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ASSEMBLY TAXATION 
May 15, 1975 
9: 30 and 5: 30 

MINUTES 

Members Present: Chairman May (evening) 
Mr. Mann (both) 
Mr. Bennett (both) 
Mr. Christensen (both) 
Mr. Harmon (morning) 
Mr. Murphy (both) 
Mrs. Ford (both) 
Mr. Young (both) 

Members Absent: Mr. Demers (both) 
Mr. Harmon (evening) 
Chairman May (morning) 

Guests Present: See Attached list 

The Meeting was called to order by vice-chairman Mann at the 
absence of the Chairman at 9:32. 

He explained that the purpose of this meeting was to hear 
testimony on A. B. 793 ands. B. 386. 

ASSEMBLY BILL 793 

360 

Mr. Joseph E. Degrazia, a cigarette wholesaler , spoke against 
the bill. He said that the wholesalers are particularly against 
the optional tax for counties. He explained to the committee 
that if there was a different tax for each county that it 
would be almost impossible for the wholesaler to collect it. 
He said that there would be problems because he would have 
to have different inventory controls for each county. He added 
that if the state of Nevada raises its taxes on cigarettes that 
many people would first find the county with the lowest tax and 
buy their cigarettes in that county or they would go out of state 
where the tax would be less. 

Assemblyman John Vergiels, author of the bill, told the committee 
that the hospitals needed money and that this was just one alter
native but asked the committee to·~.consider it. 

Nick Nicklataria from the Tahoe Vending company spoke against 
the bill because he said that the people at Lake Tahoe would 
go to California to buy their cigarettes. He said that when 
Nevada's cigarette tax was lower than California's, California 
residents would come over to Nevada and buy their cigarettes. 
He didn't think that Nevada people would be much different. 
He added that California rejected this kind of legislation because 
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they felt it would be unenforceable. He also added that this 
bill would increase the workload, bookkeeping, and inventory 
control of the cigarette people. He said that bootlegging 
would be uncontrolable. 

Ms. Thailia Dondero, Clark County Commissioner, spoke in favor 
of the bill because Southern Nevada Memorial Hospital needs 
the added 928,000 dollars that it would bring in. 

SENATE BILL 386 

Senator Mary Gojack spoke in favor of the measure. She gave 
the committee a set of handouts(ATTACHMENT 1) and briefly 
explained what they were. She explained that this bill is 
to help the people on low incomes which included but was not 
limited to the elderly. She gave the example to the committee 
of the difference of the tax impact on the family of $5,000 as 
compared to the family of $50,000. Approximately speaking, 
a family of four spends $200 a month on food, tax wise this 
means that they pay about $80 a year in tax on food. This $80 
a year means an awful lot to the family who has $2,500 left to 
spend after the food is purchased; than does the family who 
has $475,000 left to spend. The tax is definately not equal 
in its impact to poor people as it is to those with money. 
Senator Gojack emphasized the point that this would cause 
no loss of money to the State. She also added that Senator 
Gibson's amendment which separates the three funds has been 
incorporated in the first reprint. 

She gave the committee a poll done in North Las Vegas (ATTACHMENT 2) 
this poll showed that the people favored this issue above all 
others asked about. She showed that all age groups, both sexes 
and a great majority of the people asked, wanted to have the 
food tax repealed and replaced elsewhere. 

THE COMMITTEE WAS ADJOURNED UNTIL AFTER P.M. ADJOURNMENT OF THE 
ASSEMBLY. 

Committee reconvened at 5:23 at the order of Vice-chairman Mann. 

ASSEMBLY BILL 793 

Mr. Jack Sheehan of the Nevada Tax Commission took no particular 
side on the issue; he told the committee that passage of this 
bill as written would cause a lot of administrative headaches. 
He said that an equal tax was the easiest to administer but with 
this measure you are giving each county the option to tax as they 
wish (within limits). He said that it would probably be unenforceable. 
There are 18 wholesalers in the state, they have a machine to 
which the Tax Commission has the key. He said that there are 
four different colors of ink that would possibly used to mark 
each pack of cigarettes as to the amount of tax paid on them. 
Presently, the wholesalers purchase so many stamps from the Tax 
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Commission. He said that if the situation arises that this bill 
permits then some counties will sell their cigarettes cheaper 
than others. This bill makes an incentive to people to go else
where for their cigarettes if they live in a county with a high 
rate of tax. He made some suggestions, first, that the Tax Com
mission would need at least $50,000 per year to enforce this. 
Secondly, that the people to whom this revenue goes should decide 
how much money they need altogether and then put a uniform tax· 
on all packs of cigarettes in all counties. 
Mr. Mann asked if that happened would not other counties be 
paying for things they would not be using? He was told that 
his statement was correct? 

Mr. William Morris of the Governor's Southern Nevada Sports 
Facility Commission spoke in favor of this bill. He said that 
anytime a new program is started there are initial administrative 
problems, he added that there is money set aside in the bill for 
the Tax Commission to operate this new taxing procedure. He 
suggested that the wholesalers buy a machine similar to those 
used for postage in offices. He said that the wholesaler could 
then change a letter or something to indicate what county was 
to receive what cigarettes with what amount of tax imposed in 
that particular county. He said that all problems brought out 
so far with this bill could be solved on a county level. He also 
suggested that the committee consider amending the bilJ to 
just include Washoe and Clark Counties or just to include Clark 
County. He didn't feel that there should be any major problems 
implementing these programs. 

Mr. Bob Broadbent, Clark County Commissioner, spoke in favor of 
this bill. He said that the hospital needed funds to operate. 
He stated that if a new rotunda was built in Las Vegas then they 
could hold more events which would benefit the residents of Clark 
County as well as the tourists. He said that the events would 
be big ones and would attract a lot of publicity nationwide. 
Presently, the convention center is not large enough to seat 
the number of people needed to have nationally popular events. 
He said that the committee should let the people in the separate 
counties decide whether or not they wanted to impose this tax. 

Mr. Robbins Cahill of the Nevada Resort Association spoke in 
favor of the bill. He said that the Association had supported 
this principal for a long time and that they would be happy to 
help out Southern Nevada Memorial Hospital in any way that they 
could • 

Mr. Leo Henrikson representing the Teamsters also spoke in favor 
of the measure. He said that the new rotunda would be a boom in 
the labor field. He also added that it was time that Clark 
County did something :for its own citizens and not for the 
tourists primarily. 
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Dr. Otto Ravenholt from Southern Nevada Memorial Hospital 

, ... ,,..,.~ 
,:J,llli) 

told the committee that the Hospital cannot operate on the 
funds it receives because it has an open door policy to help 
anyone who needs help regardless of their financial situation. 
Mr. Mann asked if the committee could just accept the part 
-of the bill that pertained to raising money for the Hospital 
and not the part for the new rotunda. He added that he thought 
that the support for the Hospital was added to the measure when 
it was felt that the bill was in trouble and that the Hospital 
would be a worthy cause to ensure support of the whole measure. 
Mr. Broadbent assured Mr. Mann that the Clark County Commission 
did not know of the financial situation of the Hospital until 
later and then added it on when it found out. 
Dr. Ravenholt continued his testimony by telling the committee 
that since there have been a nunitber of private hospitals started 
in the area that the hospital is loosing many of the physicians 
who donated time to the indigent cases in turn for using the 
facilities of the Southern Nevada Memorial Hospital. Blt since 
the new private facilities are modern and have no need to make 
the doctors donate their time, the SNMH is loosing its staff. 

Mr. Bill Ireland of the University of Nevada at Las Vegas said 
that they support this measure and that if the rotunda was built 
that UNLV could become a profit to the community sportswise 
instead of the meager part it could contribute presently because 
of the type of competition it would be bringing in if they had 
a place to schedule in advance for sporting events. 

Mr. Bruno Menicucci, Reno City Council, told the committee that 
the Reno-Sparks area was in favor of this proposal. That they 
had the support of the public school system and that there was 
much enthusiasm for this move. He said that he would not like 
to see the proposal only made for Clark County. He said that 
he had the support of the Sparks City Council, Reno City Council, 
the County Commission, and the Fair and Recreation Board. 

Mr. Joe Midmore, representing the Tobacco Tax Council, spoke in 
opposition to the bill. He told the committee that the tax on 
tobacco is a punitive tax. He gave a brief history of the cigar
ette tax. He said that cigarettes were already heavily taxed; 
that if you buy a ¢40 pack of cigarettes, that almost 50% of that 
money was tax. He went on to say that the idea of local cigarette 
taxes was bad and that the law of diminishing return takes over. 
People will go out of their way. to buy cigarettes cheaper, even 
if they have to cross state lines or county lines. He cited 
Missouri, New York City, and the Smoke Shop run by Mr. Steve King 
in Shurz as examples of this. He reminded the committee that 
Reno was only 10 miles away from the California state line and 
that it was only an hour's drive from Las Vegas to California. 
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Mr. Mi&nore told the committee that in New York City they 
have an extra tax on cigarettes and that since the time of 
that tax, the Cosa Nostra was the biggest cigarette wholesaler 
in the area. He said that out of the nine family group organ
izations, four of them were in the cigarette business. He said 
that if we adopt this tax option plan that it is just an in
vitation to have the "families" come out and start business 
in Nevada. He reminded the committee that with the tourist 
business and gaming, that would not be helpful to the state. 
He also told the committee that if they put an optional local 
tax on cigarettes it would be hard to raise taxes for anything 
else. Why should people who smoke cigarettes pay for these 
things that they might not even get to use or even be interested 
in using? Why pick on the smokers? 

Mr. Bill Morris showed the committee six packs of cigarettes 
of the same brand that he had purchased for from 39¢ a pack 
to 75¢. 

Mr. Young asked those in favor of this proposal what they were 
supposed to do if the Governor said that he would veto any tax 
increases. He was told that the Governor was quite aware of 
this proposal and that he had no opposition. He also added 
that this proposition would go before the people to vote and 
it would not just be the Governor approving it. 

SENATE BILL 386 

Mr. Richard L. Morgan of the Nevada State Education Association 
spoke in favor of this measure. He told the committee that 
there had been mixed emotions about the original form of the 
bill but that after Senator Gibson's amendment was incorporated 
into the measure, the bill had his association's full support. 
He added that teachers fell in to the lower and middle income 
brackets and that they could benefit from this measure. 

Mr. Ross Culbertson from the Public Employees Retirement Board 
submitted a letter t<!l the committee from Mr. Vernon Bennett 
in support of s. B. 386 (ATTACHMENT 3) 

Mr. George Archer from the American Association of Retired 
Persons spoke in favor of the bill. He said that people on 
fixed incomes were hit worst by the inflation and that this 
tax benefit would be grately appreciated. 

Written testimony from Janice Weaver Gale was submitted to the 
record. She represented the Consumer Action for Northern Nevada. 
She said that her group was in favor of the measure. (ATTACHMENT 4) 
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Mr. Bob Warren, Nevada League of Cities, spoke in opposition 
to the bill unless it was amended. He said that he was not 
in opposition to the principle of the bill, but that the 
method of raising the money was prempting the legislature's 
perogative to raise taxes in the future for relief of the 
cities and counties and for other causes. He suggested that 
the tax be put on services that could be taxed. He said 
that Mr. Jim Lien of the Nevada Tax Commission would speak 
on that idea. 
Mr. May told Mr. Warren that his idea had been suggested 
in previous years and that a lot of research had already 
been done in that line of thinking. He said that Mr. Warren's 
idea had merit and should be looked into. 

Mr. Ernest Newton, Nevada Taxpayer's Association, read a state
ment into the record. (ATTACHMENT 5) 

COMMITTEE ACTION 

Senate Bill 392 - Mr. May moved a DO PASS, seconded by Mr. Murphy, 
passed unanimously. 

The meeting was adjourned at 7:06. 

Respectfully submitted, 

~·1/v (}L~~ 
Kim Morgan 

dmayabb
Line



-

-

-

• ASSEMBLY 

HEARING • POSTED 11:00 May 14 

COMMITTEE ON ........ 'J'l\AA.'r.J.ON .................................................................. . 

Date.J'.1~.Y ... J..~., ... J.~:1.2 ........ Time ...... 9..;.J.Q .............. Room ...... .3.1.6 ................ . 

Bill or Resolution 
to be considered Subject 

THIS AGENDA SUPERCEDES THE PREVIOUS AGENDA FOR THIS DATE 

S. B. 386 

A. B. 793 

Provides for submission at next general 
election of-question proposing certain 
changes in Sales and Use Tax Law 

Authorizes a county cigarette tax, hospital 
and recreation projects and their financing 
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Mr. Joseph E. Degrazia 
Assemblyman John Vergiels 
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Thailia Dondero 
Senator Mary Gojack 
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Mr. Bob Broadbent 
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The regular meeting was called to order at 4:15 pm by Chairman 
Nahlon Brown with the following members pr~sent: 

PRESENT: Senators Mahlon Brown, Wm. Raggio, Thomas Wilson, 
Mel Close and Helen Herr 
Guest Senator Mary Gojack 

SENATE BILL 386: Provides for submission at next general elec
tion of a question proposing certain changes in Sales 
and Use Tax Law. 

This measure would provide for the submission to the voters at 
the general election in 1976 of the question whether the Sales 
and Use Tax Act of 1955 should be amended to create certain 
exemptions, increase the rate of tax and repeal administrative 
provisions. 

The bill provides for exPmption of food from Nevada's sales tax 
and increasing the levy to 4 % on remaining items and services. I 
is felt this proposal would be of particular benefit to families 
and those living on fixed incomes. 

Senator Brown· stated ne has studied the bill and feels first, the 
com..mittee must be convinced that this is something we can do and 
still make money available in roughly the same proportion that 
we are now receiving. 

Senator Gojack ~estified on the bill, explaining she has been 
working with the Tax Commission staff addressing themselves to 
the issues just raised by the Chairman. She distributed a report, 
prepared by Mr. Lien, and called attention to the third page as 
far as what it will do to the General Fund. The figures reflect 
an increase of $3,108,000 to the General Fund. On page four, the 
figures have been broken down to show what the city-county distri
bution is under the present formula and under the proposed change. 
In all cases there is some increase but there is no instances in~s 

1~_,· .• --

wh i ch a negative action would take place. [l 
t: 

Mr. John Sheehan, Executive Secretary to the State Tax Commission''; 
said the Commission is neutral and not opposed to the measure. He 
indicated administering a single four percent tax would be easier 
than administering a combined maximum 4.5 percent tax which includ 
a school tax. Additionally, he explained it would give·jurisdicti 
of the tax back to the Legislature rather than the present situa
tion in which local entities may levy a local option tax. He 
feels, overall, the measure warrants favorable corn.ments from the 
Tax Commission. 

Mr. Lien spoke in behalf of the bill, explaining they had been in 
contact with major retailers throughout the state about the pro
blems of their administering the tax and found there was little 
or no opposition to the bill. He stated twelve percent of total 
sales tax revenue now comes from levies on human food. He ex-
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plained they feel we can easily recapture those dollars being 
lost through exemption by g9ing to the four percent levy on non
exempt items. 

He suggested two items for consideration: 1. Be sure we do not 
affect the small cities or counties which have sales and use tax 
and one-half cent option tax. They have gone through their alloca 
ted receipts,from the four percent basis,so that we wili return to 
the counties and cities and return for school purposes, that a
mount which they are now receiving and 2. Among the discussion tha 
comes from the School Districts is the suggestion that they would 
prefer to see their portion of the money returned directly to them 
rat~er than going into the State Distributive School Fund. The 
Tax Commi~sion has no quarrel with that idea and can see no pro
blems if the bil: were amended to allow that. Both of the large 
school districts(Clark and Washoe) have indicated their preference 
for direct distribution. 

