents will be falsely identified
as being nonresidents and vice versa.

*Parsons ' and Murray; 1374, The Use, Yalue, and Taxatfcn_cf Tug Hi11 Eands,
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The Five Case~5£uqy Towﬁs‘

'A11 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 catedories or
classes used in these analyses were basically the same as those used for the 39
towns, except that on1y§four,major Tand use classes were needed to. accurately .

present the land use picture. R : A o

The' four classes used were developed land, agricultural-(farm) land, -in-".
" active (vacant) land, and private forest land.” Only these four categoriés were-
- needed,  wheréas in the property transmittal analysis, 1t was deemed that six
categories were necessary. : This difference is reflected in the differences in
the types of data being ‘compiTed. ' > : L o
o The case study data provides land use acreage changes, assessed land values
- for each land use,. resident and noriresident ownership of land, and the percent-

‘age of 'the town's total ?creage that each land use comprises (1964-1979)5

- L Il ; '

. In short, four land; use categories are Used in.the case study towns..arid
six in the 39-town overview to match the existing information and to avoid
second guessing of the assessor's two, possibly different, classifications of
a parcel (that 1s, at sale and at assessment). This avoids drawing relation-
ships between assessment'and land sale data and the resulting problems. For
- example,  if there were 4,000 acres of forestland sold in one-acre lots, this
would not necessarily mean that there would also be' 4,000 forestland trans- -

-+ fers. There could be 3,000 forest transfers or zero, depending upon how the

- ‘assessor perceived the. land to be used or how 1t would be used at, or shortly
- after, the time of sale.; - . S R

- In the five case stpdy towns, the definition of a resident was also refined.

- Any mailing address that|fell within a one-town radius of ‘a case study town was
considered a resident ofithat town, Because these case study analyses were taking
a micro.look at the land imarket, 1t was felt'that a narrowed down residency definition
was needed. Such a defirition is more appropriate to individual towns. - Once again,
perceptions of who 1s-a resident of a particular town can vary greatly from person
to person, and for any person, from situation to situation. ' g o

. ] . iy . : : BN
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Append1x B
LAND MARKET TRENDS IN THE 39 TONNS

The major transportation routes and urban. centers which surround the Tug
Hi11 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
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 aréa into which Lewis County's property demands might spiltover. Furthermore,
nonresident (or absentee) interest in property. in Lewis County was, in genera1
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
which may continue or magnify in the future %see Appendix H). There were five

: ,primany trends 1dent1f1ed by most-of those people interviewed. These were as follows:

1. The more isolated, less viable agricultural lands will continue to
be abandoned or so1d The .majority of such marginal and submarginal
A agricu1tura1 Tands will continue to revert back to brush and forest.

2. Purchases and placement of mobile homes has 1ncreased greatly over the .
- past five years and will continue.at an increasing rate 1f the cost of -
conventional housing continues to rise.

3. Forced tax sales are not significant, nor are they expected to 1ncrease
greatly in the future. Some people take advantage of the tax sale grace
.peri{od and in effect receive a very cheap short term loan. If this be-
_ comes a problem, then it might be wise for taxing jurisdict1ons to increase
. the penalty for late payments.

4. Forested acreage will increase as marginal farm1ands are abandoned.

5, The more productive agricultura1 lands in the Tug Hi11 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 fariners to stay as productive. -

6. More seasona]/recreationaT 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
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décision'tpxsefi. ‘The sales price for stich lands that are in the more

remote Tug Hi1l areas may drop far below the average market value for
,’forested‘recreatiqna1-propert1es_1f demanq stays Tow. . .

7. The demand for‘&acant_wodd1ot§,appea?s to be increasing and will continue
to do so as long as fuelwood is in great demand. Usually 1t is the small
.to medium sized woodlots (5-15 acres) which are in greatest demand.

- TONNS. 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 housing;
- 27 percent were vacant land transfers; 14 percent were seasonal property transfers;

6 percent were agricultural land transfers (not necessarily whole farm Unit.transfers)j

.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 1t 1s the property in the more accessible areas and: towns that is in highest

- demand and retains a brisk transfer market. @ . - o a

1
cn
5

-+ | RESIDENCY OF LANDOWNERS
‘ o “ '

f;

A3n6nres1deﬁt of the Tug Hi11 study are& was defined here as being 6ne'whose

mailing address fell beyond a "reasonal distance" from the study boundary.' Generally, F

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.land 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, 1t does, however, appear to be a very small percent of total Tug Hi1l land
. title transfers.. Over the past five years, nonresident purchase of Tug Hi11 lands

~ has declined from 12 percent (1974) to 8 percent (end of 1978). Annual nonresident
land transfer involvement fs presented in Table B-2 for each individual town for the

five year study period. o : ST . S

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 -

forested but show up on the tax rolls as being vacant lands. Therefore, if these

. "vacant” land trarsfers are also -considered as forest land thenvthey_wgu1d comprise. -

' - 29 percent of total transfers. . - . '

Table B-3 indicates, that Tug Hi11 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 7977
dual, towns experienced variations from this regioan pattern. ¢

i
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i
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and 1978, although indiv
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Tab]e B- 1

Tota1 Number- Property Transfers by Land Use, 1974 79
. : for the 39 Towns ,

. Residential  ‘Farm . Commercial Vacant - Seasonal _lotal
Adams - - , 429 . 85 : 70 : 108 24 > 716
Champion 375 34 A ) - 138 © 33 611
Lorraine ~ 70 36 7 50 24 - 187
Rodman . - 64 57 1 - 50 - . 22 194
Futiand 212 - 53 - 18 17 -0 400
Watertown - 253 - b4 : 62 T 204 28 - 601
Worth . g 6 17 1 4 . 66 - 134
JAEEFERSON TU. 1,408 336 - 190 71} -~ 197 2,843
Albion . 191 - .10 3 147 . 50 401
Amboy o 67 - 10 - 0 69 . 59 - 205
Boyiston -36 6 : 0 S X A 107 190
Constantia : 634. .1 33 - 303 198 . 1,179 -
Hastings 713 18 . 78 -, 472 . 24 1,305
- Orwell L 65" : 4 -3 - 70 o 199 341
Redfield : . 78 2- ) 104 150 339
Parish = 243 2 20 176 .. 35 476
W. Monroe . 289 . . 6 6 - 231 61 - 593
 Williamstown 123 18 23 61 116 - 341
0SWEGO-CO0. 2,439 . 87 177 1,674 , 999 5,370
Annsville ‘ . 148 27 13 - 94 27 7 309
Ava ‘ 44 4 1. 27 3 . 79
Boonville C 183 20 32 76 .. 63 - 374
Camden . ' 143 -3 8 -3 - 3~ 88
Florence 43 7 1 47 16 - 114
Floyd . 253 3 17 . 6%, 2. L 44 -
Lee o121 .9 6 9 . "0 231
Steuben © 43 27 1 45 - - 6 102
Trenton - . 269 17 . 30 - 125 . 8 . . 449
Yienna : 372 7 38 248 - 252 917
Hestern 64 14 2 30 16 126
ONEIDATO. 2,266 129 . 161 953 411 3,920
Denmark o 212 . 89 10 . 55 15 4
- Hgrrisburg . - 20 55. 0 9z - . 19 186
Lewis . Y 12 14 47 . .70 - 195
Leyden ' _ 141 39 - 1 93 33 307
Lowville .. 387 - 65 51 105 .1’ . 618
\iMa?tinsburg - 108. 49 -10 - 81 19 267
Montague . 6 1 - -1 26 ; 86 - . 120
Géceola 45 . 0 -4 - 63 - . 107 - 219
- Pinckney o 27 16 3 . 24 34 “104
Turin . S 7% 45 19 .21 31 197.
West Turin 176 o~ 200 -89 - 80 , 414
CERIS €0 1,248 71 K R L. 504 3,048

‘Scurcé Jefferson, Lewis, Oneida and Oswegc County Tax Offices, 1974 79; and Tug Hi11

Commission, 1979.

~
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- Annual Nonresident Land Transfer Involvement by Town, 1974-1979
L T oL L .
! f . ; [
1974 1975 1976 2 1977 1978 1979 . Total
e . "I | i ) . . )
Adaris 19 0 14 7 6 .7 7 3 56
Champion .- -~ g .} 9 7 L0, 7 0. A1
" Lorraine . 8 . 4 '3 -7 4. 4 30
Rodman- - 3 0 4 TR 4 - 1 15
Rutland - 5 ¢ 2 4- 5 - 7 1 24
" Watertown 6 1 6 7.9 - 12 10 50
~ Worth 2 b1 2. 4 - 5 1 15
.- JEFFERSUN TU." 5y 136 34 . 44 46 20 _ 231
o - . | ' . T, - ' .
. Abfon - 5 4 '3 4 10 4. 3 29 -
< Amboy - . o i 0 6 . 5 3. 15
Boylston - S VX A ', 6. " 8" 2 0 .+ 35
. -Constantia 2 | 14 26 . L 34 18 . 27 - 151
. Hastings . - - 13 ¢ 4 13 1 18 4 71
Orwell- 10 | 12 2. 14 .7 5 50
Redfield 24 ) 18 23 ;17 7.- 5 - 94
Parish RS B B 3 . 8 ' 11 4 " 36
~ West Monree . 4 6 g i 2 2: < 26 -
Williamstown 5 4 12 ' 9 .5 .8 41
USWEGU U, 110 Bl ~ " fo4 118 75 60 548
Annsville - 5. - 3. . 3 20 118 -
- Ava . - 0 g -3 . 0. 0 &
‘Boonville - s - 0 - .3 o8 14 3 .28
~ Camden 4 0 1 C0 1. 6 . 6 -
Florence - - y; 6 2 4 0 I 13
FToyg : - | 2 . 1 L0 .5 1 "9
Lee " - b .0 6 . 4 T4 N 14
- Steuben - L0 2 1 0 0 -3
- Trenton - 1120 2 © -3 4 2 - 23
.. VYienna - 1- 17 26 21 0 . 65
. - Western - - n 1. 4. v 1 8. .
ONEIDA CO. 4 ﬂ 96 ’ AT 54 53 .. g 187
Denmark, A 4 - 6 4 o2 2 :3 21
. Harrisburg B S 27 8. 5. 7- 106 -
- Lewis : 10 10 7. 1 4 - 10 -3 44 -
Leyden - 4 0 11 1. L6 n 1. 43
_Lowvi%]e‘. "~ g 10 - 10 - 1 11 - 4 55 -
Martinsbirg. 5 10 8 - 11 4 5 43 .
Montague 9 1 3 6 L7 1 2 28 .7
- Osceola . 12° 1 14 - 21 - 14 10 4 75 -
Pinckney 3 2. 10 s . 0 - 20
Turin - .8 12 7 .4 9 2 37
West Turin .12 20 17 7 15 2 73 -
LERIS CO 95 7 23 327 89 78 33 - B4
39 Towr Total 2ol I 266" 306 L SUb 252 122 1,911 .
. Percent of Total T . ( . N L
Transfers 12% i 11% ME - 10% . 8% 9% “10%

Source: ' Jefferson Lew%s Oneida and Oswego Count 0f£16es,‘1974-1979; and Tug - '
. HIN Commission?’1979. ‘ 9 _ mEy N o . :

-
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B-5

‘Table B-3

| Tug Hil1 Land Title Transfer Summary, 1974-1979' .

