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Minutes from the public hearing of the Legislative Council
Held in the Board Room in the Newtown Municipal Center,
3 Primrose Street, Newtown, Connecticut
Wednesday, November 16, 2011

* These are draft minutes and as such are subject to correction by the Legislative Council at
the next regular meeting. All corrections will be determined in minutes of the meeting which
they were corrected.

Chairman Capeci called the meeting to order at 7:15 pm.

Present: Jeffery Capeci, George Ferguson, Kathy Fetchick, Daniel Amaral, Dan Wiedemann, Jan Andras, Mary
Ann Jacob, Robert Merola, Kevin Fitzgerald, James Belden, Ben Spragg

Absent: Gary Davis

Also Present: First Selectman Pat Llodra, 16 members of the public, and two member of the press

To hear public comment concerning The Strategic Plan for Economic Development:

Ruby Johnson, 16 Chestnut Hill Road — She questioned if economic development always resulted in lower
taxes. In 1979 Ridgefield looked increase commercial and industrial property to reduce the residential tax base.
In 1995 they noticed that their taxes were going up each year. It was because the population went up and
therefore required more town services. She asked that they do no assume that it will reduce the tax burden on
residents because it just may increase it. She is not opposed to economic development but you have to be
careful. Don’t make false promises without good research. Handouts that Ms. Johnson gave to the council
members are attached (Attachment A)

Deborra Zukowski, 4 Cornfield Ridge Road — Read through the document very carefully and found a few things
that would be a benefit to Newtown. There is wording that could mislead people about FFH. What is under the
words may make sense but it may preserve that the FFH Master Plan Review Committee didn’t exist. A copy
of the her mark-up is attached (Attachment B)

The FFH master plan which is on the website has a chart where there are three of the 5 towns with lower
commercial ratios have lower mill rates than Newtown. What this points too is that there needs to be more
research. More commercial growth will have a short term relief on the tax base but not necessarily long time.

Another area of concern is as they bring economic development they need a concept for what the roads need. It
is likely that there will be congestion in area’s or throughout town. How is our transportation infrastructure

going to handle this?
Rec'd. for Record (|- (9 20 ({
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Newtown Legislative Council
One emphasis is on jobs but not all jobs are the same. If you bring in big box retail which would bring in
minimum wage workers, the money would likely go out of town. The document reads that the commercial
industrial portion of the grand list is basically 6.94%. That is not true, that is the commercial ratio for real
property and does not include personal property tax, the real number stands at 10%.

Having no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 7:47pm

Arlene Miles, Clerk Pro-Tem
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Issues and Answers

Commercial Development:
Effect on Taxes and Property Values
Robert Kleinberg, Bennett's Farm Road, Ridgefield, Connecticut

People dislike taxes. Ridgefield derives about 85% of its revenue
from property taxes. Schools are expensive. About two-thirds of the
1999-2000 Ridgefield town budget of $65 million is being spent on
schools. Commercial property is subject to property tax, but does
not send children to school. Hence many believe that commercial
development is a good way to reduce taxes. This sounds reasonable,
but is it truc?

| have looked at the experience of the 23 towns and cities of
Fairficld County, Connecticut, ranging from struggling Bridgeport
to prosperous Greenwich. The range of commercial development
extends from Weston, which has scarcely any commercial property
at all, o Stamford, with its international corporate presence. The
data show that commercial development has litle effect on tax
rates, and a negative effect on property valucs.

Mill Rate

The mill rate is the amount of tax duc for cach $1000 of assessed
valuation. It is the most closely watched number in town. The data |
use are equalized mill rates, which allow a fair companson between
towns. The details are given in the Appendix. I plot equalized mill
rate against the value of business property as a percentage of all
assessed property. This is a good measure of the intensity of
commercial development. The two-letter town codes are listed in
the Appendix. The point representing Ridgefield (RF) is circled.
Except for Bridgeport (upper right comer) all the towns fall ina
band, with Ridgefield near the middle. If anything, there is a slight
trend toward higher mill rates as the percentage of business
property increases,
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School Spending

Education is important in Connecticut, which ranks near the top of
the S0 states in all measures of educational achievement. Moreover,
Ridgefield ranks near the top of Connecticut’s 169 towns, a position
we wish to retain. We have scen that towns with little commercial
development have relatively low mill rates. Do towns with low
commercial development keep their tax rates low by skimping on
schools? The answer is no: In Fairfield County there no correlation
between intensity of commercial development and educational
expenditures per pupil.