One of the new aspects of the distribution of monies back to the 
entities is that they h~ve included new entities which have never 
received money before. Money has previously been distributed only 
to the cities. There has been built into this bill, a formula 
by which the counties would receive a small percent off the top; 
the remainder would be distributed to the cities within those 
counties. No one, hov'1ever, would receive less dollars than what 
they are receiving now. 

Senate Bill 386 would yield in addition to what we are receiving, 
a $3-million increase in sales taxes in the first full fiscal 
year. Almost a $1-million increase in t-.·xes in partial year 1976-
1977; $3.1-million in second year (1977-78). This would produce 
an additional $3.1-million above what the present system would 
bring in. Part of that is due to the fact that it would be a stat 
wide levy rather than only 11 counties. 

The one question they have heard from the cities is their not 
wanting to be 'locked' into a situation where they couldn't come 
back and ask for additional monies.· 

• • < T 

, l . -· '·• ~ ~ . • 

They have not had much luck in getting-information on what the re
action would be if the tax were extended into more service areas . 

.. 
. They have contacted 16 store owners, ranging from small independen 
stores to large independent and chain stores throughout the state 
and found only one individual that felt there might be a problem 
in administering this tax. He expressed concern over the concept 
of the bill, rather than administration of its provisions. The 
business people, on a whole, felt there would be no problem identi 
fying what is taxable from nontaxable items as the act is reason
ably delineated. 

An ana1ysis and report has been prepared by the Nevada Tax Com
mission and was gone over in depth with general discussion about 
_primary areas. 
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Senator Gojack indicated she would have no quarrel with the pro
posed amendment to distribution of the monies directly to the 
school districts as opposed to the State Distributive Fund. 

She also indicated she has discussed this with the Governor and 
he has indicated he would allow this to go to the vote of the 
people. 

Dr. Glen Atkinson of the Department of Economics of the Univerity 
of Nevada, testified in support of the measure. Information was 
distributed to the members of the committee by him, supporting 
some of the statements he made. He stated one major reason for 
the bill is that sales tax is regressive with respect to income. 
In a study done i:: is indicated that the Nevada sales tax is a big
ger burden than in the State of California. The burden of sales 
tax in Nevada is quite high, mostly because of sales taxes on food. 
Additionally, he pointed out that it is said that out of state 
visitors pay most of Nevada taxes; this is not true. Tourists pri
marily spend money at eating and drinking establh-hments but not 
food taxes. We should shift the burden to tourist-oriented bus
inesses and exempt foods. 
He stated the dollars saved on non-taxable food items will probably 
be spent on something else that is taxable. And last, he pointed ou 
that we have six jurisdictions that do not impose a city-county 
relief tax and many of these areas cannot finance their own govern
ments. This bill has added strength for raising revenue for 
those smaller areas. 

Mr. Richard Segal, University of Nevada, Reno, Department of Poli
tical Science testified in behalf of the bill. He discussed the 
material distributed by Senator Gojack and stated he considers this 
to be one of the most beneficial issues the legislature will be 
asked to vote on.this session. He urges very strong support for 
·the measure. 

Father Dunphy with the Franciscan Center spoke on the bill explain
ing this would be of particular benefit to people on fixed and 
lower incomes. A great number of national groups that are concerne1 
with :poverty programshave this as one of their recommendations. 

Ms. Janice Gale, Vice President of Consumer Action of Northern 
Nevada, testified as wholeheartedly endorsing this bill. She feels 
taxation of food items :-is an unfair tax. 

In discussing what services are being contemplated for taxation, 
it was pointed out that it was not unusual to tax shoe repair shops 
cleaning and laund~y establishments, automobile repair, barber and 
beauty shops, almost all shops and repair businesses, however, 
most professional services were exempt. 

Mr. Bob Warren, Nevada League of Cities, stated he was not appearin~ 
in opposition to the bill because this is not a bill that, on the 
surface, would injure the cities. It was pointed out that the rever 
received would be substantially the same, but there would be a shifi 
in the formula. In 1973 he appeared before the Legislature seeking 
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some relief for the cities in the form of a one-half cent sales 
tax. He pointed out that fiscal conditions of the cities have 
deteriorated since then and the legislature does have the respon
sibility to provide a sound fiscal base to provide for services. 

It has been determined that the cities would be approaching the 
legislature with the possibilitJ of an additional one-half cent 
sales tax for their use. If this bill should go through, it 
will preempt the cities from any consideration of a tax increaser 
as he feels the public would not approve a four and one-half cent 
increase. 

General discussion followe6 on this bill and: 

SENATE BILL 378: Proposes.to amend Sal~s and Use Tax Act of 
1955 to exempt food products for human consumption. 

Mr. Lien stated we would be talking about a straight loss as 
SB 378 has no provision for recapture. There se~med to be no 
appetite for this bill. 

A discussion was held on proposed amendments to Senate Bill 
#386, which will affect distribution of a portion of the sales 
tax directly to the several county school districts. The change 
in the allocation formula will require an amendment to pages 
2 6 thru 2 8 . 1 

• 

Mr. Marvin Piccolo, from the Washoe County School District testi
fied in support of the bill, stating he had discl .ssed. this with 
Mr. Kenny Quinn of Clark County School District and they are bl·:::h 
of the opinion that the money should be distributed directly to 
the schools. He stated it would help the schools in making appli· 
cation for federal funds inasmuch as their approval is determined 
to some degree on what amount of local support money they have. 

Some discussion held on the difficulties that might present them
selves at some time in the future if we should want to raise the 
sales t_ax. It was felt we might have a difficult time and was 
recognized as a possible problem. The committee felt, however, 
there are other sources that might be-tapped. 

Senator Gojack stated that while it may be politically expedient 
to wait until years from now, she felt we should really get down 
to the basic problems. She would hate to see something like this 
passed over especially in view of the fact that we are not really 
going to be losing anything and would be gaining $3-million per 
year. 

I 

Senator Raggio asked if we could explore other ideas for addition 
revenue without raising the tax levy to 4%. It was pointed out 
that the people would make the firial decision in this case due to 
the question being put on the ballot. 

Mr. Lien pointed out that there are three broad-based taxes: 
property, sales and gaming. We could explore the gaming aspect t 
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see what kind of increases would be necessary in order to re
capture the same amount of tax without going to the 4% levy. 

He was requested to explore other avenues of raising money and 
bring his suggestions back to the committee. 

ASSEMBJ,Y BILL 298: Provides for the distribution of a portion 
of the county-city relief tax collected from the sale 
of a mobile home to the county of its location if dif
ferent from the county of sale. 

Brief discussion held on this measure, however, there was not mucl 
ap::-etite for the proposal and a motion was made by Senator Raggio 
seconded by Senator Brown (who was not presiding at the time) to 
postpone action indefinitely. Motion was passed by a majority 
vote of 4 to 1. · 

ASSEMBLY BILL 283: Requires report of tax dollar loss from exemp
tion granted co certain properties use~ for air or 
water pollution control. 

A brief discussion was held, resulting in a motion by Senator 
Raggio to recommend "do pass"; seconded by Senator Close and 
carried unanimously. 

ASSEMBLY BILL 411:S~pplies omission in reform of certain tax 
penalties. 

The bill amends the Local School Support Tax Law to conform to 
the 1974 amendment of the Sales and Use Tax Act. 

Mr. Lien explained this was approved by the voters last November. 
Now they can reduce the penalty but they still have to impose 
one. What they are asking for is authority to conform this to 
what the voters have approved. 

A motion was introduced by Senator Close to recommend "do pass", 
seconded by Senator Raggio arid carried unanimously. 

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned. 

Respectfully submitted, 

APPROVED: ry 

~- Mahlon Brown, Chairman 
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AB 158: INCRE.Z\SES OIL, COAL, OR GAS RO¥ALTY REQUIRED FROM LE.SSEE OF STATE-O•Jt\'l'ffi 
LAND. 

Mr. John Meder, State Land Use planning Agency, suggested an'endments to the bill 
which ¼Uuld allow the inclusion of "geothermal" royalties. He explained this would 
be within the same practice as other states. 

Senator Raggio - Motion to rescind the previous action 
whereby this was recorrmended for 1100 PASS" 
Senator Close - 2nd 
Motion Carried. 

Senator Raggio - Motion to amend and "00 PASS" 
Srmator Close - 2nd · 
Motion carried, 

AB 580: DISPENSES WITH RECEIPT FOR PROPERI'Y TAX UNLESS REQUESTED 

Mr. Bill Byrne, Deputy Assessor for Cl:1rk County, was reg:uested to cornrrent on this 
bill in behalf of his Tax Receiver's office. He stated that Mr. Galloway was 
required, by law, to send a receipt for each tax paymer1t. If the law could be 
amended to eliminate this requirerrent and maintain the provision that a receipt 
would be se..-it, upon request, it would save a considerable arrount of IIDney each 
quarter. He was speaking in support of the measure. 

AJR 25: 

Senator Close - "DJ PASS" 
SeP..ator Raggio - 2nd 
Motion Carried. 

MEMORilU,IZES CONGR"SSS 'IO ENACT LEGISLATION RESTI-U:CTING STATES FRCT•l 
HITHHOLDING Il'~COME TAX OF NONPESIDENTS. 

Mr. Lien testified t'1at some peo,?le live in one state and are einployed by a firm 
in another state, are being- required to pay income tax in that state. This is 
felt to be an unfair tax situation. 

Senator Close - "00 PASS" 
SeP.a tor Echo.ls - 2nd 
1-'t:>tion Carried. 

SB 386: PRO\t-XDES FOR SUBMISSION l.T l\1E1:T GENERAL ELECTION OF A QUESTION FROPCSii:JG 
CERT}\IN CtfANGES IN SP...LES l\.ND USE TAX IA~v. 

Senator Brown explained they had asked Mr. J&Ties Lien, Nevada Tax Corrmis;;ion, for 
some figures as to \vhat other sources of revenue can be ~ed rather than saies Tax 
and they have provided those figures in a re:rort whic.11 was distributed to the 
carn:nittee members. 

He explained they were also waiting for confirmation from the Clark County Scl10::>l 
District that this profX)sed arnendment statisfied them. 'I"ne Supervisor of Washo2 
County School District has indicated he is iin favor of it. 

Se..'1ator Bro;,m gave a brief history of the sales tax in Nevada and why it was adopt..od. 
He stated the one concern that has been expressed is that once we lose tr.at. 1% going 
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into the school tax, there is that :[X)Ssibility that we might be precluded in ti.'1e 
future of reenacting it. 

iv:Ir. FraPJ( Daykin has prepared a legal opinion which was read and made a 1-art of the 
record ;n whia.'1 he submitted three conclusions: 

1. To exempt frcm all currently operative ta;~es on retail sales the purchase of: 

2. 

3. 

(a} Foods for hurran consumption, as narrowly defined in the bill. Thus, 
ordinary food products purchased in a store for preparation or consump
tion at horr.e would be exempt, but restaurant or "fast-food" (drive-in, 
.Mclbnald' s, etc. } meals wocld be taxable. 

{b} Certain health care products, such as eye<Jlasses, hearing aids, crutches 
and insulin. 

To consolidate all currently operative taxes on retail sales into a single tax 
at the rate of 4 percent. 'Ihe loss of overall revenue frcm the new exemption 
is ma.de up, according to the estirr.ates of the Nevada Tax Comnission, by the 
increc--..se fran the present ccmbined rate of 3. 5 or 3 p:=>..rcent (depc1....nding on whether 
a county has adopted a city-c.Dunty relief tax}. 'Ihe individual losses of reve
nue to school districts, cities and counties are rr.ade up, according to the 
sarr.e estirnates, by the new ap?)rtior..ment of tlie augmented sales tax fund in 
section 118 of the bill. 

Thus t11e i:LtX burden is not reduced but shifted in pc.rt frcr~ those who spend 
a larger part of tl1eir inccrnes for food or medical supplies to t.luse wbo spend 
a larger part for other consurr:er goods, and to tourists \<.hose food is in t.1-ie 
category. 

To withdra'l,1 frcm t.';,e Sales and Use 'l'a.x l°'ct, which is a referred measure a"r.endable 
only by vote of the people, those provisions wrJ.ch deal primarily wit.ri ad..-.inis
tration of the tax, and reenact the'TI in a fonn a;11er1dable by the legislature as 
circ1.miStances may require. 'Th.e definit.ions, b"-ie exef0?tions and t.>-ie rate are left 
in the referred measure, preserving the control of ti."-ie pe0ple over t.1.ese features. 

He stated that in his opinion, we would not be jeopardizing any future with the school 
tax. \'le would be saying: "for the time being 4% is all the rroney we need and we are 
going to put it all in the general fund" but this doesn't preclude tl-:.e lsgislatu.re 
frcm saying at some later time "we do need 1% to 1 1/2% for sane other designated pur
,po.se". This rDight be for the sc1·!cols, it wight b~ for- the cities, etc., as long 
as the money is earmarked a.YJ.d not placed directly in the general fund. i,~e are not 
repealing the school fund by referendum, and will not loc:k us into any situation that 
we can't c.11ange our mind. 

'Ihe school fund is not identified in the bill; all we do is rrake provision from the 
general fund to replace the revenue lost. 

\ 

Mr. Daykin said if we were to leave the language as it is under the present law, then 
we would be 'locked in' but we are not. No longer will any rroney be earmarked. That 
portion of the bill does not go to the voter for their vote, only that poriton of 4% . 
Tne only substantive change is in Section 118 which is the new app:::irtio.r1Tu2nt of the 
sales tax fund. 
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There was discussion on the ballot question as to why the difference in language 
between section 4 and section 5; it is due to the limitation of the number of 
w ords en b'1e paper ballots as 9pposed to rrachine ballots. 

Senator Hilbrecht stated he feels Section 4 it is better of the two and can see no 
reason why the que~':ion can't be the same in roth cases. Senator Raggio asked if the 
language wc1s a f2ir statement inasmuch as it doesn't mention the 4% increase . 
Could we add the words: "increased to 4%". Senator Hilbrecht would recarmend 
we amend the bill so the question ¼Uuld be printed the same for all people a."1"1d t.'1at 
the 4% increase be included. 

Mr. Richard Mc:gan, Nevada State Educators Association, said he is appearing in behalf 
of the Washoe County Schcols 'Association. He stated that this is the first th-ne the 

·Association has been split on a legislative issue affecting the schools. He feels 
the difference between the two sections of' the state is dueto not understanding the 
measure. ·The Washoe County Association favors the bill for the follading reason~: 

1. It was a campaign issue in Northern Nevada during the last election. Therefore, 
voters had an opportunity to be infonned . 

. 2. They feel this measure will be of benefit to those of fix...od and middle incomes. 

At sare point, Nevadans must take a hard second and third look at financing at the cost 
of state and local goverri.ment including a&ninistration and educational financing. 
This bill, if enacted, could force that decisinr1 at an earlier date. 

He spoke in support Qf Senate Bill 386. 

Senator Bro.,.m read into t'1e record a teJ::!9'ram received from Connie Larson, President 
of the State PTA in opr,osition to this bill and asked th2:-. it be made part of the 
record. 

Those speaking in opposition to the bill: 

Joyce Woo:fuouse, President of the Clark Catmty Classroom Teachers Association, stated 
that her group 1net on this measure and were opp:>sed to it. T:'1ey felt it might jeopar
dize future financing for education and did not ½'ailt to do a..--iything that rr1ight 'put 
a lid' on possible increased in taxes for schools. 

