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Our View: UEZ funding mistake

Not an ideal world

- Inan ideal world, when the state makes a mis-
take, economically distressed municipalities wouldn't
have to pay for it.

But New Jersey is pretty far from the ideal world.
Light years, some would say.

And so officials in Urban Enterprise Zones
throughout the state got a letter last week a
total of $40 million had been deducted from their
accounts — money they had counted on and had
planned to use for economic development projects,
some of which were already in the works, ;

Here's what the state happened: In 2006,
when it raised the sales tax from 6 to 7 cents, New
Jersey miscalculated the amount that should go to
the state’s 37 Urban Enterprise Zones — zones in
poorer communities that are permitted to charge half
the state sales tax in order to enco business. The
state gives UEZs back much of that sales-tax revenue
for economic development, business loans and relat-
ed expenses,

According to the state, a year ago an auditor
found that the state erroneously gave the UEZs half
of the sales-tax hike. But the first official notice towns

t was last week, when the total amount that had

een overpaid was deducted from their accounts. In -

Vineland's case, it was more than $5 million.

State officials aren't saying why it took so long to
notify the towns or why it was're%]uested in alump
sum — nor have they produced the audit. But the
move comes at the same time as the state is desper-

trying to close billions of dollars of budget gaps.
And the $40 million went to plug a big one in the cur-
rentyearsbudget. L .

- Iis ﬁiﬁ?tﬂiﬁu cilf'lumze the state’s decisionto
recou money, if it was overpaid. New Jersey is in
dire ﬁ?lanmalstrgts. But the way the state went
about this was ham-handed and unfair.

The state made the mistake, and the state at least
should have informed the towns a year ago and set
up a repayment schedule that would have played less
hmrnsc mtldl;][:]rg}ecmut: in the works. e

tretchi e repayments over the next
would still have helped the state close its budge:‘:.'ﬂm
gaps. After all, it’s not just this year’s budget that's a
problem — next year's budget is even worse.

State Treasurer David Rousseau is supposed to
start addressing the Legislature today about next
year's budget problems and how the administration
plans to reduce that proposed budget some $2 billion
in light of plummeting revenues: _
~ Soin light of those grim realities, we certainl

1 why the state would want its $40 million
back. It just seems there were better ways to go about
it. : '
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