O 10RO 1 S OO - S Y A /WD MO (71
‘Residentlal 67, 1,202° 1,380 1,574 1,639 700 7,362
Fam 16 153 184 18 163 120 973
Commercial 90 110 -. 88 138 161 68 655
Vacant 656 683 830 753 . 847 311 4,080
Seasonal s . 310 402 30 330, 7 1,820
*No. Forestland _ . R . |

transfers 56 69 29 61 48 . 103 291

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

11979 LA-23 data evailable on1y for about one-half year.

 *Note: _Forest land transfers were origina]]y counted as seasonal transfers but
_ were separated here to show the trend-in woodland demand. -

Source: Tug Hj11 Commissicn. 1979,
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Tahle B-4

- ‘County Land Title Transfer Summaries, 1974$1979

B-6

", JEFFERSON 0.

~T97¢

1877

. Total.

19741 1975 1978 -
Residential 244 231 251 - 305 283 95 1,409
Farm - - 57 54 72 ... - 59. 49 45 - - 336
Commercial 34: .27 28 - ' 42 36 23 190
Vacant . 1563} s 122 7 108 158 - 50 .
- *Seasonal . 371 .37, 39 38 28 8. 187
. {Forest . 3 2 i .1 3 o 10)
otal . 5281 - 468 . 519 |- 554" 560 -~ 221 2,853
. * H | B '
LEWIS CO. ‘ i - - - :
Residential ' ZOOU 224 288 757 . 214 109, 1,248
Farm. 931 76 75 70 - 68 39 . 421
.Commercial 28 i ! © 30 - 6 . 23 - 18 8 133
Jacant . 148 | 127 185 . 142 121 49 742 .
Seasona? - 74 1 71, 89 . - 87.. . .72 18 -381
(Forest 20 ! 34 - 28 20 17 4 123)
|°ta1 583 1 . 596 - 645 589 .. 527 231 © 3,1N
QNEIDA co. i ‘ . -
Residential .32 362 4567 528 667 . 210 - 2,266,
Farm , . 24 13 .10 44 3 .29 129
~ - Commercial- 27 22 15 - 40 66 16 - 161
Vacant 19 177 1219 v 207 284 47 . 953
. *Seasonal ' 24 . B4 80 . 121, 128 7 392
A {Forest ° 04 4. 4 . 6~ -4 3 19)
- Tota : 57 . . 636 799 . 652 1,184, 3N 3,939
- . R } . . it N L A
o : ! S
. GSWEGO €D. . A - -
Residential 391 } . 385 418 484 475 - 286 2,439
-Farm : 14 | 10 27 14 . 15 7 87
Commercial . - 26 F . 31 19 33 41 21 11 .
Vacant 336 264 329 .- 296 286 165 " - 1,674
*Seasonal 193! 148 173 174 . 102 70 - 860
' - (Forest - 33 | 29 7 . 34 _24 2 139)
ota 1,026 ! 8% .1 ,000 1 na9 965 553 5,509°

S

*NOTE Seasona] trans:ers broken down and adjusted to show number of forest transfers
go County Tax Offices, 1974-1979,

~ Source:

Jefferson, Le
. and Tug H111

wis ‘Oneida and Oswe
Commfssion, 1979,

4
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Based 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, Williamstown, Boylston and Albien. This construction data represents
construction or-additions to or improvements of existing structures and new and
additional equipment of public service corporations. A1l Lewis County towns except
Pinckney, Lowville, Lewis and Harrisburg experienced $on5truction increases.since
1974, No data was available for Oneida County towns. : ‘

!

JEFFERSON COUNTY
Table B-4 shows that 2,843 transfers were filed for thé 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
1377 and 1978.. Contrasted with the whole Tug-Hill area, Jefferson County towns
generally experienced a stable, consistent transfer market in the last five years.
Nonresident 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,-1974-1979.

- Farm transfers in Adams, Champion, Rutland, Watertown and Worth Wére either

. at or below the avérage 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_lgnd 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 Hi1l and the nation. Those’
.~ people whu.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.Couﬁty(fransﬁers‘invoived forested prbpert1e§

' 'as\ihdicated by the property tax code on the LA-23 forms.

LEWIS COUNTY

Table B-4 shows 3,048 }and_title transfers for the past five years, '?ortyéone
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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commercial properties. ﬂTota1 annual land title transfers peaked in 1976 and have
_been steadily declining:since then (see Table B-4). Nonresident 'transfers (of the
. Tug H111 region) also peaked in 1976 and have dec11ned'511?ht1y since then (from
22 percent in 1976 to 15 percent in the first half of 1979). It appears that non-
" resident transfers have|decreased since 1975 and then stabilized in 1978 and 1979.
Total nonresident transfers comprised 18 percent of. the total county transfers, -
1974-1979. . A - A R
' | _ o D
"~ Farm transfers fqr%the whole county. have been steadily declining since 1974.
1974. farm title transfers comprised 22 percent of the total county farm transfers .
while 1878 farm transfers were 16 pércent of the total. -Farm transfers for Lewis,
Lowvitle, Osceola, Montdgue, 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), Harrisburg (29 percent),
Martinsburg (18 percent), Pinckney (15 percent), and Turin (23 percent) were

significantly higher than the 12 percent average for- the five year study period.. - °

‘Denmark and Harrisburg farmland transfers decreased until.about 1976 but have since
become stable. Leyden, Montague and Osceola have been fairly stable all along.
-Lewls and Martinsburg farm transfers have steadily increased. Turin and West Turin

- - stable all along. From ithe interviews and assessment roll data, it was found that
- many of the farm land transfers were for enlargement of existing farms. Nonresident

. purchases of fdrmTaqd”w%ke not significant. .

K17 six of the farmland title transfers in 1978 in.the Town of Lewls (1978
valid sales) were considered valid sales. .The average farmland sale was $18,583
. and the average per-acre price was $114. ' . ' E

i

.~ . Fluctuated but have been consistent since 1976. Lowville and Pinckney were generally

I

S ! L L
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 Osceola had 42.
I I : IR A ' - :

1 osweso couwty - ..

Table B-4 indicates)53 percént land titie transfers in the pasé'fivévyears( .

Forty-five percent of totai transfers were residential parcels; 31 percent were vacan

parcels; 19 percent were| seasonal properties; 3 percent were commercial properties;
. and 2 percent were farm properties. Contrasted with the Tug Hi11 region, Oswego ..
County experiénced a fairly steady transfer-market with only one Tull in. activity.
- 1n 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. T o o
N : S ) A - ' ‘
: Farm transfers for the study period forithe 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 the'other counties. Amboy and Hastings °
experienced an increase in farm-transfers since 1977 and 1978. Hastings had s?x
farm transfers in 1978 afid 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, L .

t



ONEIDA COUNTY

7 ~_ There were 3,920 total transfers in the past five years for Oneida County towns.
Fifty percent of total county transfers were in the residential class; 24 percent
ware 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-

2 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 being classified as vacant or
seasonal parcels. B -

Only -in the towns of Hestern, Trenton, Lee, Annsville and -Boonville were there
b significant and increasing farmland transfers with peak activity occurring in efther
1978 or 1979. Non resident transfer involvement in any of these towns was minimal.
It appears that most of these transfers were used for farm enlargements while some -
were ‘used for development. ‘

o . ' SOME TAX SHIFT TO VACANT AND FARM LANDS UPON REVALUATION

~ Approximately every two years the New York State Division of Equalization and -
Assessment (SDEA) conducts a market survey in which 1t collects data throughout the
state on Tand values. The most recent market survey for which data is readily avail-
-able is 1976. Market value ratios, or the ratio of assessed value to market' value,
are derived for all land use classes examined hy the SDEA. Without actually carrying
out 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 .
Timited 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
L ' the market value ratios. . ‘ o -

N

_ The table shows that 1n most cases, favi and vacant lands are under assessed
- relative to the other land types sampled, For example, in the case of Adams, market
-ratios for farm 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 tynes. 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) are assessed
at nearly the same levels, thus indicating that the shift between these “two classes
B 15 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

vare significantly underassessed relative to market, or full, value. .

1Jefferson, Lewis, Oneida and Oswego County Tax Offices, .1974-1979, Assessors .
| Annual Reports, 1974-1979. . N . . .

ZHealy, 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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~Table B~5

Market Vatue Ratios. For 39 Tewns

- B-10

oo | oo M L
_fyerage . Resid. Commer. Apt.  Vacant Famm _ Indist.
]ﬂf 3617 | 22,89 | 28,96 | 26.%2 | 20.75 | 77.92

T35 | 20.50 | 31.89 | 31.92 f 31,99 09 | 3.0

" |_zg‘_z@* 2753 | 30.57 -zzféa 8.54 | 16.34 ,gg_;gg

- Jm% a7:67'| 39.36°| 30,08 | 7.69 | 39.08 | 6313
_ age. v, ;;; | N 1 - ' :
L TEEA1278 {1752 | -t | 22,66 | 1142 | 1187
lm’ 125,95 118,59 | --- | 8.95 15,93 | 18.59

Pl ‘37 51 | 3671 | - (22,23 22.66°| 29019

. ;gz_:ggg‘ 134,00 2‘!.:3.8 34,22 | 36.05 | 23.39 34.22

_iver V. I o = . .
L g____jf 98.00 {2732 | -~ | 2108, 29.'33'. 31.83°
SRR 5 M 30| 1285 | =l 13,43 | 701 | 1203 |
: ;Twz m.m 19.67 | - | 16.22 | 16,23 | 16.02
17559 21 06 {4160 | - | 1478 | -2 | 34,61

_and v.) A$‘§ o S B | :

rg [T 12.85 [10.86 | -~ | 10,91 [ 10,56 | -
o ;m‘ “5 0 | 9.87 | - | 3.8 ] 4.9 | 1662
|z {m 92 | 11.65 mj 2.20 | 12,31 1253
TR 1498 | 18.83 | 15.76 | 19.94 | 15,76 | 16,33

yden V. ) | . ' .
]Wz‘“‘gg]' ?719 Je6.38 | <t | 298| 4za7 | 42.98

vy =T s;zsw 76.81, 7.9 | .10 | 57.6 '59.7&:
SN : - .

urg - (TEZE| 1191|1062 e | 208 | TG | 10,78

35.67 |30.5¢ | weo | 28,15 | 37.24 | -

Utility -
.28.63 .
50,29,

49.72
©39.08.