It was expJ.ained that, according to Mr. Daykir1, this is -not something that could 
happt:"'--11. She was aeked if it would be possible that her merrbers ·would ctange their 
mind, in J.ight of .Mr. Daykin' s opinion. Ms. Vbcx:ihouse did not wish to cu.l~tent. 
Senator C-0jack advised the me.Tflbers of the cmmittee t7.at she had spoken -;-,i.th Ms. Wood
house earlier during the day and at t.11at time she was in supp::>rt of the bill. She 
explained she has done a considerable amount of studying and research with .Mr. Lien 
and is confident this bill will not do any hann to education. 

Mr. Bob Warren spoke in opposition to the measure addressing himself to the political 
aspect. He said he has conferred with the cities and they want to propose an amend
ment. The cities feel that passage of this bill in its present form will hJ.ve th2 
effect of pre-empting all cities of broader or more compre.riensive taxes. They feel 
that the voters will balk at levying any additior.al taxes and in view of their deterior
ating financing it \\Duld be detrimental to theit1. rr'heir prq,XJsed arr:endment would read: 
"that the 4% sales tax levy be expanded to inch::de ta"<:es on services as well as on 
all tangible personal property. 11 'Ihey further profOse thc"lt some_ of the rronies raised 
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be added to the city-count relief tax. Their prop:,sal is not to increase above the 
4%, but to include additional service categories. 

Their p:,sition is that the bill should be amended; i;f it is not arr.ended they can 1 t 
support it. He doesn 1 t feel, however, that they wou~d offer any opposition. 

lf~. Marvin Pecol1o, Superintendent of Washoe County School District has sent a 
letter supp::>rting the measure. He did want to clarify it to the p::iint that if ptr. 
Daykin's opinion is correct, the letter stands. If there is any question that the 
legislature cannot have the authority to imp::ise additional ta."<es if they feel it is 
necessary, they would have to withdraw their support • 

.Hr. Robert Petroni, F.::torney for the Clark County School District, sp::,ke on the bill 
saying he had some concern. ~re suggested obtaining an opinion from the Attorney 
C-eneral. 

Senator Close suggested drafting language that the l~islatu.re retain tb.e p::,wer to 
impose additional sales taxes in addition,-to the 4% rate if and when we feel it is 
necessary to flmd the expanding programs of state gdverrnnent. He f2els that should 
be on tb.e ballot in such a ·way as to not negatively affect the bill. 

Senator Gojack stated she has several letters and telegrams that she would like to 
see made part of the reco::::d, all in support of tr'.e measure. 

It wa:3 the consens~ of <?Pinion thc1t we sh;mld maJ:e Jr. he pr?fX)sal as clear. as fOSsible 
for the voters so they will know t2Xactly wnat they 'fe voting for, or against. 

Mr. Lien will work with Mr. Daykin and r.r3i,~e some language that ca.'1 be put on the 
ballot in a clear, concise fonn. This will be brought b;· -::k to carmittee for their 
consideration. 

'Ihere being no further business, the meeting v...as adjourned. 

RESPECTFULLY St:JBMI'l'l'ED: 

APPROVED BY: 
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It ~as proposed that the bill be amended in Section 1, page 1 
by deleting line 8 and inserting, 'p~t of a permanently
installed irrigation system of pipes or concrete-lined ditche: 
and.' - Amend Section 1, page 1 by deleting 'concrete-lined 
ditches or pipes' and inserting on lines 11 and 12, 'pipes 
or concrete-lined ditches', and section 1, page 1, after 
line 13 by inserting conforming language. 

·A motion was then introduced by Senator Wilson to recommend 
'do pass', as amended; seconded by Senator Raggio and car
ried unanimously. 

ASSEMBLY BILL 346: Clarifies statutory language relating to 
t~xation and transfers of unregistered vehicles, 
requires tax sticker for movement of certain slide
in campers and applies specified fee to certain 
vehicles. 

Mr. Lien explained this was an act for the purpose of clari
fying statutory language to taxation and transfers of un
registered vehicles. Also, requiring a tax sticker for 
movement of certain slide-in campers, and applying specified 
fee to certain vehicles. 

He explained the difference between slide-in campers and 
campers as being anything that is outfitted for overnight use 
is considered to be a camper; a slide-in camper is a shell, 
only. 

The chassis-mount camper, mini-mot0r homes, motor home, 
traveler and utility trailers are required to be registered 
with the Department of Motor Vehicles and are subject to the 
personal property tax. This bill provides that the county 
assessor shall issue each year, to the owner of a slide-in 
camper exempt from taxation, a tax plate or sticker which thE 
owner shall affix to the slide-in camper. There is no chargE 
for this sticker. The slide-in campers will go under the 
privilege tax basis rather than the personal property tax. 

He advised the committee that the law enforcement officers a1 
having problems trying to determine whether the vehicles are 
those that are untaxable or whether it is someone that has 
not paid their fee. This sticker would eliminate that problE 

At the conclusion of the discussion, a motion was introduced 
by Senator Close to recommend 'do pass'; seconded by Senator 
Herr and carried unanimously. 

SENATE BILL 386: Provides for submission at next general 
election of question proposing certain changes in 
Sales and Use Tax Law. 

Senator Brown advised Mr. Lien that several Senators had 
questioned the percentage stated by him on the amount of ite1 
to be non-taxable. They believe the percentage should be 
much higher. 
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Mr. Lien explained that when the sales tax first went 
into effect, the percentage was higher, however, through 
the years, it has fluctuated from a high of 15% to a low of 
10 1/2 percent, averaging between 11 and 12 1/2%. He 
stated he was quoting what the statistics show from 1955 
uncil now. 

An amendment has been submitted to direct the monies to 
the school districts rather than the State Distributive 
School Fund. 

Mr. George Bryhton, Washoe County.School District, testified 
in support ~f the bill and concurs with the proposed amend
ment. 

There was no action taken on the bill at this time. 

There being no fur'her business, the meetinq was adjourned. 

Respectfully submitted, 

APPROVED: 

8~ Mahlon Brown, Chairman 
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MIKE O'CALLAGHAN, Governor 

May 5, 1975 

MEMORANDUM 

TO : Se .. a to-r Mary Go j a 

FROM: James Lien, Assis 

SUBJECT: SB 386, Fiscal 

Attached is a Summary 
to receipts under the 
breakdown of the LSST 

ry 

STATE OF NEVADA 

Nevada Tax Commission 
CARSON CITY, NEVADA 89701 

Telephone (702) 885-4820 
In-State Toll Free 800-992-0900 

JOHN J. SHEEHAN, Secretary 

the proposed tax receipts under SB 386 
Further attached to the Sunnn .. :ry is a 

the CCRT to counties/cities. 

Overall, the proposed system will increase receipts by $1,044,500. School 
districts will share $392,955 and cities/counties $902,630 while the State 
has a contraction of approximately $251,000. Recovery to the General Fund 
is not 100%; however, the State Distributive School Fund receives a windfall 
as exempt food sales constitute a lesser amotmt of these receipts since 
out-of-state sales are of more durable type goods and materials. The other 
entities·have a surplus due to a levy f7. excess of that necessary to 
recover losses. 

Should you have some questions,. please contact me. 

JCL/mw 

Attach 

3'78 
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State General Fund 

SUMMARY 

1977-78 
Present System 

3 to 3!~% Levy 

$ 70,941,608 

State School Distributive Fund 2,147,000 

County School Distributive 32,746,243 
(See Attachment A) 

County/Cities 16,118,370 
(See Attachment B) 

Totals $121,953,221 

1977-78 
Proposed System 

3.4 to 4% Levy 

$ 70,516,615 

2,320,907 

33,139,198 

17,021,000 

$122,997,720 

Fiscal 1977-78 was used as it will be tl1e first full fiscal year followfng 
implementation of the increased ratio on January 1, 1977. 

~)-

NEVADA TAX C ·MMISS!Ol::- - ~ ... -

3'79 

Difference 

$ -424,993 

+173,907 

+392,955 

+902,630 

+$1,044,499 
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LOCAL SCHOOL SUPPORT TAX 

• 1977-78 1977-78 
Present System Proposed System 

Carson City $1,077,351 $1,090,280 
Churchill 386,406 391,043 
Clark 18,655,535 18,879,401 
Douglas 880,874 891,444 
Elko 799,008 808,596 
Esmeralda 16,373 16,570 
Eureka 42,570 43,081 
Humboldt 402,779 407,612 
Lander 157,182 159,068 
Lincoln 65,492 66,278 
Lyon 350,385 354,589 
Mineral 157,182 159,068 
Nye 137,534 139,185 
Pershing 114,612 115,987 
Storey 45,845 46,395 
Washoe 8,870,957 8,977,409 
White Pine 586,158 593,192 

Totals $32,746,243 $33,139,198 +$392,955 

• , ... 
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COUNTY/CITY RELIEF TAX 

• 1977-78 1977-78 
Present System Proposed System 

Churchill $ 265,742 $ 280,073 
Fallon 104,094 109,708 

Clark 
Boulder City 273,470 288,803 
Henderson 858,405 906,533 
Las Vegas 6,585,933 6,955,189 
North Las Vegas 1,896,187 2,002,501 

Douglas 242,098 255,315 

Elko 
Carlin 64,376 68,061 
Elko 373,653 395,045 
Wells 5.:i,001 56,035 

Humboldt 98,081 104,214 
Winnemucca 126,190 134,080 

.Lincoln 57,732 61,172 

- Caliente 32,225 34,146 

Lyon 218,501 230,184 
Yerington 70,711 74,492 

Mineral 248,046 262,123 

Nye 166,220 175,241 
Gabbs 30,746 32,415 

Pershing 38,659 40,635 
Lovelock 55,263 58,087 

Washoe 
Reno 3,197,591 3,376,210 
Sparks 12061,446 12120, 738 

Total $16,118,370 $17,021,000 +902,630 

• . .. 

NEVADA TAX COMMISSION 
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March 13, 1975 

'1'0: Senator Mary Goj ack 

FR0}1; J.ames C. L:Len,. Assist~r1t, Secretnry 

SliBJECT: Revised Impact Stuciy Reg:nding l<'ood Exemption Plc:m 

'fhe proposNi system :i.s based on c.:-:C'.inl)ting food for human ccnsumpt:Lon (bought 
from grocery stores) from the s~les tax. Accordingly, C~apters 374 and 377, 
Nevada Rev:i.r;cci Statutes, wonld be rei)calcd wilh a statewide sales nn<l use 
tax l~vy of !;;~ being :i.rr:pose<l in lieu of the present maxi mi.:..: levy of 3½%. The 
amount coll0c.ted \Wtd.ll b2 split: bc.tm?en th2 St:1te General Fund (57% or 2. 28), 
the State School Distributioa Fu:1<l (28% or 1. J.2), and the Counties and Cities 
(1.5% or .60). That .2mmmt now lev:ied as Local School Support Tax .. m<l deducted 
as locc,l .::ffcrt f1~0::: t!E~ a:r,c•unt coi-:STHitf~d as th[! Dis tribntion Ftmd allocation. to a 
school dis~rict wil:i. be vat into U1e State Dist:ribut::.o:i Sdiool J?u:~d. A~cc::-::H.1~zl y ~ 
school fm1ding is not dffecteJ. 

., 
The proposed system actuaJly gencn1t:es additional tax dollars and becon~es 
a new source of revenue to some entities ,-Jithout loss to entities nm1 receiving 
the ½¢ Cotmty/City Relief Tr1x. All :.7 Cou:i.ties and 16 Cities will receive nn 
al location. 'i'he . 60% will be allocated to co,m ties on a population bc1si.~. 
In counties 1.d.th one or no city, th:::t amour: t will be distrib:.itcd on the basis 
of popul~tion rntio. In. countief~•;}·-'ith 1·wo or more cities (Clark, Elko a,1d 
Washoe) th: cour:ty ':i.11 reccive~t:,~J'iy,of the total co:1.-ity. al~occlt:i on ui th the 
balance being distributed to the c.Li.:ies as a population basis. 'fhe proposed 
system has no adverse impact on the State G::mcral Fuad, school or local funding. 

JCL/nr..-: 

Attach 



- ·-STATE SALES AND USE TAX RATES 

Local County & 
Ccuntv State Rate Scr:.ool R.:ite City Rate Tot.::l 

Carson City 2% 1% 3 % 

Chu:-chill 2% 1% ½% 3\% 

Clark. 2% 1% ½% 3½% 

Dou~las 2% 1% ½% 3,.2% 

Elko 2% 1% '½% Jl-;.i% 

Es;.;.cralda 2% 1% 3 % 

Ei..reka 2% 1% 3 % 

Hun:::ioldt 2% 1% ½% 3½¼ 

T • ... ~~..1cr 2% ·. 1% 3 % 

Lincoln 2% J% ½% 3½% 

Lyon 2% 1% ½% 3½% 

}!incr.:i.l 2% 1% ½% 3li% 

Nye 2% 1% !,2% 3!.-~% 

I'e:!:shing 2% 1% ½% 3,.,2% 

Stor.:;y 2% 1% 3 % 

!•:.-:.shoe 2% 1% ½% 3½% 

l·lhite Pinc 2% 1% 3 % 

C..J 
(Jj 
w 

•. 
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State General Fund 
State School Distr. Fund 
County School Distribution 

Subtotai 
*County/Cities 

Total 

*23 Entities. in 11 Counties 

PRESl:~-:T SYST!::! 

1975--76 

59,1101,000 
l,8!-10,000 

27 '266' /190 
88,507,!190 
13,41.3,277 

101,950,767 

PltOPOSED SYSTE1·1 

State General Fund 
State School Distr. Fund 

Subtotal 
**County/Cities 

Total 

3 . 31 •"' T to •:.:.'~:..- ,cvy 

1976-77 

6!i, 737,000 
1,970,000 

2 9 , 7 5 t1.l.:.}9._ 
96,1158,130 
l L1 , 653,063 A 

111,111,193 

384 

1977-78 

71,210,700 
2,1117 ,000 

32,7L16,2L13 
106,103,9-'13 
16,118,370 C 

122,222,}13 

4% Levy Statewide with Food Exer:mt 

1976-77 

6ft, 9l1lt, 158 
31,902,39!! 

--fi:,B.t,6 ,ss2 
17,090,568 

113,937,120 

1977-78 

71,438,.574 
35,092,633 

106,531,20/ 
18, 7_~9 1 622._D 

125,330,832 

*~'- 33 Entities in 17 Counties - Distributed on b.:1sis of population. (Counties with 2 or 
more cities will receive .05% of the county's total allocation, the cities will receive 
.55% of that allocation distributed on a population basis.) 

Put into Effect Janua:~ 1, 1977 - Blend of Present and Pronosed 

State General Fund 
State School Distr. Fund 
County School Distribution 

.County /Cities 
'.i.'otal 

1976-77 

.64, 806,052 
11,%7,1168 
19,834,088 
15~l165,568 B 

112,053,176 



A n C D 385 
1976-77 1976-77 1977-78 1977-78 

,''_!::i:itil_:):_ Present Svstcrn Blcmlcd Sy:;l:_«l~ Present System Prooos~d S'l"t,:,:-

Curson City 180,200 594,989 

Churchill 241,58.4 21,9,109 265 I 7112 290,576 
.Fallon 94,631 97,580 lOli,094 113,823 

Clark 159,276 875,667 
Bc-ulder City 248,609 251,817 273,1170 274,111 
Henderson 780,368 790,452 858,l,OS 860,418 
Las Vegas 5,987,211 6,064,556 6,585,933 6,601,375 
No. Las Veg~s 1,723,807 1,746,080 1,896,187 1,900,63!1 

Douglas 220,089 226,832 2!12 ,093 264,680 

Elko 8,135 26,845 
Carlin 58,524 59,280 Gli,376 66,870 
Elko 339,685 344,071 373,653 388,129 
Wells 48,183 !18,803 53,001 55,054 

Esmeralda 7,332 24,195 

Eureka 11,052 36,471 

Humboldt 89,165 '91,938 98,081 107 ,2114 
Winne1~,ucca 114,718 ~18,292 126,190 137,978 

Lander 31,~76 102,552 .... 
Lincoln 52,1183 54,"121 57,732 63,12!, 

Caliente 29,296 30,iOS 32,225 35,236 

Lyon 198,637 20!1' 822 218,501 238,912 
Yerington 64,283 66,285 70,711 77,316 

- 1' 
nera ... 225,496 232,717 248,til,6 271,222 

Nye 151,109 155,814 166,220 181,750 
Gabbs 27,951 28,819 30, 7116 33,619 

~~rshing 35 ,141• 36,242 38,659 42,273 
Lovelock 50,239 51,808 55,263 60,429 

Storey 8,101 26,733 

Washoe 70,560 232,848 
Reno 2,906,901 2 ,9/il: ,4oO 3,:,7,591 3,321,532 
Sparks 964,950 977 ,1,22 1,061,4!16 1,102,588 

White Pine 46,415 153,172 
Ely 71,896 237,260 

TOTAL $14,653,063 15,465,568 $16,118,370 18,799,625 

.,, ... 



