Center for the Study of Economics

, : THE HENRY GEORGE FOUNDATION
- OF AMERICA
- \v\

adelphia , Taxes and You:
Land Value Tax
A Better Way to Plug Budget
aps without increasing wag

sales or business taxes...




Center for the Study of Economics

THE HENRY GEORGE FOUNDATION

OF AMERICA

- 413 South 10t Street
- Philadelphia, PA 19147
e WWW.OUrcommonwealth.org
e WWW.Urbantools.org



http://www.ourcommonwealth.org/
http://www.urbantools.org/

Sum of Dollar Difference [in millions]

$20M

$10M

$0M

-$10M

-$20M

-$30M

-$40M

2008 Philadelphia Land Value Tax Shift Result In Dollars

The size of the bar represents the relative change in tax burden
(from $0) for each type of property. Residential and Hotel/Apartment
- decrease in total, Store/Dwelling sees a nominal increase, and
Commercial, Industrial, and Vacant increase. The net result is a shift
in burden from types below the line to those above the line.

$12,165,965

$1,059,986
| ——

-$7,716,458

- Residential benefits significantly because
most of the value is in buildings, not land.
In Philadelphia, 80% save on tax bills.

-$36,629,462

$9,604,816

$21,519,417

Vacant properties, which are
mainly land value, experience
the biggest shift in burden, with
100% paying higher taxes.
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http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=grJJds_G6uc

19% BGS Residential Dollar Difference by Neighborhood Map
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This map displays the dollar differencein tax burden of aland value tax as compared to the Administration’s proposal across all neighborhoods. The green circles indicate a lower
impact, the grey circles indicate a neutral impact, and thered circles indicate a higherimpactin tax burden, the depth of each depicted through the color saturation
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19% BGS Residential Dollar Difference by Council District Map
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This map displays the dollar differencein tax burden of aland value tax as compared to the Administration’s proposal across council districts. The green circles indicate a lower
impact, the grey circles indicate a neutral impact, and the red circles indicate a higherimpactin tax burden, the depth of each depicted through the color saturation.
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19% BGS Property Tax & Land Value Tax by Tax Class

§

Tax Class Tax Class
Mumber Mame
1 Residential Sum of 19% BGS Property Tax 5645 282 75D
Sum of 13% BGS Land Value Tax 600,398 810
Annual Bill
2 Hotel Or Sum of 19% BGS Property Tax 173,634,038
Apartment
Sum of 189% BGS Land Value Tax
Annual Bill 164,384,565
3 Store With Sum of 19% BGS Property Tax 525,331,147
Dwelling
Sum of 13% BGS Land Value Tax 530,442 255
Annual Bill
4 Commercial Sum of 19% BGS Property Tax 2275200 400
Sum of 19% BGS Land Value Tax
Annual Bill 290,823,270
5 Industrial Sum of 19% BGS Property Tax 365,773,841
Sum of 19% BGS Land Value Tax
Annual Bill 66,556,304
[ Yacant Sum of 19% BGS Property Tax 224737613
Sum of 189% BGS Land Value Tax
Annual Bill 51333973
Grand Total Sum of 19% BGS Property Tax §1,203,968,808
Sum of 189% BGS Land Value Tax
Annual Bill $1,203,969,180
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This chart compares the Administration’s property tax proposal to aland valuetax designed to raisethe same revenue on each tax class. The blue bars represent the property
tax, and the orange bar represents the land value tax. Moticethe overall reduction in burden for residential and apartments, and a significant shift onto vacant property.
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Council  Council
District  Member

I M Sum
sum

1 Frank sum
DiGCiceco Sum

2 Anna C. sum
Verna Sum

3 JannieL.  Sum
Blackwell  gym

4 Curtis sum
Jones, Jr. gum

B Darrell L. sum
Clarke Sum

] Joan L. sum

Krajewski  gym

T Maria O sum
Quifiones.. gumq

g Donna sum
Reed Mill.. Sum

5 Marian B.  Sum
Tasco Sum

10 Brian J. sum
O"Meill Sum

Grand Total sum
sum

19% BGS Residential Property Tax & Land Value Tax Revenues by Council District
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This chart compares the Administration’s property tax proposalto a land value tax designed to raisethe same revenue on residential properties. The blue bars represent the

property tax, and the orange bar represents the land value tax. Moticethe reduction in burden for each district (except M/A) and the class overall.