19.54.
30.20
39.33
40,34

28.05 -
37,45
23,57
-5.96_
12.69
7,61
20.45
48,09
52.62
89.18

14.64

32.11- .
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Table B-5

(cont.)
_ Misc;_ \ :
Tow - Resid. Comper. Apt. . Vacant. Fam _Indust, Utility -
Osceola - [T eL15.oz 158.90 | --- | 125.78133.82 | - | 110.53
Pinckney B3| 6.78 | 20.32 | -~ | 8.13| 6.82| --- | 25.60
~ Turin [20.70]{ 16.54 | 18.23 | 21.07 | 24.47| 23.80 | 21.07 | 20.70
Turin - [ZZE5)| 25.14 31,02 | --- | 15.93| 9.62 | 22.65 | 22.65 -
(Turdn v.)  — | | ' | |
_ West Turin  [TU0B)|10.88 | 26.28 | --- | 6.21| 10.45 | --- | 19.82

West Turin: %};ggl 14.68 | 10.63 | --- | . 5.87| 14.79 | 14.08 | 37.18
(Constablevillie V.7 . ' .; , S

West Turin
(Lyons. Falls V.)

o
od

19.66 | 16.91 | 20.03| 8.41| --- | 41.90 | 7,86

‘Annsville 3.87 | 12.74 | --- | 1.92] 2.79| 2.94 | 10.90
[19.07| 14,85 | --- | 8.09] 11.48 | 14.45 | 63.3
Boonville 20.85 | 31.06 | --- | 16.30| 19.13 |.22.74 | 48.35

[3.28]
[1%. 45}
24
Boonville . [37.67]|41.91| 36.77 | 37.61| 36.05| 37.61 | 17.89. | 63.40
[6.15]
[8.87]
(258

‘Ava '

(Boonvilie V.)

Camden . - 6.9 6.43 | --- | 3.14| 5.26| 6.16 | 6.16

Camden 7771 11.39 | 8.82 | 12,25| 8.82| 10.63 | 8.82 .
(Camden V.) . o . .
Florence 2.89| 49| - | 2.37| 235 --- | 9.28 -
Floyd 40.74 | 37.97 | --- | 9.84| 35.55 | 37.52 | 37.52
Lee moom| 11.82 | 9.02 | 10.08| 21| 5097 9.56 | 10.04
Steuben _'24.59 25,34 | --- | 18.70| 21.35 | --- | 62.79
Trenton nTm| 9.0 25.43 | 10.90 | 16.55| 12.08 | 10.90 | 11.35
Trenton 12,45 | 13.75 | 13.69 | 38.89] 12.58 | 12.58.| 11.82
(Holland Patent V. ' S . o a
Trenton ! 012 | 12,88 | === |- 1.32] --- | 10.47.] 13.48°

(Prospect V.) -
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ﬁ - Table B-5 ’
{ (cont,)-, :
Lo o .
éz Misc., - .
o N & - : .
Town _Resid. Commer. Apt. Vacant, Farm _ Indust. - Utility

 Trenton M057)| 9.22| 12.32 { --- | .14.29 | --- | 16.46 | 16.13
(Barneve?d viy T 1 o :

Trenton - [332ho.a1| 20,90 | == | 13.32 | 11.00] --= | 10.00

"(Remsen V.) T ' | | -
 Vienna, (303 319 403 | ~-= [ 152 3.33| 3.03 | 3.03
Vienna (1‘16_2’[ 8.4 5.27 | --- | 410| - | a62 | 462
(Sylvan Beach V.) o ' : . . -
'western . [ ;15 46| 17.88 | ---. | 27.50 | 6.43 | 11.88 | 11.88 -
'A]bion [598)| 7.59] 6.95 | --- 3.28| 5.21| 6.95 | 22.32

~ Alblon (7.9 }'.7 78] 7.09| -l | 25 7.76| - 0| 17.47

(Altmar V) T - . :

R : B " .

Amboy CE3d) a.a5) 453 | --- 2.48 | 2.27| --<: | .15.08
Boylston - (BTN 4,47 wex | - | 81| 379 - | 1871
~ Constantia [T53) 3.73]  4.03- 3.5 | 2.00| 2.89 3.53 5.63
Constantia  [X79|ia.20] 7.83.) 4.79| 3.35| 4.797 4.7 9.54

(Cleveland V.) o ;1" N I ] » .

. Hastings _17 75| 19.86 | ---' | 17.88 | 15.95| 18.37 .| 26.34
Hastings @ 22,891 29.81 | 19.52 | . 13.24 | 23.63| --- 24,24
(antral*&quare Vi) 1. ' I R S
orwell [508|ls.0s| 732 | -o | 356 | -— | 15.08 22.77
Parish |55 5.45] - 6.56 | ---'| - 314 5.70| 5.55 | 12.69

" Parish - [B03i8.13]  8.45 | w-- 1.66 ] 802 --- 14.45 .
(Parish V.} . | Lo o . '
Redfield (700 5.87) 9.48 | --- | 5.05| 5.94| 7.00 | 20.7%6 -
West Monroe . [TO.54 16.53 131 - 1385 | 915 sn | 10064
WiTTiamstown - [520 5 28| 849 | ---.| 421 a.46| 6.24 |.718. 03

Source* New York State Division of Equa?iz&tion and Assessment Market Value

Survey. 1976,

N

I
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Appendix € -
. LEWIS :
 FARMING AND LOGGING ARE PRINARY LIVELIHOOD - -

' Farming and logging are the primary 1iveMhood in- the Town of -~ - -
Lewis.  Most of the town's residential housing occurs along these road systems in
an:even<distr1b¥t10n and mobile homes are scattered throughout-the town with no -

“concentrations.' The entire westiern half of Lewis is 'fairly undeveloped except for

. davelopment along Route 46. “There are mostly camps and some umber mills along
this section of the road. : : ‘ a ‘

.o

A Took at Figure C-1 shows that the majoriﬁy'of thé'tbﬂn~1s in private forests.

Tﬁe'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
agriculiura]l 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 completely unchanged until 1979 when it

" rose sharply to comprise 22 percent of the town's land. It appears that most of
“this increase occurred.at the expense of inactive land, which 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 shows a fluctuating
land transfer market for these years with all land.uses' transfer activity, except
gggm;and. declining. -Farmland turnover reached record levels in 1978 and involved .
.79 acres, ' T ~ - ’

, -DéVéToped and forest 1aﬁﬁsﬂhavé 1ncreased‘substant1a11y since 1974 (much of
the forest land increasg s due to assessor reclassification of other land uses)§

. farmland has continued 1ts downward trend; and inactive land has lost substantia

" acreage to the developed and forest categories. - -

Figures C-3 through C-6 11lustrate the parcel size cﬁahges and fnteféciéss S
relationships that have occurred since 1964. . ' <o

' Subdivision of private lands during the 1964-1979 pericd (all fand uses con-
sidered) has 'been increasing but at.a slower pace in recent. years. In 1964, there ..

_were 440 tota] taxable parcels; in 1974, there were 503 parcels; and in 1979, ther
were 537 tota]-taxable.paPCQTs. This is on?y;a 22 percent 1ncvease'since.196§.

1]

,BetWEen~1974‘and 19791m6re-parce1s éﬁpeaﬁed‘in the‘dewelope&'1énd category due:

e 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 acreage exchange relationship betwaen developed &nd inactive 1ands,

.4
~ -
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,Nﬁmpér of Transfers

‘ - Figure C-2
‘Lewis Land Title Transfer Trends, 1974-1978
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Figure c-5
‘Lewis Parcel Size Classes For A1l Land Uses
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Figure C-5 shows that the majority of the loss of agricu]tural parcels (a
.2 percent loss) from 1974 occurred in the 10 to 50 acre parcel size class. Thus,
the decline in number of .farm 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 1ittle change 1n private forest parcel size
structure over the years. Overall, the number of private forest parcels remained
the same (1974—1979{ whi1e private forest acreage increased due to reclassification

of other. lands by the assessors.
' V ' b ,
NONRESIDENT OWNERSHIP DECREASING ..
IN PRIVATE FOREST AND VACANT LANDS ONLY .

n .
‘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 1ncreased :

‘ ,their nonresident held acreage by 2, 242 acres of 130 percent

;:
A

, L ‘Table €1 _
"'Town of<LewfsALano Use Chafatteﬁisfics, 1974 & 1979

“Hcres ) — "% of Total
' ) Land Use

Resident Nonresideﬁt Total . Resident Nonresident as % of Total

¢
{l
H

Developed 6,000 ! 2,960 9,060 . 15% 7% ' 22%
Inactive 2,144 | 1,143 3,287 | 5% o3 , 8%
2 Active Ag- 6,707. | 1,008 - 7,711 16% - 2 1
~ Private Forest 12,494 ' 4,405 16,899 = 30% SNg. 41%.
Other . ANy i . 4,17 11% = 12
Total 38,850 " 9,512 41,666  77% 23% 100%
Developed - 1,503 i 1,485 2,988 4% . 3% . 1%
= Irnactive 6,236 | 3,062 9,298 | -15%. 7% ' 22%
& Active Ag - 8,080 - L - 237 8,277 . 19% 1% 20%
Private Forest 9,270 | 5,516 ., 14,786 22% 14% : 36%
. Other . 6,315 6,315 15% - 15%

Total =~ 31,368 .,10 300 EEEE - Y 1 100%

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

fl
b
X LAND PRICES LOWER THAN NORTHEAST’
VACANT LAND PRICES HIGHER THAN FARH, FOREST

Vacant, seasona? forest, and farm transfers were examined between 1975 and :
- 1978 ‘to determine per acqe 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 acre but jumped 2,153 percent to $4, 056 per acre in 1979.
This probably indicates that these properties had a structure p!aced upon them be-
tween 1975 and 1978 wh1ch increased their value. .