Impact of Commercial Development on Resid ential Property

Values

We have seen thal, on average, increasing intensity of commercial
development does not lead to a lower mill rate. What effect does
commercial development have on property values? In the next
figure, | plot the median price of a home sold in 1997-98 against
the intensity of commercial development. In the I3 towns where the
intensity of commercial development is the same as, or less than,
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Ridgefield, home prices vary widely. In the [0 towns with more
intense commercial development, 9 have lower median home sales
prices. Thesc data must be sobering to those who advocate
commercial development as a way of increasing the desirability of a
towin.
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Case Study: Ridgefield vs. Redding

In evaluating the effect of commercial property on town finances, it
is very instructive to compare Ridgefield and Redding. The two
towns, situated side by side across Route 7, have almost identical
socioeconomic profiles. Yet, over the last three decades, the course
of development in the two fowns has been very different.

A large part of the land area of Redding is owned by Brndgeport
Hydraulic Company to protect its watershed, and is taxed at a very
low rate. In years past, Redding has further increased its fraction of
open space by buying tracts of land for preservation purposes.
Commercial development has been discouraged. As a result, the
population and population density of Ridgefield is about two and
half times greater than that of Redding. The assessed value of
Redding’s commercial property, which includes the Bridgeport
Hydraulic land, is about one-seventh Ridgefield's. According to the
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&%ﬁ%i”%@%&% é’%’%séﬁﬁ% that commmercial development eascs tax rates,
Redding taxpayers should be groaning under an intolerably higher
burden.

in reality, Redding's equalized mill rate, 153, is about 11% higher
than Ridgefield's, 13.7. This is largely because Redding spends 10%
more on its schools, on a per pupil basis, than Ridgefield does.
Thus, compared to R@{igﬁ%%&?ii Redding has paid little or no tax
penalty for preserving itself as a small town with very litde
congestion and a great deal of recreational and open space.

Implications for Ridgefield
Ridgefield today is under tremendous development pressure. The

recent purchase of the Beanetts Pond property by a New Jersey
developer heralds the commercial development of one square mile

of the town. The most powerful argument in favor of large-scale™

commercial development is that it reduces the tax burden on
homeowners. This claim has been repeated 50 muany times that
everyone assumes it is true, and many towns have welcomed
commercial development, promising to decrease the burden on their
taxpayers. Unfortunately, those promises have not been kept.
Examination of the evidence shows that wowns that have welcomed
commercial development have tax rates just as high as those towns
that have spumed it. Moreover it appears that home prices are™
generally lower in towns with a high intensity of commercial
development. Now Ridgefield must decide whether further
commercial development is worth the increase in traffic and
congestion, and the decrease in recreational and open space
resources, and maybe even property values, that will result.

Appendix: Sources of Data

All data used in this study come from the latest data release (Junc
1999} of the Connecticut Policy and Economic Council (CPEC).
The CPEC is a non-profit, non-partisan research organization that
compiles fiscal data on all 169 Connecticut towns,

Because each town assesses property differently, the mill rate
cannot be compared among towns. Therefore, the State of
Connecticut Office of Policy and Management computes the ratio
of the sale prices of properties to their assessed valuations, for each
town. These ratios are used to compute equalized mill rates, which
can be compared among towns. In 1997-98 Ridgefield’s mill rate
was 20 91 and its equalized mill rate was 13.75.

The Grand List is the total assessed valuation of property in town.

The commercial Grand List is the value of commercial, industrial
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and utility property, including real eslate and equipment. The
percentage of business property is found from the ratio of the two.,

Town codes: BE=Bethel, BP=Bridgeport, BF=Brookfield,
DB=Danbury, DR=Darien, EA=Easton, FF=Fairfield,
GW=Greenwich, MR=Monroe, NC=New Canaan, NF=New
Fairfield, NT=Newtown,  NW=Norwalk,  RD=Redding,
RF=Ridgeficld, SL=Sheiton, SM=Sherman, SF=Stamford,
SR=Stratford,  TB=Trumbull, WT=Weston, WP=Westport,
WL=Wilton.
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2. Population and Residential Tax Bills
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4. Residential Tax Biils & the \{atue of
Commercial/industrial Property in Town
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VERMONT LEACUE OF CITIES
1989 STUDY

“By now, it Ik Tairly well
sccepled that residences
cost the town money.”

“...the general trend ix
that taxes increase
with popniation™

“tlawever, the genernl trend is:
the more commercial and
imdustvial propert(y valne

in a town, the higher tho

tntal tax burden.”™