I 
STATES WHICH EXEMPT FOOD FROH SALES TAXES 

1. Alabama - poultry and other farm, dairy, grove or garden products ·when in 
original state. 

2. California - food products for hu~~n consumption. 

3. Connecticut - food products. 

~- Florida - foods and drinks for human consumption. 

5. Georgia - food sold to approved private elementary and secondary schools. 

386 

6. Iowa - gross receipts from sales of food for human consumption which may 
be purchased with federal food stamps.-- i;_s c( · ;s.., 1j ~ 1•\·, --t ('.di (:-..: 4 d ;f-,~-s 

7. Louisiana - sales of livestock, poultry and other farm products direct from 
the farms. 

8. Maine - food products for human consumption, except meals served on or off 
the premises of the retailer. 

9. Maryland - sales of food for off-premises consumption. 

10. Massachusetts - sales of food products for human consu:;iption, sales of 
- livestock and poultry. 

• 

11. Hinnesota - sales of food products. 

12. North Carolina - products of farms ~1,en sold by producers in their ori6 inal 
state. 

13. North Dakota - sales of mixed drinks co~posed of alcohGlic beverages and 
non alcoholic beverages or ingredients; sales of food supplies to public, 
parochial or non profit schools. 

14. Ohio - food for human consumption off the premises where sold. 

15. Oklahoma - non-intoxicating beverages. 

~6. Pennsylvania - food and beverages for human consumption except (1) soft drinks, 
(2) malt beverages and liqours and (3) food and beverages sold by caterers 
and eating places if total price exceeds 10 cents. 

17. Rhode Island - food products for human consunption except meals and other 
food products sold for in.i"'"Jediate consut!lption on or off the premises even 
though sold on a take out or to go basis. 

18. Texas - food and food products for hu~an consunption, not including soft 
drinks when sold in liquid or frozen forms, and candy • 



• 
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19. Utah - all sales of food, beverage and dairy prodocts fror.1 vending machin~s 

20. 

21. 

when proceeds of the sales do not exceed 15 cents. 

Vermont - food, food stamps, food products and beverages sold for consumption 
off the premises; pet food and food products. 

Wisconsin - food, food products and beverages for hulllan consumption unles:& · 
sold for direct consumption on the preriises. 

' ,v. 
,I 

c f, c..t-:, en 10. 'J ~. 
~ 

Source: State Tax Guide, Commerce Clearing House 
Compiled by: Council of State Governments 
August 6, 1974 
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February 2i, 1975 No .. 75-8 

GOVE~O.RS CALL FOR NATIO:;AL ENERGY CONSERVATION EFFORTS 

A massive voluntary energy conservation program was urged for the Nation as Gov
er~ors held their annual winter ~eeting in Washi~gton, D.C. The resolution said in
gredients for such a progran i:,cluded mo::::-e vigorous enforcement of lc~1er speed limits, 
more federal aid for public transportation and stiffer standards to encour~gc more 
~fffcient t:totor vehicles. Other resolutions from the ~ational Governors' Conference 
urge4 extended unere?loyment benefits fer the jobless and a two-year moratoriu.~ on state 
funded matching requirements for impounded highway funds. 

MORE STATES FREEZE HIRI);G, REDUCE SPENDING 

More States ere tightening their fiscal belts. 11..~ong the most dramatic, RHODE 
ISLA:,D G<:>vetnor Philip W. Noel proposed a 5 percent wage and workweek cut for all 

-Attate e.:1ployees and ordered a freeze on hiring and curbs on sick-leave abuses. Job 
9f:r:e:ezes we:;e also· announced by the Governors of D:SLAWARE, ILLINOIS, HASSACHUSETTS. 

MICHlG~, PE:-.~SYLVA..\'IA, SOUTII CAROL'.i;K..\ and UTAH. Cost cutbacks were directed by the 
Governors of ARizm;A, FLORIDA, KENTUCKY, NEBP..:,SKA, SOUTH DftJ(OT:A, v"'ERNO:IT, VIRGINIA 
and i.:ASHI~i'Gl'O~~ amo:1g others. MICHIGA:; Goveri",or i-:illiam G. Milliken intends to take 
a 10 percent pay·cut ·as part of a com?rehensive aust~rity prograhl. CALIFOR!.~IA Governor 
Ed:::.und G. Brown, Jr., cut his office expenses by 7.6 percent and reduced his top aides' 
pay by 7 percent. 

RELEASE OF FUPILS FOR RELIGIOX UPHELD IN l~ISCONSIN 

A 1973 WISCO~SIN law allowing the release of public school pupils from classes.for 
religious instruction is cc.nstitutional, the State Supre.ne Court ruled February 5. 

GOVER~ORS PROPOSE TAX Ci-L\;;.:GES 

'. \ 
./ t 

Proposals for tax breaks outnumbered calls for ta,-: hikes in the Governors' 1975 
sts:::e of the state and buclget r.,essE.ges. Incc::lc tax breaks were asked in six States, 
sales tax breaks for food and <lr ,.~ ,-,,,,-,r:,n · d tes, arrd various property 
·t~ re:-1~-r.ic,sures called fer in 15 States. In order to finance equal educ:?tionc1l 
o;;,:)c-rtunity, the GovP.rnors of ~~EW JERSEY and SOT!Ti-i DAKOTA urged imposition of i.ucome . , 
t;o._:-:,:,s. :;E',: J!:RSF.Y 's Governor also asi:ed for an ofh;etting c~1t in the snlcs tax. s~les \ · l 
t-":•: 5111::r\':i'\S,::s were suggested hy the Governors oi co;;:~r-:CTTCH1' and WASHIXGTON (to f~ \ . 

•i~!:n; i;:;yr•~on for L:.•,xi sa~es). oa~o' s Governc,r ~ied hik:'s in the sales and gas-\:} 

' \ 

LJl:ne tax~s to ballot propos~l~ tor bond issues. Gasoline tax increases ware pro- . ~i 
•' \ - - •-·" ---~c:~y .... ,. vr,·,·- d SO"....,I' D~··o·~, c· · 'd "/ p,:,.:;'c:'-' uy t!,C i.,ovornc,.rs ot .\t., .. 1;:.,\...:>t. , .,1:..-; 1.1.,1·-.::,, a::i. u.t1 ,-.;,,_ ii\. 1.garettc taxe>s ·wou.t ._, 

h,: ..:aie,:c n:1der propos,<'l ls hv the G1..1vcrn:)rs of co:-::,;:=:CTICU1' and VI:RHO~T. Higher lmsinoss ~ 
-··- t••··-, ~·-· ••. d 1-., ·h-·G •r -- .r c--.···.--;::('·,·Tr•,·-· vr.-;.7 '-'ORK' -,"sH·r···cro··•! · t t~~-,~~s .-.e ... -..... a,v-1,t<: uy C • ...: o.erno1-> c ... U.,.u~v-J.vUl, ..... L - , \,n .• \. 4\ aua COI.0::t.:\UO 

(cv!:pCtr.:-,:: .. , inco~'.ls ovt.!r $25, OJ;J). :•aCli.lGA\ • s G\~verr:or advanced a plan fc,r a 2 p(!rcent 
cc::::-po1:alc profit cntl pay.:oll t.i•.K to rcf11.:ice th,~ 7 .S pei:ccm: tax on profits. 



AF.KASSAS will hold a constit.utia~al co.1ve;:?.tion be.?;inning May 29 as a reS:ult: of a 
1975 lat.; ,;hich was Goverr.o::- David H. Pryor' s top p:::-iori t:y for the session. T'..tenty- •. 
seven c.elegates wiU ~e .'.:.ppoint:ed by. the Gove:-nor! !ive b~ the ~ouse acd .:i~ree;~by th.e. •· 
Senate. The law provides tha c ce~ta1.n con tr overs iai •. sections o.c the cons t1.:tut:1.on can
not ba changed by the convention. The new constitution is to be submi-t.t:ed to the 
voters at ·a special ~lection in Septeaber. 

THREE STATES H.IY-.E WORKER PAY, O~;E LEGISk\TIVE COMPENSATION , 

Pay raises were granted to state employees by 1975 legislative action itl LOUISIANA, 
NOR.TR DAKOTA, and TEXAS. The Texas Legislature appropriated $93 million to fund 13 per
cent r.:=!is.es for ..;orkers .earning less than $87.6 .me>~tnli'. ~.nci 9 percent raises for higher
pa,id'.it,;o:cke,rs"~ 1Jlie Texas 'law,/ also inc:tec1ses 'tf"a•ie1: .... reim5u!'Stt!trlent to l~ cen"t:s a m.ile.· 
North D.::kot.s.' s 10,000 state em?loyees will receive raises a,,eraging 11.9 pe:::cent for 
the h.st six months of the bien:iiu:.n. Louisiana's Legislature provided $30. 9 taiUitm 
to fu:1d rdnin:u:n $400 or S percent cost-of-living hikes for .state tmrkers and te-.1cher:s. 
AL.ABI.NA legislators voted the!Il$elves an increase in daily expense allo,1an<,:;es fr,.:.m $30 
to $50. 

JOB FREEZES ORDERED BY MORE GOVERi.'!ORS · 

ARK..&~,SAS Governor David H. Pryor, citing sluggish tax collections, ordared a 
fr(!eze on state ,hiring in late January, with the exception of adqitJ.2,n~l ... e~ploye;.:3 
to ha~d le~ f ocd. starap de~and~. TI.:~XES\EE Governo~ R~ :S la~ton i:nposed a•. hf~g fi:eeze, 
p1acea parch-3s ing of_ maJor 1.tems oP. an craergency ~-Y b"sis, and told h1.s cab_icc t '::.<:- A·. 
make in~~edi~te budget cuts to avoid a $71.4 ~illion deficic this June 30. A later W' 
opinion by the Tennessee Attorney General's office advised thac the State could not _ 
run a deficit end all appropriations would cut off when the treasury ei.:l.ptied. }tAI~ 
Governor J~es B. Longley ordered a:1 immediate freeze on hiring state employeese.!ld 
on new purchasing when he took office in January. 

FEDS HUST HEET STATE WAER QUALITt ST.AND.ARDS 

St.ates can regulate sewage discharge:; f:rom fedE.ral installntions, inclu.ding· znili--
. tary facilities,· the t .s. Cot~rt of Appee.ls i:1 San Frnnci.3co ruled February i4. The 
court upheld the right 0£ CALIFOR:HA and HAS!ll~GTCX, State to apply their tti.o::e string~at 
wcrter quality standards to federal fad.litie;;. Thi: ::e,ieral Environmer,tal Pro~ect,ion 
Age:icy had approved the cwo Statas' hish;!r staadaxe.s, bt~t had excluded federal agencies 
from compliance. 

JUD3ES HCST. DE LAWYERS IN HASHIXGTO~ STATE -

A 1973 KASHINGTO~ State law requiri:ig chat justices of the peace and district cnurt 
jud;es in counties of the second class ancl lacger be lawyc:i.·s was upheld Fcbruat'y 2() E>;' 
the Stat:(;. Suprerae Court. The Court denied a content;lon by a nonlawyer fcrr..et· just.ice 
of th<:! p.::.:ce that he should have been allowed to seek reelection UI'!der a 19~1 lilw ,'iith 
a g1:a.ndfather clause. The Court said the 1$73 law effectively repeals t.he 
clau.se. 

__________ __.. ___ -----------,---,---------------------:------
Pul:>·li$!l(~(! C'h!TY t'l.-:o weeks by tr1e Cuuncil cf St:xce Governments, Iron Woi:ks Pik~, L~xin?t..,..: 
Kt::nt;.;::.ky 40511. Phone {&06) 252-2291. · Suhs.::-riptic~1 race $8 yearly. Elaine Ku~f•p,.. edi.1/'' 
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POLITICAL scn:ucr.: 

The Honorable Mary Gojack 
Nev,ael.a. St.a4:.e SGH:i~t.or 
State Legislative Building 
Carson City, Nevada 89701 

Dear Mary: 

March 12, 1975 

Reno, Nevad:i 89507 
(702) 784-6722 

Enclosed are the materials on tax impacts that! referred to last 
week. Both sheets are from Richard i. Musgrave and Peggy B. 
Musgrave, Public Finance in Theory and Practice, which is probably 
the leading textbook currently used in that field. 

Table 12-5, page 313, shows in relation to a hypothetical sales 
tax: 

1. A broadly based sales tax results in a tax burden for 
people with $2,000 adjusted gross income that is twice 
that of people with AGis of $50,000 . 

• • 1', 

2. If food is exempted, the tax burden (percentage of ad
justed gross income paid through the given tax) becomes 
-almost equal, though still disadvantageous to the poorer 
person. 

It is not clear whether Musgrave includes a service tax in his 
"broadly based sales tax''. If he does, the Nevada sales tax is 
considerably more regressive than his broadly based sales tax and 
would remain quite regressive even with food exempted. 

The second sheet, Table 15-1, shows the trend of tax burden through 
a general sales tax as it relates to total family income rather 
than AGI. It is more realistic insofar as it shows effects of 
taxes as actually imposed in 1968. It shows that the general 
sales tax has a differential imoact of almost 7:1 on incomes of 
under $4,000 as compared to tho.se between $35,000 and $92,000. 
This presumably lumps together sales taxes that include and 
exclude food. We can infer from Table 12-5 that if all state and 

A DIYl510N OF TH[ Utll\'EF,SITY OF t-,EVADA 5Y'.',TEM 
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Senator Mary Gojack· 
March 12, 1974 
Page 2 

local sales taxes excluded food this differential burden would 
have been quite narrow. 

Please feel free to reproduce this evidence. I again offer to 
testify on this evidence if you think it would be useful. 

RS: tv-

Enc. 

Sincerely, 

/;,''' ./ (-' , > 
/~-<--,~✓----4 ~-,---{ 

Richard Siegel 
Associate Professor 
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abli: to a sct•·r:1t;1tc L1\ ;1<Jm:r:i,:r.1ti1•:h. Sim:c 'it \~<)tilJ be c,.:cc,!:r,,:) 
difficult to inr~·f.!r,1tc a frdc:r;d \;d,1c:-;1d1.kJ 1;1x with retail ta.,c:~ at the ,1.11c 

Ie,·el, the conclu\iun is that a frdcral con:.umptiun tax, if it were 10 be im• 
posed, should also rake the rct.iil form. 

D. EQUITY ASPECTS 

A completely general sales tax is regressive in its burden distribution and 
. hence is given low marks by advocates of progressive taxation. In this sec

tion we consider the extent to which this is the case and what can be done to 
relieve it. 