'i
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Average prices for all lands ‘in Lew1s were lower than prices for comparable
Tands throughout the northeast. This comparison is shown in Table C- 2
' : R N ’ !f Table C-2‘
R . Lewis Average Sales Prices, 1975-1978
Northeast — Northeast - . Northéast Northeast '
) Vacant Average - Seasonal- Average Forest Average Farm Average
1978 339 1,531 4,086 - - . . 2% - .. . 215 1,044
1977 - o000 - - 695 . - 33 <. g2l
7 R R P S
1975 300 - w .- - = 6l
Source: USDA Farm Real Estate Market Developments, 1979, and Lewis County Tax
: Records, 1975 1978, o
J ~\'
From the sales data examineo in this report, it was concluded that the per
acre prices offered by residents and nonresfdents for ‘the land types 1ooked at
' | were. similar.. - - oo . .
, _

7.sTATE FoREST LAnn'VALUES noss FASTEST

Figure C-7 presents average ‘equalized 1and values per ‘acre for each of the

: major land uses for 1964, 1969, . 1974. and 1979. A fairly constant increase in.

b © -values occurred throughout this time period for all uses, with inactive land

~ ~ values making a surge upward in- 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 inactivé land values and nearly equalled
farmland values. In 1979, forest values rose above -farm va1ues by $2 per acre

: Figure C-7 also shows that private forest 1and va1ues are significantly Tower -
than those .for state forest lands, both in 1974 and 1979. While both types of )
forest lands increased in value over the fiveé 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
t}“v _{as pointed out in the Osceola and Vienna cases) might then foroe ‘the equa11zat1on ’
?\\\\__rate -down which’ could in. turn injure the town financially. - L :

‘ STATEAFOREST LAND'TAXES INCREA_SED.'NOST~

.’

" The number of parcels recorded at the countyitax 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'end 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 redeemed -by the owner or another
person or the town has taken on the responsibility of holding the land. . In this
county, there is also approximately & three year {ime 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 forést, 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

~ 11lustrated by the drop in developed land per acre tax load on the 1980 tax bill.

Some of this drop in tax burden could also refiect the increased developed jand
%creage since 1974. This enlarged developed 1and base could help to lower per acre
axes. R - : - o : o

Between 1975 and 1980, developed land experienced a Zé.peréEnt decrease .in téxes 1

per acre; state forest Tand had &-91 percent increase; inactive land incurred a
.53 percent increase; private forest land had a 22 percent increase; and farm-

land experienced & 9 percent increase in tax per acre.

© LARGE INCREASE Ii EXEMPTIONS

- The-amodnt of exemptions gfantéd.iﬁ-ig?ﬁ‘aﬂd 1980 is'shown,in Figure C-8.
There was @ 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 1in. 1980 exempted taxes accounted for 13 percent of total tax revenues,
The Tatter 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 €-3 and Figure C-7 appear to 11lustrate the changeé that full .
value assessments produced in Lewis, starting on the 1979 assessment roll {although
time did not permit an in-depth look into the impact of revaluation te full value,

the following changes appear to have occurred).

It is difficult to determine. whether full value poiiﬁy was the major factor

- dn the reduction of developed land taxes due to its acreage alsc 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 1nduced by

full .value implementation. -

‘ N
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i '_ ,33 C3 R NP AU R - XX SRR BTN R Relhr St BT Sl b S
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F1gure c-8
Lew1s Taxes .Shifted. Due To Exempt10ns R ‘,,_
' 1975 and 1980* '
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. Appendixp - - -
~ LORRAINE - | .

A RURAL: FARMING COMMUNITY - . - .. ' =

_ The Town of Lorraine covers 24,602 acres, over half of which is presently
in agriculture.. The second largest land use is.in the public use or "other"
category (see Table D-1). This category includes lands owned by the state,
county, town, and public service corporations and accounts for 32 percent of
total town acreage. Figure D-1 shows that only about 5 percent of total town -
-acreage is developed. Sixty-seven percent of the land in Lorraine is privately

owned. .

LAND MARKET ACTIVITY AND CHARACfER;srxcs

. Land title transfers were examined from 1974 through 1979 for Eesidential, |

_commercial, farm, inactive, and seasonal lands. Figure D-2 shows that Lorraine

possessed a fluctuating land transfer market for all of the land types. . Residént{al

.and inactive property- transfers 1in 1978 had risen sharply. from 1977 levels, Farm-
. land transfers have beén steadily. increasing since-1976. The increased. buyer

interest in famland plus the data gathered from Figure D-5 indicates a trend
toward farms becoming larger. This shows no change since 1974. The most sig-

-nificant-.land use change occurred in the inactive land category, showing a decrease
- of 6 percent between 1974~and'1979.,-The-on1y other category showing a decrease

in acreage was active agriculture. However, this decrease was very insignificant -
compared to total farmland, acreage. ‘Developed and private forest lands increased
over the study period by 2 percent each, probably at the expense of agricultural
and inactive lands, The loss in agricuitural acrea?e has been small stnce 1974,
having a loss of 95 acres. However, it is rot readily known how much of this farmi-
land was of poor (or marginal) productivity, thus making 1t.difficult to determine
the 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. - » e : : :

Figure'D-S.shows that'thé number of parcels in the developed'cateéory has L

- increased significantly since 1974, from 81.parcels to 136 parcels (approximately

& 40 percent increase). However, there has been a decrease in" average acreage per -
parcel, from 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. ‘ - _

v

in number from 1974 but have increased in average acreage per parcel {from 82 acres
per.parcel to 106. acres per parcel in 1979). Average farm unit size has also. .
increased from 611 acres per farm (1974) to 668 acres per- farm (1979). The most -

Figure D-5 indfcates that farm parcels in Lorraine have decreased 23 percéni-

-common parcel size category 1s the 50.1-200 acre class, comprising 52 percent of

total Tarm parcels.
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Figure D%l '

‘Land Use, 1964, 1969, 1974, 1979
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' Lorraine Land Title Transfer Trends, 1974:1978 .
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"Figure D-5

Lorraine Parcel Size Classes For A1l Land Uses
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- The humber of parcels ciassified as inactive 1and have {hcreased 22 percent
-since 1974. .Average acreage per parcel has decreased substantially; in 1974 the

- average was 68 acres per“parcei and in 1979 1t was 25 acres ‘per parcel

The number of private forest parcels has increesed 52 percent since 1974
Inversely, the average acreage-per parcel has decreased from-41 acres to 30 acres
(1979). .The most coimmon | parce1 size did not change between 1974 and 1979 (see

_ Figure D-6).

~ In summary, subdivision of a11 land. uses except farmiand has increased. since

1974, Agriculture was the only land use whose average acreage per parcél increased

from 1974. This indicates a trend toward fewer but larger farm units.. Privately
owned- forest parcels experienced the greatest increase in numbers. This may be
“due to the recent demand, for woodlots for fueiwood purposes

{r

o o NONRESIDENT ONNERSHID INCREASING
R o ‘IN ALL LANDS: EXCEPT VACANT :
ST i' - , , ,
Table D=1 shows thaé'nonresident onnersnip in the Town of Lorraine decreased
--only slightly (-6 percent) overall. = However, nonresident-owned 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) 1ands dropped 69 percent from the 1974 1eve1 ‘

oy

. N .
h ‘ J
- ‘ ‘

L Taﬁle p-1 ,
Town of Lorreine Land Use Characteristics, 1974 & 1979
Acre;- T % of TotaT ' o
Land Use
Resident Nonresident Total Resident Nonresident as % of Total
Developed . 530 - j 551 i,oei_ cew sy . sy
o Inactive = | 530 701 - 1,231 . 2% . K} SN . 5%
S Active Ag - 9,925_~ -hs 426 13,351 .40% - 4% 0. 54%

- T Private Forest.: - 493 l 449 . 042 - " 2% - 2% : 4%
Qther 7,997 - % - 7,997 324 - 322
Total R 19,475 ‘tg,IZZ - 24,602 - 78% B 22% . ~100%
Developed - -583 © | 126 . 710 | 2% % - 3%

_ e~Inactive : : 373 . 2,284 - 2,666 2, . 9% . 10% -

owActive Ag - - 10,711 - 2,735 13,446 44? 1% . - 55%
~ Private Forest 359 | 294 - 653 1% A% - . . 2% -
" Other . - 7,137 - ! 74137 29% : - . 29%

Total 9,755 ;5 T 2502 8% 2% —100%

Sourceg Jefferson County Ta% Records, and Parsons and Murra s ]974;
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‘% LAND SALES PRICES'LOWER THAN.NORTHEAST

Farm, vacant, seasonal, and private forest transfers were examined between

1875 and 1978 to determine average per acre sales prices for these lands. In general,
farm and vacant land sales prices were lower than.those for private forest and seasonal.

Table D-2 o
g Lorraine Average éales Pricés, 1975-197é . A 7’- : , .
Farm .Ng$:2:gzﬁéivﬁéant Ngcgcgg:t. 5eé§qna1 NR;:E?Sét‘ Forest “ﬁ$§?§3§f
1978 W 1,00 128, 1,53 w7 - e -
1977 372 Y = 2,007 185 . 695 - 3%
»-51975,- - . - L . . S | “ -
e - ~ 3i0 o

Source: USDA Farm Real Estate Market Developments, 1979; and Jefferson County Tax

' Records, 1975-1978, .

. _ , ‘ _ S ‘ ‘ - )
* The ‘reason for the decrease in per acre farm prices between 1977 and 1978 is not

-known. Table D-2 also shows that average sales prices for all lands in Lorraine wers

substantially Tower than those for comparable lands throughout the northeast.

From the sales dafé gathered for this'repoft} it was found that the prices
offered by both residents and nonresidents were similar. ! : , ‘

 'SHARP LAND VALUE INCREASE; 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 tand uses increased sharply. Private forest land incurred the greatest

.per acre assessed value increase (+480 percent). State forest land had a 292 per-
cent increase; farmland had a 250 percent increase; developed land experienced a

- 21? percent increase; and vacant land incurred a 144 percent increase in per acre
. value. . o T ) N : .

4

-In both 1974 and 1979 private forest larid values were substantially below those
for state forest lands.. ~ . [ S :
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Figure D-7
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o  PRIVATE FORESTS HAVE GREATEST TAX INCREASE ~

‘

- The number. of tax delinquent parcels recorded at the county tax office

‘from 1974<1979 provided one indication of the tax burden on private 1andowners.

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 - o

parcels not paying their taxes on time were redeémed 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. : . SR , S

Table D-3 presents taxes by land use for the tax years 1975 and 1980. Private
forest land experienced the largest incréase in tax burder since 1974.. Developed
land and gtate forest lands had the second largest increases. 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 exemptionslgranteé in 1975 and 1980 is shgﬁn in Figure D-8.

.Between 1975 and 1980, there was a 46 percent increase in the amount of taxes shifted

due to exemptions. 1In.1975, exempt 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.

o

UREVALUATION IMPACTS — ~ s

-Markét value ratios are only one 1nd1catof'of the degree of impact to be
expected from impTementing full value assessments. Market value ratios are calculated

- by the SDEA and are based upon a 1imited sample of appraisals and sales of various

property types in each town. They. represent the ratio. of assessed vailue 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 1s not 100

percent accurate. . :

!

C]a$§ market value ratios are‘breSEnted in Table D-4.

