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~ Homeowners

tax-rate-plan

+ .. 'The publi¢’s attention Is naturally drawn . -
. to the presidential race this fall. But there's |
an important issue that ought to surface in" -
the ¢lection of governiors and state legisla- 5 |~
‘tors 6 every old industrial stal5, 25 15 has
~~H&W would you like a new state law tha
. would:’ e I 3, “":'.1‘; . o
- ® Cut the taxes of the average !
owner, or rents of most apartments?. .
Y.~ @ ProVlie i incentive for rehabili tion,
" - by euitting taxes on improvements? 0
Sy e @ ireRse ¥operty taxes of land.
—I/.Speqllatqrs,fgiving,them”én‘iﬁceqtiﬁre.:t,o- i
build on their land (créating jobs in your ;.
commurity) or sell it to someone who will? .|
. ® Spur needed new development in'old . |
. communities with stegnant tax bases? 7 -
+ .~ »!There are no more important state/local’:
fssues, in my opinion. But 'l wagér that - ;
your state repregentative and his chal~, 50
lenger, or 'your gubernatorial candidates
" .. 'mever heard of what Pennsylvania calls
~ “Incentive Taxation,” or what Missour >
" Rep: Walter Muller calls-“Site Value T
tion.” AT e gl -
. But take a'look at “a guiet tax revolus
- * tion” that was praised by Fortune magas
-« gine Aug. 8, 1983, &3 one of the few forms
- “of taxation “that'promiote development.™ 7", |
\}n& it is the subject of a new film.called 4 " |:
Tale. of Five Cities ~ Tax Revolt Pennsyl- - |
- vania Style, that ought to be shown at any'
meeting where those running for state of~"

fice have to fate'the voters, ..

- #Professor at Indiarig Vniversity of Penns;
"’ ‘vania explaing' the jssue of the film: 70
- “An owner who just sits on prime’city-
‘land and keeps it idle is rewarded with I
.~ _property taxes, ind vet he cart make big,' | -
~~gpectlative, tHEGomad Hiicfita by selling it at .
some future time. What about the man = -

v
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win with dual |

who builds on fus 'EaéE{rEE Cily site? He puE

up office buildings ahd housing, and he is -

_penalized by high taxes year after year, not

Just. onee.” !

. 'THE SOLUTION is disarmingly simple.

+ . Five cities in Pennsylvania of varying

8ize — Pitisburgh, New Castle, Scranton,

" Harrisburg, McKeesport - have increased ..

property taves on land, and eut taxes on .-
buildings. And Washington, Penn. will jra-
plement such a law January 1. -0 . .

For if Washington had not passed its

~* law, its residents would have paid 2.58 per-

cent on both land and improvements,
But in January Washington will tag land

* more than three times higher than its

buildings: 6.056 percent on land vs. a 1.68 -
percent tax per dollar of building value. . .
. What's the value of such a shift? - .-
Some 81 percent of homeowners will
have a lower property tax than they would .

* . have had if there had not been & shift to a

dusl tat rate. Taxes will increase on owners
of large quantities of underused 1and, such
as parking lots in the downtown — often
owned by speculators. That will give them
an incentive to build on the:land, or sell to
someone who will. :

B ! : : - .
This is not theory, but proven fact in the

five cities whose laws are older.
Pittsburgh is a dramatic case study. The

value of building permits from 1976 to -
* 1978 averaged $82 million a yesr, In 1979,

Pittsburgh made its Iand tax four times

higher than its buildings. And that repre-

sented a tax increase, not just a tax shift,

Building permits in 1979 jumiped to $108
- boillion, nevertheless. - .,

In 1980, the tax on land reseagain to 5
times that of buildings. And a property taz
deferment was granted of three, years ot
commercial or industrial buildings and five
Years on new residential construction. The
Tesults were incredible. . . o ’

- NEW CONSTRUCTION soared to
'$297 million in 1980 and skyrocketed to a

. record-breaking $563 million in 1981 Tha -

' ‘pay a higher tax. Speculators will pay more '
"while the dverage person’s taxes are cut.” -

- Michael J. McManus is a writer, based

in Stamford, Conn., who analyzes North< =

figure slipped back to $201 million in 1982
and' $212 million in 1983..But that is gtill
2% times the average of 1976.to 1978
“Qur form'of property tax modernization
is & -hidden treasure ~~ like finding gold in
our own backyard,™ says Congressman Wil-
Jiam J. Coyne of Pittsburgh who helped
push through “incentive taxation,” as he
called it, while on the Pittsburgh City
Council. . i%" 7. .

.. Why can’t this reform be seen in other
‘states? Only Pennsylvania permits.any lo-
“eality to havé a dual tax rate;” ’

Missouri’s House of Representatives © -

Ppassed ensbling legislation proposed by _

‘Rep. Walter Muller by a.5-1 vote last

‘gpring, but there wasn’t time for the Sen-
. te to act. Minnesota Rep. John Burger

backs the concept in kis state. - _

“Siteé Value Taxation. is eminently fair,”

gays Muller.“The more favorable your locs-

tion is, the higher your tax. The person )
‘who improves his property won’t have to

ern problems and suggeésts solutions. .

'
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