Burden Distribution 
A general retail sales tax on consumer goods or a consumption-type value
added tax is equivalent in principle to a general flat-rate tax on consumption 
expenditures. Looked at from the point of view of lzorizontal equity, such a 
tax is equitable if the index of equality is defined in terms of consumption. 
By the same token, it is inequitable if the index is defined in terms of income. 
Families with similar incomes may have differing consumption (or saving) 
rates, whether due to age or other differences. Such families will pay dif
ferent amounts of tax, thus violating horizontal equity. Looked at from the 
point of view of vertical equity, the general sales tax is proportional as 
related to the consumption, but regressive as related to the income base. 
This is the case because the sales tax is paid by tile consumer and consump
tion as a percentage of income ckclincs (savings as a percentage of income 
rises) as we move up the income scalc. 13 Column: I of Table 12-5 shows the 
burden distribution of $25 billion raised by a pro~rcssive income tax, while 
column II shows the estimated distribution for a broadly based 5 percent 
sales tax yic!Jing a similar amount. We note that the effective rate (ratio of 
tax to income) of the income tax rises as we move lip the income scale, while 
that of the sales tax falls.H Moreover, though net shown in the table, the 
sales tax burden at any given income tends to rise with family size. Since the 
savings rate at a given level of income falls with family size, expenditl!res 
and hence the tax burden rise. Thus, it is estimated that at an income level of 
$5,500 the l\lichigan sales tax paid by a family of four is $128, whereas a 
single person pays only $78.15 · 

'"For further discussion of sales t,1x incioence. see the summary picture given in Table IS• I 
and the a11.1lysis in Ch:1p. 19 where the distinction between lifetitne and annual incon • .: is r-.iised. 

HRci;ressivity is more pronounced than shown in the table if'.the net burden of the.tax is .:on• 
sideted. This is the case because the tax is deducted from taxaf,!e income under the fcJer.;I in• 
come t.ix (rather than ·credited against tax) so 1bat tax savin~ from the dcdu.:tl..,n ri~e '" 11.11 
bracket rates. · 

"B,sed on sulcs 1.1x deductions permitted under the Federal Income Tax. Ste lnJiuJ, .. II 
lnc:omc Tax Return. Form 1040. 1971. 
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TABLE 12·5 

313 

AdJUSted 
Gross 

Income 

$ 2,000 
4.30() 
5,000 

I 0,000 
15,000 
50.000 

loo,ooo 

Sourt,•.t; 

Burden Impact of Raising S2S Billion In Alternative Ways 
(Tilx .1s Percent of AGI) 

Sales or 
Broadly Based Value-added 

Sales or Tax with 
Income Value-added Food 

Tax Tax. 5% Exemptions, 7% 
(/) (//) (///) 

4.4 3.1 
3.2 2.9 

0.5 3.2 2.9 
2.3 3.0 2.9 
3.0 2.8 2.9 
6.0 2.2 2.9 
8.6 1.8 2.5 

Broadly Based 
Sales or 

Varue-added 
Tax. 6% 

with Credit 
(IV) 

o.s 
1.0 
3.6 
3.3 
2.6. 
2.0 

Column I: Joint returns, four exemptions. Above$ IS,000 assumes 10% as deduction. All 
income fully taxable. Assuming the yield from present rates at S l00 billion, the above equals 
one-quarter of present liabilities to yield $25 billion. 

Columns II and Ill: Ratios estimated on basis of Tax Foundation, Tax Burden and Benefit 
of (im·,·1w11c111 /:"xpc11di111ri•s hy /nco11u• Clllsses /96/ to /965, New York: 1967; and Joseph 
A. Pechrnan, Ft•deral Tax l'olicy, 2d ed .. Brookings, 1971, p. I 57. 

Column IV: $2,000 of consull'ption is tax-free. Credit of$ I 20 to vanish by $24 for each 
$1,000 of income in excess of $5,000. 

. This regressive nature of the general sales tax remains but is reduced sub
stantially if home-consumed food is exempted. About half the sales ta~ 
states erovide such exemptions. Since this results in a substantial reduction 
in tax base, the rate as shown in column III must be raised from 5 to 7 per
cent to maintain the yield. While the tax remains regressive at the very bot
tom and top ends of the income scale, it now becomes more or less propor
tional over the middle range. The regressive pattern is greatly dampened but 
it is not removed. . · 

Credit 

A more effective way of dealing with regressivity is to tackle the problem di
rectly by permitting a tax-free amount of expenditure. This may be done by 
permitting the taxpayer a corresponding credit against his state income tax. 
Such a credit is now used by seven states and the District of Columbia. In 
some states, the credit is given as a flat amount while in others it is limited to 
ta.xpayers below a certain income level. In others, the credit declines as in
c.:>mc rises. A credit of $8 given in Indiana, for instance, capitalized at a tax W 
r~:c of 5 percent implies a tax-free expenditure of $400. As the credit is r.i, 
t,••c:1 r>er person. it allows for tbe number of dependents. Thus it not only ~ 
"'~'c" rcsrc:~sivity for a given family size but ~so reduces the bu,:de,, !or 
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TABLE 15•1 

Estimated Distribution of Tax Burdens by Income Brackets, 1968 
(Taxes as Percent of Total Family Income) 

INCOME BRACKETS • Under $4,000- $5,700- $7,900- $10.400- $12,500- $17,500- $22,600- $35.500- $92.000-
Taxes $4,000 $5.700 $7,900 $10.400 $12.500 $17,500 

Federal Taxes 
I. Individual income tax 2.0 2.8 S.9 7.1 7.9 10.1 
2. Estate and gift tax 
3. Corporation income tax S.I 6.1 s.o 4.0 4.3 4.6 
4. Excises and customs 2.5 2.8 3.1 3.0 2.9 2.7 
5. Payroll tax s.s 6.3 7.0 6.9 6.7 6.1 
6. Total 15.2 17.9 20.8 21.6 21.6 23.4 
7. Total excluding line S 9.7 11.6 13.9 14.7 14.9 17.3 

State and Local Taxes 
8. Individual income tax 0.1 0.3 • 0.6 0.7 I .I 
9, h1hcritancc tax 

iO: Corporation income tax 0.4 o.s 0.4 0.4 0.3 0.4 - 11. General sales tax 3.4 2.8 2.S 2.3 2.2 2.0 
12. Excises 2.7 3.0 3.3 3.0 2.9 2.S 
13. Property tax 6.7 S.1 4.7 4.3 4.0 3.7 
14. Payroll tax 0.2 o.s 0.8 1.0 1.0 1.0 
IS. Total 13.4 12.S 11.9 11.6 I I.I 10.6 
16. Total excluding line 14 13.2 12.1 11.1 10.6 10.1 9.6 

All levels 
17. Total 28.S 30.S 32.8 33.1 32.8 33.9 
J8. Total excluding lines 

5 and 14 22.9 23.7 25.0 25.3 25.0 26,9 

Source: For brief explanation of estimates. sec text. 
&~: I 

Uneven bracket limits are psed for computational reasons. 
Line 12: Includes motor vehicle licenses, excises, and miscellaneous revenue. 

- Totals may not add due to rounding. 
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$35,500 

12.7 
0.6 
s., 
I.I 
4.2 

23.8 
19.6 

2.3 
0.2 
0.4 
1.0 
1.0 
3.0 
1.2 
9.1 
7.9 

32.9 

27.5 

$92.000 

14.8 
2.0 
S.3 
0.9 
I.S 

24.5 
23.0 

1.6 
0.6 
0.4 
0.5 
0.8 
2.9 
0.2 
7.1 
6.9 

31.6 

29.9 
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18.S 
2.1 
6.6 
0.6 
0.6 

:!9.1 
28.5 
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0.S 
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UNIVERSITY Of ~EVADA 

DEPARTMENT OF POLITICAL SCIENCE 
RENO, NEVADA 89$07 

Senator Mary Gojack 
Nevada State Senator 
Carson City, Nevada 89701 

Dear Mary: 

REN0 

April 30, 1975 

393 

I enclose copies of a section of a major new study of tax incidence 
that concludes that "the exemption of clothing, and particularly 
of children's clothing, from the retail sales tax base tends to 
make that tax more, rather than less, regressive." 

- The significance of this to your present sales tax proposal is 
that: 

• 

l. It is not true that the food tax burden on the poor 
will be transferred from food to clothing tax. 

2. Probably no broad category of newly exempted goods 
other than food will make the retail sales tax 
more equitable. 

Best wishes on this very important tax reform. 

RS:tlw 

Encs • 

Sincerely, 

~-d~~ 
Richard Siegel 
Associate Professor 



:· .. • 
'. ~.' ., 

.... ,.•· 
c~ ·-•~ • , •• -~ ..; ' _.,_ -·. -~: ~ 

d:sfe\;a#t 1& -=r:eri"fr>,;i·· tflti"'dt~da., rs('1:it;£~ .. tt~~\~<· rit•2?(~~-~ ~~ .. »c~:'·.,;.; S.-·',':;:•-~;.·-~: 

-

The Economics 
of Public Finance 

Essays by 

ALAN S. BLINDER and ROBERT M. SOLOW 

GEORGE F. BREAK 

PETER 0. STEINER 

DICK NETZER 

Studies of Government Finance 

THE BROOKINGS INSTITUTION 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 

394 

' 
":".''.;- -



·• •. 

Gt'orge 1-·. Break 121 

of where family income comes from, these data point up how very 
different the burden p::.ittern of a tax on wages and salaries is, for ex
ample. from one of equal yield on business or property income. The 
hifh concentration in the upper income groups of dividends paid on 
p~bl:cly traded corporate shares, furthermore, would indicate that if 
the incidence of the corporate profits tax on the sources side is con
fined t<> corporate shareholders, as some maintain, its vertical burden 
d1,tnbution is clearly more progressive than it is if those burdens arc 
sp:-r.:ad broadly to all recipients of business and property income, as 
others contend. 

On the uses-of-income side of household budgets there is wide 
3frccment that, relative to income, any tax burdens that may be said 
to fail on consumers in general are regressive, as Table 2 shows. In .... .., 
.::.edition to these burdens, which are most evident in the case of broad-
:--ascJ ictail sales or value added taxes, there is a widespread and com--ec, '-Cl ()f burdens generated hy all taxes that fall on consumers of 
par1in1lar goods anJ Sl.'rviccs. Though the general nature of these 
cxdsc wx effects. as tiiey have been called, is well established, sur
prisingly little is known either about their relative importance ( or un
importance) in the total tax burden picture or about which ones may 
be said to be progressive and which regressive in relation to family 
taxpaying abilities. More analyses of these excise tax effects are 
clearly needed. That the results might run counter to generally a~ 
ccptcd beliefs is nicely illustrated by two recent empirical studies 
showing that the exemption of clothing. and particukrly of children's 

TABLE 2. Distribution of U.S. Household Income and Consumption 
Expenditures, by Income Class, 1960 
Cln percentage of ,otcrls) 

Family money income 

U"de-r $2,000 
S 2.000-2,999 

H'CO 3,999 
-1.000 4,999 
5,000--7,499 
7,500 9,999 

I 0,000 end over 

Tole! 

Money income 

2 
4 
5 
8 

28 
20 

33 
100 

Consumption expenditures 

4.6 
7.6 
8.8 

16.1 
38.9 
11.7 
12.3 

100.0 
--·----------- ·--- ------------------

~-: W _ tf"Win Girtetpie, '·Effect o, Pvblic h.penditures on the Distribution of Income/' in Richard A. Musgrove .I. Euo,.;,, F11col Fed.,,,/,im (Brookings Institution, 1965), pp. 170-71. 
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122 The Incidence and Economic Effects of Taxntion 

clothing, from the retail sales tax base tends to make that tax more, L rather than less, regressive. 1 

The distinguishing mark of a good theoretical incidence model is 
its ability to reveal the basic tax burden picture without simplifying 
things so much that important details are lost in the process. How 
well the models so far devised perform these tasks can best be deter
mined by means of empirical analyses of their major assumptions. 
These matters and other important economic effects of taxation arc 
the concluding topics of this discussion. Attention is given fl) the cf-._ .. 
fects of taxation on the work-leisure and consumption-saving choices. 
the impact of tax policy on the level and structure of business invest
ment, and the "welfare" effects of taxation on the allocation of re• 
sources. A summary assessment focuses on the influence of taxation 
on economic growth. 

INCIDENCE OF TAXATION 

THOUGH EXTREMEL y esoteric and abstruse to the layman, incidence 
theories have had an important impact on everyday ideas about the 
burdens of different tax levies. Unfortunately, practical men of affairs 
are currently operating with tax,theories which, oversimplified even 
in their day, have by now been largely discredited by experts. Notable 
examples arc the widely held views that sales taxes and business prop
erty taxes are borne by consumers and impose few if any burdens on 
producers, that the corporate tax burden is split betwt:cu consumers 
and shareholders, and that the incidence of residential property ta."tes 
falls entirely on current homeowners and tenants. Modern incidenc~ 
theories support none of these propositions. It seems appropriate. 
therefore, to assess the state of current thinking in this important fiscal 
area. 

In the extensive and productive discussion of tax incidence theory 
among economists during the last two decades, three milestones stand 
out. In the early 19 50s Earl R. Rolph, drawing on the neglected work 

/ 'Jeffrey M. Schaefer, "Clothing Exemptions and Sales Tax Regressivity," Amrr-
ican Economic Review, Vol. 59 (September 1969), pp. 596-99; and DavidG. Davic,
"Clothing Exemptions and Sales Tax Regressivity: Note," ibid., Vol. 61 ( March I 1971), PP· 187-89. --

:{ ., ... _....,.. __ ,... _____ .,.... _________________________ ...,...,.._ 
,.,, .•; .:; .• ~_:111 
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RENO EVENING GAZETTE . . · , 
, 4- .· • S~iurday, April 12, 197~ ~ 
··Editoriols\/l .. ,': . . . i 
'c:-::______ .,.. -· ..... ~---·-·-.- "5:r.> -..;.,t:~• ~· "< -~ . ·---~- ~---t-

1Abolish food tax 
. THE NEVADA Legislature should vote 
to abolish:the sales tax on food. -

--· ,, _,;1. ·• 

The food tax has long been recognized as 
. inequitable because it hits the poor much 
. harderthan it does the wealthy or even the 
middle-class. 

. It's easy. to see why. Everybody buys 
· food. But food purchases - and the tax on 
· them ~ take a much larger chunk out of a 
poor person's total income than they do 

· ·. from the incomes of more affluent persons. 
: Tff~re is. n9 way the poor can avoid this 
regressive .. tax unless, they wish to starve 
themselves to death~ . · 

, _ .. · ,_ ;t.;._('-..~\<·· -,.\r;:/-:::'::: ./-~-'.:'~/ . . 
: ·untilrecently the same problem existed 
' with the'sales tax on'drugs, which can also• 

be essential to life. But in 1973 the. 
legislature agreed th~ drug tax.was unfair 
and eliminated i.t. tj:.czs.\i ,,, ·· .. ~ . 

. -, ·>ii\_:;}\.·~ ... ;-
Now •· two bills have been introduced 

which would permit the state to eliminate 
, the unfair tax on food. 

: · One of these bills was introduced by Sen. 
Joe Neal, D-Las Vegas; the other, by Sen. 
Mary Gojack, D-Reno. Mrs. Gojack's bill is 
pref er able because · it would offset lost 
revenue by incre,asing the remaining s~les 

· tax. · 

Mrs. Gojack proposed a flat four per cent 
sales tax all across the. state. This would 
mean a half-cent increase for the 11 
counties with a 31h-cent tax, and a one-cent 

- increase for the six counties with a three
centtax; · . . 