1
!
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) " Table n-3 St -
i TAXES 'PAID IN TOWN OF LQRRAIRE 1975 and 198f} _
- "; Lu. : ' + ~ A ]
2925, §
‘ Develaped o Farm . 1 Inactive Private Forest State Farest T . v
Town ¢ | Total Tax "axjﬁcre Totai Tax . Tai[Acre Total Tax |'Tax/Acre | Tota)-Tax | Taw/Acre I Total Tax { Tax/Acre Total Taxes Paid.
. N . 1 . o .. .
4.5 4 L3 22.4 15| 26.5 _
= Cofrathig ™ | 00135 T LA f-‘fa:qaﬁ'sa"- BLECM R i-*'*z.jfé?“‘ T3253 | 051 | 5.e49.85 | 1.28 | 22.929.21
el ) . . N i
, 1980 | o :
: nevejcped -5 ‘Farm Tnactive Private Forest ' : Stvatechrest . ..
- o D i ; ; ‘ - " ) - > . i )
Town . | Totel Tax | Yax/Acre | Total Tax Tax/Acre | Total Tax -Tax/Acre’ Total Tax | Tax/Acre v | Total Tax | Tax/Acre | Total Taxeg Paid
- = = &5 -1--. - ,!:: Coms -«;-::46;5 = m e 7:5> H.-.. N _- ' - ) 3'7 S S -:3\?;-:9‘: cT ;:;—- :‘:.: o - _:__ o T
 Lorraine | 4.778.14 { 4.42,";' 26,304.75 | -1.97 5.,229.12 - 8.44. 2,101.24 2.23 19,";54.2@ 3.83 £6,567.41 T¥153%)
Source: Jefferson, Lewis, Oneida, and Oswego’ County Tax Reccrds. 1979-1980' Parsans and Murray. 1974. and Tug Hitl Cmfssion, 1979.«
i }= Percent of Total Tax Revenues by tc&m and. !and type (uaper Teft cumer) L - !
] = Percent change frcm 1975
k -
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F1gure D-8
Lorra1ne Taxes Sh1fted Due To Exempt1ons
_ 1975 and 1980*
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é? Y TableD-4 ¢

‘ Lorraine Market Value Ratios*
Ratio . Wisc. E§ : ‘ 3

for Whole and oo : - S
Town = Commercia]l Commercial Vacant Farm Industrial Utility

IR AN % .52 22,66 1.2 .87 1054

*Note: Revised and basedﬂon 1976 SDEA Market Value Survey.
Source: New York State ngis1on of Equa?ization and Assessment. Market Va1ue
" Survey, 1976 ﬁ : ; . 4
Il N
The table shows thaﬂ‘industria? farm and residential properties are under-

assessed relative to the other land types sampled.” Thus, if full-value policy were

-to-be’ implemented in. Lorraine ‘then any tax shift would probably trend toward farm,
residential, and 1ndustr1a1 landowners. However, there are other towns which could
- possib1y exper1ence 1arger shifts then Lurraine (see Tab1e B- 5, Appendix B)
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 back to its pre-1974 level of 74 percent of total town acreage.

L ET

Appendix -E o .
| . OSCEOLA . o
FORESTRY: AND RECREATION INTERESTS DOMINATE

.. 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 develcped category which includes all residential,
commercial, and industrial acreages. Baumann reperted in 1974 that residential
units are unevenly distributed throughout the town with‘t?e 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 hunting weekends.Z2 The basic character of the

~ "Town-of Oscecla 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 farmland in the period 1864-1979. However, because
there has not been a.very large increase in the 'developed land category,-it is

?ssgmed that most of this lost farmland has reverted back to inactive or forest
and. I . ' R .

LAND MARKET ACTIVITY AND CHARACTERISTICS

Land title transfers were recorded for 1974 through 1979 for residential,

. commercial, farm, inactive, and seasonal lands. Figure E-2 shows a very fluctuatingﬂ

land transfer market over the past five years. Seascnal 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. o : : )

As Figure E-1 {indicates, the on1§ year in which a substantial land use chanée :
occurred was in.- 1974, In -this year, the chart shows developed land acgeage increasing

. at the expense of forest land. However, this change was the result of|a reclass-

ification of some properties in the town because in 1979, forest land creage was

~ Flgures E-3 through E-6 show the most common Earcé1 sizes for each of the Four
land uses in the town. It was found that while subdivision is occurring, it 1s not

- happening at as-great a pace as in some other case towns. The number of parcels in
1979 (a1l land uses considered) had increased 72 percent from 1974 levels. From .

1964 to 1974 there was only a 22 percent increase in the number of parcels.

Most of the:de?eloped and fnactive prdﬁerties are about.TO 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 atres

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. S E

AY



E-2

Figure E=1 "

o

Osceola’ Land Use, 1964, 1969, 1974, 1979
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" Number of Transfers

j

| Figure E-2
Osceola Lana Title Transfer Trends, 1974-1978
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Figure E -3

Osceola Parce! Size Classes For :m Lnnd Usgs
1964, 1974, 1979

* Figure E-4
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Figure !5-5

Osceola Parcel Size Classes For A1l Land Uses
! 1964, 1974, 1979
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Figure E-1 clearly shows the decrea¢e 1n active farm1and since 1969, while
Figure E-5 shows a decrease in. the size of farm parcels. Most of the farm parcels
5t111 range from 50. to 200 acres in size. -There was some subdivision which put
more parcels into the less than 10 acre size. ' .

v The number of pr1vate fbrest land parcels has 1ncreased since 1974 but most
of the parcels remaining .are sti11 of 200 acres or more 'in size. The increase in
forest parcels was due to assessor reclassification of lands. _

NONPESIDENT QWNERSHIP DECREASING

, Land transfer data ihdicates that nonresident purchases of rura] 1and in -
~ Osceola reached a'peak in 1976 and has been dec11n1ng sharply since then.

Table E-1 shows thatlthe percentage of totaT town- acreage owned by nonresidents
of the town has decreaseq 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 developed land acreage owned by nonresidents has decreased
3,048 acres (-48 percenth | sfnce 1974, It appears that there are increasing numbers
gf no?resident-owned seasgnal properties but of smaller average size in the Town of

sceola. : 1 :
. |

ﬁ - Table E-1.
h S . ‘
Town of Osceola Land Use Characteristics, 1974 & 1979

i '

Acres ; A Tota1 '
i ' . Land Use
Reaident Ncnresmdent Total - Resident "Nonresident as % of Total
Developed 1,648, ﬂ_ 3,184 4,832‘f 3 % 6.9 9y
Inactine " 38 | 2,864 3,182 0.6% 5.4% 6%

N Act~|ve Ag h_ R 1,520 3 - 86 ] 606 2-9% ’ 0-]% 3%
Other - - UA,451 L - 4, 451 . 8 % - 8% -
Total - - 14,540 i 41,166 = 55,706 . 22.5% 77.5% 100%
 Developed 1,918 | . 6,232 8,150 4 % 10 % 14%

. Inactive 774 F 3,085 3,859 1 3 6 % 7%

& Active Ag - 1,079 - 1,079 < 2 % - 2%

~ Private Forest 2,084 | 35 740 37,824 . 4 - % 64 % .  68%

“Total . 10,649 | 45, 05T 55,706 30 % 80 % 100%

Source: Tug Hi]l Commission, 1979; and Parsons and Murray, 1974
. A ] ( ‘I !!



E~7

| VACANT/FOREST LAND PRICES HIGHEST ~ ~ ~ = .~
ST ,

: Vacant, 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 grices. However,
many parcels classified .as, seasonal are, in fact, wholly.or partially forested.
Thus, some seasonal prices could be reflecting forest land values. R
- Table E-2

[

2 'Oseeo1a Ayerége Sa?és Priceé;\1975;1978 L
_ ‘NbrtheaQt . Northeast - — Northeast
‘ ‘ Vacant Average Seasonal __ Average _ Forest -~ Average
R T I R I . T e .
S . 1,007 -  : 695 0 - . 3m A
9% 1m0 R 2 A S |
ool e - e0 . i . - |
\Source:'gggg-gggg.keéiiﬁstéte Market“DEVelppheﬁts,'1979;i§n&\FGW1$ County Ta% Récordgf
)y ¢

In all of the land uses, the bffces paid hy,hanesidenﬁs_were‘Eompa}éble td
-prices paid by reSidgnts and sometimes nonresident'prices were substantially 1ower.

" Thus, the sales data shows that the hypothesis that nonresidents consistently

-«

_offer higher bids for land which results in higher per acre prices and assessments -
) “is.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 land but could not because of the inability to outbid a nonresident.

s

PRIVATE FOREST LAND VALUES STILL LOWEST

Average' equalized assessed land values per acre were calculated for the major
:1and types and are given in Figure E-7 for 1964 ‘through 1979. Developed land has
the -highest assessed value per acre in all years except 1974. ' This same situation .
. holds true for the towns of Lewis, Lorraine, and Redfield while in the Tawn of -‘Vienna,
A . .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 Towest per

“acre values,
; .. The fact that there was a sharp increase in 1979 in assessed values of all
DI tand uses without an accompanying shift in the number acreage of the land uses may
B indicate the effect of going to full value assessments. The Town of .Osceola
implemented full value policy on the 1977 assessment rolls after which they had an
equalization rate of '205.27 percent. TR R e o

. ) ! )
. \ R i



Figure E-7.

6sceo1a Equalized Land Values*
1964, 1969, 1974, 1979
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As previously mentioned, private forest land assessments are the lowest of
all of the land uses. MAssessed.land vaildes per acre were compared with assessed
values per acre on state lands for 1974 and 1979. - Note that while private forest
Tand assessed values were lower than state values in both years, the private forest

- Yand values increased at a faster rate than did state values. Possibly what

happened 1s that the SDEA may feel that state lands are overassessed relative to

private lands and may then reduce their-state land assessed values. _However, if -
this poiicy is practiced and if a largs portion of a town's taxable assessed value
{s comprised of state lantls, 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 %o the county ard town. Nearly 90 percent of all tax delinquent
properties were redeemzd (that is, the tax bills have been paid by the owner). Ffor
those whose taxes went unpaid, {t 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 hé
wanted to obtain a cheap short term loan. - L

Table E-3 presents tax_changes by Tand use between 1975 and 1980. While
taxes on all types of lauds increased, it was developed lands that experienced .
the greatest increase (+211%). Inuztive and private forest lands showed increases
of 135 percent and 109 percent while farmiand and state 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. . S

" EXEMPTIONS DROP AS PERCENT OF TAX BASE

The amount ef;exemptions granted .in 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 $3,163 which is about a 16 percent increase

over the 1975 level. In 1975, exemptions accounted for five percent of the town's

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 feen implementing full value assessments. Market -
value ratios for individual towné and land uses are only rough indicators of the
direction of tax shift that migh% occur. Market value ratios for those land uses
examined by SDEA in Osceola are presentad in Table E-4, '