Measure Names

B Sum of 19% BGS Property Tax
. Sum of 19% BGS Land Value Tax Annual Bill




19% BGS Dollar Difference by Tax Class

Tax Class Mame
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This chart demonstrates the aggregate dollar difference shiftin burden under a land value tax from residential and apartments onto commercial, industrial, and vacant properties,
and highlights thetax relieffor residents provided by aland value tax.
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19% BGS All Classes Dollar Difference by Council District

Council Member

Z10M
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This chart displays the dollar difference between the Administration’s property tax proposal and aland valuetax designed to raisethe samerevenue on all classes of properties.

Thebars represent an increase or decrease in additional burden under a land value tax from the property tax, with red or green color saturation, respectively. Notice that excluding
Mis, & out of 10 council districts see a lower burden undera land value tax.
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19% BGS Residential Dollar Difference by Council District

Council Member
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This chart displays the dollar difference between the Administration’s property tax proposal and aland valuetax designed to raisethe same revenue on all residential properties.
Thebars represent an increase or decrease in additional burden under a land value tax from the property tax, with red or green color saturation, respectively. Moticethat excluding
Migs, 10 out of 10 council districts see a lower burden under aland value tax.
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undera land value tax from the property tax, with red or green color saturation, respectively. Moticethat of the 70 defined neighborhoods, 55 seea lower aggregate burden under a land value tax.

This chart displays the aggregate annual dollar difference between the Administration's property tax proposal and aland valuetax designed to raisethe same revenueon all r

Sum of 19% BGS Annu..
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19% BGS Residential Avg. Monthly Increase by Neighborhood
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This chartdisplays the average monthly increasefrom aland valuetax designed to raisethe same revenue as the property tax on all residential properties, sorted by neighborhood. Thebars represent an increase or decrease in additional burden under a land valuetax from current

property tax, with red or green color saturation, respectively. Noticethat ofthe 70 defined neighborhoods, the average monthly increase would be only 517 fora household, and the steep progressivity overall.

Avg. 19% BG S Land Val,




19% BGS Residential Avg. Monthly Increase by Neighborhood (in Quintiles)
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This charthighlights the progressivity of theland value taxincrease designed to raise the same revenue on all residential properties as the property tax, sorted by neighborhood. The bars representa monthly increase or decreasein additional burden under a land valuetax from the

property tax, with red or green color saturation, respectively. The grey lines represent quintile regions, with the fourth quintile (80%) paying $21 monthly or less.

5180




19% BGS Shift Result by Tax Class

Tax Class Mame

100%
a0
L)
40
20

0

Residential Hotel Or Apartment Store With Dwelling Commercial Industrial “acant

# * *

% of Tatal Court of 19% BGS Shift Result

*

*

This chart demonstrates the aggregate percentage shiftin burden under a land value tax from residential and apartments onto commercial, industrial, and vacant properties, and
highlights thetax relief for residents provided by a land value tax.

19% BG5S Shift Result

. Lower Impact

B Higher Impact




19% Residential BGS Shift Result by Council District

Council Member / Council District

Maria D.
Anna C. Jannie L. Curtis Jones, Diarrell L. Joan L. CQwifiones- | Donna Reed Marian B. Brian J.
MiA Framk DiCicco Verna Blackwell Jr. Clarke Krajewski Sanchez Miller Tasco O'Meill
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This chartdisplays the percentage of higher or lower impact between the Administration’s property tax proposal and aland value tax designed to raisethesame revenue on all
residential properties. The bars representan increase or decrease in additional burden under a land value tax from the property tax, with red or green caolor, respectively. Motice
that excluding N/&, a significant majority of homes in 10 out of 10 council districts see alower burden under a land value tax.

19% BG S Shift Result
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