At first glance this might see~ like a 
horrible suggestion. But it's not that bad, 
really. · · · 

·- ' 

Mrs. Gojack estimates her new tax would 
, bring ·in about $114 million during 1977, 
~compared .to $111 million under the present 
tax~ Therefore the naw tax would not ap- · 
preciably increase the average Nevadan's • 

, financial respon,Jbility '. But it would shift ... 
. some.-of.,the burden from those· who· can -

• 'least'' afford , it to those with ' greater 
economic leeway. 

~·', , .:·:r·::·:.. ';: •·-~ - :. - .·. ~ .. ~ 
· •· The legislature should approve the plan, 
and send it on to the voters for. their con-

, sideration in 1976. The voters should then , 
:do thefair thing,and adopt Mrs. Gojack's \\ 
plan. 

,. 

... 
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OUR WHOLE CLAN MADE UP OF SEVEN FAMILIES IS IN FAVOR OF EXEMPTING FOODS 
FROM TAXATION KNOWING THAT THE SALES TAX WILL HAVE TO BE INCREASED ON 
OTHER ITEMS 

THE JACOss·, THE DUSHANEs·, THE HAWKINS·, THE CARTERS', THE HAMILTONS' 
, THE JACOBS' AND THE MI ~s• 9370 FREMONT WAY RENO NEVADA 89508 
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Ron Mc.Coy, owner of 
McCoy's Market: "No, we've 
had no major prnblems, 
although it's a little new to 
some of the clerks. The 
1·ustomcrs have cooperated 
real wl'll and most of them 
arc surprised when we tell 
them there is no tax. It 
depends on you to keep their 
tax straight so you '"'!l keep 
your own tax records 

_straight. · 
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:ility 
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Bob Zellweger, manager of 
Hy Vee:" /\ lot of the 
customers have not been 
aware of the tax exemption 
although they have read 
about it. but there's no major 
prnblem. Our cash registers 
;11L' well equipped so '.hat it 
reallv doesn't bother much if 
Ille r~od or non-food items are 
not separated. I think it wili 
\I ork out real well. and I can 
;;t•t• where it will save the food 
,·onsum,·r _many. many 
d11ll:11·, 

- - -• - - • V • .WV.A• 
• C 

C 
f< 

Tom Hall, manager of 
Fareway: "I think it's fine. It C 
hasn't bothered us one bit and t 
is no major problem. -Any / 
lime anyone can lower taxe~ t 
I'rrl for it. Sorrie of .the t 
1·ustomers are separating out - 1 

the non-food items. We have .. l 
signs posted lo remind them C 'J 
to help. In a matt~r of a .few 
weeks, everyone will take it 
as. a matter of fact." · 

f 
I 

Curt Olson, manager of 
Dunn's, Inc.: "We really ., • 
have had no major problem 
at all. F.wryone seems to 
understand it all right, and 
,·ven bodv ~eems to·• be 
\I illinl! ;o ·help keep the food 
items and non-food items 
separatt•. :\ lot of them do 
;;eparate the items, and 
others even apologize when 
lhey realize the items aren't 
separated. Everything is 
1-!0ing 100 per cent better than 
WP anticinated. 

,·. 

~r-

.• 
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State Senator }Iary Gojack 
Nevada State Capitol Bldg. 
Carson City, Nevada $9701 

Dear Senator Go jack: 

April 20, 1975 

RE: SB 386 

You are to be commended for introducing the above 
bill. I had hoped someone would do so this session and 
that it would go through. 

f-'eople on fixed income and young families are the 
hardest hit when taxed on their food, which of course they 
cannot do without and is certainly not in the luxury class. 

there are other areas that need adjusting so this 
may be brought about without having to raise other taxeso 
One of the first things is to pare our school expenditureso 
~his has gotten out of hand and the whole picture should be 
reassessed in view of the fact that while fewer children are 
entering the school and the population is preponderately 
middle-aged and older there will be new need for more funds 
for hospitals so the costs of those can be brought down. 

We have been obsessed with the idea of funding our 
schools and we now have a whole generation that cannot read 
at all properly and as a result cannot read simple instruc
tions when applying for jobs, while on the job, simple leases, 
car contracts or much of anything dealing with everyday liv
ing. ·!'hey cannot write a legible hand or figure more than 
the simplest problem. we are not getting our money's worth 
and we must pare our scnools down to the bare bones of the 
essentials and cut out all the experimental and expensive 
prog~ams we have been forced to ·support. 

A stiff tax on cigarettes and liquor, as well as any 
other truly luxury item should be another source of income. 

I do hope this bill goes through and thanks again for 
introducing it. 

Cordially yours 

{iLt~~~~ 
Adelene Bartlett 
1825 Bracken Ave. 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89104 

P. S. I hope you will support the no smoking in public olaces 
such as meetings, buses, elevators,aoctor's offices and· cafes. 
Just exclude all gambling places and that ought to do the trick 
- I don't have to go there and neither does anyone else. I 
have a chest affliction and smoke is what hurts me the most. 
I would appreciate your support of a no-smoking bill. 
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Ron Mc.Coy, owner of 
McCoy's Market: "No, we've 
had no major prPblems, 
although it's a little new to 
some of the clerks. The 
<'Ustomers have cooperated 
real well and most of them 
are surprised when we tell 
them there is no tax. It 
depends on you to keep their 
tax straii(ht so you r"'n keep 
your own tax re-cords 

_straight. 

: 
Tom Hall, manager of 

Fareway = "I think it's fine. It ( 
hasn't bothered us one bit and t 
is no major problem. Any J 
timt• anyone can lower taxes, t 
l'rrl for it. Sorrie of the .t 
customers are separating out y 1 
the non-food items. We have - i 
signs posted to remind them' 'J 
to help. In a matt~r of a few 
weeks, e,-eryone will take it . 
as a matter of fact." - · • 

- l 

( 

Bob Zellweger, manager of Curt Olson, manager of 
Hy.Vee:·• A lot of the Dunn's, Inc.: "We really-< 
customers have not been have had no major problem 
aware of the tax exemption at all. E·:en:one seems to 
although they have read understand it all right, and · 
about it. but there's no major t'Ven-bodv seems to·, be 
problem. Our cash registers \\ illinll to -help keep the food , 
,ire well equipped so ~hat it items and non-food items 
really doesn't bother much if separate . .\ lot of them do 
the food or non-food items are separate lhe items, and 
not separated. 1- think it will others e,·en apologize when· 
work out real well. and I can I hey realize the items aren't-· 
st't' where it will save the food separated. E\·erything- is 
c·onsuml'r .many, many /.!Oing 100 per cent better than 
dollars. · WI' anticipated. 
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High Cost of Living:··.·· · 
Top Problem Facing Nation;. Jobless Worry Rises, Too 

By GEORGE GALLUP . 
(Copyright 1975, Field 
Enterprises, Inc. All 
rights reserved. Republi· 
cation ·in whole or part 
strictly prohibited, except 
with the written consent of 
the copyright holders.) 

Following is the question T() find out how the parties ducted in October prior to 
asked and the comparison of stand today in respect to this the congressional election. 
the latest results with those barometer, this additional It will be recalled that the 
recorded in September: question was asked in the election results were ss per 

"What do you think is the survey: cent Democratic, 41 percent 
most important problem "Which party do you think J?epublican. · 
facing this country today?" can better handle this · In earlier years this 
. . . Se&;. Latest problem <the problem most barometer has also had a 

m~~~,~~\l~~1~1ili···· 81 
60%- important to the survey remarkable record or 

PRINCETON,"N.J., - As . government ......... 6 1 respondent)?" measuring accurately the 
the nation's Congressmen Cmnea!ldi?wlessness .. 4 5 When those who do not political temper of ·u·~ Col"l'Uption m Government/ . . ,...._ 
return. to their con- waterg~te .......... 3 express an opuuon or who country. , ~- : 
stituec~:es during spring Energy crisis·········· ·2 7 believe that neither- party It would appear then that 

th ill fi d be 
Unemployment ......... 2 20 h d R bl. "' recess, ey w m t Morald~li~e/Jack as an a vantage are epu 1cans as a party u;n~ 

lu,gh aP§\ pf H~ll not of re/igion · - •. · · · · · · 2 75. divided equallv between the continued . to lose ground . t tf International problems .. 1 t rt· ~th ult· - . th N b ·1 · unemp oymen , to ne top. Other problems ......... 9 21 wo pa 1es, e res mg smce e ovem er e ~· 
, concern or most Americans.. Can't say • • • • • • • • - • • • • •: 2 3 figure today is 64-36 per cent. tions. : . ; 

. Although the· proportion·..-----------... - a four-point increase over The latest results reported 
A ( 60 per cent) who name the G · 11 · c o m p a r ab I e fi g u res today are based upon . irt-
W high cost of living as the top . _ ·. Q UP recorded in a survey con- person interviews with l~S'nl 

problem is three times th~ Po 11 adults, 18 and older, , iri-
p r op o rt ion who cite terviewed in person in more 
unemployment (20 per ------------..1 than . 300 scientifically 

, cent), concern over selectedlocaiitiesacross.tbe 
- joblessness has increased · <Totals add to more than nation between Feb, 28 and 

dramatically since a ·Sep-· IOO per cent due to multiple March 3. . .· .,.l: ... 
- temb.er survey. In that, responses.) 

• 

survey, only 2 per cent had e Democratic party has 
s.aid unemployment was the the• widest lead over the 
chief concern " facing .. the GOP it bas held since 1945 as l 
nation. . · the party voters see as 

These two- 'economic better able to.deal with the 
problems overshadow: all natioors top problems. Four 
other .. pi:_ublemS'">-·irt the in 10 in the· current survey i 
current survey:·,Next most • ( 42 per·· cent) say t::, 
frequenuy cited .are the )'l!W:~!A1_ce:~~~(trtr I 
energy crisis; dissatisfac- -· . -· ---·--------
tion with government. and P.i:r cent wbo sa;>c tb, GQf I 
moral decline (each named At the same time, however, I 
by 7 per cent>; -· • a large proportion < 44 per !. 

Despite the · explosive cent) are und · ·. j 
situations in the Middle East years ago the 1 
and in Southeast Asia, only 5 Gallup· Poll discovered a , 
per cent of people in the close relationship between 
current survey say that the pub Ii c ' s v o t i n g 
international problems are preference and their views 
the most important ones on which political party can . 
facing the nation. · better handle the problem ; 

that concerned them most. · 
.. 
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REX GUNN 
1151 Skyline Blvd. Reno, Nevada 89502 
P. O. Box 336 South Laguna, Ca. 92677 

Jan. 16, 1975 

(702) 826-3204 
(714) 499-4246 

This is a report on a Voter Preference Analysis 
poll, which poll was designed to discover objectively 

(i03 

how a sample of registered voters in Clark County's 
Nevada state Senate District Two.,would respond in regard 
to the following objectives: i) each voter's evaluation of 
six issues, as to whether or not each issue was important 
or unimportant; 2) how the voter would rank any or all 
of the six issues in numerical order of importance; 
3} results of a sample election on each of the six . 
issues, 4) whether or not the voters could recall who 
represents them in the Nevada Senate from Clark County's 
District Two; and 5) Personal data on the age, religious 
affiliation, and sex of each voter, to be cross-tabulated 
with the votes and opinions expressed • 

. 
From the data four assumptions about the ERA 

issue were tested: 1) that older voters would be more 
opposed to the ERA than middle-aged or young voters; 
2) that voters with certain religious affiliations 
{most notably, LDS members) would be more opposed to 
the ERA than would Catholics, j?rotestants, or Jews; 
3) that male voters would be more resistant to passage 
of the ERA in Nevada than female voters, and 4) that 
Senate District Two of Clark County would be less 
inclined to support the ERA than would Nevada voters 
statewide. 

-l-



• 

. i 

--._· ! ... 

• 

I 

page 2 

pesign of the Poll 

From the total of forty-five precincts in 
Clark County's Senate District Two (North Las Vegas) 
were selected sixteen precincts to assure demographic· 
coverage of all populated areas in the district. The 
sample was desig.r:ied to gain responses from a minimum 
of two per cent _(247) of the total number of registered 
voters in the district (12,344). The district includes 
8,741 registered Democrats; 2,677 registered Republicans; 
35 I.A.P. members, and 891 nonpartisan voters. 

Telephones were used (five of them) to contact 
every fifth voter on the voter registration lists. If 
the fifth voter could not be contacted or refused to be 
polled, the name immediately following was called, and 
so on, until contact with a registered voter resulted 

404 

in a completed answer sheet to the questionnaire. In 
addition to the questionnaire and answer sheet, an 
introductory manuscript was used by the telephone 
intervie~rers (see the three forms attached). The director 
of VPA, Dr. Rex B. Gunn, trained and supervised the 
telephone interviewers, and was present at all times 
during the phoning to ascertain that objective methods 
were carried out. Calls were made from 6:30 p.m. to 
9:BO p.m. on Jan. 7, 8, and 9, 1975. Forms completed 
then were data processed by Mike Myers of Young and 
Rue, Las Vegas • 

. Of approximately 600 calls made, 300 resulted 
in contact with registered voters, of which 260 resulted 
in completed forms. So, N (the total number of registered 
voters who completed the poll) equaled.260 (2.1 per cent 
of the 12,344 registered voters in Clark County's state 
Senate District Two). 
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FINDINGS 

Part I 

page 3 

l) Each voter's evaluation of six issues, as to whether 
,or not each issue was important or unimportant. 

a) Removal of the Nevada sales tax on grocer±es. 
b) Legalized abortion. 
c) Consolidation of services for communities in 

;; .. o·s ."! _.,_ 

Clark County--that is, consolidation of services 
that cities have in common, i.eo, public 
transport, law enforcement, library facilities, etc. 

d) Honesty in government, meaning financial disclosure 
laws (should political candidates have to account 
for it if they spend twenty times as much on a 
campaign as they would earn if they should get 
the office)? 

. e) The Equal Rights Amend.rnent--the proposed 27th 
amendment to the u. s. Constitution. 

f) The legal control of handguns. 

Im:eortant Unimportant No 012inion 

-,. Issue ·a) 203 (78%) 39 (15%) 18 (7%) 

~ 

--Issue b) 176 (68%) 44 (17%) 40 (15%) 
Issue o) 180 (69%) 47 (18%) 33 (13%) 
Issue d) 232. (89%) 15 (6%) 13 (5%) 
Issue e) - 216 (83%) 32 (12%) 12 (5%) 
Issue f) 192 (74%) 34 (13%). 34 (13%) 

·Note: This part of the data was not cross-tabulated with 
personal data on the ·voters. No such tabulation was 
~emed necessary because such tabulations would ~e 
made in more meaningful form on the sample election 
data. 
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page 4 

2) linw tbe voter ranks any or all_of the six issues 
in numerical order of importag,~. 

10B 

In the following taple, showing rank order 
assigned to the issues by voters, the percentages are 
tabulated as follows: for first-place rankings, 100% 
equals 223; for second-place rankings, 100¾ equals 192; 
for third-place rankings, 100¾ equals 154. Those are 
the bases for the percentages appearing in the first 
three columns from the left. In the fourth column, 
indicating the total of first, second, and third-place 

- rankings assigned to each issue by voters, the percentages 
are··~ta.nulated on N ( 260) a,s 100¾. 