Tahle E-3

TAXES PAID IN TOWN OF OSCEOLA, 1975 and 1980 -

TN

Developed - Farm Thactive . Frivate Forest Staté Forest
Town . | Total Tax | Tax/Acre | Total Tax |Tax/Acre | Total Tax Téx/Ade Total Tax { Taw/Acre Tatal Tax | Tex/Acre | Total Taxes Pafd
17.4 2.3 - | a8 | 55,2 16.5 1 0
e 05Ge0Ta =+ { - 8,856.13 = ~2.21 - 1329720 =107 4,004, 69 1337 sl 368 |6 E ',391 a1 | 208 | ssgez
- . lsmo
'De‘}eioped Farm . Inactwe ~ Private Farest State Forest - ~ '
" Toun Total Tax Mﬁ(cre Total Tax 'Tangére » Totsl Tax Tax/Acre 1;;ta'£ Tax TaglA_gr___e_ | Yotal Tax _Tax}'A;re Tota) Taxes_ Paid
. Jas | (AU IR GRS N2 MM SR (7] EEREE SIETENEE (PY WY S SR T
Osceola is.oz_s,«;gg 3.32 3,233.25 2.00 -g,a4z:7z '2.62 .| a0,040.64 1.92 . 12.692;60 .z.sa__,_ | 120,334.67 f-'ﬂ?i] ,

Sourca: Jefferson iy Le»is, Oneida, and Oswego County Tax Pecords, 1979-1980.
g is Percent of Total Tax Revenues by

= Percent change from 1975

v < -

Parsans and Hurray, 1974; and Tug W11 Gomission, 1979,
town and land type’ (upper Teft carner) )
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Figure £-8

Osceola Taxes Sh1fted Due To’ Exempt1ons
1975 and- 1980* ’
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Table E-4 § 5 |
Oscenla Market VaTue Ratios* .
’ ' : ( d ‘
Ratio . Misc. | N _ i ,
for Whole and | . T . _— o
Town ‘ Commercibl' Residential ._Vacant - - Farm _ -Utility -
129.81. 158.90 115 02 125;24 133.82  110.53, -
- . i - . - !: - ” v . B
v . . ll ) - [} . . .-
*Note: Revised and based on 1976 SDEA Market Value Survey

Source:.
‘ Survey, 1976. . | , :
| B , ;
' i . ;»,"

The Town*of Osceola

results of full value in Osceola were discussed previously

S has a1ready imp1emented full va1ue policy.
did not permit an in depth look.at the impact of implementing the program,

New York State Division of Equalization and Assessment Market Value

The.
in this section.
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o Fbotnotes ﬁ .o
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1Baumann, Ernestine V., 1975 Town of OsceOIa Land Use - Inventony and Ana?ysis, w‘
. Report.#1. p. 4. - o F' B
- 2bid., p. 4 - | 1
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o REDFIELD

v 4

A TOMN'OF FORESTS, LOGGING, ANG SEASONAL CAMPS

The. Town of Redfield is a heavily -

forested town with most of the restdents

Tiving in the hamlet of Redfield, 'They derive most of their income_from forestry
Jobs or jobs outside of the town.. Sazasenal properties far outnumber ali other .

tYPGS of‘property in the town,
,F{gure F-1 shows that the largest

forest lands (based on the assessment

’

\

numbé% of acres in the town is in private
rolis). This Tand use has remained very

- stable over the past 15 yzars, (The reason for the very low forest percentage in . -

1969 1s not known.% Farmlands have-continued their decline since 1964 so that -

they now occupy only 2 percent of the
15 probably attributed to some of the

total acreage in the town. This decrease
acreage reverting back to woodland and some

-0f the acreage being developed. Vacant (1.e., inactive) Tand acreage also has

decreased steadily. since 1964. Probably much of this loss of acreage is due to
the land being deveioped, either for permanent or seasonal residential use. De~
-veéloped. acreage has increased continuousTy since 1969 so that 1t .now comprises -

+ 12 percent of total acres.

" LAND MARKET-ACTIVITY

“

AND CHARACTERISTICS A

E.

~ From 1964 - 1974 there wés‘aAES percent increase in the. total number'bf parcels

(a1l -1and uses considered} whereas fro

m 1974 to 1979 there was only a 5 percent

increase. ‘When considering ail of tha four land uses, the biggest increase in

parcel numbers occurred in the less th

-show the distribution of sizes of parc

trends are increasing sﬁbdivisjon of -

land, . .

| Land title transfers were' searched

commercial, farm, inactive, seasonal,
erally decreasingly active land transfer market for these years for all uses ex-
cept residential which increased in activity. These trends are analogous to those

an two acre size'class. Figures F-3 - F-6 -
els for the four major land types. Interesting
nactive lands and the town's Timited farm-

-for 1974 through 1979 for. residential,
and forest lands. Figure F-2 shows a gen- . -

~for 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 Redfield

has slacked off-somewhat in recent years:

: NO&RESIDENT OWNERSHIP DECREASING

~ Table F-1 shoﬁs that,nonéesid&ht swnershipvfﬁ the townkhas Jecreésed by ‘3 -

percent (or-1,865 acres) since 1974,
in nanresident ownership was inactive

/

?ﬁe&oniy land use to experience -an increase
Iand., L : : . ‘
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Number of Transfers ,

L F-3
. Figure F-2-

Redfield Land Title Transfer Trends, 1974-1978
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F-1
© Town of Redfield Land Use Characteristics, 1974 & 1979 ‘
T cres \ T of Total ) ‘
S e . "~ Land Use
Resident Nonresident Total _Resident Nonresident as ¥ of Total
_ Developed - 2,720 4,179 6,809 5% B R P f
v Inactive s - 664 1,417 - 2,081 1% 2% 3%
~ Active Ag- . . 664 ' 274 . . '93g - 1% - 1% 2%
Private Forest 13,069 ' 19,243 32,202  22% 32 544
Other . 17,338 . - 17,338 29% - 29%
Tota] - ‘ﬁzflZ§"f""257TT§‘*‘73§f§§§"f?§§2 . A _TUUZ‘L ‘
Developed . = 3,148 2,505 5,653 ° 5% 4% 9% .
< Inactive - ‘982 " 1,220 2,202 2% . 2% 4y
=~ Active Ag 1,201 = 521 1,722~ 2% 1% %
-gggvate Forest }0,%41 22,732 ?s,?7g ;;% 38% o ggé.
er 17,108 - 17,108 g - 297
Total ~ - 32,580 26,978 59,558 - 55% 5% 100% Q
Source; ,Osweéq Cbunty Tax Records, 1979; and Parsons and'Murray. 1974,
SEASONAL/ LAND. PRICES HIGHEST .

' Vacant, seasonal, and private forest land transfers were searched from 1975 to
. 1978 to determine per acre prices given for these lands. Table F-2 shows that seasonal
land prices were significantly higher than vacant and forest land
prices were always the lowest of the three land uses examined for pt 1
In this year, both vacant and forest land prices were significantly higher,than seasonal 4
r interest in vacant
lands was ‘higher. After
picked up for seasonal

‘prices. It can only be speculated that this was due to greater buye

and forested Tands. Accordingly,” the prices offered for these
1975, the market for these land types probably slacked of f and

tands. -

The da%a gathered here shows that prices offered

kroperties were similar to'those of residents for all of the land uses.

~‘Redfield Average Salés

. Table F-2

Prices, 1975-1978

prices.

Forest land
all years except 1975,

by nonresidents for these

Northeést ]

. ‘ Northeast ‘
Vacant _  Average . _Seasonal . Average Forest Average -
1978 409 © " 1,53% 2,707 I 186 - -
1977 Y . 1,007 - 543 . 695 153 - 33
1976 429 .- . . . 3 .08 - 160 -
1975 853 ST - .625 - 836 -

Source: USDA Farm Real. Estate Market Developments, 1979; and Oswego County Tax.Records,.

- 19751978, .

i
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‘ }Northeast tT
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_more in"1ine with what he thinks. they. should be. - '

7" PRIVATE FOREST LAND VALUES LOWEST ~ -

..~ Figure F-7 11lustrates equalized Tand values per acre for each of the major

land uses for 1964, 1969, 1974, and 1979. A fairly constant increase in values =
occurred throughout the years with the exception of 1974 tnactive land values =~ -
rising above forest land values and staying ‘there into 1979, This trend is identical
to that experienced by inactive land in the Town of Lewis. The high:value per acre
given to private forest land in 1969 is somewhat exaggerated due to the very Tow =~ .

) amount. of private forést land acreage recorded then. The ‘reason for such-a jump -

could be due to an increase in per acre prices offered ;for the land, a general -
inflationary increase, or the assessor's attempt to brihg assessed ‘land values -

+ Figure F-7 also shaws—that‘in 1979, the average a@;essed.Vﬁlue‘per dcfe;foé

| “private forest lands 1is significantly Tower than that for state forest 1ands.fwhi§e:
‘both of these land values increased greatly from 1974, private forest lands had
.onIyJa 204 percent 1ncrpqse in value as compared to the statefs 432 percent increase.

Yoo LN oL

- VACANT LANDTTAXES {NCREASED'MOST o

' | v ‘V | 1 _.. - . 5 ‘ - ) '.}‘ . ) \lA_ . . . .
. The number of parcels recorded at the Oswego County tax office from 1974 -.1979_ -

provided an indication of tax burden on private landowners in the town. The number

- of tax delinquent parcels has been few indeed. Only two have been sold in the past
+ Five years due to unpaid taxes. .That 1s, from 1977 to the present, all except. two

properties paid their taxes on time. As in other towns, the original owner of a -

- -property has approximately three years from the time the taxes are initially due in, -
- which to pay his taxes. Thus, taxes do not appear to be excessively butrdensome just-

yet.  However, this is only one measure of tax burden and .should -be substantiated

. with further data:

Table E-3 shows that between 1975 and 1980, taxes on inactive (or vacant) lands

_were increasing the fastest. This land class incurred a 27 percent increase in 1ts

tax load while developed, farm and private forest lands' taxes decreased, In both
1975 and ]980 private forest lands pa1§,the least taxes per acre of any land use.

- EXEMPTIONS INCREASE 100 PERCENT, = -~ -

'Figure FL8 shows the. exemptions granted in the Toun of Redfield 1n-1975 ard - -

- 1980. The total amount of taxes exempted in 1980 ($54,386) had increased 106 per-

cent over 1975 total -exempted amounts ($28,468). Two new exemptions appeared after
1975 - aged and clergy. However, both of these exempt amounts. were very small and-

. do not -appear to present a problem to the town budget at this time. Wholly exempt
- properties experienced. the greatest increase (111 percent or $25,681) from.1975. .

levels. Total exemptions accounted for 29 percent of total town property tax

" revenues. in 1980, which appears quite substantial. In 1975, total exempt taxes

accounted for 25 percent of total town property tax revenues. Thus, it might be )
possible for exemptions to threaten significant erosion of the tax base sometime in

hl,the future should they continue to increase at their present pace. Some of the'

[
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Figure F-7°

‘Rédfield Equalized Land Values* j
" 1964, 1969, 1974, 1979 °
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:Source. Jeffarson, L&ms. Onezda. and Oswego Ccunty Tax Records, 1979-1989' Parsons’ and "!urray. 1974, and Tug- Hﬂl Cmmisswn. 1979.

