


VAN BUREN IS NOT INTERESTED IN BECOMING A PART OF THE ANNEXATION

Township Assistance Provides:

Township Assistance

Provides: 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 YTD
srcarmads s amee|s - samsofs  cfs -
Prescriptions S =18 - | S 37493 | S -1S -
Service of Burials S 3,000.00 | $ 12,365.00 | $15,530.00 | $14,760.00 | S 3,850.00
Food and Household Supplies | $ -1 S -1S -1S -1S =
Clothing/Shoes/Miscellaneous | § -8 -1 S -1 S 26.94 | S =
SHELTER S 59,456.15 | §  33,614.29 | $74,069.94 | $68,903.47 | S 21,442.65
FUEL (Gas-Propane-Fuel Oil- S 1,953.98 | S 1,197.16 | S 528454 | $ 2,767.10 | $ 604.71
Wood)

PUBLIC UTILITY SERVICES S 23,673.54 | $ 20,955.38 | $37,809.09 | $37,757.34 | S 6,026.05
Text Books S -1 s -1s -1S P N
Bus/Taxi $ 50.00 | $ 30.00 | $ -18 -|'% -
Totals S 89,326.67 | $ 68,161.79 | $134,344.40 | $124,184.85 | $ 31,923.41

1. Townships usually provide services for the above support services. Residents are welcome to

walk in and request an application for assistance, submit on line applications or through a phone
call requesting an appointment.

2. Generally speaking, we offer appointments through out the day. Do you have an open-door to
your office to speak with the trustee or case worker who interviews a client?.

3. Time spent with a client who needs assistance usually occurs within 30 minutes or less.

4. The Trustee or Deputy Trustee is the only individual who can approve or deny a client. And must
be decided within 72 hours after a completed application. Can you do this??

5. Any of the above is available to the residents through our guidelines.

6. Questions a client has concerning anything else will be directed to the Trustee. If unable to help
with a situation, they will find an individual who they can call. Will the city be able to help with
all the above in 72 hours?

Other assistance we offer:

e Overgrown noxious weeds

e Fence line disputes

e Community services —i.e. building a ramp for a disabled individual; making sure an individual
has basic necessities, and, if needed, other services or items determined as a necessity.

e Bus tickets without charge

e Notary seals without charging

e Provide budgeting if desired



Van Buren Township
Circuit Breaker Tax Credits
Vehicle Excise, FIT, and CVET Taxes
Local Income Tax

Totals
Assumed service level reduction

Net revenue impact

Monroe Fire Protection District
Circuit Breaker Tax Credits
Vehicle Excise, FIT, and CVET Taxes
Local Income Tax

Totals
Assumed service level reduction

Net revenue impact
Monroe Co. Solid Waste District
Circuit Breaker Tax Credits
Vehicle Excise, FIT, and CVET Taxes
Local Income Tax

Totals
Assumed service level reduction

Net revenue impact

Notes:

MONROE COUNTY, INDIANA

ESTIMATED REVENUE IMPACT TO OVERLAPPING TAXING UNITS

BLOOMINGTON CITY ANNEXATION

Reedy Financial Group (report dated

Baker Tilly Restated Year 1 Year 2
' i Variance Variance
Year 1 Year 2 Year 1 Year 2

$ (7,577) $ (7,577) $ (744) $ (744) $ 6,833 $ 6,833
(1,198) (1,198) (22,744) (22,744) (21,546) (21,546)

- (22,633) - (28,113) N (5,480)

(8,775) (31,408) (23,488) (51,601) (14,713) (20,193)

$ (8,775) $ (31,408) $ (23,488) $ (51,601) $ (14,713) $ (20,193)
$ (268,780) $ (268,780) $ (290,488) $ (290,488) $ (21,708) $ (21,708)
(25,221) (25,221) (68,932) (68,932) (43,711) (43,711)

(207,369) - - - 207,369

(294,001) (501,370) (359,420) (359,420) (65,419) 141,950

$ (294,001) $ (501,370) $ (359,420) $ (359,420) $ (65419) $§ 141,950
$ (19,779) $ (19,779) $ (18,691) $ (18,691) $ 1,088 $ 1,088
(5,969) (5,969) (6,371) (6,371) (402) (402)

(25,748) (25,748) (25,062) (25,062) 686 686

$ (25,748) § (25,748) 3 (25,062) $ (25,062) 3 686 $ 686

(1) Estimates of TIF and Storm Water revenues are based on Reedy Financial Group's report. Detailed calculations
of the TIF and Storm Water revenue impacts were not available for analysis.
(2) Estimates of assumed service level reduction are based on Reedy Financial Group's report. Detailed calculations
of service level reduction were not available in the report to analyze.