Issue a) 

Issue b) 

Issue c) 

Issue d) 

Issue· e) 

Issue f) 

Sequential 

First Second Third Total 
72 (32%) 32 (17%) 17 (11%) 121 (47%) 

27 (12%) 28 (15%) 25 (16%) 80 (31%) 

23 (10%) 

46 (21%) 

18 ( 8%) 

_)_7_(17%) 

223 (1.00%) 

rearrangement 

First 

a 
d 

f 

b 

C 

e 

26 (14%) 22.-:(14%) 71 (27%) 

34 (17%) 

38 (2o%r• 

34 (17%) 
192 (1.00%) 

of issues lp 

Second 

e 

d 

f 

a 
b 

C 

28 (18%) 

35 (23%) 

27 (18%) 
154 (100%) 

108 (42%) 

91 (35%) 

98 (38ill. 
N = (loo%) 

order of rank 

Third Total 

e a 
d d 

f /f 

b e 

C b 

a C 
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page 5 

;) Results of a sam£le ele9tion. 
Interviewer's question: "If you were voting for or 

against each of- the issues, how would you vote tonight?" 

(N = 260 = 100%). 

Issue Yes No Undecided Totals - -
a 173 (67%) 52 (20%) 35 (1396) 260 (100%) 
b 121 (47%) 91 (~ 48 ~~p n " 

126 (48%) -lJ" r1,, u itJf C ( 0 " II 

d 221 (86%) 16 (6%) 23 (8%) u . II 

0' 181 (70%) 47 (18%) 32 (12%) 11 " ' 
·-' 

f 151 (58%) ?6 (29%) 33 (13%) II If 

Percentages of Yes and No votes, tabulated with omission 
of the Undecided votes. --

Issue Yes No Totals ....,.. ______ - -
a 173 (77%) 52 (23%) 225 (100%) 

b 121 (57%) 91 (43%) 212 (100%) 
(~:i ~~,) /'18 

C 126 · ~ (100%) 

d 221 (93%). 16 ( 7%) 237 (100%) 

e 181 (79%) 47 (21%) 228 {100%) 

f) · 151 {67%) 76 (33%) 227 {100%) 
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Part II 

page 6 

408 

4) Voters' Knowledge of ReEresentation in the Nevada Senate. 
lnterviewer•s question: "Do you knot1 who represents 

you in the Nevada Senate?--that•s from Clark County 
District Two? (Correct answers are: Eugene Echols and 
Lee Walker, democrats). 

~d'd 0 1-y! 

Eugene Echols 71 (27%) 

Lee Walker 37 {14%) 

. 
N = 260 = 100%. 

Id 1d Inc't' 

30 (12%) 

:;; {13%) 

No Kn~ Totals 

159 (61%) 260 (100%) 

190 (73%) 260 (100%) 

*Identified Correctly 
*Identified Incorrectly 
*No Knowledge 
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FINDINGS 
Part III 

5) Personal data on the voters. 

page 7 

Interviewer's question: "Are you under 30, over 50, or 
in between?" 

109 

Under 2.Q. 

49. (19~) 

Over 50 
10:; (40%) 

In Between 

108 (41%) 

:rotals 

260 (100%) 

Interviewer's g,uestion: "Are you affiliated with any 
religious group? {I.f so), would you tell me which one?" 

Protestant 

85 (33%) 

Catholic 

51 (20%) 

Jewish 

5 {2%) 

LDS. _. Other Total 

59 (22%) 60 (23%) 260 (100%) 

Interviewer's Instruction: (Record the sex of the voter) • 

Male -
114 (44%) 

• 

.. . 
Female 

146 (~6%) 

Total 

260J(lOO%) 
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FINDINGS 

Part III (cont.) 

Cross-Tabulation No. 1: Vote on the Issues Correlated with Age. 

Issue a) Removal of Nevada Sales Tax on Grocieries. 

~ No Undecided Totals -
Under 30 29 (60%) 11 (23%) 9 (17%) 49 (19% of N) 
Over 50 79 (77%) 15 (14%) 9 (: 9%) 103 (40% of N) 
In between 62 {60%} 26 {24~2 17 ! 16262 108 { 4126 of N} 

173 (67%N) 52 .(2O¾N) 35 (13%N) 260 (100% of N). 

Issue b) Legalized Abortion. 

Yes No Undecided Totals - -
·ie Under 30 - 30 (61%) 17 (35%) 2 ( 4%) 49 (19% of N) a 

Over· 50 42' (41%) 32 (31%) 29 (28%) 103 (40% of N). ·! 
In Between 42 38% 17 

1 91 35~o 48 

Issue c) Consolidation of Services for Cities in Clark County. 

. ~ liQ. Undecided Totals 
. . 

~ (22%) 1 Under 30 25 (51%) i(27%) 49 (19% of N). 
l .v (49%) b (34%) f4- (17%) 103 (40% of N). "i Over 50 51 

In between 50 (46%) 34 (32%) 24 (22%) 108 ( 419b of N). 

126 (48%N) ~ (32%N) t;i'-(20%N) 260 (100% of N). 

Issued) Honesty fn GovernmeRt- Undecided Totals . es o 
":2fr(84%) :> (10%) . '3 ( 6%) ' ' 49 (19% of N). Under 30 

Over 50 86 (82%) 6 ( 6%) 11 (12%) 103 (40% of N). .. 
9 ! 8%2 108 {41% of N}. . In between 94 {87%} 5 { 5%} 

-J . 
! ~21 (86%N) 16 ( 6¾0 23 ( 8%N) 260 (100% of N). 
·' .. 

".l • .. 



~: -' 

I 

! 

. . . . 

• 

/ 411 

page 9 

Part III (Cont.) 

Cross-Tabulation No. 1: Vote on the Issues Correlated with Age. 

Yes M.2 Issue e) ERA. -
Under 30 39 (80%) 5 (10%) 
Over 50 79 (77%) 14 (13%) 
In between . 63 (58%) 28\(26%) 

181 (70%) 47 (18%) 

Issue f) Legal Control of Handguns. 

-~ !£. 
Under 30 28 (57%) 14 (29%) 

Over 50 62 (60%) 31 (30%) 

In between 61 f~~~~ 31 ~28%~ !51 76 :29¾~) 

Undecided 

5 (10%) 
10 (10%) 
17 (16%) 
32 (12%) 

Undecided 
7 (14%) 

10 (10%) 

16 fi~~~) 33 

Totals 

49 (19%) 
103 (40%) 
108 (41zQ 
260 (LOO% of N). 

Totals 
49 (19%N) 

103 (40%N) 

108 f41%N} 
260 lOO%N). 
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Part III (cont.) 
gross-Tabulation Noo 2: Vote on the Issues Correlated with 

Religious Affiliation. . 
Issue a) Removal of Nevada Sales Tax on Grocer±es. 

~ No Undecided Totals --
Protestant 53 (62%) 21 (25%): . 11 (13%) 85 (33%N) 
Catholic 35 {69%) 11 (22%) 5 (10%) 51 (19%N) 
Jewish 2 (40%) 2 (40%) 1 (20%) 5 ( 2%N) 
LDS 35 (59%) 15 {26%) 9 (15%) 59 (23%N) 
Other 48 {80%2. 3 { 5%2 9 {12¾2 60 {22~N} 

173 (67%) 52 (20%) 35 (13%) 260 (100%N) 

Issue b) Legalized Abortion. 

~ !Q. Undecided Totals 
Protestant 46 {54%) 22 {26%) 17 (20%) 85 (33%N) 
Catholic 20 {39%) 22 {43%) 9 (18%) 51 (19%N) 
Jewish 3 (60%) 1 (20%) 1 (20%) 5 { 2%N) 
LDS 16 {27%) 36 {61%) 7 (12%) ::59 (23%N) 
Other 26 {59%~ 10 {16%2 14 {25%} 60 {23%N2 

121 (47%) 91 (35%) 48 (18%) 260 (100%N) 

Issue c)' Consolidation of Services for Cities in Clark County. 

~ !!.Q. Undecided Totals -
Protestant 39 (46%) 26 (31%) 20 (23%) 85 (33%N) 
Catholic 29 (57%) 12 (24%) 10 (19%) 51 (19%N) 
Jewish 2 {40%) 2 (40%) 1 (20%) 5 ( 2%N) 
LDS 28 (47%) 17 (29%) 14 (24%) 59 (23%N• 
Other 28 {47~2 15 {24~2 17 {29~2 60 { 2222N). 

126 (48%) 72 (28%) 62 (24%) 260 {100%) 
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• Part III (c.ont.) 
Cross-Tab. No. 2 (cont.) 

Issued) Honesty in Governmento 

~ li.Q. Undecided Totals 
•· 

Protestant 72 (85%) 5 (6%) 8 (9%) 85 (33%N) 
Catholic 47 (91%) l (2%) 3 (6%) 51 (19%N) 
Jewish 4 (80%) 0 1 (20%) 5 ( 2%N) 
LDS 51 (86%) 3 (5%) 5 (9%) 59 (23%N) 
Other 47 f18i6l 1 {12~'ol · 6 {10%2 60 { 222.'2N} 

221 (869t) 16 (6%) 23 (8%) 260 {100%N) 

Issue e) The Equal Rights Amendment. 

~ ful. Undecided Total.§. 
Protestant 70 (82%) 7 (8%) 8 (9%) 85 (33%N) 
Catholic 36 (70%) 10 (20%) 5 (10%) 51 (19%) 
Jewish 5 (100%) 0 0 5 (100%) - LDS 3~ (54%) 19 (?2%) 8 (14%) 59 (23%) 

~ Other . 28 { 62%) 11 ~ 162b} 11 {18~2 60 {22~} 
181 (70%) 47 (18%) 32 (12%) 260 (100%N) 

Issue f) Legal Control of Handguns. 

X2 li.Q. Undecided Totals 
Protestant 54 (64%) 19 (22%) 12 (14%) 85 ( 339'oN) 
Catholic . 36 (71%) 13 (25%) 2 (4%) 51 (19%N) . 
Jewish 4 (80%) 1 (20%) 0 5 (: 2%N) 
LDS 28 (47%) 22 (:,7%) 9 (16%) 59 (23%N) 
Other 60 23%N 

2 0 lOO~oN) 
! . 

, ii 
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Part III (cont.) 
Cross-Tabulation No. 2: Vote on the Issues Correlated with sex 

of the voterso 
Issue a) Removal of Nevada Sales Tax on Groceries. 

Yes No Undecided Totals - -
Males 75 ("66%) 29 (25%) 
Females 98 (67%) 22 (16%) 

173 (67%) 52 (20%) 

Issue b) Legalized Abortion. 

M Yes -
Males 56 (49%) 
Females 65 (45%) 

121 (47%) 

No -
40 (35%) 
51 (35%) 
91 (35%) 

10 (9%') 
25 (17%) 
35 (13%) 

Undecided 

18 (16%) 
30 (20%) 
48 (18%) 

114 ( 44%N) 
146 (26~) 
260 (100%) 

Totals 

114 (44%N) 
146 (56%N) 
260 (100%N) 

Issue c) Consolidation of Services for Cities in Clark County. 

Yes 
Males 61 (54%) 
Females 65 (45%) 

126 (48%) 
.... 

No -
35 (28%) 
37 (26%) 
72 (28%) 

Issued) Honesty in Government. 

~ 
Males 95 (83%) 
Females 126 (86%) 

221 (86%) 

No -
6 (5%) 

10 (7%) 
16 (6%} 

Undecided 
20 (18%) 
42 (29%) 
62 (24%) 

Undecided 
13 (11%) 
10 ( 7%) 
23 ( 8%) 

Issue e) The Equal Rights Amendment. 

~ 
Males 74 ~65%) 
Females 107 (73%) 

181 (70%) 

No -
22 (19%) 
25 (17%) 
47 (18%) 

Undecided 
18 (16%) 
14 (10%) 
32 (12%) 

Issue f) Irgal Control of Handguns. 
¥es · li,Q. Undecided 

Males 65 (57%) 38 (33%) 11 (10%) 
Females 86 (59%) 38 (27%) 20 (14%) 

151 (58%) 76 (27%) ~3 (14%) 

Totals 
114 (44%N) 
146 (56%) 
260 (lOO¾N) 

Totals 
114 (44%N) 
146 (56%N) 
260 ( 1009-'oN) 

Totals 
114 (44%N) 
146 (56¾N) 
260 (100%N) 

Totals 
114 (44%N) 
146 (56z'oNl 
260 {100%N) 

414 
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Cross-Tabulation No. 4: Vote on Issue e, ERA, correlated with age, ~~r~Iigion, ancr sex of' voters. • -=-------------·=--P_RO_,l•~TS = Total of 85(33% of N). • \N,ili Fenal~ 
r--u-=n=d_e_r_3_0 __ .... ,..___3_0_t_o __ 50 ______ 0_v_e_~:a.~-so) f·~~-, _==~e==--· r---=3::--,:0-... ........ --

3
-0--=--t~~-5=0---. --..... -_-_-O=v-;-..... r==5-0_ -_1: 

~,...:'f_es_-_ ... No Und~ '=Yes 1(~-- UndJ GYes-= No Und~ (Yes No Und'. ·tre~ 'Yes No Undl 
6 o -ci -9 2 -r 12 1 --y 6 2 cr- 17 ··-i -2 19 1 2 

CATHOLICS= Total of 51 (19% of N). 
tr-= ---==----"""====~~--=--~A----------.....---;.,-~-
~ Male Femaie 1 

;'_U_n_d_e_r_3_0--~-~~~~3~0-t-o~5~0=====o=v=er~~~5~~ ~=u-n-de-r~3-o-=====~=-~~o=t-~50 -

4-f~es-~o J~al "ffesx ..... N_o __ un-d-~ (yes 'ilo Und~ (Yes= Ni Un&. . tris ~o Und\ 
-3 ~ l 4 3 -Y- 8 2 -Y- 4 0 cf"" 12 3 -Y-

--------=--===;..;.;;:_.::.=::::.:.::.·--=-----, _J--'-'~~ = Total of 
fMale 

5 (2% of N). 
Femafe\ .. 

~----====-==---~ 
3.Q_ to · 50 = QY.~~, 

•Yes No Und~ 4Yes No Und! 
1 o 1·· -Yo 7r 

~-=-----------.7----------tunder 30 30 to 50 ~-.5Q.1 
ct_Y_e_s ___ N_ox U~d: lie~"ic,Und\ ty=;s No...Jll,_U_n_d_"!-
0 o 7> -r o o· 1 o o 

[
h~lale = __ ... :f.S = Total· of· 59 {23% o:l N). , 

1· E_filnale r . 
. ~~u---n_d_e_r_3_,0 .............. =-'-..,." 30 to 50 -= Q~-2,Q'l T'Z'u_n_d_e_r __ -30_. _______ 3_0....:t=:o~--5-0 _____ 0_v_er_5_0_1 

'Yes ,...,No - u~'. 1,--Y-es_N __ o __ U_n_a.'. ~Tos N; Undal fYes No -und? 'Yes N"o Und\ ~cy-~e-s-No Und.' 
2 o -Y- 2 b. l -b '} l 9 l 7> 4 b -~r· 8 3 . -2 

~-=---======--=-~RS = Total of-60 {23% of N). 
( Male · Female] 

l_U_n_d....,er=3=0==..=.;;IJ~-,-O-t_o .......... 50--_==·•--=--0-v.;..;;~-r=-.... 5-c1 . funder=-30 . 30 -tt~ -= .--O~e~=-201 
lf-e-s-~fi·'-o-u ..... n--d-.! . ,--.y-e_s_;;-t._N_o_U_n_=d-;,. ,Y-es--N~-----u-n-d\ q_Y_e_s_: ...... :o Una\ lYe..:s ~ ... -o _u--"nd'*"l 1Yes : N~ Und.1 

71-1 ~4--y;91-Y- b-i-Y- a2--r 72 o 

14 1 
~ 1 
W- 15 le' 

. ... .. '.,..... ... ·-· .... 

36 7 
ALL DENOMINATIONS= Total of 260 (100% of N). 