D Percent of Tota! Tax Revenues by town and land type (upper Teft corner)
[ = Percent change fram 1975. '

,

] ' g Tt ' ;
2 K A . .
: ) . . Table F-3 . \ -
TAXES PAID IN TOMN OF REDFIELD, 1675 and 1980 :
. s \T " —Lls—q
Developed Farm .- Tnactive " Private Forest _State Forest B
" Toun Total Tax _Tax/ilcr,'e Total Tax |Tax/Acre | Total Tex 1 Tax/Acre " | Total Tax~ | Tax/Acre .| Total Tax Tax/Acre | Total Taxas Paid
16.5/" | 3.3 5.6/ | 632 | us| o
Redfield . | 18,828.97 | = 3.33 3.740.84 | 218 | 6,382.85 |, 2,90 [ 72,004.89 | 2.19 13,067.85: | "2.22 | 114,071.40
-’ 1080 o o )
" Develaped ~,Farm Inactive - Prwate Forest State Forest
fown Total Tax Tax/Acre . Total Tax ' Tax/Acre Total Tax | YaxfAcre | Tota! Tazf Tax/Acre- Total Tax -Tax/Acre' ‘Total Taxes Paid
: xs.ei_ 1.4 6.9 | .z 29.4] . S
Redfield [20,673.07 | 3.0 | 1,505.67 | 1.61 | 7,667.67 | '3.69 | 48.608.62 | 1.50 32,691.33. 2.92 1'11.161.3'6|’-f2‘.’55i

6-4



Figure F- 8I - ' .

Redf1e1d Taxes Sh1fted Due to Exempt1ons
1975 and 1980*
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1ncre&§e 5n exémptfené may'be due to a'rapidly rising inflation rate which may
cause town budgets (and accordingly, exemptiuns) ﬁo increase. ~ -

* REVALUATION IMPACTS .

5 The data that is évailab1e from the SDEA cahhot.éccufate?y predict the degree‘
- of impact of tax shifts due to revaluation. The data is only an indicator (and
A stil} nzg‘a wholly accurate one) of the direction of shift that might occur due to
. revaluation. - B L '

" The market value ratios for Redfield are shown in Table F-d.

Table F-4 ~ .

, ‘ Redfield Market Value Ratfos*

~Ratlo ~Wisc. =

for Whole = sand S ~ - o , ‘ A

Jown . Commercial - Residential  Vacant _ Fam Industrial Utility
7,00 9.48 587 5.06 5.4 - 7.00 20.76

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

Source: New York State Division of Equalization and AsseSsment, Market Value Survey, 1676.

The table shows that miscellaneous/commercial, vacant, and farm properties are
- all assessed at about the same perceritage of market value. Commercial, industrial,
‘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 vevaluation cannoct

i ’

be known until revaluation has been completed.



- showed about the same size profiles as in 1964 and 1974 (see Figures G-ANthrough\G-G);
. Thus, the change that has occurred in the deve]oped~1an¢,category indicates that _

L 61
Rbpeqéjx G~:,:1 _

| i N

A RECREATION AND COMMUTER ORIENTED TOMN

The Town of Vienna consists mostly of open space with most. of the residential

, concentrati?n occurring in the northeastern part of the.town and along the Oneida
“Lake shore.
of “the town with very few wetlands being mixed in with the forest cover. /
- at Figure G-1 shows that the number of private forested acres has declined signif-

Most of .the forest lands:occur'in the northern and centra1zpoztgon§
A 100

icantly since 1974, Active agricultural land has been detlining over the years, .
with the years between 1974 and 1978 seeing a sharp 56 ﬁercent drop in farm acreage

-~ (see Table G-1).

'EAND MARKEI-ACTIVITY AND CHARACTERISTICS

Land title transfers were eﬂamined_fér tﬁe.years 1975 through 1978 for resi-

dential, commercial, farm, inactive, forest, and seasonal lands. Figure G-2 shows

‘ an increasing transfep:market'for all Tand classes except commercial and farm. -

Land development 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.
" Rountree notes that in 1964 there were 185 parcels .of less than two acres'.(all_land

uses considered) and ih 1974 there were 1,129 parcels, a 510 percent increase.
By 1978, the 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

.. pre-1974 -development rate. Many.of these parcels were situated along the Oneida
- 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 G-1 shows. The majority of this development occurred at
the expense -of the inactive (or vacant) land use class. - B - o

~The-total number of privately owned parcels in. the town has {ricreased by 58

‘»:percent, or 780 parcels since 1974.- Parcel size' characteristics of developed and. .

inactive lands have changed significantly since 1974 while parcel sizes for farm and °
forest lands remained about the same as those in 1964 and 1974. Although developed

-~ lands sti111 had the greatest.number of parcels in the less than two acre size class,
. the rate of increase in parcels in this size class had dropped significantly (see

- - Figure -G-3). - Thus, there is.a trend toward more developed parcels of greater-than B

" . two acres.” Inactive lands were subdivided into even smaller parcels than in 1974.

and showed a very .large increase in parcels of less than two acres. This could be

“leading toward development of these in. the near future. Fam parcels showed 1ittle
-change in their size structure but did show a large drop_in parcels of all sizes due

to the decrease fn total farm acreage sfnce 1974. Private forest land parcels also

(R
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Figure G-2

Vienna Land Title Transfer Trends, 1974-1978 -

ﬁ. N o
- 3 . 8 8 8
g b il iy Le it ey

Pt g

8 &

(R
(=]

A RERTIN NN NN

Source: Oneida County Tax Recerds, 1974-1978.

20
);/

10 L

- S

e
o B Sl Sswhatnser R
197¢* 1975 1976 1917 1978 .
- — bt T S S S Y S
Residential Comnercial Farm Indctive "Seasonal
: . {vacant)
© *No data available for 1974, .



B S Figire g3

' Viehna parcel Size Classes Eor A1l Land Uses :
* 1964, 1974, 1976 ‘
. S Beveloped
60 .} - 1
Sl R :
@ & . N
LN -~ J ) .
’ '_:': 40 - ’\ . . L
2 x e
& - B
g - /2 g A
O 3 )
l g ' N * ’ A Vo
! % 20 - . . - .
I . a7 ‘
.dv. - ] 1V N
10 E .. '
0 - % ,-JE o
. 0-2  21-10 10,150  50.1-200 200+ .
S lnesd - wn : wre
Source: ' Oncida County Tax Records, 1979; and Parsons and Hirray, 1974.
; . Figure -4 - ' T L
" * Viennk parcel Size Classés. For A1l Land Uses' ’
- - 1964, 1974, 1978 ' . o
o S Inactive {vacant)-
i -~ ~ / ’ ’ , v
60 : - ;
o e 1 -
. ’ g- 50 - ! . : ,
2 1 )
'_c_r 40 —4 ; -
2] .
<] - ' ;
-4 : ‘ :
s '
‘ . E 30 .
B E
¢ G E\
o . [~}
g 20~} - g
O " K 3 1
a . - b= N
ol 2= : : N 7.
.02 21410 10.3-50  50.1-200 200+ - .
b e T P . L ’ s
= - P - ¢ . -
1964 - W . wem

‘Source: Oneida Couﬁty Tax Recoirds,: ]97_9'; and Persons and Murray, 1974.

7

"

a0

SN

T iP‘«

P



' Figure G-5
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.eubdivision 1s sti]l going on 'but that the average per parcel size is 1ncreasing
Powever, the inactive land cdtegory shows that subdivision was active but that

- the average per parcel size fell due to greater numbers of parcels consisting of
iess than two acres:. However, this inactive land observation can be somewhat -

" exaggerated when recalled that developed land acreage increased at the expense of
- 1inactive land acreage, -1974-1978. .In other words, gréater than two acre inactive
land parcels were converted to developeﬁ land. This also helps account for the

increase in: greater than ‘two acre deve1oped Tand parcels.’ }

'|.\

NONRESIDENT qwuéasmp' DECREAsmc ,IN M'_osr' LAND GLASSES

Tab1e G=1 shows that the percent of total “town acreage owned hy nonres1dents

of the town has 1ncreased by four percent since 1974.- This is an increase of 2, ?23

. nonresident-owned acres. ' The developed land use category was the only use to
a experience an increase (a 985 percent 1ncrease) in nonresident ownership

¢
1

| Tab?e G-1 ’
j Towh'of yienna Land Use Characteristics, 1974 & 1978 g

- i A .1'

Acres 'i of Tota1 "~
‘ P Land Use
Resident Nonresident Tota]. Res1dent Nonresident as %, of Total
Developed . - 19,674 4,871 - '24,545: 3 . 8B % 41%
InactiSQ.ﬁ" - 43376 - 2 915 7,291 7; % 5 % 12% -
2 Active Ag 2,610 . "30 - 2,680 4.% 0 % 4% .
= Private Forestr 570 | 1,123 1,693 0.9% 2.1% 3.
Other . 23,767 . - . 23,767 40 % - 40%
‘Total 50,997 © 8,939 59,93 8 % . 15.% 100%
veloped 3,646 . 449 4,095 6 % . 1 % 7Y
- ?gactiEe 115,877, ' 3,861 19, ‘738 26 % 6 % . 329 -
- K Active Ag 5,601 [ 415 - 6,016 9 % .1 % - 10%
= private Forest 1,839 2,091 3,930, 3 % 3% ‘ 6%
Other 26,1567 " - 28,157 45 % ' 45%
Total 53,120 « 6,816 59,936 - 83 % 1 % 100%
- Source: Tug Hi1l Commissjion, 1978; and Parsons and Murray, 1974.
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| VACANT/SEASONAL PRICES HIGHEST OF FIVE TOWNS -

- 1978 vacant and seasonal land transfers were looked at ‘to determine per acre
prices for these lands. The effects of supply and 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 Oscecla. 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 substantfaliyg.

h t A1l 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

i propefties_Iookedlat Qnd residents the remainder at comparéble prices. _

. Table 62

. - Vienna Average SaleS.P§1Ces, 1978 ;.‘-'
-"Vacaht'fv “Northeast . . Seasonal . " Northeast
' Average ' - Average -

1978 VS IR ) BN I A

Source: USDA Farm Real Estate Market Developments, 19795, and Oneida County. Tax
' "Records, 1978.° , . L .