11






City officials have stated that it has come time to annex parts of the county that look like the
city. Are we to think that one house looks like the city and its direct neighbor does not? Take for
example: 1. The houses on the southern side of Sims Ln leading up to Plaza Dr. Four houses
were annexed, while two were not. 2. There are four houses on the East side of Plaza Dr. that
were targeted for annexation, but the most southern house was not. 3. On the Southern side of
Jeffery Rd. from where it turns off of Plaza all the way west to Sharon Dr. six homes were left
off the annexation rolls, but one was not. There could be some innocent explanation to this, but |
am left to speculate that the city is not as dedicated to its mission as they let on and are interested in
only annexing properties where they can draw immediate revenues off of. Is it possible that the city
does not want to put in a lift station so some of these residents can hook onto the sewer? Look at the
image in the appendix below. These residents in blue look nearly identical to their neighbors. Do they
not look “urban” enough for the city? The residents in blue are closer to the city center than some other
targeted residents. Are they too far out in the sticks to be part of the city?

What metric did the administration use when targeting these areas? They certainly made no attempt to
keep existing communities together in these cases. Either Garden Acres is city material or it is not. The
same stands for the Fullerton Pike neighborhood. The only other case would have to be that those
residents not targeted did not stand to bring in the revenue (or would cost too much) to bring into the
city. The administration will look residents” dead in the eye and say that this is not a money grab, but
when looking at these maps, I’'m not sure how that can be true.

APPENDIX: ) ) S ) . = I—— — —
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Bl NOT targeted for annexation
Yellow= targeted for annexation









If your house, the one you would call your main residence, has a property value of
$100,000, the cap guaranteed that taxes on that house will never exceed 1 percent of
its valuation, or $1,000.

But there’s a flip side to the tax caps, and new research by Justin Ross, associate
professor of public finance at Indiana University, shows that they may not be
beneficial to low-income taxpayers.

In Indiana, there are three levels of property tax caps: a 1 percent cap for a homestead,
or main residence, property; a 2 percent cap for a second residence, a multi-building
residential property, property leased for placement of a mobile home, agricultural use
or a long-term care facility; and a 3 percent cap for nonresidential properties. There
also is a credit for property owners 65 years old or older.

Ross looked at the state as a whole, and taking away factors such as government
overspending, found that the loss of revenue from the tax caps, also called circuit
breakers, tend to be higher in economically distressed areas. That doesn’t mean those
taxpayers are seeing the most savings from the caps. Most circuit breaker losses are
tax savings for owners of commercial and industrial property.

“The savings the tax caps get are not flowing to the impoverished areas,” Ross said.

Because those areas are seeing the most loss of tax revenue, those governments are
the ones cutting their services to taxpayers.

It’s probably not the effect Indiana legislators hoped for when the tax cap system was
approved in 2008. It became a part of the state’s constitution in 2010.

“There is this idea that maybe tax caps will make us a more competitive state,” Ross
said.

There’s not a good way to measure tax competitiveness. The standard used is total
property taxes paid divided by population, which tends to make states with a low
population or high taxes look better than they actually are, Ross said.

Indiana has been fairly progressive with reforms, doing away with the personal
property tax years ago. However, the state left the business personal property tax in
place, and taking it away now becomes a problem for many communities under the

caps.

So far, Monroe County isn’t losing very much to the caps. In 2014, the entire county
lost $819,506.61. It collected a total of about $130 million for the year.



“The whole kit-and-kaboodle has not hit this county hard,” said Monroe County
Auditor Steve Saulter.

The only area where tax caps have had an impact is the northwestern part of the
county, where school debt caused many properties to hit the caps.

That doesn’t mean more of the county won’t feel the squeeze. Saulter mentioned
changes to the way commercial buildings are assessed -- thanks to a December ruling
by the Indiana Board of Tax Review which said an Indianapolis Meijer store should
be assessed as if there is no business located there.

If that ruling stands and is applied statewide, it could cause residential property
taxpayers to hit the caps sooner and create larger revenue losses for Monroe County.

Saulter said he wasn’t aware of anything local governments could do to prevent
revenue losses caused by the tax caps.

“You would probably have to have something in the Legislature,” Saulter said.
The big problem for local governments is the way budgets are figured.

“Local governments were built on property taxes,” Ross said. “You set the spending
level, and property taxes filled the cup.”

But because local governments aren’t entirely sure how much they will get from
property taxes when budgets are set in the fall, they have to go through what Ross
called an “ad-hoc budget process,” amending the budget throughout the year.

Most counties tend to raid other funds to make up shortfalls.
However, there’s no easy fix to the tax code.

For every $1 lost to the caps, significant cuts would need to be made to recoup that
lost tax dollar, Ross said.

“There’s just not that kind of inefficiency anywhere” to cut, Ross said.

Some counties issue tax abatements to prevent commercial areas from hitting the
caps, Ross said. But, like Saulter, he thinks a legislative change is probably
necessary.