6 · 25 4 1 42 12 8 41 8 5 

. ·, ... ~---~. · ....... · .. . , --·. ·-·~::' .. ' .7~•::·- -~: ,:,:,;,. . , ..... ,. .• . . ......... --.. ;•,• ... _,._ ...... ".;-• ' . -...... ,,. '. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

1. Voters' evaluations of six issues--each voter was asked 
to decide whether or .. not each issue was important to 
him or her. 

Each of the six issues was voted "important" 
by at least a two to one ratio among the 260 voters 
polled. Going from highest to lowest, the range was 
from 89¾ (232 out of 260), to 66% (176 out of 2ED), with 

-the following placement of the issues. 

Issue Percentage of 260 voters polled 
who said the issue was important. 

Honesty in Government 
Equal Rights Amendment 
Removal of Nevada Sales Tax 

from Food 
Legal~:_control of Handguns 
Consolidation of Community 

Services in Clark County 
Legalized Abortion 

89% (232) 
83% (216) 

78¾ (203) 
74% (192) 

69% (180) 
68% (176) 

2. Rank order of the issues--each voter was asked to 
rank any or all of the issues in their order of 
importance to him or her. 

Ranked First 

Voters considered the removal of Nevada Sales 
tax from Food to be the most important of the six issues • 
O~t of 223 voters who ranked any issue as first in 
importance, 32% (72) placed this one at the top of the 
list. 

Ranked Second 
The Equal Rights Amendment was named as the 

second most important issue. Twenty per cent (38 out of 
192 voters who named any ~ssue as second in imrortance 
to them) said ERA. The same issue polled 23% {35 out of 
154 votes) for the third most important is:lue among the 
~ix issues included in the poll. 

j( 
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Ranked Third 
Financial disclosure laws, labeled Honesty 

in Government, did not lead in any of the polls for 
first, second, or third-place rankings. However, 
it received the second highest number of-votes for 
first-place rank (21% or 46 out of 223), and tied 
for the runner-up spot in second and third-place 
ra.ri.kings. So, i_n cumulative rank, this issue was 
among the top three • 

Ranked Fourth 
Seventeen per cent of the voters who ranked 

issues at all (37 out of 223) named the Legal Control 
of Handguns as most important or second in importance. 
Eighteen per cent (27 out of 154) placed it third 
in importance. 

Ranked Fifth 
' Legalized Abortion polled no higher than 

fourth in any of the first three rankings. The 
highest percentage of voters who named it was 
16% (25 out of 154) for third rank. It polled 12% 
(27 out of 223) for first-place ranking and 15% 
(28 out of 192) for second rank. 

Ranked Sixth 

1.1 ,. 7 .:::..l 

The local issue in North Las Vegas, consolidation 
of community services in Clark County, was named by no 
more than 14% of the voters who ranked issues for any 
of the top three rankings. It received 14% (26 out of 
192) for second rank, 14% (22 out of 154) £or third 
rank, and 10% (23 out of 223) for :erst rank. 

Results of a sample election--each voter was asked· 
to vote yes, no, or undecided on each of the six 
issues 

New laws to encourage financial disclosures 
by political campaigners, labeled honesty in government; 
received approval by a 14 to 1 ratio (86% yes votes to 
6% no votes with 8% undecidea)o Two hundred and twenty
one voted for the issue as compared to sixteen against it. 

Voters in the sample a~proved the Equal Rights 
Amendment by almost four to one {70% for it to 18% 
opposed, with. 12% undecided). One-hundred and eighty-one 
voted for the ERA as compared to forty-seven against it •. 
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The voters c.ast their ballots to remove the 
Nevada sales tax from groceries at a ratio of three to one, 
\·Tith 67% in favor of it, 20% opposed, and 13~6 undecided. 
One-hundred and seventy-three voted for the removal of 
the sales tax from food as compared to fifty-two 
against it. 

Legal control of handguns was approved by 
a two to one ratio, with 58% in favor of it, 29% 
opposed, and 13% undecided. One-hundred and fifty-one 
voted yes, and seventy-six voted no. 

Consolidation of community services in Clark 
County {of services shared in common by North Las Vegas 
and Las Vegas, most prominently) passed by a three._,to two 
ratio. The vote was 48% yes, 28% no, and 24% undecided. 
One-hundred and twenty-six voters said yes, and seventy-
two said no. · 

Legalized abortion received the lowest vote 
of approval, with a·ratio of seven to five for it--
47% to 35% with 18% undecided. One-hundred and t\'ienty
one voted for legalized abortion as compared to ninety-one 
against it. 

4. Renresentation in the Nevada Senate from Clark 
County 1s District Two--Voters were asked if they 

could recall who represents them in the Nevada 
Senate from Clark County's District Two. 

Twenty-seven per cent of the voters (71 out 
of 260) recalled the name of State Senator Eugene 
Echols. Fourteen per cent recalled the name of 
State Senator Lee Walker:: ( 37 out of 260) • 

5. Influences of age, religious affiliation, and.~~2£ 
gf each v.oter upon the votes and opinions expressed-
The data was used to chart patterns of opinion 
in relation to four Questiorts. ·. 

THE FIRST QUEST!ONr~ :: 
Are people above 50 more opposed to ERA 

than people aged 30 to 50 or people aged under 30? 

No. People 
the total sample (103 
77% voted in favor of 
10% undecided. 

CONCLUSION 
aged above 50 numbered 40% of 
out of 260). Out of that 103, 
the ERA, 13?~ against it, and 
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· · Voters· aged 30 to~ 50 numbered 41% of the total 
sample (108 out of 260). Out of that 108, 58% voted 
in favor of the ERA, 26%. against it, and 16% undecided. 

Voters under 30 numbered 19% of the total 
sample (49 out of 260). Out of that 49, 80% voted in 
favor of the ERA, 10% against it, and 10% undecided. 

In relation to other·issues, the group aged 
above 50 favored removal of the Nevada sales tax from 
groceries bJ a large percentage over the other two 
age groups l'17% as compared to 60% of the group aged 
;o to 50 and 60% of the group aged under 30). 

The young voters were notably more in favor 
of legalized abortion than the other two age groups 
{61% as compared to 46% of the 30-50 age group, and 
41% of the group above 50)~ 

Percentages of the three age groups showed 
little difference on the issues of: control of handguns, 
consolidation of community services in Clark County, 
and honesty in government or financial accountability 
by political candidates. · 

THE SECOND QUESTION 
Are members of the Latter Day Saints church 

more op~osed to the ERA (that is, opposed in greater 
numbers) than voters with other religious affiliations? 

CONCLUSION 
Only one age group from among the LDS 

members who voted in the sample, showed a notable 
difference--greater opposition to ERA--than voters 
with other religious affiliations. That was the 
;o to 50 age group among LDS voters, who cast 
26% of their votes for ERA, 52% against it, and 
22% undecided. That is a remarkable contrast to the 
other two age groups among LDS voters. The above 50 
LDS voters voted.in favor of ERA by 64% to 27% opposed 
and 9% undecided. LDS voters unler 30 cast their votes 
69% in favor of ERA to 15% opposed and 15% undecided. 

Voters of the LDS faith numbered 23% of the 
total sample (59 out of 260). Out of that 59, 54% 
voted in favor of the ERA, 32% against it, and 
14% undecided. 

Voters of the Protestant faith numbered 33% 
. (85 out of 260). Out of that 85, 82% voted for the 

ERA, 8% against it, and 9% undecided. 

419 
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Voters of the Catholic :faith numbered 19% 
of the sample ( 51 out of 260) o Out· of that 51, 7096· 
voted for the ERA, 20~6 against it, and 10% undecided. 

Only :five members of the Jewish :faith 
voted in the pollo Of those five, four voted for 
the ERA and one was undecided •. None voted against it. 

Members of :faiths other than the ones 
specified above numbered 23% of the total sample 
(60 out of 260). · Out of ·tho.t 60, 63% voted for 
·the ERA, lS°/4 against it, and 18% undecided. 

THE THIRD QUESTION 
Are male voters more resistent to ERA than 

female voters? 

(114 
ERA, 

CONCLUSION 
No, not in significant numberso 
Male voters numbered 44% of the 

out of 260). Of that 114, 65% voted 
19% against it, and 1?% undecided. 

total sample 
for the 

·Female voters numbered 56% of the total sample 
· (146 out of 260). Of that 146, 73% voted for the ERA, 

17% against it, and 10% undecided. 

If the undecided votes are cast aside, and 
only the yes and no votes are tabulated, the percentage 
of males who voted :for the ERA is reduced from eight 
to four percentage points lower than that of the 
females •••• (77%--74 out of 96 votes) as compareq. to 
81% {107 out of 132 votes). 

THE FOURTH QUESTION 
Are the voters of Clark County's Senate 

District Two, the North Las Vegas area, more opposed 
to the ERA than Nevada voters statewide? 

CONCLUSION 
No. A recent opoinion poll by Pearsonn )< 

reported that 65¾ of a statewide sample of ~evada 
voters favored the ERA. In this VPA sample of opinion 
lp Clark County's State Senate District Two, 70% 
favored the ERA • 

420 
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PUBLIC EMPLOYEES RETIREMENT SYSTEM 
P.O. Box 1569 

CARSON CITY. NEVADA 89701 

TELEPHONE ( 702) 885-4200 

May 15, 1975 

The Honorable Paul W. May, Chairman 
Taxation Committee 
Nevada State Legislature 
Legislative Building 
Carson City, Nevada 89701 

Re: Senate Bi 11 No. 386 

Dear Assemblyman May: 

MEMBB~S 

CffARLES H. COLLINS 

L. ROSS CULBERTSON 

BOYD MANNING 

DONALD L. REAM 

Senate Bill No. 386 would provide for a referendum on November 
2, 1976 to allow the registered voters to determine whether or 
not they would like the sales tax removed from food products, 
with appropriate adjustments made on qther items. Passage of 
this legislation would benefit those persons in the lower in
come brackets. The Retirement System is interested and sup
ports passage of Senate Bill No. 386 because the majority of 
our 3,100 retired persons are in the critically lower income 
brackets. 

Out of our present 3,109 retirees, 941, or 30% receive less 
than $200 per month and l ,477, or 48% receive between $200 and 
$500 per month. This means that 78% of our retirees receive 
less than $500 per month. Only 691, or 22% of our retirees 
receive over $500 per month. The System has 491 persons who 
retired prior to July l, 1963 who have an average age of 81 
years and an average benefit of approximately $160 per month. 

We feel that passage of Senate Bill No. 386 will greatly as
sist our retirees and people in similar situations. We have 

-discussed this matter with representatives of the retired as-
-sociations who have indicated to us that they are in favor of 
this legislation. Therefore, on behalf of our 3,100 retirees, 
the Retirement ·soard and our retiree associations we respect
fully request your favorable consideration of Senate Bill 
No. 386 . 

Sincerely, 

VB:dad ~~ 
CC: Taxation Committee Executive Officer 

Retirement Board 
Mr. Orvis Reil, AARP and Mr. Donald Perry, NRTA 
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Mr. Chairman and members of the Assembly Taxation Committee: 

AREA CODE 702 

882-2697 

I am Ernest Newton, executive vice president of Nevada Taxpayers Association and 
my testimony is in regard to SB-386. (Incidentally, I am a member of A.A.R..P.} The bill 
proposes to relieve from each of the three sales tax levies purchases of food in grocery 
stores; and to increase the tax levies on purchases or use of all other tangible personal 
property, not otherwise exempt. The bill specifically reserves to the legislature the 
power, without a vote of the people, to increase the "school support" tax levy, the 
city-county relief tax levy, and to impose other sales taxes on goods or services as 
the legislature may determine. It is proposed that the proposed changes be submitted 
by the legislature to a vote of the people. 

Several facts need to be made clear. 

(1) Adoption of this proposal, by whatever means, will result in an increased 
extortion of taxes from Nevada consumers in an amount of at least $1,000,000 per 
year; and, I believe, probably much more. 

(2) Enactment of the proposal has great "charm" for the voters, particularly 
for those voters who are promised some economic advantage over their neighbors. Such 
a promised "advantage" is, in my opinion, so nebulous as to be illusory, and is "sup
ported" by examples which are thoughtlessly inaccurate. 

Some few economic facts need to be stated. 

(a) Few, if any, households (regardless of their position on the economic in
come scale) spend more than 25% of gross spendable income for grocery store purchases 
of food. The nationwide average for all households with incomes of less than $9,700 
is 17%. Other "sales-taxable" purchases by all households with incomes of less than 
$9,700 account for 48.7% of spendable income. 

(b) Grocery purchases provide approximately 12% of the tax base for sales taxes. 
The proposal is that the rate is to be increased by 16.66% or 14.28% (depending on 
whether the present total rate is 3% or 3 1/2%}. 

(c) Inflation in the price of the "standard grocery market-basket" price has 
been at an annual rate of about 12% during the past 18 months. The inflation rate in 
the price of all other taxable purchases has been in excess of 19%. 
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(3) This legislature has provided economic advantage for the people of the state 
in a total of about $20,000,000 per year for the next two years, in addition to previ
ously provided advantages. This total is made up of the so-called property tax relief 
bill for the elderly-indigent; increases in welfare allocations; increases in unemploy
ment benefits and NIC benefits; increases in public school funding for "disadvantaged" 
students and their parents; special advantages in the purchase of auto licenses and 
game and fish licenses; and several more. 

(4) This proposal is touted as the "most important" (in the minds of responders) 
of the six issues under consideration in a Gallup poll, yet it is the only one of the 
issues bearing on reduction of the cost of government. A much more revealing study 
would have been a comparison of six possible methods for a reduction of the total cost 
of government. (Incidentally, government taxation now consumes more of the total wages 
of Americans than the combined total for food and beverages and housing and household 
operation.) A comparison of the issue of tax reduction on groceries (or anything else) 
with such an issue as ERA is a comparison of apples and bananas. 

(5) The issue of regressibity, so earnestly advanced by professors at the 
University of Nevada, is basically, and typically socialistic. It is the argument: 

"Take from those who are able to pay and give to those who are in need." But such 
an argument is specious; and particularly inappropriate when applied to sales taxes 
on tangible personal property. Grocery store food requires a comparatively level ex
penditure of resources, no matter what the position of an individual on the income 
scale. As a matter of fact, the higher place one achieves on the income scale, the 

•1ower is the total number of dollars spent in the grocery store. The "low-income" f 
family must confine its total food purchases to essential, basic foods. The "higher
income" family has the ability to eat out in restaurants more often; and to make pur
chases of services which are untaxed by sales levies. It is a fact that the family 
with a $25,000 income (before taxes) disposes of only about 30% of its income for s 
sales-taxable purchases, whereas the family with a $9,700 income uses 48.7% of its 
resources for sales-taxable purchases. 

(6) Sales taxes on tangible personal property are essentially "progressive" 
rather than regressive when the purpose of the revenue extracted is taken into con
sideration. All of Nevada's sales taxes are devoted to the provision of school, wel
fare and city services, which services are of the greatest benefit to persons in in
verse proportion to their position on the income scale. 

(7) I believe there is grave doubt as to the referral of legislative enactments 
to the electorate for ratification. The Constitution provides no such procedure. 
Referendum measures are provided ONLY upon the petition of the electorate. It will 
take a tortured reading of the Constitution to justify a procedure by which the 
Legislature may submit a matter to a vote of the people. The procedure contemplated 
in this bill has never been submitted to the Supreme Court for a decision. I suggest 
that this proposal is of such far-reaching import that such a test is almost inevitable 
and would probably not be justicable until some action was taken by the Secretary of 
State about 15 months from now, and would be difficult to complete before the election 
in November, 1976. 