Vacant land prices were $809 per acre in 1978. _YWhen this price is compared

- to 1978 regional per acre figures for rural residential land ($1,338/acre) and

subdivison land ($1,531/acre} in the northeast, one can see that vacant land in
Vienna is Tower.- 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%) of the 55 valid sales were nonresident purchases with” their purchase.

prices being comparablei to those of residents.

Thus, although the land sales market is more active in Vienna than in other

-~ Tug H111 towns and is reflective of having a major urban center c?osg at hand, the _
~ per acre sales prices offered by nonresidents are similar to those offereﬂ by residEnts.

DEVELGPED LAND VALUES .OROP; OTHERS UP .

Equaiiiéd Iand’valués'per acre.ére preéented in Figure G-7 for tﬁe major land

?uses, 1964 to 1978. Until 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 percént increase over 1974 values: Once 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 vaiues 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:

it s overassessed relative to other lands then it may lower its assessments. This
in turn might create a cycle of assessment reductions which ultimately lowers the

zqualization rate.
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The fact that developed Tand 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

, Cnunty tax sale records were searched fo gain one indication af_thetdegfee'of :
burden of the property, tax on privaté landowners. Only in 1975 were there substantial

.‘, numbers of properties deeded over to the Tast 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 deiinquency. 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-3 shows that between 1975 and 1979, taxes on state forest lands 1ncreasédi

'thENfastest'(+175 percent). Private forest land taxes, per acre increased 100 percent;

fnactive 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

’

_ Figure G-8 presents exemptions granted in the Town of Vienna in 1974 and.
1979. Farm, clergy, and whole exemptions were added to the 1ist of -exemptions
in 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. o

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.1975, 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 .

oceurring,

N .

. 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 evei this is not 100 percent

reliable. -
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- TAXES PAID IN TOMN OF VIENNA,: 1975 and 3979 .

; Beve'ﬁaéed Farm Inactive B vaate Forest "State-For‘est
Tawn Total Tax | Tax/Acre "T'qta'f Tax Tax/Acre | Total Tax ‘~Tax/A§re Tota'l Tax Tax/Acre | Total Tax T&:}/Acre Totq'l Taxes Paid
/ cazs| b basaltc I T T P I O I 'Y N T
Vienma¥ | 49,931.19 | 12.19- 1M&@f?h‘_mM@‘zu~ZMan 126 | 2,339.90 | 2.0 i&m&
' - Daveloped Farm Inactive !':.‘rivate; Forast . . State. F.orestf . i o
Jown . | Total Tax Taxmcré' | To;a\ll’t’ax | Tax/Acre “1 Total Tax Taxfhere | Total ;!'éx Tax/i}cre Tutéf‘ Tax | Tax/Acre | Total Taxes Paid
Colss3p 1. |68l N . 22.2 2.7} ‘ [EXY ' ~,‘
Vienng* 165,852.56!‘ .31 10,815i;1‘ _ 4{19 - 35,351.00 .. .85 4,278.79 2.53 - 13,273.63 | . 5.50 .159.571.09 37

*Noz:e.A Qm_y 1978 Fma? Assessment Rcm avaﬂable for Vxenna at time of this study. Therefore,

Scwce, Jefferson, Lewis, Onefda, and Oswego County Tax Records, 1879-1980; Parscns and Hurre\y, 1974, and Tug Hﬂ? Caﬂmiss1cn; 1379. : )

f:j Percent of Total Tax Revenues by town and Tand type (upper left carner).
[:1 Peroent change from 1975.

=

-

\

the taxes are fer 1979 tax year.

~\
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\figure G-8

Vienna Taxes Shifted Due to Exemptions
1975 and 1979
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" *Note. 1975 and 19?9 taxes are based on ]974«and 1978 f1na1 assessment

‘roles, respect1ve1y¢ '

Source: -Oneida County Tax Records, 1974 & 1978, and Tug H111 Comm1ss1on, ]979



Class market value ‘ratios: for Vienna are given in Table G-4;

‘ b
o Table 6-4 |
g ,i_v1ehna'Market‘Valhe Raiios*,'
Ratios — Misc, .~
for Whole cand” ' I, K . S
Town  Commercial ' Commercial Vacant ‘Farm Industrial Utility
3.03 3.9 - 4.03 . 1.52. 3.3 3.03  .3.q5]Outside
BT o SR ' ,‘ ' | . " Village
462 . 444 527 40 - 462 a.65] ViMage
: _ (. T : S f Sylvan
] 5 ' 1 Beach

Co

*Note: -Rgviéed and basga on 1976 SDEA Markét Value Survey. A _
Soqrgé: ,?ggéYork State,pivisioﬁ.of_équa1ization &5Assessmenf, Market Value Survey; -

I
I
le
-

1 Both inside and outéide tﬁe v111agé. vaéaht landé are asseséedfat a lower
‘percentage of market value than any of the other’ property types, which are all

dssessed 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 may, in some cases, include woodlands).

o 1

- * ~ Footnotes. -

L

j"Rduntreé,-Patrick{W,19771 Land Use Survey. North Shore Cooperativé Planning
.’ Board, p. 9. . T : o : DR

 21pid., p. 9.
' "31bid., p. 8.

e
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. Appendix H
. INTERVIEWS

- Two types of persona1 interviews were conducted in an attempt to obtain

_personal land use and tax perceptions for both the 39 towns and the case study -
“towns. This information suppiemented ‘the other data gathered and used 1in this

report.

The interview format used to contact town assessors and other peopie with

'knowledge of the Tug Hi1l land market was semi-structured.. Eight basic ques-
“tions were outlined regarding land use changes, buying and sellfng 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. ‘Hi11 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,

‘Cantact success rates were very low for all towns, 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 roiis
were researched to provide the contact iists for the four towns.

FINAL INTERVIEW OUTLINE USED TO CONTACT ASSESSORS - oy

\ .
i T

“ 1. Has there been any significant or above average real estate turhover (change

in land use) or subdivisional increase in the past five years? Do you foresee
-any of these developments occurring in your area in the next five years?.

2; Are: many Iands avaiiabie for sale due to taxes? -Any exampies?

3. What types of land are being affected by the land marvket:trends?. What. .

are the most frequently sold land types? Nhat are the most frequently occur-
- ring . sizes? ‘ .

.f4,. What amounts of money are we talking regarding these Tand trends? :
5. Nho is buying this Tand? ‘

6. 1If butlding activity is increasing, 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 paln 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 metropoiitan areas tend to go up quicker than they normaiiy would:
without adjacent urban infiuences? ) . o



. " Five Town ;' .
- Case Study Farmat for LA-23 Fox1ow-up

-y

The fo110w1ng format shauid be used -to aid in consistent?y coT1ect1ng data via
5 personal 1nterviews dﬂd phane cal?s ; ‘

- -1 am K ."~ - and i m working with the Tug H111 Commission.
- We're looking at laﬁd sa1es 1n'the Tug H111 towns to 1dent1ﬁy Tand use
" changes and trends and to determine the impact of property taxes on the
0 use and sale of Tug Hi11 lands. Ueé're conducting this study to make
“possible recommendations to-the state 1egislature on ruraT land taxation.
y/No names will be used in the report v ~ : \

- If Iand sales 1nformatien was used then:

We selected certain typicat sales from county tax records and now we re.
‘contacting some of these buyer§ and sellers to verify our information.
The county. data prevides basic characteristics on. each parcel sale or
transfer such as: .

Pabqgl bought from - it S

'Date ef‘éafe

“Sales prles ~','J'u'

"4

.

Indicated use of Yand at time of sale was o . . N .

Parce? acreage ﬁransferr@d P

If assessment roll data wWas used then:

We seTected certain Tandowners and obtained 1nformation such as: - -
- Owner and address | |
e Acreage owngd T . R . 5
=~ Land use . 5» R | | - |

' These questions wi]] then be asked:

(1) Is this description accurate?

(2) Why did you buy or sell this 1and parcei? If this buyer or
.. seller cannot think of any of the factors influencing his
decision° then tﬁy suggesting the following factors '

N -

'\*A_ .
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Case Study Fonmat
Page 2 -

- Taxes: ftod high or Tow?
. Price: toﬂ high or 10w?
- Remotenessa too far or just right distance?
- "Afmospﬁére of area.
.- Hoodlot needed. | -
- ihvestment: short or 1069 térm?
(3) 'How long have/had you owned this land?

(4) How have’ you changed. (or do you plan to change) the use of
.your land? - ‘

For examp1e-
- Harvesting timber? " _
- Farming continued or c1ear1ng abandoned 1and?
- Subdividing? . -
- Selling off a portion of this parcel to pay taxes?
T (5) - Ask this only-if use of Tand 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 1ike
-the idea of managing” your tand?) -

(6) How do you see. taxes affecting the use or. sale of your Iand 1n
the future? . _

H-3



- assessed valuation of a parcel of property based‘on a statutory formula.
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‘ Appendix I
- EXEMPTIONS

AN

“#An exemption from EeaT properﬁy'taxatioh is a gfant 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 taxa?Te

i

Statutes are enacted by the State Legislature as aither 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 from taxation because

“of its ownership (for examgle, state or federal ownership); (2) the concept of

intermunicipal 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 pub11C»Benef1t to the community (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.tares and includes- railroads, certain housing types, veterans'-
property, clergy gnd.volunteer firemen, forestry, agriculture, certain industrial
uses, and others.¥ S : : ~ ,

General taxes such as county,.é1tyb 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. : o ' o

" There are six major exemption categories utilized in this study. The details .
and characteristics of each are as follows: : . ' :

(1)"Agr1cuftufa1 exemptions - These are previously eXp1ainedv1n Chapter- 4,
' Farm Exenptions. : . : ) ' Cod

(2) Aged exemptions - This exemption is optional and requires a Tocal

legislative resolution and enactment. - When enacted it can be granted
to persons' 65 years of age or older whose income does not exceed the
1imit set by the local governing body (in most Tug Hill counties this
1imit 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 schiool tax bi1l. The exemption applies only to

"~ .. general municipal and ichcol district taxes and excludes special district
levies or assessments.® KR : : I

i

\
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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
" {f eligibiiity'is proven.d -~ - N T

" (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 in towns who
recelve this exemption are automatically exempt from town and county
taxes (to the amount of exemption granted). This exemptiog'a150' :
does not apply.to special district levies .and assessments. <

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

(6) Wholly exempt property - Those public and private lands receiving ‘

" . 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 is mandatory upon appli-
cation by the concerned party.” - . - S

The exemption showitig 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 in part due to reclassification

. of exemption types). -The Jlargest whole exemption in the study period was state-

owned land in Jefferson County, religinus and cemetery exemptions in Oneida County,
-gchool lands and structures and town properties in Oswego County (churches and

- cemeteries ranked third), and municipal structuves {school, town, gnd state), churches
. in Lewis County (other State properties were third in importance).® E .

;o
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